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 OFFICIAL 

 

 

This document sets out the joint response from the authorities responsible for the 

Plymouth and South West Devon Joint Local Plan; Plymouth City, South Hams District 

and West Devon Borough Councils.  

We have responded to each question asked in the Consultation and have not used the 

online portal because the response is more nuanced than the specified options allow. 

We would be very happy to meet with Ministers and government officials to help 

improve and guide the detail of the proposed Planning Reforms.   

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Whilst we support many of the objectives and provisions of the Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill 

included within the consultation, and the changes proposed in the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF), the changes proposed are only partial and do not provide the information required to 

understand how the reformed planning system will work in practice.  There are many things still to be 

consulted on and there is no corresponding update yet to the PPG. This means that it is very difficult to 

understand how these changes work together.   

In general we support the policy objectives of: 

 Building beautiful - although we support the extra emphasis placed on good design the language 

used is very subjective and open to interpretation.  There are resource implications that must be 

considered and local planning authorities need financial support to build design skills. 

 Securing infrastructure to support development – although we note the consultation on the 

Infrastructure Levy is not yet available. 

 Democratic engagement with communities on local plans – we are keen to continue our use of 

digital engagement made possible by the Proptech 2 digital engagement fund. 

 Better environmental outcomes – we encourage DLUHC to go further to reduce emissions, 

support adaptation, embed the requirements of the Environment Act and explain the relationship 

with Local Nature Recovery Strategies and operation of Environmental Outcome Reports. 

 Empowering communities to shape their neighbourhoods – it is essential that the focus on 

communities is not undermined by speculative development. 

 Delivering more homes in the right places – although the manifesto commitment figure of 

300,000 has never been justified and is out of date.  It should be updated using the most recent 

census data and the population and household projections when they become available in 2024. 

However, the proposals as drafted do not go far enough and many more changes are required to 

address the fundamental issues identified. 

While there is a lot of positive rhetoric in the consultation document, it is very disappointing that the full 

suite of consultation documents are not also included with these specific NPPF changes.  This would 

allow the system to be viewed holistically, and ensure that all elements are properly joined up.  The 

current changes proposed to the NPPF only address some issues, and leave considerable gaps and 

inconsistencies so it is very difficult to know what effect they will have.  For example there is: 

 A weakening of strategic plan making, and removal of references to unmet need in para 35a but it 

is still in para 61. 
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 Inconsistencies in the approach to densities, see paragraphs 11, 62 and 127 and corresponding 

text changes to the PPG which sets the actual rules, it is noted that the current PPG is out of 

date and inaccurately refers to things that have been found unlawful, such as the Net Zero 

Strategy 

 Uncertainty about the definition of beauty as a subjective concept and disagreement that this is 

given more status that wider sustainability issues. 

 No reference to First Homes or the changes to permitted development rights that undermine 

the delivery of brownfield sites and have fundamentally changed how retail, employment and 

town centre uses can be controlled and monitored. 

 Missed opportunities to enshrine the legally binding UK net zero targets, 10% Biodiversity Net 

Gain and sustainable and active transport into policy. 

 Recognition that this is just an interim position that will change again within the year to split out 

plan making and separate Development Management Policies. This has just created more 

uncertainty without considering the system comprehensively. 

 

Key concern - transitionary arrangements 

One of our key concerns is the proposed transitionary arrangements set out in chapter 9 paragraph 10.  

There is currently a gap in the proposals which means that plans that are currently up to date, such as 

ours that was adopted in March 2019, are not protected if we want to move to the new system.  This is 

a significant oversight and means that we, along with many others across the country, are in a difficult 

position, currently falling between all the proposed transitionary arrangements.  As currently proposed 

local planning authorities do not qualify for any protection if our plans are assessed as out of date but 

could not be updated until there is much greater certainty about the revised plan-making system. This is 

presumably unintentional, because as drafted the reforms appear to penalise high performing, positive 

local planning authorities who have a track record of getting a plan in place.    

 

As authorities with an up-to-date adopted local plan, we want to review our plan at the right time to 

ensure we continue to deliver sustainable development which meets our communities’ needs and 

protect the natural and built environment of our areas.  However, this is very difficult in the context of 

the significant change to Local Plan making proposed now, the numerous changes that will continue this 

year and the changes to the standard method that will occur in summer 2024 with the publication of the 

new household projections.  To facilitate a smooth transition, and to incentivise the change to it, local 

planning authorities in our positions should have the option to move straight to the new system, safe in 

the knowledge that we are not going to be exposed to unplanned and speculative development outside 

the plan-led system.  This is important if we and you are to maintain our communities’ trust in the 

planning system and increase their engagement in the process.   

The provisions need amending to recognise the uncertainty that currently exists and to ensure 

appropriate timescales are covered in case of any delay in bringing forward the new system.  

Transitionary arrangements are required that protect all plans that become more than 5 

years old from the publication of this consultation on 22 December 2022 and not just after 

the start of the new system in late 2024.  In addition the 30 month period should be exclusive of 

any delay in introducing the new system or caused by the Planning Inspectorate in examining the plan.  

This will protect local plans for delays that are beyond their control.  This issue is of key importance to 

us and we would welcome the opportunity to discuss the impact which it has with Ministers and 

government officials. 
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REFORMING THE 5 YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY (5YHLS)  

 

1. Do you agree that local planning authorities should not have to continually demonstrate 

a deliverable five- year housing land supply (5YHLS) as long as the housing requirement set 

out in its strategic policies is less than five years old? 

 

2. Do you agree that buffers should not be required as part of 5YHLS calculations (this 

includes the 20% buffer as applied by the Housing Delivery Test)? 

3. Should an oversupply of homes early in a plan period be taken into consideration when 

calculating a 5YHLS later on or is there an alternative approach that is preferable? 

4. What should any planning guidance dealing with oversupply and undersupply say? 

 

Joint Response to Question 1-4 

Yes, we agree with the changes but they do not go far enough. 

The key points are: 

 5YHLS should be removed altogether. 

 If not removed then the 5YHLS demonstration should only take place in local plan examinations 

unless: 

1. The latest adopted plan is more than 5 years old and the process to update has not 

commenced prior to the 5 year point. 

2. A plan update/new plan has not been submitted for examination under the timeframes of the 

new planning system. 

3. The plan submitted has been found unsound or withdrawn, in which case a 5YHLS against the 

‘standard method’ (or alternatively a figure the plan inspector has concluded ought to be the 

Housing Requirement if applicable) should be demonstrated until a plan is found sound.  

5YHLS demonstration however should not be required in a plan examination if delivery has 

exceeded the Housing Requirement in the past plan period. 

 The 5YHLS ‘deliverability’ test should be a light touch test to ensure that local planning 

authorities (LPA’s) can prioritise the identification of previously developed land at the front end 

of plan periods. 

 Sites with outline consent should be considered as being deliverable, and therefore LPA’s should 

not be required to provide ‘clear evidence’ to demonstrate their deliverability. 

 LPA’s can assume within the 5YHLS, that the delivery rates of developers will increase beyond 

what has been achieved in the past as a result of the provisions set out within the Levelling Up 

Bill.  

 Sites can continue to be included in the 5YHLS where the LPA has sought to use the 

government’s new powers set out in the Levelling Up & Regeneration Bill i.e.  

1. sites where the LPA has refused consent due to poor developer record or proposed slow 

delivery rate 

2. sites where the LPA has removed consent through the issuing of a completion notice 

 A large site windfall allowance in addition to a small site windfall allowance can be included in the 

5YHLS based on past evidence. 
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 Developers with poor records of compliance or delivery should not benefit from the ‘tilted 

balance’ where it is in effect. 

 Buffers should not be required as part of 5YHLS calculations 

 Oversupply from earlier in the plan period should be discounted from the 5YHLS requirement 

consistent with the approach taken to include undersupply in the 5YHLS requirement. 

 

5YHLS should be removed altogether 

Whilst we agree in principle to the changes proposed as a worst case scenario we consider that the 

5YHLS is an inappropriate test particularly outside of the plan making process.  The 5YHLS test: 

 acts as a disincentive to engage in the plan-making process and therefore undermines the plan-

led system 

 incentivises slow delivery as it rewards house builders for the non-delivery of consents and 

allocations through the application of the tilted balance. 

 incentivises the bringing forward of more profitable unplanned greenfield developments at the 

expense of prioritising the delivery of identified sites most notably previously developed land. 

 can be characterised as a greenfield first policy. 

 erodes community confidence and trust in the plan-led system 

We therefore suggest that the 5YHLS as it stands should be removed altogether. 

 

5YHLS Reform 

In the event that government does not remove the 5YHLS in its entirety then additional reforms are 

fundamentally required to ensure communities can regain trust in the plan led system.  

We do agree that Local Plans should not be tested within the first 5 years of their life, because they are 

up to date, however, the whole basis of the five year supply is fundamentally flawed.  Local Plans set 

housing requirements in their strategic policies for the whole plan period, usually looking at least 15 

years ahead.  This provides an element of certainty to communities and developers about what is being 

provided for in terms of land allocations and commitments over that period.  Therefore, the housing 

requirement is not an annual figure, and while it is often annualised for monitoring purposes, there may 

be many reasons why this is inappropriate.  

For example, a significant economic downturn in the economy affects house building output and 

developers understandably reduce output when they are unable to sell their properties due to reduced 

demand; i.e. people with available finance and sufficient disposable income to secure a mortgage at higher 

interest rates.  At no point should a plan be considered out of date and have the presumption in favour 
applied in these circumstances, the plan and its allocations are not failing, the economy is.  The sites 

identified are the right sites to deliver the right homes in the right places as tested by the examination 

process.  The answer cannot be to simply allow alternative sites (particularly greenfield sites) to be 

advanced and gain benefit from tilted balance, when they would be subject to the same economic 

circumstances. 

Applying the five year land supply at year 5 at the point that a plan is being reviewed undermines the 

plan led system, and causes significant issues in terms of community engagement, particularly if it means a 

different untested housing number is used which encourages speculative development.   

The key issue with the 5YHLS is that the local plan should not have to default to the standard method 

numbers at the 5 year point if it has embarked on a review, and it should instead be protected while a 

new plan is being prepared.  The presumption in favour would not then apply until such time as the LPA 

has either been found unsound or has failed to adhere to their agreed 30 month timetable excluding any 

delays due to PINS not adhering to the timetable. 
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Assuming the 5YHLS test remains then the most appropriate solution to underpin a plan led system and 

maintain community trust is that the government make clear that 5 YLS demonstration must only take 

place in local plan examinations unless: 

1. The latest adopted plan is more than 5 years old and the process to update has not commenced 

prior to the 5 year point. 
2. A plan update/new plan has not been submitted for examination under the timeframes of the 

new planning system. 

3. The plan submitted has been found unsound or withdrawn, in which case a 5YHLS against the 

‘standard method’ (or alternatively a figure the plan inspector has concluded ought to be the 

Housing Requirement if applicable) should be demonstrated until a plan is found sound. 

In addition, where an LPA has exceeded the Housing Requirement in the past plan period the LPA 

should not be required to demonstrate a 5YHLS in the plan examination.  The requirement to 

demonstrate a 5YHLS in the plan examination should also be switched off if the LPA has passed the 

Housing Delivery Test in the previous 5 years, or a more appropriate replacement LPA performance 

test is in place.  

 

The 5YHLS ‘Deliverability’ test 

The ‘deliverability’ definition is not entirely helpful however, the interpretation of the test by PINS is out 

of step with the words in the NPPF.  The test requires a realistic prospect of delivery not certainty that 

delivery will occur, yet many PINS decisions forensically examine each site and establish that the 

possibility exists that it might not happen because the land hasn’t been sold yet or a developer hasn’t 

been appointed yet, or the developer hasn’t submitted their reserved matters applications yet.  

Certainty of delivery is impossible for an LPA to prove, delivery is in the hands of the housebuilder who 

may choose for macroeconomic reasons to stall a sale, implement a scheme later or slow down delivery.   

Furthermore, there will be numerous examples of sites that have been delivered within 5 years that 

were not considered deliverable when examined in a 5YHLS assessment.  The stringent application of 

the test results in Previously Developed Land (PDL) being removed and more profitable greenfield sites 

being advanced in order to past the 5YHLS test.  Plans need to be incentivised to prioritise PDL in their 

5YHLS not incentivised to include greenfield first and PDL at the back end of the plan period.  The test, 

if it remains, must ensure that it is loosened substantially and requires a light touch assessment rather 

than forensic analysis of the certainty of delivery.  This is particularly important in relation to  availability 

and deliverability to ensure that LPA’s can confidently identify PDL at the front end of plan periods as a 

priority to aid urban regeneration and direct the market and funding to urban locations as a priority.  

Securing the allocation early in the plan period can help make the site available and deliverable during the 

5 year period, through infrastructure funding bids and utilising the government’s new compulsory 
purchase powers and the government’s house building accelerator (Homes England) to acquire priority 

sites.  If PDL is continuously moved towards the end of the plan period it does not then become a 

priority that can secure funding or acquisition. 

 

Sites with outline consent should be considered deliverable 

At present the onus is upon the LPA to provide ‘clear evidence’ of delivery for sites that do not have 

detailed consent.  This is not appropriate, the LPA has granted consent and therefore the presumption 

should be that the site is deliverable and the LPA should not be required to provide clear evidence to 

demonstrate deliverability. 

 

Increased delivery rates and accelerated delivery 
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Developers currently argue that the delivery rates assumed in the 5YHLS should be based on past or 

current delivery rates/performance etc.  The government continues to aim for the provision of over 

300,000 homes per annum and the reforms seek to ensure that delivery rates are increased beyond that 

of the past.  The reforms introduce new provisions such as commencement and completion notices and 

slow build out forecasts in planning applications becoming a material consideration that could justify 
refusal of a consent.  Therefore, it would be inappropriate to apply existing delivery rates within 5YHLS 

assumptions.  LPA’s should be able to assume significant increased delivery rates for developers and 

shorter lead in times from outline consent to detailed consent within their 5YHLS assumptions.  To 

simply apply past delivery rate and lead in time assumptions within the 5YHLS is effectively suggesting 

that no improvement should be assumed which would be contrary to the purpose of the new provisions 

and would imply the government’s reforms are ineffective and pointless before their effectiveness can be 

evaluated. 

Furthermore, the delivery rate and completion dates set out in commencement notices should be used 

in 5YHLS assumptions regardless of whether they are on track to implement the development according 

to the commencement notice at the point in time the 5YHLS demonstration is being undertaken. 

 

Sites can continue to be included in the 5YHLS where the LPA has sought to use the government’s new 

powers set out in the Levelling Up & Regeneration Bill 

The Levelling Up & Regeneration Bill and planning reforms being proposed would provide powers for 

LPA’s to consider refusing consent for poor developer record or proposed slow delivery rates and to 

issue completion notices to remove consent where developers have not delivered on time.  For these 

powers/measures to mean anything LPA’s must be not be penalised through the 5YHLS test or Housing 

Delivery Test failure for having a lack of consents in place because they have chosen to use the new 

powers/measures.  Therefore, the government must make it clear that sites can continue to be included 

within the 5YHLS and assumed to be deliverable regardless of whether consent has been denied or 

revoked on the basis of poor developer record, low delivery rate forecasts or failure to deliver 

according to delivery rates contained within the new commencement notices. 

 

Large site windfall allowance 

A large site windfall allowance in addition to a small site windfall allowance should be able to be included 

within the 5YHLS based on past evidence.  It is inevitable that some large sites come forward after a plan 

has been produced as opportunity sites can occur at any time.  Indeed, government recognises this 

through the proposed introduction of Supplementary Plans to cater for new sites.  In this light where 

there is past evidence of unidentified large sites delivering within 5 years of adoption of a local plan LPA’s 

should be able to include an appropriate large site windfall allowance. 

 

Developers with poor records of compliance or delivery should not benefit from the tilted balance 

where it is in effect. 

Developers deemed to have poor records regarding compliance or implementation of schemes 

according to the provision contained in Commencement notices i.e. improved delivery rates and 

commencement and completion notices, should not then benefit from the tilted balance where it is has 

been triggered.  It is imperative that the architecture of the planning system does not continue to 

reward or incentivise developers to fail in order to then be able to obtain the benefit of the tilted 

balance.  Developers with good records of compliance, expedient delivery and increased delivery rates 

compared to the past should continue to benefit from the tilted balance when triggered, i.e. where the 

LPA has not prepared plans on time, where the LPA has had their plan found unsound or where an LPA 

has been deemed to fail a performance based test to replace the inappropriate, ineffective Housing 

Delivery Test (see response to Housing Delivery Test questions 18-21 below). 
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Buffers 

Buffers should be removed, because they do not guarantee more delivery.  Applying a buffer fails to 

recognise that some Councils have a good consenting record but that not all permissions or deliverable 

sites get built. This is outside of the control of local planning authorities and LPAs should not be 
penalised for things they cannot control.   We recognise the importance of ensuring flexibility in the 

supply and Councils ensure that there are a range of deliverable and developable sites over the lifetime 

of the Local Plan.   

Furthermore, the Planning Inspectorate inappropriately examines LPA’s 5YHLS by forensically examining 

the deliverability of each site ignoring the very purpose of the buffer in the first place.  LPA’s were 

required to identify a buffer to ensure that there was a pool of sufficient deliverable sites identified to 

meet the housing that was required to be met in the next 5 years.  By definition therefore not all sites 

identified in the 5YHLS were required to be delivered to meet need and thus the working assumption 

had to be that not all sites in the 5YHLS would be delivered, i.e. if one was required to provide 5,000 

homes, 6,000 homes had to be identified (20% buffer), to ensure the realistic prospect that 5,000 homes 

would be delivered.  For inspectors to forensically examine every site through the prism of certainty, i.e. 

delivery deemed uncertain and removed from the 5YHLS because the site with consent hadn’t been sold 

to a developer or the developer hadn’t submitted a detailed consent yet was frankly an injustice that 

resulted in recently adopted plans being considered out of date. To ensure communities can regain trust 

in a plan-led system the buffers must be removed. 

We note in the NPPF changes that while the buffers have been deleted in new para 75, there is still 

reference to the buffers in footnote 39 in paragraph 69.  This needs deleting for consistency. 

 

Oversupply  

Yes, if the five year land supply test remains then oversupply should be considered.  The approach used 

should be consistent with the way any shortfall is treated, so if undersupply is added, then oversupply 

should be deleted. This should be dealt with in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). 

The current PPG sections that mention past shortfalls and oversupply should be comprehensively 

revised. This means Paragraph: 031 Reference ID: 68-031-20190722 and Paragraph: 032 Reference ID: 

68-032-20190722 respectively.  It is important that consistent terminology is used throughout the NPPF 

and PPG because delivery is not the same as supply.  Delivery is what has been completed, i.e. it looks 

backwards, supply, is what is available, suitable and deliverable, so it looks forward.  There are many 

cases (i.e. para 75 and 11b of the NPPF) throughout these consultation documents where these terms 

are used interchangeably which is very confusing.  This needs to be addressed to ensure clarity and 

consistency across the NPPF and with the PPG. The whole PPG wording across all the sections on 

5YHLS and Standard Method need to be updated and consistently applied.  It would be helpful if the PPG 

provides case study examples and scenarios to show how this would work in various situations where 

plans are being prepared.  For example if you have to default to SM at the five year point how exactly is 

under and over delivery dealt with when different figures have been in place? It is also not clear how an 

emerging plan, with its own housing requirement, should treat over and under delivery when the  plan 

period may be back dated and includes years that have already delivered against the previously plans 

requirement? 

We are not clear exactly what you are trying to achieve, so until we have that clarity we cannot suggest 

any amended text. We are happy to work with you on this matter and assist you in working through the 

implications for local planning authorities in the full range of different contexts. 

The best approach, that would remove all this complexity, is to remove the requirement to demonstrate 

a 5YHLS if a LPA has embarked on a review, and it should instead be protected while its new plan is 

being prepared.  The presumption in favour would not then apply until such time as the LPA has either 
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been found unsound or has failed to adhere to their agreed 30 month timetable excluding any delays due 

to PINS not adhering to the timetable. 

 

 

 

BOOSTING THE STATUS OF NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANS  

 

5. Do you have any views about the potential changes to paragraph 14 of the existing 

Framework and increasing the protection given to neighbourhood plans?  

 

Joint Response to Question 5 

 

Neighbourhood Plans can play an important role in allocating sites and where this opportunity is taken 

Neighbourhood Plans should be protected from speculative development, particularly as preparing a NP 

is resource intensive and requires effort and commitment by the local community.   We support in 

principle the need to ensure Neighbourhood Plans are not undermined soon after they have been made.  

This must be contingent on them allocating sites to meet their full housing need and ensuring these sites 

are deliverable.   

However, there is an important issue raised by this change of over promising localisms and creating 

conflict.  This may cause timing and alignment issues to ensure that if the Local Plan needs to be 

reviewed it can legitimately reconsider allocations within the Neighbourhood Plan area. We know there 

is always friction between the bottom up and top down process and this needs to be carefully managed 

to ensure that expectations about the lifespan of plans is set within the context of planning reform and 

the expectations of the new system that could render many Neighbourhood Plans no longer in 
conformity with the upper tier plans and policies.  This issue already exists but has the potential to get 

more difficult especially if some policies may be superseded by National Development Management 

Policies.    

We generally support proposals that recognise the importance of Neighbourhood Plans and make this 

process easier with the introduction of Neighbourhood Priority Statements. This should make 

engagement in the process easier and more accessible in Plymouth.  While in South Hams and West 

Devon Neighbourhood Plans have already been widely embraced and are seen as an important and 

influential local planning tool.  This is demonstrated by the early involvement of parishes resulting in 24 

“made” Neighbourhood Plans and a further 19 at various stages of preparation. This represents a 

widespread enthusiasm for and take-up of the neighbourhood planning process across the rural areas of 

South Hams and West Devon. It also represents a substantial commitment of resources – time, effort, 

energy, and finances, by both the groups and their communities and the local planning authorities.  This 

needs to be supported, recognising the importance of working with communities to ensure they 

understand the relationship between the different tiers of the development plan and going forward how 

this may affect plans they are currently making.  Considerable resources will be required to manage 

communications and expectations and ensure that plans can be implemented, monitored and reviewed. 

 

 

PLANNING FOR HOUSING  
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6. Do you agree that the opening chapters of the Framework should be revised to be 

clearer about the importance of planning for the homes and other development our 

communities need? 

 

Joint Response to Question 6 

 

Yes, we support the objectives of positively planning for our community’s needs, including homes, jobs, 

local facilities and associated infrastructure, however, we also think there should be a recognition of the 

part that planning plays in terms of tackling climate change as an overarching key theme. We think the 

NPPF should set out the importance of planning development not only for our current needs but 

development which will meet the needs of future communities.  This should be balanced with 

environmental protection, good design principles, high quality development, and ensuring minimal carbon 

footprint. 

 

LOCAL HOUSING NEED AND THE STANDARD METHOD  

 

7. What are your views on the implications these changes may have on plan-making and 

housing supply? 

Joint Response to Question 7 

 

As high performing planning authorities with a good track record of plan making and an up-to-date local 

plan we are keen to ensure we maintain a robust supply of suitable and sustainable sites to meet our 

development needs.  We are also keen to review our Joint Local Plan at the right time, engaging 

positively with the communities and increasing their confidence and trust in the plan making system.  
The planning reforms that have been slowly progressing since 2020 have not helped, and in our view the 

changes have: 

 Not provided clarity 

 Created a policy vacuum 

 Increased uncertainty 

 Increased requirements without providing necessary additional resources  

 Potentially undermined the plan led system 

 Failed to properly address a range of issues essential to a robust plan making system that will 

deliver the quantity and type of genuinely affordable homes and ensure places properly deal with 

climate change  

To provide a more positive context for us to work within further changes are required, as set out in 

detail in response to the questions within this consultation, including: 

 Support for authorities, (like us) that have an up to date plan and who want to positively embrace 

the new plan making system, through amending the transitionary arrangements so we can choose 

to positively move to the new system while being protected from speculative development. 

 Recognition and support for the principle of joint working and joint plans to overcome cross 

border issues and deliver a more sustainable distribution of development (lack of joint working 

will work against the climate emergency and sustainable development). 

 Removal of the standard methodology in its entirety or bring it up to date ensuring it is based on 

most recent and robust data from the 2021 census. This would enable LPAs to plan properly for 

the future needs of their communities by fully recognising changing demographics such as falling 
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birth-rates and an ageing population. We note that no other element of plan making would be 

found sound based on old (2014 based) and earlier evidence that is so out of step with the reality 

as shown by current data. 

 Removal of the arbitrary 35% urban uplift which is unjustified and currently not backed with any 

funding that will ensure that the very challenging brownfield sites are delivered and prioritised 

ahead of the identification of more greenfields. This will also allow cities to identify more 

opportunities to mitigate and adapt for climate change and deliver initiatives such as Green 

Infrastructure Framework and fully integrate the objectives of the Local Nature Recovery 

Strategy. 

 Recognise that up to date evidence can be used to justify housing need. 

 Provide additional emphasis on affordable housing need above market housing to ensure we 

deliver a greater proportion of affordable housing to meet our needs. 

 Fully support the climate emergency and recognise its impact on housing.  

 

There is no evidence that the existing planning system holds up the building of new homes, rather the 

dominant position of the major house builders working to shareholder imperatives has resulted in 

slower build out of sites whilst offering less consumer choice. Without justification, planning is seen as 

the problem, inhibiting the unfettered approach of the market.  The Local Government Association 

estimates that nationally there are over 1 million homes consented which have not been built. As at 
April 2022, there were 13,863 dwellings with planning permission of which 12,349 dwellings had yet to 

commence construction across the whole Joint Local Plan area.  This represents 52% of our housing 

requirement to 2034, which is in addition to our having already delivered 42% (11,107 dwellings) in the 

first 8 years of the plan period. This means 94% of our allocations are completed, under construction or 

benefit from planning permission. Therefore, it is not our plan making or the supply illustrated by 

permissions that is the problem.  

Housing delivery is expected to fall in the next few years due to wider macroeconomics placing 

significant downwards pressure on housing output.  This is outside LPAs control and it would be absurd 

if the JLP authorities housing policies were to be considered out of date and the tilted balance applied 

when the supply clearly exists to meet the 20 year housing requirement. Where it is clear from the 

sufficient pool of dwellings with consent on committed sites and allocations that housing delivery has 

been identified in the development on the right sites in the right places, the tests of 5YHLS and HDT 

should not apply. The slowing down of implementation due to wider macroeconomic factors should not 

cast aside the right sites where housing should be developed, to advance less suitable locations, as this is 

counterintuitive to a plan led system. 

 

INTRODUCING NEW FLEXIBILITIES TO MEETING HOUSING 

NEEDS 

 

8.  Do you agree that policy and guidance should be clearer on what may constitute an 

exceptional circumstance for the use of an alternative approach for assessing local housing 

needs? Are there other issues we should consider alongside those set out above? 

 

Joint Response to Question 8  

 

Yes. However, we have fundamental concerns with the proposal to retain the Standard Method and 

would look for significant reassurances and clarifications should the government proceed with what is at 
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face value a totally undemocratic way of deciding on housing requirements and based upon an arbitrary 

national housing requirement and an untested algorithm.  If it is retained further guidance is required and 

exceptional circumstances should include latest demographic data and the use of longer term trends. 

Fundamentally, to ensure that Local Plans are based on robust up to date information, alternative 

methods to assess local housing need should be able to use latest available ONS population and 
household projections data.  This includes up to date population changes, structure, age group, migration 

patterns, including in migration for retirement which is changing the age structure, travel to work data, 

household types and forecasts. It is this evidence that provides opportunities to respond to exceptional 

circumstances and to develop a local approach which responds to local housing need. In addition, up to 

date economic forecasts can also be used to understand local economic circumstances and 

opportunities.   

Working with the Standard Methodology has led us to conclude that it is flawed and not fit for purpose 

as it does not allow Councils to respond and plan for their identified local needs.  The 300,000 dwellings 

per annum figure is considered to be an aspirational target and not an assessment of the nation’s housing 

need and type of housing needed.  It is not underpinned by any evidence, and on that basis the Standard 

Method cannot be soundly referred to as an adequate assessment of housing need.  It is an algorithm 

designed to ensure it adds up to the 300,000 homes target, includes arbitrary ‘policy-on’ uplifts and is 

based on out of date population projections founded on what the world looked like between 2009 and 

2014.  Significant events have occurred since 2014 that have had a profound impact on population and 

household forecasts.  To produce a plan in 2023/24 underpinned by demographic data that dates back to 

2009 and ignoring the latest available demographic evidence on the population to be planned for is 

contrary to every principle of sound plan making. In fact to use the current Standard Method should be 

regarded as exceptional given it is so out of date. 

If government continues with the current Standard Method algorithm that does not allow the use of 

latest demographic evidence, then the government should make clear in guidance under ‘exceptional 

circumstances’ that authorities can use the suite of latest available ONS projections to test whether the 

use of the 2014 projections in the Standard Method reflects current and future demographic trends and 

market signals.  Diverting from the Standard Method can be justified if the authority can demonstrate 

that the figure derived using the Standard Method does not provide an accurate reflection of current and 

future demographic trends and market signals and does not appear to provide a realistic assessment of 

local housing need, i.e. the Standard Method figure would require significant population growth above 

that recorded past trends or would see average household sizes at an implausible rate. Indeed NPPF 

paragraph 61 requires that any alternative assessment of housing need under exceptional circumstances 

must ‘also’ reflect current and future demographic trends and market signals.  This implies that the 

Standard Method should also reflect current and demographic trends and market signals, therefore the 
Standard Method advisory figure should not be used if it can be shown to provide an inaccurate 

reflection of current and future demographic trends and market signals for the area. 

 

9. Do you agree that national policy should make clear that Green Belt does not need to be 

reviewed or altered when making plans, that building at densities significantly out of 

character with an existing area may be considered in assessing whether housing need can 

be met, and that past over-supply may be taken into account? 

 

Joint Response to Question 9  

No. Green Belt should not be treated any differently to other green spaces of value in determining 

whether there are appropriate places to provide housing to meet need.  We disagree with protecting 

the Green Belt at all costs and it is contrary to positive sustainable planning.  It is often highly accessible, 

offering excellent sustainability and placemaking opportunities, particularly if it is located close to a rail 

station with links to the city.  Green Belt is not an environmental designation and should not be 
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misunderstood as such.  This change will have the unintended consequence of pushing housing beyond 

the Green Belt boundaries into less sustainable and accessible locations.  In addition it will have an 

adverse effect on meeting housing need in Green Belt authorities, especially cities which are having an 

unjustified urban uplift imposed on them with no funding to deliver their inner city sites.  

If this change is accepted how will Green Belt ever be reviewed? Green Belt policy should be subject to 
a review where changing priorities such as climate change, active travel options, and opportunities for 

biodiversity, nature recovery and Green Infrastructure can be balanced alongside opportunities for 

sustainable housing and economic growth, renewable energy and other multifunctional uses.   

 

No, we do not agree with the assertions around density, it is just one factor to be considered as part 

of the allocation process, and this is already an issue that is considered when allocating sites.  See our 

response to question 10.  

There are already a range of ‘policy on’ elements that are also relevant in considering whether the 

housing need can be met.  This includes robustly evidenced application of environmental, social and 

economic considerations, infrastructure needs and requirements, biodiversity net gain and climate 

change principles in addition to density and character. For example, there are a range of valid planning 

reasons such as lack of suitable sites and environmental factors (such as nationally designated landscapes) 

which could justify a position of not meeting housing need in full.   

The question is not clear, but we think it is important that density is considered in a way which provides 

opportunities for positive change, it is not always appropriate to focus on optimising density in 

brownfield locations when a wide range of factors should be considered including the existing character 

and fabric of the local area, access to key infrastructure including healthy food options and green space, 

along with opportunities to provide mitigation and adaptation for climate change.  This is especially 

important in sustainable and accessible locations around transport hubs where densities are encouraged 

to be maximised.   

For information, the NPPF changes are inconsistent between different paragraphs, especially in relation 

to what is required by the cities affected by the urban uplift.  The approach in para 11 is not consistent 

with para 62 and 127 and all these paragraphs need to be considered holistically to understand what is 

being suggested.   

 

The issue of past over-supply is not clear and the text confuses delivery with permissions.  These are 

two very different things.  Delivery is backward looking and about what has been completed and 

permissions is forward looking and about supply. More detail is required because it is not clear what the 

parameters of this suggestion actually are, how they would work and what it means.   

If a workable mechanism is to be proposed, the following questions need to be comprehensively 

addressed: 

 What time period and base dates are being used and what happens at the 5 year review point? 

 What consents are included? 

 How are lapsed sites dealt with? 

 How are commitments, and yet to be implemented sites referred to? 

 What criteria should be used? 

 How is this to be monitored? 

 How are previous allocations taken into account? 

A mechanism that takes performance into account going forward may have some benefits, however, 
there are also potential pitfalls which may lead to good sites being under pressure for deallocation.  

Considerable further work is required to work through real examples to understand what the 
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consequences may be and how this could actually work in practice.  We are happy to work with 

DLUHC on this issue. 

 

 

10. Do you have views on what evidence local planning authorities should be expected to 
provide when making the case that need could only be met by building at densities 

significantly out of character with the existing area? 

 

Joint Response to Question 10 

 

Local planning authorities already consider density as part of the site selection process and Strategic 

Housing Land Availability Assessment.  In identifying and allocating land for development a range of 

considerations about the suitability of sites are taken into account.  Density and character are only some 

of the issues considered, together with for example infrastructure needs and requirements, biodiversity 

net gain and climate change principles. Consideration is already given to individual site circumstances on 

a case by case basis. We therefore consider that this is a red herring and are not convinced that this is 

really any different than the existing position regarding establishing how much housing is suitable to be 

provided within the authority boundary to determine whether need can be met. 

As written, this appears to be little more than a charter to retain the existing character and density, 

which will just perpetuate the current development pattern, irrespective of whether it is good or bad.  It 

has not been well thought out, particularly in relation to areas that want to actively embrace increased 

densities, and indeed are being encouraged to do so, by other changes in the NPPF.  More guidance is 

required on exactly how this would work, to understand the relationship between density and viability 

which is not linear, and how development could be used to positively change an area to increase its 

sustainability credentials or maximise the opportunities that exist to benefit from good accessibility, a 

wide range of local services and community facilities.    

In terms of evidence Design Codes may assist with an understanding of sustainability and placemaking 

and can provide base line evidence of existing densities and area character and access to services and 

facilities, as well as links to the LNRS and Green Infrastructure Framework and opportunities for climate 

change mitigation and adaptation. However, design is only one element of a range of issues to be 

considered. In terms of evidence some quantitative data is likely to be able to be sourced though using 

existing council GIS systems and this would provide a high level overview of density.  Any data could be 

accompanied by character analysis obtained from field and desk studies that can be used to positively to 

identify the areas physical characteristics and its capacity to absorb and opportunity to change using 

significantly higher densities.  

There are considerable resource implications of Design Codes that will need funding via new burdens 

grants.  There are also considerable skills shortages that will need to be met if the opportunity to use 

Design Codes is to be met effectively.   

 

11. Do you agree with removing the explicit requirement for plans to be ‘justified’, on the 

basis of delivering a more proportionate approach to examination? 

Joint Response to Question 11 

 

Yes, the removal of the justified test appears to help reduce the burden of evidence and ensure a 

quicker and more streamlined examination process and a faster plan making system. A more 

proportionate evidence base is a prerequisite of the new 30 month timetable, however, as yet details 
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have not been published.  Local planning authorities need to know exactly what changes are to be made 

so that we are clear about what evidence is required and what constitutes proportionate. This guidance 

is required urgently so local planning authorities can start preparing their evidence.  However, so far we 

do not have this information and without seeing all of the detail of the plan making process it is difficult 

to comment on the exact impact this will have.  

The change in removing the justified test should mean there is more flexibility and less onus on local 

planning authorities to consider alternatives, while still needing to produce an evidence based plan.  The 

remaining tests adequately ensure that plans will still be based on robust evidence and options will still 

be considered through the plan making process, not least because local planning authorities need to 

understand what options exist, explore these with communities and explain why a preferred option is 

chosen. In addition, we note that the SA/SEA currently still require reasonable alternatives to be 

considered.   

Legislative provisions already exist that mean a plan is presumed sound on submission unless proved 

otherwise.  Consequently, the tests are not necessary and we suggest the NPPF reiterates the fact that 

plans are considered sound when examined and the onus should be on objectors to prove it is unsound. 

If guidance about the tests is considered to be helpful this could be included within the PPG.  

The positively prepared test ensures that housing needs is assessed using a clear and justified method, 

however this still refers to the flawed Standard Method.  Our responses in the questions above 

comment on the inappropriateness of using the Standard Method, which needs to be updated or 

scrapped.  Subject to ensuring that alternatives to identifying local housing need can use most up to date 

population and household projection data, the proposed wording will provide adequate requirements for 

plans to be based on robust evidence and tested on this basis. 

We also note that the positively prepared test of soundness is changed and deletes references to 

working together to accommodate unmet need.  It is unclear how this relates to paragraph 61 that 

continues to say that “any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into 

account in establishing the amount of housing to be planned for.”   

We are concerned that this appears to signal a move away from proper consideration of cross-boundary 

issues that are best assessed on a wider functional spatial level, so as to ensure sound strategic planning 

and policy interventions to deliver sustainable patterns of development.  The importance of voluntary 

cross-boundary agreement, for example through joint local plans is recognised at paragraph 14 (Chapter 

4) of the consultation in relation to dealing with the urban uplift.  It is disappointing that this has not 

been included within the changes to the NPPF at paragraph 62 or footnote 30. 

Strategic planning is also important for biodiversity planning, as wildlife does not have regard for planning 

authority boundaries. So for example, the Local Nature Recovery Strategies will need to dove-tail across 

boundaries. Our Joint Local Plan has successfully addressed strategic cross boundary issues to deliver 
necessary development and associated infrastructure. Clarity is required about how the flexible 

alignment test will work and this is fundamental to the effective operation of addressing cross boundary 

strategic issues. It should be robust and workable and ensure that difficult issues around unmet need 

have a rigorous framework in which to be discussed and agreed.   

 

12. Do you agree with our proposal to not apply revised tests of soundness to plans at 

more advanced stages of preparation? If no, which if any, plans should the revised tests 

apply to?  

Joint Response to Question 12 

 

Yes.  As set out in paragraph 225 of Annex 1 it is appropriate that plans already in the system at 

Regulation 19 stage or beyond are tested against the existing 2021 tests of soundness.   
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13. Do you agree that we should make a change to the Framework on the application of 

the urban uplift? 

 

14. What, if any, additional policy or guidance could the department provide which could 
help support authorities plan for more homes in urban areas where the uplift applies? 

 

15. How, if at all, should neighbouring authorities consider the urban uplift applying, where 

part of those neighbouring authorities also functions as part of the wider economic, 

transport or housing market for the core town/city? 

 

Joint Response to Question 13 to 15 

 

Key points are: 

 

 Strongly object to the inappropriate arbitrary urban uplift within the Standard Method. It should 

be removed as it is a ‘policy on’ government spatial distribution strategy that should not form 

part of an area’s need assessment. 

 It creates a false starting point as many of the 20 largest cities/towns will already have adopted 

plans that have demonstrated in the past that the cities/towns needs cannot be met within the 

LPA boundary.  In such cases new settlements and sustainable urban extensions will already exist 

or are being planned for, therefore it would be absurd to ignore this context and direct the 

urban LPAs to seek to meet this arbitrary uplift within the LPA boundary.  

 The LPA boundary is most likely different to the wider urban area which forms the basis for the 

population used in the top 20 cities/towns, therefore should the government’s housing 

distribution strategy (the urban uplift) remain then planning jointly across the urban area with 

neighbouring authorities must be a requirement of the new system for the top 20 cities/towns. 

 If the government’s housing distribution strategy remains then the government needs to align all 

funding streams to the 20 top cities/towns to unlock previously developed land (PDL), ensuring 

that development on PDL is maximised, supported at the front end of plans and can deliver 

policy compliant developments and places.   We cannot have a two tier system where place-

making and climate change friendly developments can only be achieved on profitable greenfield 

sites 

 LPAs should simply be tested at examination on ensuring they have maximised through allocation 

the potential for housing on vacant, derelict or underused PDL 

 There is no clarity yet on the new ‘flexible alignment’ test to replace the Duty to Cooperate 

which is needed in order to evaluate how strategic cross border planning is envisaged to work 

and how unmet need is to be met. 

 Removal of the demonstration of 5YHLS altogether, or amendment to the ‘deliverability’ 

definition for PDL sites, as plans in the top 20 cities/towns should be encouraged to maximise 

housing on PDL at the front end of plans and thus restrict the ability for the market to prioritise 

the bringing forward of a continuous stream of greenfield sites ahead of regenerating vacant, 

derelict and underused PDL in the heart of cities and towns.  

 If regeneration is really a government priority it must be enshrined as a spatial strategy and 

supported by significant funding and state intervention to resource delivery with targeted 

infrastructure investment and funding including fiscal measures and tax incentives to unlock and 

clean-up sites and to address viability issues associated with PDL in these cities/towns.  
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Strongly object 

No.  To be clear, the urban uplift should be removed as it is a ‘policy on’ political spatial distribution 

strategy using a contrived percentage which is not justified.  It is arbitrary, undeliverable and ignores 

demographics.  It should not be referred to, or interpreted as, the housing need of the local area within 

a housing needs assessment.   

It has been included as an uplift, but is in reality a political strategy and the government should be honest 

about this and properly set out a national spatial strategy.  As such it needs to be adequately supported 

by positive policies enshrined within the NPPF that set out exactly what is required to deliver this 

national plan, including a map of where these cities/towns are and how these areas, and their 

surroundings should positively work together to deliver this growth.  This needs to be supported by 

policies that prioritise PDL before greenfield sites and remove the tests that currently work in the 

opposite direction.  Cross boundary planning should be a requirement for these cities/towns through 

joint planning, as recognised by the reference to voluntary cross boundary planning in the consultation 

document, and as demonstrated by our Plymouth and South West Devon Joint Local Plan.  Properly 

recognising and supporting the uplift as a key government regeneration objective and policy will assist 

local authorities in securing investment and indeed all government investment, such as from DfT, should 

then logically be focused on these areas.  Adequate funding is essential if this uplift is to remain and if the 

objectives of delivering PDL in cities, before greenfield land outside them, is to be realised.  

We support the delivery of previously developed land and prioritising this for development over 

greenfield sites.  Indeed this is already an essential element of our spatial strategy within our adopted 

Joint Local Plan. But we are also very concerned that the uplift will put additional pressure on green 

spaces within the city as well as employment sites and increasingly put pressure on existing 

infrastructure, lead to inappropriate town cramming and conflict about how to deal with the increasing 

climate change resilience and adaptation measures that will be required.  We note that the urban uplift is 

also at odds with the proposed change to the NPPF about Green Belt and the requirements around 

density.   

The fact that 14 out of the 20 largest cities are surrounded by Green Belt means that there is increased 

pressure on the cities to deliver housing within their boundaries. Many of the 20 cities will have already 

had adopted plans in the last decade which have demonstrated there is insufficient suitable land in the 

city to meet all the need and land will have been identified in neighbouring authorities to accommodate 

the unmet need.  It is therefore absurd to pretend that the starting point is that cities should meet the 

urban uplift in future when it has already been demonstrated that they cannot.  Where this has already 

been established government should require strategic plans/joint plans to address housing needs going 

forward. It is worth pointing out that the boundaries that define the 20 largest urban areas are not 

derived on the basis of the LPA boundary and extend into neighbouring authority areas which is the 
justification for requiring authorities across the urban area and its immediate hinterland to plan jointly 

through either a Spatial Development Strategy or Joint Local Plan. It is an urban area uplift not an LPA 

boundary uplift.  

The proposed changes to the NPPF are unhelpful and undermine good strategic planning which 

recognises that administrative boundaries are artificial areas that do not coincide with the functional 

relationships that cities have with their surrounding areas.  Our Joint Local Plan is one of only a handful 

of joint plans that addressed difficult cross boundary issues in a positive way creating a policy area that 

includes the fringe and recognises the benefits that exist for both the city and its rural neighbours.  The 

current proposal has the potential to undermine proper spatial plan making and leading to more 

situations where cities and their rural hinterlands fail to properly address cross boundary growth and 

infrastructure planning.  This is a retrograde step and one which we do not support. 

Strategic planning needs to be required or encouraged to appropriately plan across borders to achieve 

the best sustainable outcomes to tackle climate change and the housing crisis. This requires appropriate 

cross boundary working, however the details of a policy alignment test is not yet available and spatial 
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development strategies are voluntary, so will not necessarily lead to robust strategic planning and plan 

making.  Without government support and funding for councils to work together it is unlikely they will 

be taken forward. Clarity is required about how the flexible alignment test will work and this is 

fundamental to the effective operation of addressing cross boundary strategic issues. It should be robust 

and workable and ensure that difficult issues around unmet need have a rigorous framework in which to 
be discussed and agreed.   

Currently the system incentivises greenfield development over PDL through the consequences of the 

HDT and 5YHLS and the exclusion of PDL from 5YHLS due to the forensic analysis of the certainty of 

deliverable developments being applied by PINS with regard to development of PDL.  This has to be 

reversed as at present the market continues to advance and deliver greenfield development given its 

value and profitability.  The inclusion of the urban uplift exacerbates this and forces LPA’s to identify 

more greenfields ahead of PDL where deliverability is difficult to prove given the inappropriate high bar 

certainty test being applied.  In our JLP alone last year over 84% of dwelling starts on major sites were 

on greenfield when over 3,000 dwellings in the city have consent on PDL which are presently stalled or 

where delivery is slowing down.  Retaining the 5YHLS test simply means that the PDL sites will move to 

the back of the plan period and will have to be replaced by yet more greenfield sites.  This is not 

sustainable.  The market must be required/forced/directed to deliver PDL allocations and consents in the 

first 5 years of a plan period before any greenfield sites not already allocated are brought forward.  

If the urban uplift remains part of the Standard Method, it should be considered in the round in 

association with the 5YHLS, deliverability test and HDT all of which contrive to prevent the 

prioritisation of challenging PDL at the front end of plans which inevitably move backwards whilst the 

system incentivises developers to prioritise the bringing forward of more and more profitable greenfield 

sites.  This situation is undermining our ability to prioritise the regeneration of PDL in our city centre 

and district centre locations when the market’s focus is on prioritising more profitable greenfield sites.  

LPA’s should simply be tested at examination on whether they are maximising previously developed land 

for housing i.e. identifying vacant, derelict and underused land. 

Placemaking and climate change must be the objective for development on PDL just as it must on more 

profitable greenfield sites.  Therefore, government must ensure the planning system does not allow PDL 

developments to result in substandard schemes lacking: infrastructure, quality, affordable housing and 

climate change infrastructure.  This has happened since the introduction of the NPPF in 2012 and 

viability cannot and must not be used to reduce the policy requirements on PDL.  Government must 

ensure targeted funding is available to ensure that development on PDL can attain the same quality and 

policy requirements, including affordable housing quantums, that greenfield sites can achieve, and that 

the operation of the whole planning system does not undermine this. 

See also response to Question 55 which sets out our suggestions on what measures government should 
do to bring forward previously developed land.   

 

 

ENABLING COMUNITIES WITH PLANS ALREADY IN THE 

SYSTEM TO BENEFIT FROM CHANGES 

 

16. Do you agree with the proposed four-year rolling land supply requirement for emerging 

plans, where work is needed to revise the plan to take account of revised national policy on 

addressing constraints and reflecting any past over-supply? If no, what approach should be 
taken, if any? 

 

Joint Response to Question 16 
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No. The transitionary arrangements proposed are a poor attempt to fix a flawed problem.  It is best 

solved by removing the 5YHLS in its entirety. A 4 year period is only needed because the current system 

means that plans are tested against the Standard Method when they reach year 5.  If these issues are not 

resolved properly then we agree it is better to allow plans to demonstrate a 4 year housing land supply 

than a 5 year housing land supply.   

However, this protection only applies if a plan is at Reg 18 by the date of this revised NPPF (spring 

2023) and it has consulted on allocations to meet housing need. Our Joint Local Plan adopted in 2019 is 

up to date and we have not embarked on a review yet, because we have been waiting, endlessly, for 

these planning reforms in the hope of jumping straight to the new system.  Consequently we are not 

protected by these transitionary arrangements.  We are keen to move to the new system and prepare a 

new style local plan but in order to do this the transitionary provisions for plans under the new system 

need to be revised to protect us whilst we develop a new style plan.  As currently worded there is a gap 

and any plans that are currently up to date, but reach the five year point following the publication of this 

consultation and have not already started a review are not protected.  It is unfair to expect plans to 

begin preparing a review when there is considerable uncertainty including two revisions to the NPPF this 

year, emerging national Development Management Policies and new household projections next year 

that could have significant changes on what is being planned for.  We address this in more detail at 

question 46. 

Defaulting to the Standard Method numbers at the 5 year point is fundamentally flawed and is contrary 

to the ambition of a plan-led system that looks ahead at least 15 years.  It is entirely illogical that a plan 

with a long term spatial strategy found sound at examination is in danger of speculative development as 

soon as it turns 5 years old.  This seriously undermines the delivery of a long term strategy, and all the 

community engagement that the plan is built on.  The logical conclusion of this is that a new plan has to 

be prepared every 2.5 years to ensure it is up to date and this is ridiculous and completely undermines 

the assertion that this is a plan led system.  

The key issue with the 5YHLS is that the local plan should not have to default to the Standard Method 

numbers at the 5 year point if it has embarked on a review, and it should instead be protected while a 

new plan is being prepared.  The presumption in favour would not then apply until such time as the LPA 

has either been found unsound or has failed to adhere to their agreed 30 month timetable excluding any 

delays due to PINS not adhering to the timetable. 

 

17. Do you consider that the additional guidance on constraints should apply to plans 

continuing to be prepared under the transitional arrangements set out in the existing 

Framework paragraph 220? 

 

Joint Response to Question 17 

Firstly, this question is unclear, what paragraph of NPPF is the question meant to refer to because 

paragraph 220 refers to the extraction of coal.  Secondly, there is very little guidance on constraints, 

there is only vague reference to density and character which is confused and inconsistent across the 

document, or Green Belt, which is objected to as set out in question 9 above.  Both these ‘constraints’ 

should be removed because considering them in isolation does not lead to good strategic planning.  

However, if they are retained then further detailed guidance needs to be included within the PPG and 

more detailed consideration needs to be given to exactly when plans should be able to apply them.   

We suggest that these provisions regarding constraints should only apply to plans that are before 

Regulation 19, and the same transitionary arrangements as those set out in paragraph 225 should apply.  

In the context of climate change it cannot be the case that the system promotes the identification of 

sites that are less sustainable than sites that could be more sustainable in the Green Belt by stating that 

LPA’s are not required to review land in the Green Belt.  It is incumbent upon the government to 
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ensure its planning system is set up to ensure the site selection process for development plans is the 

most appropriate to deliver the best climate change outcomes. Land within Green Belt must be assessed 

alongside other green fields to assess the most appropriate solution which should be tested at 

examination. 

  

TAKING ACCOUNT OF PERMISSIONS GRANTED IN THE 

HOUSING DELIVERY TEST (HDT)  

 

18. Do you support adding an additional permissions-based test that will ‘switch off’ the 

application of the presumption in favour of sustainable development where an authority 

can demonstrate sufficient permissions to meet its housing requirement? 

 

19. Do you consider that the 115% ‘switch-off’ figure (required to turn off the presumption 

in favour of sustainable development Housing Delivery Test consequence) is appropriate? 

 

20. Do you have views on a robust method for counting deliverable homes permissioned 

for these purposes? 

 

21 What are your views on the right approach to applying Housing Delivery Test 

consequences pending the 2022 results? 

 

Joint Response to Questions 18 to 21 

 

Key points are: 

 

 Support in principle the recognition and use of a LPA performance based test, however the 

Housing Delivery Test (HDT), should not trigger the tilted balance and should be replaced in its 

entirety by a more appropriate LPA performance test as delivery is not within the control of 

LPA’s. 

 If the HDT remains we support the addition of a permissions-based test, but the proposal put 

forward is unclear, is insufficient, inappropriate and unfair and requires revision. The HDT must 

not remain unaltered as government recognises in the consultation it penalises LPA’s unfairly. 

 HDT 2022 results should not result in any consequences as government now recognises delivery 

is not within the control of LPA’s and the test as it stands is unfair. 

 

Yes, we agree there should be a test of the performance of the local planning authority that could centre 

on the authority’s permissions and plan making record. We are pleased to see that government are 

recognising that there are fundamental problems with the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development and how it is applied.  This relates directly to the HDT, how it is calculated and the 

consequences of its outcome.   However, we do not think that this proposed change will solve the 
problem. The best solution to numerous problems is the complete removal of the HDT. Any test that is 

applied looking backwards, should be on the basis of the LPA’s track record in plan making and 
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expedient decision taking, action plans, level of consents and lack of over-turns on appeal on the grounds 

of housing need. 

The fact that the HDT could essentially trigger the presumption in favour of development and policies 

could be considered out of date due to the last 3 years of development, (regardless of whether 

authorities were ahead of target and/or could demonstrate a 5YHLS) is completely contrary to the 
government’s ambitions of ensuring local plans give certainty and enable LPAs to plan properly for the 

area.  For example, an area could have over delivered early in the plan period and then be penalised by a 

blunt test that only looked at 3 years in a 20 plan window.  The test does not make sense and is totally 

unnecessary, it works to incentivise the development of additional greenfield sites, contrary to the aims 

of many of the Levelling Up & Regeneration Bill’s (LURB) ambitions. 

If the HDT is to be retained then we support the inclusion of some mechanism that recognises that local 

planning authorities can only permit schemes that are submitted, so all the power lies in the hands of 

landowners, developers and housebuilders.  Any additional permissions based test should take account 

of past track record of performance.   

As currently written, the proposal is very unclear and there are many unanswered questions about how 

this would operate in practice.  The problem is that the HDT is a backward looking test and permissions 

are forward looking, so they do not necessarily correlate. 

What time period is it referring to when talking about permissions granted should be 115% of the 

housing requirement (HR)?  Is this the whole plan period? Or just the HR annualised and applied to the 

last 3 years? Both are difficult to understand.  The former would be ridiculous to suggest that an 

authority should have 115% of a 20 year housing target consented in order to pass the test when 

delivery falls below the threshold.  The latter does not explain at what point/timeframe is the assessment 

of number of dwellings with consent undertaken? To simply include consents granted in the last 3 years 

against what was required to be delivered would be yet another inappropriate test as the majority of 

development delivered in the last 3 years would have likely been consented more than 3 years ago.  

Any such test on permissions must be appropriate and thus would have to look at consented dwellings 

over a longer timeframe than just the last 3 years.  Furthermore it would also be inappropriate to 

contrive a backwards looking deliverability test.   

We agree with the sentiment of assessing LPA performance in relation to its role in facilitating housing 

delivery but suggest that it should come in the form of a performance test as described above rather 

than a contrived confusing past permissions test that is not needed, likely to be unfair and inappropriate, 

generates unnecessary work and undermines the proposed powers of the LURB to refuse substandard 

developments, developer’s with poor records of implementation and compliance, applications with low 

build out rates and to revoke consents for low build out and completion timeframes. 

As government recognises in the consultation that the current HDT penalises LPA’s unfairly, it would be 
entirely inappropriate for the HDT to remain in place unaltered and therefore no consequences should 

apply should the government continue to publish the 2022 HDT results. 

 

 

MORE HOMES FOR SOCIAL RENT 

 

22 Do you agree that the government should revise national planning policy to attach 

more weight to Social Rent in planning policies and decisions? If yes, do you have any 

specific suggestions on the best mechanisms for doing this? 

 

Joint Response to Question 22 
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Yes. We agree that more weight should be attached to the Social Rent tenure in planning policies and 

decisions. Much more social rented housing is required to meet housing need.  This is the most 

affordable tenure and greater weight and importance should be given to this tenure.  However, it should 

be up to local planning authorities to determine what tenure best meets local needs and flexibility is 
required to negotiate this on a case by case basis.   

The NPPF should not stipulate any percentages, such as 10% home ownership.  This reduces our ability 

to choose and its removal will allow 100% of the affordable housing requirement to be secured as social 

rented if the evidence suggests that is what is most needed. However, we recognise that this will have an 

impact on viability which could have the unintended consequence of reducing the amount of affordable 

housing provided overall.     

We note that First Homes has not been included in the NPPF.  This is the second time it has not been 

incorporated into NPPF changes since it was introduced, which indicates that it is not a product that is 

meeting the need that exists.  First Homes should not be imposed as part of the affordable housing 

requirements, because they are not really an affordable product.  A better approach is for any discount 

market sale products, such as First Homes, to be secured on top of the affordable requirement and as 

part of the market element of any proposal.  This would properly recognise the role of social rented as 

the most important tenure to secure. 

Government funding rules for securing affordable housing need to be revised to maximise increased 

affordable housing delivery over and above policy compliant levels, where appropriate, with an emphasis 

on substantially increasing social rent. Additional Homes England grant funding to support Social Rent 

tenure is also required and alternative sources of funding could be explored such as the Brown Fund 

Land Release Fund. As noted in a later question the NPPF has complicated the definition of affordable 

housing and there is considerable benefits of simplifying this.  

 

MORE OLDER PEOPLE’S HOUSING 

 

23. Do you agree that we should amend existing paragraph 62 of the Framework to 

support the supply of specialist older people’s housing? 

 

Joint Response to Question 23 

Yes. We recognise there is a need for suitable accommodate to meet the needs of the increasingly 

ageing population.  However, it is important that this housing is sustainably located, integrated with 

other types of housing and facilities and not segregated onto separate sites.  We know that if there is a 

good supply of small scale accessible accommodation this provides for natural churn and downsizing.  

This means that policies that encourage a mix of housing sizes, types and tenures appropriate to the area 

can play an important part of ensuring this movement locally within the housing market.   

Our current Joint Local Plan policies already provide for specialist needs, including older people and we 

are able to use these to negotiate appropriate schemes. However, we find it difficult to get house 

builders to build smaller units suitable for older people, such as one and two bedroom bungalows and 

there is currently a care crisis in Devon, with a shortage of qualified care workers that also need to be 

addressed.    

The important thing is to retain flexibility of provision and the key difficulty is how this is actually 

secured because there is not likely to be site specific circumstances that are different to general needs 

housing.  Within the current operation of the use classes elderly accommodation is within class C3 and 

on many sites the default approach is to deliver general residential.  While we may allocate specific C2 
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extra care provision on large mixed use sites, we do not as a matter of course identify sites for elderly 

accommodation.  This change is likely to mean that we should allocate specific sites for older people 

including for retirement homes with care and care homes.  However, it is not clear what criteria we 

would be required to use to differentiate between sites suitable for older persons housing that would 

justify rejecting general needs housing as a suitable use.  It is not clear how any specific allocation for this 
use would be explained and justified as well as tested and examined.  

It would be helpful if guidance could be included within the PPG to assist with this to ensure these needs 

are properly addressed in the Strategic Housing Market Needs Assessment and land availability 

assessment process to identify sites that are suitable, available and achievable.  It would also be helpful to 

know whether we would have NPPF support for refusing schemes that did not include older persons 

housing.  This may be something that should be included within National Development Management 

Policies. 

 

 

MORE SMALL SITES FOR SMALL BUILDERS 

 

24. Do you have views on the effectiveness of the existing small sites policy in the National 

Planning Policy Framework (set out in paragraph 69 of the existing Framework)? 

 

Joint Response to Question 24 

The existing policy is not very effective.  While we have delivered a considerable number of small sites 

as windfalls, we do not have enough small sites being delivered for affordable housing. This is the case 

particularly in the rural areas, where we ask Neighbourhood Plans to identify and allocate sites of an 

appropriate scale.  In Plymouth we already create an ongoing supply a small sites for local SMEs through 
the Plan for Homes initiative, outside of the Planning system. 

The 10% requirement for small sites should be removed because it does not help and in our experience 

it has not brought forward sites.  The concern is that this is an arbitrary figure and a blunt instrument, 

which depends on setting the right parameters and definitions. 

A better approach would be to have a national policy requiring developers on large sites to parcel up 

land for Small Medium Enterprises builders to deliver a mix of sites.  This would maximise the 

diversification of tenure and choice and increase build out rates, and should always be done through 

comprehensive masterplanning and ensure links between and integration across different parcels. 

 

25. How, if at all, do you think the policy could be strengthened to encourage greater use 

of small sites, especially those that will deliver high levels of affordable housing? 

 

Joint Response to Question 25 

As set out above the 10% requirement for small sites should be removed.  A better approach is to 

require developers of large sites to parcel them up to ensure a mix of site sizes and tenures are 

delivered. 

If subdivision is considered important more weight and guidance needs to be given to this issue to 

ensure it can be implemented.  For example, it may be appropriate for the NPPF to stipulate that sites 

over a certain size are required to set aside at least a hectare of land for SME developers/self-build 

providers as part of planning applications.  This could then be supported by masterplans/design codes 
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that can be drawn up to facilitate this.  Further powers could also be required to ensure that the 

landowner is required to sell that parcel to an SME i.e. a developer can only option/buy their portion of 

the site or perhaps it should be a requirement for the developer to sell/collaborate with an SME on the 

parcel within the development.   The larger the site the more hectares to be parcelled up to SME’s i.e. a 

20 Hectare site capable of 1,000 dwellings should set aside at least 2 Hectares etc. This could be set out 
in more detail in guidance and should include comprehensive masterplanning as a prerequisite of any 

subdivision.  

The delivery of higher level of affordable housing is essential and it is not clear how small sites can or 

would deliver more affordable housing.  Going forward clarity is needed about the government's 

proposals for size thresholds in the Infrastructure Levy, which is envisaged to be the mechanism to 

deliver affordable housing. The main change that would result in the delivery of higher levels of 

affordable housing is a reduction in land values which would require a cap on price of land linked to the 

allocation for schemes with much higher levels of affordable housing required.  A much better way to 

increase affordable housing is to increase the amount of public sector housing, particularly for affordable 

units.  This is how significant amounts of housing was delivered in the past and it is the only way to do it 

again.   

 

MORE COMMUNITY-LED DEVELOPMENTS 

 

26. Should the definition of “affordable housing for rent” in the Framework glossary be 

amended to make it easier for organisations that are not Registered Providers – in 

particular, community-led developers and almshouses – to develop new affordable homes? 

 

Joint Response to Question 26 

Yes, we agree, however, there is a danger in removing all regulation and such a change, while supported, 

needs to be thought through to ensure adequate safeguards are in place against suspect activity and non-

compliance.  This change, perhaps with some light touch regulation, would assist community led housing 

developers to deliver innovative schemes without Registered Providers being involved.  This is an issue 

Plymouth has experienced and which is causing problems bringing forward schemes.  In addition all types 

of community led housing should be supported not just Community Land Trusts, but also almshouses 

and other community organisations that deliver affordable housing. This means the definition needs to 

be sufficiently broad to include a range of legal entities.  

 

27. Are there any changes that could be made to exception site policy that would make it 

easier for community groups to bring forward affordable housing? 

 

Joint Response to Question 27 

The greatest barrier to community groups bringing forward schemes isn’t really the exception site policy 

itself.  It is finding land that they can afford, that doesn’t inflate in value as soon as the prospect of 

housing being built there is considered.  Also, the skills and experience of community groups do not 

always lend themselves to delivering a community-led housing scheme within the standard time limits of 

a planning consent.  One suggestion that may assist is extending the lifetime of a community-led housing 

consent to 5 years (subject the definition of ‘community-led’ being reviewed). In addition, there needs to 

be more support for wider capacity and skills building as well as more funding.  

Excessive land values should not see community groups driven out into unsustainable locations where 

they only have to ‘compete’ with an agricultural land value.  This has significant and long-term 
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implications for delivering sustainable and accessible development, community resilience and carbon 

impacts.  One suggestions may be only allowing open market-led housing schemes on sites identified and 

allocated in a development plan and everything else has to be considered as an exception.  This would 

then allow you to clarify what exception site products will look like from single units upwards, and the 

outcomes will be much more affordable and accessible to local people.  

Another important issue is one of size. We understand Registered Providers won’t take anything on if it 

is under 10 units and prefer larger schemes.  Given exception site policy is for small sites as set out in 

footnote 40 of NPPF; not larger than 1ha or exceed 5% of the size of the existing settlement.  Changes 

to the size threshold may assists, but this would have to carefully consider the impact on the character 

of existing settlements and their landscape and more detail around the criteria should be provided in the 

next consultation.   

A review of the national approach to exception sites and rural housing should also include the 

introduction of a One Planet Living policy that can provide a framework for permitting housing in rural 

locations that are demonstrably low impact, self-sufficient and intrinsically linked to a defined piece of 

land.  Such policies are not new, with variants having been adopted for some time in Wales (under 

Technical Advice Note 6 – One Planet Living), and also in local plans in England such as Dartmoor and 

Cornwall.  One Planet Living policies measure and ensure an onsite carbon impact per person that is 

significantly below UK averages, and is aligned with the required carbon footprint of each person on 

earth, meaning that the resource requirements of those living onsite can be accommodated within the 

natural limitations of earth – hence One Planet Living.  We are also aware there is a movement toward 

regenerative living which is about net gain and improvement rather than impact that should also be 

considered. 

A positive framework for enabling One Planet Living at a national level can provide the catalyst for a step 

change in the environmental impacts of living in rural areas.  Many parts of the country have seen a 

socio-economic shift in rural areas that has seen lower earning people, often local to the area, displaced 

from the countryside as they cannot afford to buy or rent housing that has become prohibitively 

expensive.  This creates a disconnect between rural workers and the land that they depend upon for an 

income, and increases the distance that they have to travel between their homes and their land.  In 

addition, the introduction and subsequent proliferation of higher earners into dispersed rural 

settlements has increased the carbon emissions attributed to the countryside, due to the clear 

correlation between higher earners and higher emitters.  A One Planet Living policy would introduce a 

mechanism that can rebalance the environmental impacts of living and working in the countryside, and 

foster a greater sense of connection between rural communities and the land that they depend upon for 

food and income.   

 

 

28. Is there anything else that you think would help community groups in delivering 

affordable housing on exception sites? 

 

Joint Response to Question 28 

Increased funding for community housing would assist in delivery.  Therefore we suggest a review and 

increase of the Community Housing Funding Grant.  Wider capacity and skills building is also required. 

 

29. Is there anything else national planning policy could do to support community-led 

developments? 

 

Joint Response to Question 29 

https://www.gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2019-06/planning-permission-one-planet-developments-in-open-countryside.pdf
https://www.gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2019-06/planning-permission-one-planet-developments-in-open-countryside.pdf
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Please see our response to Question 26.  Widening the scope of what is considered community led 

development would be helpful, as would recognising there are lots of models which offer innovative 

approaches that should be supported. 

In addition, encouraging communities to support new development may be helped by them securing a 

genuine stake in them.  This could also help ensure that affordable rented homes are protected from the 
various current forms of right to buy.   

The current housing market is dominated by large housebuilders who can buy land at higher values.  This 

pushes out community led developments who cannot afford to buy land.  This is especially the case in 

high value areas which are heavily constrained and where developable land is at a premium.   Anything 

that changes this model to facilitate an increase in affordable housing provision is supported.   

The NPPF should make clear that community led development, in its widest form, is an important local 

planning matter of significant weight.  This would allow local planning authorities to develop appropriate 

policies within their local plans and encourage neighbourhood plan groups to also address this.   

 

30. Do you agree in principle that an applicant’s past behaviour should be taken into 

account into decision making? 

 

Joint Response to Question 30 

We support action on build out rates as this is an issue which is undermining the UK economy and 

confidence in the planning system. However, we think this is really about the non-implementation of 

permissions and about ensuring authorities have adequate powers to take appropriate action.  This 

could include increased enforcement provision, flexibility to set appropriate time limits and closing 

commencement loop holes. A better and more effective approach is likely to be some form of financial 

penalty or increased fees for a poor record.   

As currently proposed this is yet another example of failing to consider the whole system 

comprehensively, and just making piecemeal changes to address single political issues.  It is concerning 

that this proposal moves away from the principle that an application goes with the land and is considered 

on its merits.  It is likely to be unworkable, resource intensive and lead to considerable difficulties in the 

development management process.  

Any proposals cannot result in a system that penalises the local planning authority.  As currently 

proposed the mechanism is fraught with difficulties and potential inconsistency and has many unintended 

consequences that will mean local planning authorities are ultimately penalised for not giving permission.  

It is unclear how this would work with commencement notices and delivery rate progress reports.  In 

our view this type of proposal would only work if the HDT with a performance test is removed entirely 

and the 5YHLS is also abandoned.  If these tests are retained we will be penalised for not granting 
sufficient consents as a result of developers not building out at appropriate rates.  There are also 

implications for plan making when we have to show sites are deliverable and ensure we have an 

adequate 5YHLS at the point of adoption.  It is necessary to ensure that any developer who 

demonstrates a poor track record cannot benefit from the presumption in favour, which would be an 

entirely perverse outcome severely penalising local planning authorities. 

In addition, this all links back to the fundamental problem with the current plan making system, which is 

not resolved in this consultation or NPPF changes.  The problem that needs addressing is that the local 

planning authority should not have to default to the standard method numbers, for the purposes of the 

5YHLS calculation, at the 5 year point if it has embarked on a review, and it should instead be protected 

while its new plan is being prepared.  The presumption in favour would not then apply until such time as 

the LPA has either been found unsound or has failed to adhere to their agreed 30 month timetable 

excluding any delays not under the LPAs control, i.e. due to PINS not adhering to the timetable.  
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There are numerous problems that we foresee with this proposal.  These include: 

 Defining exactly who is the applicant and what is their relationship with the landowner, 

developer, agents, facilitators and housebuilder?  We know that developers can change names/set 

up new companies or can change applicants, i.e. agents for every different site.   

 Consents are often sold on so it is not the applicant that is responsible for developing the site 

 Uncertainty about what time period behaviour is to be considered over and how a positive 

change in attitude is dealt with.  

 Keeping an accurate and up to date record of performance is a considerable monitoring and 

resource issue which requires additional new burdens funding. 

 Setting up a more adversarial system where developers are seen as a problem is unhelpful for 

positive and proactive planning.  We try and work in partnership with developers to deliver 

schemes for our community and this proposal takes time away from consenting schemes and 

working positively with developers. 

 

We suggest that a better approach would be to encourage positive working with developers in terms of 

an agreement that set out delivery rates and a timescale for completion with financial penalties for non-

compliance.  We think this is a best way to effect change and we would be happy to work with you to 

find a better way and a meaningfully mechanism to really make a difference. 

If retained there needs to be clear guidance at the national level setting out a robust approach to 

applying this sanction because there is a danger that it could  be open to a wide range of interpretation 

and inconsistent application. 

 

 
31. Of the two options above, what would be the most effective mechanism? Are there any 

alternative mechanisms? 

 

Joint Response to Question 31 

See our answer to Question 30 above.  There are considerable problems, inconsistencies, resource 

implications and unintended consequences to this proposal. A better and more effective approach is 

likely to be some form of financial penalty or increased fees. 

However, if it remains option 1 could be suitable to take account of an applicant’s past conduct if this 

was supported by appropriate controls and measures. Currently LPAs are allowed to take account of 

“intentional unauthorised development” as a material consideration if a planning application is 

retrospective in nature; however, the weight this is given is negligible and would not generally lead to a 

scheme being refused for this reason alone. There is therefore no penalty for the applicant carrying out 

the work in advance of obtaining planning permission.  

If poor past conduct is to be taken in to account it should have a negative impact on the applicant, this 

could be through the use of more restrictive conditions, shorter delivery timeframes or greater 

enforcement powers/penalties if the current scheme does not proceed in accordance with the approval. 
Guidance would need to be clear and the impacts to the applicant meaningful if it is to be worthwhile. 

In relation to option 2 it is considered that refusing to determine applications by applicants who have a 

demonstrated track record of past irresponsible behaviour has the potential to harm the LPA more so 

than the developer. A few large, national housebuilders continue to be responsible for the delivery of a 

large proportion of new homes across the country, and have secured agreements over allocated sites 

and other land that has the potential be developed. Refusing to determine their applications could 

therefore jeopardize five year land supply for many LPAs putting at risk sites we would want to see 

safeguarded from development.  



Plymouth and South West Devon Joint Local Plan response 

28 

 

 OFFICIAL 

 

 

 

 

MORE BUILD OUT 

 

32. Do you agree that the three build out policy measures that we propose to introduce 

through policy will help incentivise developers to build out more quickly? Do you have any 

comments on the design of these policy measures? 

 

Joint Response to Question 32 

While we welcome the intention to speed up delivery, it is unlikely that these measures will work on 

their own because developers are likely to stop submitting planning applications.  The problem with the 

current proposals is that these measures need to be considered in the round with the other elements of 

the NPPF.  It is not likely to work without comprehensive consideration of the system and the removal 

of HDT and 5YHLA.  The current operation of these tests could mean that if developers fail to get 

consent or deliver their consents local planning authorities will continue to be penalised.   

The government must ensure that developers are not incentivised to reap the benefits further down the 

line.  If the HDT and 5YHLS tests are going to be retained it is essential that any developer who 

demonstrates a poor track record cannot benefit from the presumption in favour.  This is necessary 

because a developer that has contributed to failure cannot then benefit from the consequences of their 

failure.   

There are numerous issues that we have raised in our responses to Questions 30 and 31 but specifically 

we are concerned that the question does not recognise the complexity of defining exactly who the 

developer is at the planning application stage.  Land owners, agents, facilitations and other property 
companies do not ultimately build the homes.  They get permission and sell these permissions to 

housebuilders. It is unclear how this issue will be dealt with in these provisions.   

Whilst we welcome the Development Commencement Notice (DCN) and completion notice and agree 

that it could be useful for applications to be required to produce delivery timeframe intelligence 

containing increased delivery rates to inform the 5YHLS, the additional policy measures will have limited 

further impact. Large housebuilders have been in the national press for a variety of negative reasons, 

generally focussed around the quality of the schemes; however, this has done relatively little to get them 

to improve their approach. We are also not convinced that a “naming and shaming” tactic would work.   

Furthermore, in numerous instances, delivery programmes often change and there could be a number of 

valid reasons why a scheme has slowed down or stalled, e.g. recent material inflation, and resources 

should be focussed on addressing these causes to solve the problem.  We also suggest that any future 

financial penalties should be recycled to deliver affordable housing. 

We are also concerned with the additional resource burden in terms of time and knock on implications 

on our development management service and performance.  Any such provisions will require additional 

new burdens funding.  We welcome the intention to increase planning fees and the forthcoming 

consultation on this.  It is essential that the local authorities are able to charge fees that appropriately 

cover the full cost of the planning application process. 

If these measures are retained then it could be useful that developers are required to set out build rates 

and a delivery programme as part of the planning application process. Fundamental to this is the need to 

increase the diversity of housing tenures including a requirement to parcel up parts of large sites to be 
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sold/delivered by SME’s and self-build plots. While it is vital that the most appropriate tenure mix is 

secured it is essential that delivery should not come at the cost of securing much needed affordable 

housing.     

If the government is serious about their 300,000 manifesto pledge and want to increase output above 

past level it is essential that developers deliver homes at much higher rates.  The aim should be to 
incentivise a good track record and expedient delivery from developers.   

The private market will only deliver a certain amount at rates that maintain prices, as Michael Gove 

admitted to the Select Committee on 8 November 2022, homes are ‘assets’ not ‘goods’ and increasing 

build rates will have no effect on prices. A much better way to increase build out is to increase the 

amount of public sector housing, particularly for affordable units.  This is how significant amounts of 

housing was delivered in the past and it is the only way to do it again.    

 

 

ASKING FOR BEAUTY 

 

33. Do you agree with making changes to emphasise the role of beauty and placemaking in 

strategic policies and to further encourage well-designed and beautiful development? 

 

Joint Response to Question 33 

Yes. We agree, the intention and changes that promote and prioritise the building of well-designed 

places is supported. We recognise there is a common view that a lot of new development is formulaic, 

standardised and creates unappealing places to live and visit. However beauty is highly subjective and as 

such problematic. Design is also about much more than just the aesthetic and it is very important that it 

does not conflict with and undermine the climate change agenda. Despite this we consider it useful for 
strategic policies to set out sound strategies for the placement, pattern, scale and architectural quality of 

development that are informed by urban design best practice.  We note that the Urban Design Group 

has called for greater urban design input at the strategic policy level, including to support sustainable 

development and positive placemaking.   

It is important that strategic policies need to address far more than just beauty.  We agree that 

placemaking means creating sustainable places with a vibrant mix of uses well located and well connected 

in order to ensure sustainable patterns of development and increased opportunities for sustainable 

travel. The NPPF should take the opportunity to put sustainability and the climate emergency right at the 

heart of the planning agenda. The priority for strategic policies should include ambitious environmental 

requirements in order to deliver sustainable development; this includes net biodiversity gain, 

environmental protection and enhancement. It is also important to recognise that some forms of 

development do not require planning permission and in these circumstances there is no control over the 

design of the development. The expansion of permitted development rights has resulted in poorly 

designed buildings that contradict this agenda and undermine our ability to deliver good placemaking. 

Place making and well-designed places are about much more than the immediate visual impact and the 

word “beautiful” does not capture many crucial aspects relating to the quality, sustainability and 

longevity of buildings and the public realm. An environment that will look tired and therefore 

unattractive in 5 years’ time due to low quality of work and materials is exactly what we are aiming to 

avoid and is something that is not reflected by emphasising “beauty”. 
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34. Do you agree to the proposed changes to the title of Chapter 12, existing paragraphs 

84a and 124c to include the word ‘beautiful’ when referring to ‘well-designed places’, to 

further encourage well-designed and beautiful development? 

 

Joint Response to Question 34 

 

No.  We consider the use of the word “beautiful” problematic, due to its subjectivity.  It would also 

seem to duplicate the intention of the words “well-designed”.  The words “contextually responsive” or 

“durable and long lasting” may be more effective as they are clearer in terms of requiring development 

to take into account, and respond to, place and the long term visual and quality of the scheme resulting 

in truly sustainable places.  The important thing is that schemes should demonstrate they have followed 

a robust design process to come to the best outcome and address the pressing issues of the day which is 

currently ensuring they are mitigating for, and adapting to, climate change.  This means promoting 

buildings that are resilient and fit for purpose that are going to look different and may not be considered 

beautiful. 

In relation to the changes scattering the word ‘beautiful’ in does not go far enough, it should also 

recognise the importance of spaces in combination with buildings and the context within which they are 

set, the relationship with their surroundings and the way they relate to the environment around them. 

 

REFUSE UGLINESS 

 

35. Do you agree greater visual clarity on design requirements set out in planning 

conditions should be encouraged to support effective enforcement action? 

 

Joint Response to Question 35 

Yes. We agree that the new words here are helpful and will help ensure the quality of approved 

development is not materially diminished between permission and completion e.g. through post-consent 

“value engineering” which happens all too often. 

Conditions can already be used to ensure that development is carried out as proposed within 

applications and these are enforceable through “build to approved plans” style conditions. These work 

well with full applications where detailed matters can be more easily considered as part of the proposal. 

For Outline applications though there is generally much more uncertainty about the matters that may 

affect quality and beauty at later stages. To obtain more certainty in these matters a greater level of 

detail would need to be provided though the outline application or descriptive conditions used that set 

out specific outcomes. The former by and large relies on applicants being willing to submit more fine 

grain information in an enforceable format as part of the application, whilst the latter relies on 

experience within the LPA to set out the requirements in a manner that meets the legal test for 

conditions. The LPA would welcome greater clarity on matters relating to visual outcomes at Outline 

stages certainly, however experience shows that developers of large sites are often reluctant to burden 

land that they either have an interest in or own, with what are perceived as additional costs and 

constraints.  

Simply encouraging greater visual clarity is likely to have little effect. Any measures seeking greater visual 

clarity should be explicit and form a necessary part of a submitted application. It is suggested that any 

visual information is also tied to written descriptions that relate to the outcomes sought through the 

placemaking strategies of an application in order to ensure that changes that may be sought at a later 

stage still achieve the overarching strategies and aims of the development.  
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EMBRACING GENTLE DENSITY 

 

36. Do you agree that a specific reference to mansard roofs in relation to upward 

extensions in Chapter 11, paragraph 122e of the existing framework is helpful in 

encouraging LPAs to consider these as a means of increasing densification/creation of new 

homes? If no, how else might we achieve this objective? 

 

Joint Response to Question 36 

No.  This is not a relevant plan making issue and should not be included within the NPPF. We do not 

consider that the reference to Mansard roofs is necessary or helpful. The existing wording of the policy 

already includes support for opportunities to develop vertically using the air space above homes and 

premises and this by inference includes the Mansard form of roof. It is felt that the style of text is much 

more suited to more local policies or design guides rather than that at a national level. 

This level of detail is inappropriate and contradicts the rest of the government’s approach to design that 

requires Design Codes to be used to ensure the most appropriate design response to each local area. 

Introducing a blanket approach for Mansard roofs would be entirely unsuitable and detrimental to the 

character and appearance of a neighbourhood in many instances. 

It may be possible to include a reference that requires that all new buildings have the capacity to extend 

vertically without significant change to structure and that proposed designs show how safe access can be 

achieved. This would help ensure that roof designs to new dwellings are capable of freeing up usable 

space within the loft void, that truss designs allow for remodelling to create space and allow light in and 

ceilings are capable of taking the anticipated loads.  

In addition, there may be more that could be done, to achieve densification, and the way in which 
parking is planned for has a fundamental impact on character and density.  In more dense environments 

the relationship between the vehicle and the plot becomes much more divorced and the frontages 

become more continuous and less fragmented. Allocated on-plot parking to the side of dwellings is 

certainly a barrier to densification and is typical of sub 25d/ha density which tends to be more reliant of 

cars for transport and where access to daily needs is more difficult. The space above that required for 

parking vehicles is rarely utilised for accommodation in such instances. If densification is an overarching 

aim the NPPF could consider including changes that ensure that the space above side located, on-plot 

vehicle spaces form part of the accommodation of a building or are capable, without significant change, 

of later adaption.  This would help increase densities but also deliver more continuous frontages and 

reduce the impact of parked vehicles and side elevations as part of the street scene. 

 

 

DELIVERING BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN AND LOCAL NATURE 

RECOVERY 

 

37. How do you think national policy on small scale nature interventions could be 

strengthened? For example in relation to the use of artificial grass by developers in new 

development? 

 

Joint Response to Question 37 
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This question is an example of how the government is being reactive and missing the bigger picture of 

providing a more detailed and proactive framework for better adaptation measures in all development. 

Much more could be done to ensure that adaptation measures are considered and applied more 

holistically, rather than looking at isolated issues such as artificial grass.   

The Green Space Factor (or the Urban Greening Factor in London) is a useful methodology that applies 
a holistic and locally distinctive process to ensure new development deals comprehensively with all 

elements of the site and its surroundings. The Green Space Factor is a tool that measures the amount of 

green (and blue) space created within a development and assigns ‘scores’ based on the level of 

adaptation benefit attributed to each surface type. It has been used successfully in London, Southampton 

and other authorities and we are considering how it can be best adapted for our Joint Local Plan area.    

In terms of the wider objectives the NPPF should fully reflect the requirements of the Environment Act, 

and its associated requirements as well as the Climate Change Act 2008.  We support the government 

introducing a suite of measure around BNG, ancient woodland, water scarcity, overheating and nature 

based solutions.  In addition we suggest the following: 

 Introducing the Green Space Factor Tool, with accompanying minimum standards, through 

incorporation into updated National Model Design Code. Recognising and rewarding the level of 

climate adaption benefit attributed to each surface type, with higher scores attributed to multi-

functional green and blue surfaces that support biodiversity and habitats, which help to reduce 

the risk of overheating and effectively manage water run-off. 

 Clear guidance on BNG/biodiversity enhancement for minor applications including approach to 

appropriate off-site approaches to BNG for minor development where it cannot be provided 

meaningfully onsite within the Design Code. 

 Provision of green features at the individual building scale – e.g. living green roofs and roofs to 

promote visual amenity, urban cooling, biodiversity and reduced rainwater run-off. 

 Inclusion of hedgehog gaps in any boundary treatments. 

 Minimum levels of bird and bat box provisions (per dwelling averaged over a development). 

 Ensuring SUDS are mandatory for new development (the government has recently announced 

plans for this) and having quality standards in place to ensure that they deliver multiple benefits 

e.g. flood reduction, water quality, biodiversity, amenity, etc. similar to the standards already in 

place in Wales – see  https://www.gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2019-06/statutory-

national-standards-for-sustainable-drainage-systems.pdf 

 Introducing quality standards for green spaces to ensure their benefit is maximised and they’re 

not ‘left over spaces’.  

 Reinforcing the use of the mitigation hierarchy before resorting to offsetting, particularly on 

small sites. 

We certainly support seeking to make artificial grass unacceptable within new development unless 

justified in the context of an all-weather pitch for sports purposes.   This should be explicitly included 

within the NPPF.  However, this good intention may currently be undermined by permitted 

development rights, which allow artificial grass to be used without planning consent in most cases. 

Permitted development rights need to be amended to address this.  

 

 

38. Do you agree that this is the right approach to making sure that the food production 

value of high value farmland is adequately weighted in the planning process, in addition to 

current references in the Framework on best and most versatile agricultural land? 

 

Joint Response to Question 38 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/urban_greening_factor_lpg_pre-consultation_draft.pdf
https://www.gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2019-06/statutory-national-standards-for-sustainable-drainage-systems.pdf
https://www.gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2019-06/statutory-national-standards-for-sustainable-drainage-systems.pdf
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Yes. We agree that protecting of the best and most versatile agricultural land is an important part of 

ensuring future resilience in the production of food.  However, the requirement of the change made to 

footnote 67 and its effect is not clear.   This is already included within the NPPF and PPG with guidance 

already in place to enable the consideration of the highest value farmland in the planning process.  Our 

current Joint Local Plan avoids allocating sites on productive land and includes a policy that conserves 
our soil resources. It is not clear what more is required as a result of this change and what practical 

effect this will have.  Further information and clarification is needed to understand exactly what will be 

required to show that the ‘availability of agricultural land use for food production’ has been ‘considered’. 

This is a sensible proposal insomuch as adding further weight to resisting development of high value 

farmland. But it should not be seen as a green light for continued intensive farming with limited 

consideration of the natural environment. Safeguarding of high value farmland for food production 

should be complemented by an approach that works towards addressing the current climate change and 

biodiversity emergency, not least soil and water conservation, opportunities for habitat retention and 

nature recovery – recognising the two must be seen as essential for sustainable/resilient food 

production.   While we fully support endeavours to increase food production security, this should not 

come at the expense of agricultural businesses looking to secure additional income streams, for instance 

through renewables. It is important to understand how competing land use demands and opportunities 

are reconciled and within this context what status the forthcoming land use framework will have.  

We do note that best and most versatile land mapping is out of date and not available in detail, so it can 

be difficult to know what land is grade 3a and 3b. This is a resource intensive bit of work and should be 

bought up to date nationally and provided as a consistent data source on the government’s national map 

of planning data (National map of planning data | Planning Data).  This would enable applicants, 

developers and local authorities to understand exactly what and where the most productive land for 

food is in comparison to other land in the area.   

 

 

CLIMATE CHANGE MITIGATION: EXPLORING A FORM OF 

CARBON ASSESSMENT 

 

39. What method and actions could provide a proportionate and effective means of 

undertaking a carbon impact assessment that would incorporate all measurable carbon 

demand created from plan-making and planning decisions? 

 

Joint Response to Question 39 

We welcome the intention to go further in enshrining climate change mitigation into the planning 

process and encourage the government to fully integrate this into the NPPF, PPG and all other policy 

documents.  It is disappointing that the consultation as well as existing guidance still refers to the Net 

Zero Strategy that was found unlawful on the basis that it is over reliant on engineered carbon removal 

that has not been adequately justified.  More needs to be done to reduce consumer demand for high 

carbon activities and planning is a key part of this solution.  The opportunity should be taken to ensure 

this is addressed.  We would also encourage a review of the consultation on the back of the recently 

published review on Net Zero ‘Mission Zero’ by Rat Hon Chris Skidmore MP.  

In relation to plan making we suggest that a carbon audit of the spatial strategy and policies is required 

to ensure that plans understand the emissions associated with the quantity and location of new 

development. 

https://www.planning.data.gov.uk/map/?#51.59535,-0.81597,5.697175623863695z
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In relation to decision making we suggest whole carbon life cycle assessment is required for all 

development proposals.  In addition, embodied carbon should also be part of the process of applying for 

and gaining planning permission.  Any assessment should be benchmarked against LETI Embodied Carbon 

Target Alignment to ensure a consistent framework for decision makers.   

We are trialling an approach to the calculation of embodied carbon as part of our new Climate 
Emergency Planning Statement.  Lessons so far indicate that there is a skills gap across the whole sector 

in SAP assessors and those able to use these kinds of carbon assessment tools and calculators.  In 

addition, if this is to be introduced consideration needs to be given to the scale of projects and there 

needs to be more support and resources for local planning authorities in additional new burdens funding.  

We support the fast tracking of the full future homes standard and need for regulations to be updated to 

properly address this issue, ensuring there are appropriate linkages between building regulations and the 

planning system. There needs to be much more clarity about exactly what the local planning authority’s 

role is in relation to building regulations for climate change in terms of who takes the lead and where 

responsibility lies.  

 

CLIMATE ADAPTATION AND FLOOD-RISK MANAGEMENT  

 

40. Do you have any views on how planning policy could support climate change adaptation 

further, including through the use of nature-based solutions which provide multi-functional 

benefits? 

 

Joint Response to Question 40 

We welcome the intention to go further in enshrining climate change adaptation into the planning 

process and encourage the government to fully integrate this into the NPPF, PPG and all other policy 
documents.   

We note that the National Green Infrastructure Framework was launched on 31st January 2023 which 

offers many opportunities to ensure these ambitions are included in planning policy.  Green 

Infrastructure Networks have an important role to play in our urban and rural environments for 

improving health and wellbeing, air quality, nature recovery and resilience to and mitigation of climate 

change, along with addressing issues of social inequality and environmental decline. The Green 

Infrastructure Framework is a commitment in the government’s 25 Year Environment Plan. It supports 

the greening of our towns and cities and connections with the surrounding landscape. Networks of 

green and blue spaces and other natural features can bring big benefits for nature and climate, health and 

prosperity.  Home (naturalengland.org.uk).  

It appears that air quality is going to be a consideration in the planning process and to be effective this 

needs guidance about exactly what it means. There is also the suggestion that a new environmental land 

use framework will be published in 2023 and it is imperative that this is properly integrated into planning 

policy to provide clear clarification of its status and weight in relation to all other requirements.  We 

also note the intention to produce a new national policy statement for water resources infrastructure. 

While these provisions may all be useful there is a danger they are progressed in isolation which is 

unhelpful for local planning authorities attempting to join these together into the development plans. The 

requirements of the Environmental Improvement Plan need to be included within the NPPF to provide a 

consistent approach.  However, this needs to be carefully considered alongside other policies in terms of 

the delivery of sustainable development and particularly those which aim to maximise development 

opportunities, e.g. the urban uplift policy. 

https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/GreenInfrastructure/Home.aspx
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Local Nature Recovery Strategies offer the opportunity to provide a clear green and blue environmental 

context for local plan policy.  Further guidance is required about the status and weight of these and how 

these documents can work together to deliver a variety of multi-functional benefits.  It could also be 

useful to introduce a requirement to produce adaptation plans, or to align with upper tier adaptation 

plans, that aim to create resilient net zero places would provide a useful strategic framework for 
development plan policy.   

Flood risk is very important and more consideration should be given to how the planning system works 

with the regulatory and other processes that infrastructure providers such as South West Water 

operate within.  It is imperative that the deficiencies in current infrastructure in relation to sewerage and 

illegal discharge is properly addressed and does not adversely impact on new development going through 

the planning process.  There also needs to be recognition that changing rainfall patterns will require 

much larger pipework and culverts.  

The supporting narrative around climate adaptation completely misses other impacts around heat and 

health. Under current policies, Plymouth and South West Devon will expect to see a 3.31 °C increase in 

summer time temperatures by 2070 compared with 1980s temperatures. The heat waves in July 2022 

demonstrated the reality we are hurtling towards and whilst we can mitigate some of the impact through 

emissions reductions, new development must be able to cope better with these temperature increases. 

Our building design needs to incorporate more passive cooling techniques to reduce an over reliance on 

air conditioning, methods such as roofs made of building materials that are highly reflective and emissive 

of heat, more vegetation and  pavements/roads made with highly reflective coating to reduce urban heat 

island effects. Other methods such as external shading and shutters are equally as effective.  

As set out in response to Question 37 the Green Space Factor is a useful tool that applies a holistic and 

locally distinctive process to ensure new development deals comprehensively with all elements of the 

site and its surroundings. This could be included within the PPG as a valuable tool to be applied in 

decision making. 

In order to support climate change adaptation further, including through the use of nature-based 

solutions with multi-functional benefits, the following should be considered: 

 Ensuring SUDS are mandatory for new development (the government has recently announced 

plans for this) and having quality standards in place to ensure that they deliver multiple benefits 

e.g. flood reduction, water quality, biodiversity, amenity, etc. similar to the standards already in 

place in Wales – see  https://www.gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2019-06/statutory-

national-standards-for-sustainable-drainage-systems.pdf  

 Introducing quality standards for green spaces to ensure their benefit is maximised and they’re 

not ‘left over spaces’. A Framework of Green Infrastructure Standards is being developed by 

Natural England and will include core GI standards from which local authorities can set their own 

local standards, as well as a GI Design Guide.  

 Recognising the danger of overheating and importance of integrating passive cooling and greening 

into building design. This could include introducing an expectation that (where possible) all flat 

roofs in new developments should be green or bio solar roofs. 

 

 

ENABLING THE REPOWERING OF EXISTING ONSHORE WIND 

TURBINES 

 

41. Do you agree with the changes proposed to Paragraph 155 of the existing National 

Planning Policy Framework? 

https://www.gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2019-06/statutory-national-standards-for-sustainable-drainage-systems.pdf
https://www.gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2019-06/statutory-national-standards-for-sustainable-drainage-systems.pdf
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Joint Response to Question 41 

Yes. We welcome the positive approach to future repowering and maintenance.  It would be useful if 

more clarity is provided about what this means for the length of consents in a decision making context. 

 

42.  Do you agree with the changes proposed to Paragraph 158 of the existing National 

Planning Policy Framework? 

Joint Response to Question 42 

 

Yes. We welcome the positive approach to future repowering which will extend the life of existing sites.   

It is important that landscape issues are considered and impacts appropriately addressed. The 

repowering of existing wind energy installations will normally involve changes to the number and size of 

turbines, and therefore the layout of wind farms, with potentially significant landscape and visual effects 

that will require due assessment and consideration.   

 

 

INTRODUCING MORE FLEXIBILITY TO PLAN FOR NEW 

ONSHORE WIND DEPLOYMENT 

 

43. Do you agree with the changes proposed to footnote 54 of the existing National 

Planning Policy Framework? Do you have any views on specific wording for new footnote 

62? 

 

Joint Response to Question 43 

No.  The Climate Emergency is a long standing issue that requires a more positive approach to 

encourage and deliver new onshore wind turbines.  More changes should be made to the current policy 

framework which is exclusively regressive and stops genuine and supported community owned onshore 

wind development occurring. It is our view that these changes do not go far enough and will still lead to 

delay and uncertainty in bringing forward new wind turbine development.  The approach is giving too 

much emphasis to localism rather than recognising the strategic importance of energy generation as an 

issue that should be dealt with at a larger than local level. It is noticeable that there is no other part of 

the planning system that requires community support and as such we don’t think this is appropriate or 

necessary.  

The energy crisis is only a recent issue that has bought the importance of not relying on fossils fuels into 

sharp relief. We note that support for onshore wind deployment has consistently been supported by 

over 70% of the population for many years including 2015 when the moratorium was introduced.  Lifting 

this is long overdue.    

The proposed minor change which is relegated to a footnote does not go far enough to adequately 

reflect the importance of this issue. The footnote number 54 referred to in the first question mentions 

DB32 so is presumably wrong and it should be footnote 63.  While we understand the reference to the 

use of supplementary planning documents to identify sites, these are being phased out in the new system 

and it is not clear how this will work in practice if you still need policy support.  A better approach is to 

entirely remove the requirement to identify suitable areas, especially for community led schemes.  A 

criteria based approach should be used instead. Any impacts of wind proposals can be appropriately 
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assessed against the adopted policies of a plan without having to be identified in a suitable area.  This is 

how windfall housing and other non-domestic development is dealt with already and there is no reason 

why this should be any different.  In conjunction there could also be national opportunity maps that use 

a consistent and robust evidence base using an agreed methodology, which we could all use to provide 

some confidence to the sector. 

It is disappointing that the requirement to identify suitable areas has not been removed from footnote 

63 and new paragraph 160 (b).  The slight changes are very subtle and do not provide adequate clarity.  

These don’t go far enough and it is unclear what it means in terms of impacts having been 

“satisfactorily”, rather than fully addressed and provided community “support” rather than backing.  

There is currently no definition of what would constitute community support and this should be 

included in the glossary.  We understand that the PPG will be updated to provide guidance on how 

these amendments are to be interpreted in relation to addressing impacts and judging community 

support.  This will be essential and the opportunity should be taken to provide clear parameters and a 

more flexible, positive and wide interpretation of what these changes will mean in practice.  For 

example, guidance should recognise the different scale of proposals and the varying implication as well as 

explaining that “appropriate community support” may include a democratic decision taken by the whole 

Council on behalf of the whole area.  

In 2022 the Devon Climate Emergency Partnership appointed the Sortition Foundation and Involve to 

recruit and hold a Devon Citizen’s Assembly focused on transport, energy and land use which prior 

public consultation on the Devon Carbon Plan, the community said needed further discussion. On the 

role of onshore wind, 89% of members supported the development of more onshore wind turbines, 

providing that there is good, clear, high quality information on the benefits, where they are to be sited, 

that all reasonable measures are undertaken to minimise potential negative impacts on communities, and 

that developments bring lasting local financial, economic, social and environmental benefits and are 

primarily in community ownership. A revised footnote 62 should include allowances for wind turbines 

submitted by a community (CIC or otherwise) to demonstrate the level of support they have achieved 

as opposed to purely on the local authority. 

We would point the government to the review of Net Zero ‘Mission Zero’ published on 15th January 

which says: ‘The review is of the view that if local communities wish to have onshore wind as a solution, and can 

work with energy suppliers and distribution network operators (DNOs) to find an agreeable mutually beneficial 

solution that delivers long-term benefits for local residents, then there is no reason why onshore wind should not 

be deployed at scale’.  

If this approach is to be maintained then it needs to be clarified in relation to the scale of development 

and properly funded and there should be proper recognition of the resource implications and cost of 

undertaking this work of identifying areas through detailed and bespoke opportunities mapping and 
demonstrating community support.   

 

 

BARRIERS TO ENERGY EFFICIENCY  

 

44. Do you agree with our proposed new Paragraph 161 in the National Planning Policy 

Framework to give significant weight to proposals which allow the adaptation of existing 

buildings to improve their energy performance? 

Joint Response to Question 44 

Yes.  We support the delivery of energy efficiency improvements for all buildings, however, the planning 

system has little remit to control most of these. The NPPF should go much further and state 

categorically that where a planning application is required for any energy efficiency improvement, it 

https://devonclimateemergency.org.uk/devon-climate-assembly/devon-climate-assembly-report/
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should be approved, subject to the heritage considerations as set out and which reference chapter 16, 

presuming that this will then be translated into relevant National Development Management Policies.  

It is not clear why there is a focus on large non-domestic buildings in this paragraph.  One of the biggest 

barrier to energy efficiency improvements is the lack of incentive from government to retrofit existing 

buildings, especially dwellings. This is evidenced by the Climate Change Committee that “delivered a 
damming verdict on the government’s failure to retrofit existing homes”.  In addition, the costs of installing 

improvements are in many cases prohibitive and considerable funding is required to address this.  

The buildings sector provides an opportunity for local action to make a real impact on carbon emissions. 

The range of actions that can help achieve this is vast, as are the co-benefits that come with retrofitting 

– including benefits to the local economy and employment market, improved living conditions and health 

and wellbeing, reduction in energy cost and fuel poverty. Our Climate Emergency Action Plan and 

Strategies all recognise the challenge of reducing emissions from buildings and that significant additional 

funding is necessary to achieve the scale of retrofits required to meet our 2030 targets.  Plymouth City 

Council is currently delivering Phase 3 of the Green Homes Programme that will improve energy 

efficiency of over 150 homes by 2023 and are working with the Plymouth Net Zero Partnership to 

investigate innovations in decarbonising buildings.  South Hams and West Devon have spent over £1.42 

million to help improve older homes’ energy efficiency as part of a plan to save households money and 

to cut carbon emissions and all three Councils are installing solar panels on their assets and want to go 

further subject to finance being made available.  

 

GIVING TIME TO FINALISE AND ADOPT PLANS ALREADY IN 

DEVELOPMENT BEFORE THE REFORMED PLAN-MAKING 

SYSTEM IS INTRODUCED 

 

45. Do you agree with the proposed timeline for finalising local plans, minerals and waste 

plans and spatial development strategies being prepared under the current system? If no, 

what alternative timeline would you propose? 

 

Joint Response to Question 45 

No, the transitionary arrangements penalise a good number of the 40 per cent of council who are 

applauded in Chapter 9 of the consultation document as having adopted plans in the last 5 years.   

Although we do agree that if plans are at Reg 18 or Reg 19 they should carry on, as they need time to 

consider the implications of the changes and all the other emerging policy, PPG, further NPPF 

amendments, National Development Management Policies, and any other changes.  However, we note 

the timetable between when this new NPPF is in place and 25 June 2025 date is around 24 months. It is 

entirely illogical and unfair to give local planning authorities a timescale to produce their plans under the 

existing system, with all the uncertainty that exists, that is shorter than the timetable in the new system 

which is meant to be a simpler and faster plan making process.  Why would anyone start a plan under 

these circumstances, particularly if they are not benefitting from only demonstrating a 4 year housing 

land supply? The transitionary arrangements therefore fail to adequately address, protect and encourage 

plans that are currently up to date, and want to move to a review in a the next 18 months.  There is a 

gap between this transitionary arrangement that incentivises plans currently in the process of review and 

the one that protects plans that become five years old once the new system is in place.  This issue is 

addressed in more detail in the Question 46 below.  

There is a danger that this timescale confuses the public and undermines community engagement moving 

forward, especially if any newly adopted plan prepared under the existing system is then undermined by 

the implementation of new National Development Management Policies. This also applies to 
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neighbourhood plans that can continue to be submitted for examination up to 30 June 2025.  This is 

despite the fact that the local planning authorities could be making a local plan under the new system, 

which will allocate sites.  This is likely to cause confusion and undermine relationships and confidence in 

the system.  

There should be a choice to prepare under the current system, or move to the new system and be 
protected in doing this.  This is a positive way to move forward and it is better to redirect efforts and 

embrace the new system, getting prepared for a digital plan, undertaking design codes and other 

necessary work in relation to the infrastructure delivery strategy and environmental outcomes 

reporting.  To enable this choice the transitionary arrangements need to be amended as set out in our 

response below about the timeline for plans under the reformed system.  

 

SETTING OUT THE TIMELINE FOR PREPARING LOCAL PLANS, 

SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES, MINERALS AND WASTE 

PLANS AND SUPPLEMENTARY PLANS UNDER THE REFORMED 

SYSTEM  

 

46. Do you agree with the proposed transitional arrangements for plans under the future 

system? If no, what alternative arrangements would you propose? 

 

Joint Response to Question 46 

No. These transitionary arrangements, as currently proposed, fail to protect all currently up to date 

local plans and those authorities that are keen to move straight to the new system.   As stated at the 

beginning of this response we have significant concern about these arrangement that mean that any 
adopted plans that are currently in date and have not yet got to Reg 18 stage are not covered by any 

protection. There is a gap in the transitionary arrangements that needs to be amended.  This gap puts us 

and others in a very difficult position and penalises those authorities who have an up to date plan and a 

good track record of plan making.  The consultation document in chapter 9 (paragraph 1) recognises 

that only 40% adopted plans within the last five years and yet despite highlighting the importance of this, 

no protection is provided for many of us in that category.   

As currently drafted the proposals significantly disadvantage authorities who for good reasons are not in 

a position to adopt a plan under the old system and who are keen to move to the new style plans.  

Given all the uncertainty about the planning reform and the considerable amount of additional 

consultations and changes that are proposed over the next year there are very good reasons for 

authorities whose plans are coming up to five years old to want to move directly to the new system. To 

embark on meaningful plan review and update in the next year is nonsensical given the policy framework 

and guidance post royal assent of the LURB will not be in place until the end of 2023.  Basing a plan on 

2014 based projections in 2023/24 is absurd, given we know they will then be updated in light of ONS 

projections due to be released in mid-2024.  The timing of that data release means that less than 12 

months is available to submit a plan by June 2025, which is half the time that will be required to prepare 

your plan under the new system and during this time no protection is provided in either the current or 

new system.  

 

The changes propose protecting local plans that reach their five year review point in the first 30 months 

of the introduction of the new system, currently envisaged to be around November 2024 (Chapter 9 

paragraph 10).  In addition you provide specific arrangements for local plans that are already being 

reviewed; incentivising them to continue by only having to show a four year housing land supply.  
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However, there is an omission relating to plans that are currently up-to-date and reach the five year 

point before your reforms are implemented, see the gap shown in red on the graphic below.  This is the 

case for our plan that  becomes five years old in March 2024 and would need to be subject to a review 

which may, or may not, conclude that an update is required.  As currently proposed we do not qualify 

for any protection if our plan is assessed as out of date but could not be updated until there is certainty 
about the revised plan-making system. This is presumably unintentional, because as drafted the reforms 

appear to penalise positive plan making authorities who have a track record of getting a plan in place.   

 

 
 

As an authority with an up-to-date adopted Joint Local Plan, we want to review our plan at the right 

time to ensure that it continues to deliver sustainable development which meets our communities’ needs 

and protect the natural and built environment of our areas.  However, this is very difficult in the context 

of the significant change to local plan making proposed now, the numerous changes that will continue 

this year and the change in standard method that will occur in summer 2024 with the publication of the 

new household projections.  To facilitate a smooth transition, and to incentivise the change to it, local 

planning authorities in our position should have the option to move straight to the new system, safe in 

the knowledge that we are not going to be exposed to unplanned and speculative development outside 

the plan-led system.  This is important if we are to maintain our communities trust in the planning 

system and increase their engagement in the process.   

 

The transitionary arrangements should resolve this current gap and ensure all up-to-date 

plans are protected if they choose to progress a new plan under the new system.  An 

amendment is therefore required to bring forward the date of protection so that plans that 

reach the five year point before the new system starts are adequately protected.   

 
We suggest the following amendment to your paragraph 10:  

“Therefore, in addition to the arrangements described above, we also intend to set out that plans 

that will become more than five years old from the date of publication of the reform proposals 

on 22 December 2022 during the first 30 months of the new system (i.e. while the local planning 

authority is preparing their new plan), will continue to be considered ‘up-to-date’ for decision-

making purposes for 30 months after the new system starts.” 

This simple change mitigates the risk of exposure to speculative applications whilst we prepare our first 

new-style plan and ensures that our communities can also have confidence in the plan-led system. This is 

a matter of urgency and needs to be addressed as early as possible to provide certainty for all those 

whose plans are due for review over the next 18 months.   

We agree that plans that are five years old when the new system goes live should begin preparing a new 

style plan.  In addition plans that become five years old and want to commence an update should also be 

able to choose to move to the new system, as set out above.  We also agree that it is essential to 

mitigate the risks of moving from one system to another, particularly the risk of speculative applications.   

The NPPF should include in annex 2 reference to plans that become more than 5 years old in 2023 and 
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2024 should be considered up to date until the 30 month period beyond commencement of the new 

system, excluding any additional time caused by the Planning Inspectorate examining the plan.  It should 

also be made clear that 5YHLS is not required to be demonstrated and the existing housing requirement 

remains up to date during this time of new plan preparation. 

We support a simplified and stream lined plan making process.  But there are many reasons why plans 
may take longer to produce than 30 months.  There is no certainty about exactly how this will operate 

and whether PINS and others have the resources in place to facilitate and deliver this timeline.  In our 

experience it took the Planning Inspectorate 20 months to examine and report on our plan.  This is not 

unusual and to penalise us for this kind of delay is entirely unreasonable.   

The details about the roll out and its operation have not been finalised, including the requirements of the 

gateway checks and other processes. Given the uncertainty about how gateway checks will work and 

how long they take, it is imperative that the 30 month clock stops while these checks take place.  Clarity 

is also required about what the Gate way check output is, how transparent it will be and how this will be 

resourced both by PINS and local planning authorities as well as stakeholders and the community. In 

addition local planning authorities need clarity about how the process is being streamlined and exactly 

what the new more ‘proportionate’ evidence requirements are likely to be.  These details are needed as 

soon as possible to allow local planning authorities to prepare for and work with communities confident 

in the knowledge that there will not be further changes that undermine confidence and trust in the plan 

led system.  

We urge DLUHC to continue working with local authorities, PINS and other statutory consultees to 

test and refine the proposals and to ensure there is sufficient flexibility built into all the transitionary 

arrangements to ensure that planning authorities are not subject to speculative development while 

positively embarking on the preparation of plans under this new system.  As part of a group of 

authorities directly affected by this failure of the current provisions we are lobbying DLUHC directly on 

this point and are keen to work with you to provide suitable arrangements. 

 

 

47. Do you agree with the proposed timeline for preparing neighbourhood plans under the 

future system? If no, what alternative timeline would you propose? 

 

Joint Response to Question 47 

No. While we support localism and recognise the importance of neighbourhood planning, these changes 

are likely to lead to confusion for neighbourhood plan groups and this will need careful management and 

honesty is required from the government about which plans will take precedence. 

We know there is already a conflict between the timing of neighbourhood plans and local plans, and this 
is especially difficult when housing sites are proposed within the area. Any neighbourhood plans that are 

submitted for examination by 30 June 2025 and then are made after that are in danger of not being in 

general conformity with a new local plan being prepared under the new system.  If these are then 

protected for 5 years, i.e. until at least 2030 how will this work with new plans that are intended to get 

adopted by April 2027.  What happens in these 3 years?  Which policies take precedence and why would 

/should a neighbourhood plan group commit huge time and resources to producing a plan that is going 

to be out of date very quickly. This is politically very difficult to manage expectations and maintain good 

relationships between different plan and policy makers.  

We encourage the government to recognise the importance of managing these expectations and 

communications and to provide additional resources required to deliver a suitable level of support.  
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48. Do you agree with the proposed transitional arrangements for supplementary planning 

documents? If no, what alternative arrangements would you propose? 

 

Joint Response to Question 48 

 

No.  Supplementary planning documents associated with previous local plans should be time limited to 

however long it takes to get a new style plan in place.  While it is hoped this will be 30 months 

considerable uncertainty exists about this timescale, and much of it is outside a local planning authority’s 

control.  It would be easier to link the expiry of supplementary planning documents to the adoption of 

the new style local plan.  This would deal with any issues of delay and remove the requirement for a 

specific time period to be included within the transitionary provisions. 

It is unlikely that local planning authorities will have the resources to undertake a local plan, 

supplementary plans, prepare design codes, as well as an Infrastructure Levy and Infrastructure Delivery 

Strategy simultaneously.  This means it is most likely going to be a process of consecutive preparation, 

although in either scenario there is likely to be a considerably increased resource requirement on both 

the local planning authority, Planning Inspectorate and statutory consultees.  All these provisions have 

resource implications and need to be accompanied by significant new burden funding. 

 

THE SCOPE OF NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT 

POLICIES  

 

49. Do you agree with the suggested scope and principles for guiding National 

Development Management Policies? 

 

Joint Response to Question 49 

Yes.  In principle we support the idea of National Development Management Policies (NDMP) that 

should save time at the examination and allow local plans to focus on local issues and site allocations. 

However, these must be capable of local interpretation and they should not take precedence over a 

development plan. 

In our experience, considerable time is wasted in local plan preparation processes and at Examination in 

Public over the precise wording of policies on certain issues that really could be the same anywhere in 

the country  e.g. in relation to the historic and natural environment. In addition there are common 

issues that statutory consultees raise and which could be usefully dealt with in these national policies, 

again saving considerable time with local plan preparation.  

We welcome giving these policies statutory status, and in a separate document to NPPF.  But it is critical 

that they are worded and clearly marked as policies and not, as is often the case in the NPPF, as 

narrative, often open to multiple interpretations.   

 

We agree with the categories and principles set out in paras 12 and 13.  However, it is vital that where a 

LPA is able to present evidence to support a variation to a NDMP (e.g. perhaps in relation to its climate 

response), it is able to propose a different policy which will then be tested at examination.  Unless a 

local plan is able to do this, the NDMP will work against local democracy and the principle of local place 

shaping. Therefore we strongly disagree with paragraph 18 which says ‘the Bill would preclude new plans 

from including policies which duplicate or are inconsistent with National Development Management 

Policies’  We agree that there should not be duplication, but it should be possible to vary NDMP 
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through a local plan process.  Retaining the ability to apply local variation is essential if it is to get the 

support of local communities and to ensure local creativity is not stifled.  

 

For the same reason, we strongly disagree with paragraph 19 that gives NDMP precedence over an 

adopted development plan.  We acknowledge that there could be occasions where it should take 
precedence (e.g. where a plan is out of date), but where a plan is up to date it should take precedence. 

Putting local plan policy and National Development Management Policies on the same legal footing will 

ensure that local democratic decision-making is not usurped.  

 

50. What other principles, if any, do you believe should inform the scope of National 

Development Management Policies? 

 

Joint Response to Question 50 

Other principles that should be considered are whether there are elements of other legislation that 

should be translated into planning policy to ensure a consistent approach and interpretation of their 

requirements.  In addition there may also be clear quantitative or qualitative requirements and standards 

that would benefit from clear articulation.  This would assist in providing a national starting point and 

standard interpretation.  This is particularly important where terms such as ‘significant impact’ and 

‘severe impact’ are used in terms of transport and retail planning to reduce ambiguity and to ensure that 

case law and appeals do not define and redefine the meaning. 

 

51. Do you agree that selective additions should be considered for proposals to 

complement existing national policies for guiding decisions?  

 

Joint Response to Question 51 

The question is unclear and appears to relate to perceived gaps as identified in paragraph 15.  We 

strongly caution against a random and extensive expansion of further National Development 

Management Policies which could undermine local democratic decision-making and ultimately lead to 

centralised policy-making.  Any significant expansion of Development Management Policies should be 

avoided as this will also undermine and disincentive local plan-making.  The stated intention from the 

Planning White Paper and subsequent government statements was to have very few centrally 

determined Development Management Policies. As such we suggest that a more structured approach is 

taken to ensure these do not expand into areas more appropriately dealt with at the local level. 

It may be that these are not all technically gaps, but we would suggest consideration of standard policies 

for Gypsy and Traveller sites, waste and minerals, and home working and use of residential annexes for 
various non-residential uses.  We would also welcome clarification of national policies around town 

centre uses, given that Class E has completely changed the landscape of planning control and creates 

significant challenges to the continuation of centres first policies, defended by sequential and impact 

tests.  

 

52. Are there other issues which apply across all or most of England that you think should 

be considered as possible options for National Development Management Policies? 

 

Joint Response to Question 52 
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We are aware that there will be a very comprehensive consideration of issues (as set out in the table in 

Chapter 12) going forward.  We welcome the commitment to undertake a full consultation on revised 

NPPF and proposals for NDMPs once the Bill has completed its passage through Parliament. However, 

this creates a policy vacuum and considerable uncertainty for local planning authorities trying to navigate 

our way through the system.  Proper recognition of this should be included within the transitionary 
arrangements and all the missing pieces of the jigsaw should be provided as soon as possible to enable us 

to proactively move forward with plan-making. 

 

ENABLING LEVELLING UP 

 

53. What, if any, planning policies do you think could be included in a new framework to 

help achieve the twelve levelling up missions in the Levelling Up White Paper? 

 

Joint Response to Question 53 

This conflates land use planning issues with political rhetoric.  If there is to be effective planning policies 

these need to draw on the overarching national vision and objectives set for the country as a whole.  

Levelling Up should not be considered in isolation, but rather an integrated approach is required to set 

out what the spatial strategy actually is.  At present it is confusing and contradictory.  There is no 

national plan because the 20 cities that are subject to the 35% urban uplift are not the same as the 

levelling up areas.   

If Levelling Up is to be a planning concept with associated planning policy it must be a well thought 

through integrated national approach that clearly identifies outcomes translated directly from the 

objectives.   

 

54. How do you think that the framework could better support development that will drive 

economic growth and productivity in every part of the country, in support of the Levelling 

Up agenda? 

 

Joint Response to Question 54 

There is an inconsistency between the objectives of the Levelling Up agenda and the reality of the 

government’s changes that has taken things out of planning control.   The NPPF changes are a missed 

opportunity to address a range of issues that would support sustainable economic growth.  The most 

important is dealing with the issue of uncertainty.  The fact that this is only a partial set of changes, and 

the whole suit of consultation documents about the new planning system are not available means that it 

is impossible to know how the system is going to operate and what the consequences are likely to be.  

This is highly likely to lead to more delay and uncertainty which acts against sustainable economic 

growth and the Levelling Up agenda.  

It is very disappointing that the opportunity has not been taken to deal with all the inconsistencies that 

exist between the government’s changes to the use classes order and permitted development rights and 

the NPPF.  These have been in place since summer 2020 and it is a missed opportunity not to have made 

changes to chapter 6 and 7 in relation to retail, town centre uses, and employment that provide a 

consistent and comprehensive vision of what is required to encourage the vitality of our cities centres, 

town centres, local centres, high streets, and other areas.  Guidance is required on how we can make 

adequate provision for all types of employment uses as a key part of planning for sustainable 

development and achieving good quality placemaking.  We are concerned that residential development is 

being prioritised at the expense of jobs and other floorspace, leading to the loss of premises and sites 
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that are important to delivering economic growth and levelling up.  Class MA of permitted development 

provides the opportunity for residential conversion and this has the unintended consequence of reducing 

our stock of active town centre uses, and undermines our ability to retain and enhance our centres by 

ensuring active frontages.  These permitted development rights need reviewing to ensure they are not 

acting against the objectives set out in the consultation and the economic growth ambitions of the 
Levelling Up agenda. 

In addition, the PPG needs comprehensively updating to properly address these issues so that we can 

understand how to measure employment needs, taking into account class E and the removal of the old 

B1 use class, including non-traditional employment, what job density assumptions should be used, how 

these should be allocated for, and then how they can be encouraged and delivered in a very difficult 

office market.   

The Skidmore Review: Mission Zero offers a useful idea of the economic potential of an accelerated 

response to net zero.  A national commitment to ramping up our response to the climate emergency 

will bring with it significant outcomes in terms of cheaper heating bills, better energy security, better 

health and wellbeing outcomes, better biodiversity, improved natural infrastructure networks, less 

pressure on the NHS and adult support services, and all of this can be achieved alongside economic 

development.  In order to achieve this the government needs to clarify that sustainable and low-carbon 

economic development is the only game in town, and that the days of any type of economic 

development being considered beneficial in its own right are a thing of the past. Only by a massive shift 

in funding and incentivisation will building retrofit act as a catalyst for sustained economic development, 

but the potential is clear to see.  The planning system can provide support for this at a high level, but 

one opportunity is to introduce a new permitted development regime that allows development to 

retrofit and decarbonise a building with a more permissive route through the system. 

 

 

55. Do you think that the government could go further in national policy, to increase 

development on brownfield land within city and town centres, with a view to facilitating 

gentle densification of our urban cores? 

 

Joint Response to Question 55 

This issue requires a comprehensive approach from government regarding the design and 

implementation of the planning system through to directing funding and subsidy towards previously 

developed land and away from greenfield sites. This should include: 

 Removal of the 5YHLS demonstration in its entirety or ensuring that the test is sufficiently 

loosened so as to ensure that previously developed land can be prioritised and included in the 

5YHLS without the threat of it being removed on viability grounds or through lack of 

housebuilder support. 

 Removal of HDT and instead testing local planning authorities on their performance in plan 

making and decision taking.   

 Not allowing developers with poor track records, or where they have not met delivery rates set 

out in Commencement Notices and planning applications, to benefit from any presumption in 

favour of development. 

 Not allowing greenfield sites to be released until previously developed land has been prioritised. 

 Excluding the 35% uplift, when met on previously developed sites, from any five year land supply. 

 Removing the Class Q permitted development process to convert agricultural buildings into 

housing without planning consent.  We have commissioned a carbon audit of our spatial strategy 

from the University of Exeter, and our evidence shows that the environmental impacts of 

dispersed rural development is significantly higher than locating new housing within or adjoining 
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existing and sustainable settlements.  The Class Q regime is unnecessarily permissive that results 

in harmful environmental impacts, but also erodes the ability of local planning authorities to 

direct new development to existing urban centres.  The business case and viability model for 

developing brownfield land will always be undermined without appropriate restrictions and 

interventions being applied beyond urban areas. 

 Similarly, other permitted development rights, such as Class MA erodes the ability of local 

planning authorities to unlock the development potential of urban brownfield sites because there 

is a more permissive route for developers to pursue than redeveloping a brownfield site. 

 Prioritising and supporting the important role of strategic planning and joint local plans to ensure 

cities and their previously developed land is not penalised in favour of more attractive greenfield 

sites.  As part of this we suggest allowing for the provision of reserved sites, that are greenfield 

that only come forward in association with or after more sustainable previously developed sites.  

 Recognising that previously developed sites in cities, town and villages are far more difficult to 

deliver than greenfield sites and their delivery should be prioritised given their inherent 

sustainability credentials. 

 Providing adequate public sector funding for these sites, and the associated infrastructure to 

ensure they are built to full policy standards. 

 

The issue with bringing brownfield sites back into productive use is just another example of how the 
planning system is increasingly being required to correct market dysfunction or failure.  Sticking plaster 

policies won’t work without a greater level of intervention and control of the market by national 

government. 

In addition to planning measures, it is necessary for government investment, intervention and subsidy to 

acquire sites at the land value when factoring in policy obligations and Infrastructure Levy payments. 

Government needs to recognise that PDL may have to be regenerated for housing at not for profit or at 

a loss to the taxpayer through acquisition and contracting housebuilders to deliver policy compliant 

beautiful developments in line with place making, social and environmental objectives.   

Failure to approach this comprehensively will inevitably lead to PDL remaining derelict, vacant or 

underused given viability issues driven by landowners false value expectations and developer’s 

requirements for high profit margins.  This will unfortunately continue to ensure that plans and delivery 

are characterised as greenfield first plans and PDL last.  This will not help urban centres regenerate and 

leads to poor environmental and economic outcomes.  It will exacerbate the housing crisis, by not being 

able to provide lower value housing and affordable housing within centre locations and rises in 

homelessness. Fundamentally government needs to address the problem that previously developed land 

in low value areas is completely unviable and lacks demand. 

 

 

56. Do you think that the government should bring forward proposals to update the 

framework as part of next year’s wider review to place more emphasis on making sure that 

women, girls and other vulnerable groups in society feel safe in our public spaces, including 

for example policies on lighting/street lighting? 

 

Joint Response to Question 56 

We recognise government policy, research and current funding initiatives that are identifying ways in 

which we can tackle violence against Women, Girls and other groups in society, and that some of the 

solutions can be implemented through the planning process.  While this is in part already addressed 

through the secured by design agenda, we would welcome a change in the NPPF to reflect this work.   
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The level of detail provided in the NPPF should be a high level statement consistent with the key 

messages set out in the Framework.  We support the government’s ambition to increase safety and the 

importance of working together to create places and spaces.  There are opportunities around safer 

transport, improving and increasing street lighting,  as well as identifying locations where there is a need 

to increase feelings of safety particularly at night.  The details about street lighting and other planning 
policy measures which could be implemented would be better placed in the proposed NDMP, Design 

Codes or within the details of site allocation or other locally distinct policies within development plan 

documents. 

Violence against Women and Girls (VAWG) and the place that planning can play in tackling the issue is 

not a new concept. In 2017 the government produced a briefing paper Violence against Women and 

Girls, Infrastructure and Cities which set out a framework for tackling how to address VAWG through 

programming and policy dialogue on infrastructure and cities.   

Locally, the Plymouth Violence Against Women and Girls Commission aims to build on the ambitions 

set out in legislation and provide a set of recommendations that relate to the city 

https://www.plymouth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/VAWG_Report.pdf. This document sets out a number of 

themes some of which can inform planning policy in particular the design of development.  

  

PRACTICAL CHANGES AND NEXT STEPS 

 

57. Are there any specific approaches or examples of best practice which you think we 

should consider to improve the way that national planning policy is presented and 

accessed? 

 

Joint Response to Question 57 

The priority for DLUHC should be getting the content right and providing a comprehensive set of 

planning reform documents, including the final version of this NPPF later on in the year, as well as the 

National Development Management Policies.  This includes updating the PPG and ensuring all the links 

are consistent and accurate.  Once the whole suite of policy and guidance is in place it is necessary to 

ensure these are fully accessible and linked together.  The digital agenda offers the solution and a digital, 

interactive web-based approach offers a good opportunity to do this rather than relying on pdfs or other 

standalone html versions that don’t show the links between the NPPF, NDMPs and detailed guidance.   

A high quality interactive and accessible approach offers the opportunity to bring the NPPF alive, link it 

with guidance and other legislation and objectives as well as enable NDMP to be brought straight into 

local plans.  This will increase transparency and understanding of how the vision, objectives, policy, 

guidance, detailed delivery plans and any mapping fit together.   

There are some good examples of different organisations and guidance using webpages that focus on 

providing lots of information in a simple and interactive way.  The emphasis should be on explaining basic 

principles, using visuals and diagrams, providing a really good search bar and identifying all relevant 

information related to an issue.   

We have started experimenting with the use of a digital plan and putting policy, supporting text and 

delivery plans on to a web based interactive platform.  Our work on the Plymouth Plan explores how 

this may work, and while it is not a statutory development plan with a spatial strategy and proposals 

map, it does include our Plymouth and South West Devon Joint Local Plan and brings together the city’s 

overarching vision and policies.  It starts to explore how links can be made and assists navigation based 

on user journeys.  In addition to our interactive Plymouth Plan we suggest the following should be 

explored: 

https://www.plymouth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/VAWG_Report.pdf
https://theplymouthplan.com/
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Essex Design Guide web page 

Design and cost guidance | Sport England 

Adaptation Scotland : Home 

 

58. We continue to keep the impacts of these proposals under review and would be 
grateful for your comments on any potential impacts that might arise under the Public 

Sector Equality Duty as a result of the proposals in this document 

 

Joint Response to Question 58 

The proposals set out in the consultation are very wide-ranging and therefore the potential impacts on 

groups with protected characteristics could potentially be significant. Unfortunately, in the absence of 

detail the precise impact of the proposals may only become apparent when further operational details 

emerge.  

The move to greater digitisation within the planning system could potentially disadvantage older age 

groups, but conversely advantage younger people who historically tend to be under-represented in 

planning consultations. The proposed approach to digitisation could significantly impact on poorer 

communities who may have less access to technology in order to participate fully in the front-loaded 

new style local plan consultations that are proposed.  

The proposal to set development management policies at national level could have effects on people 

with disabilities. The Joint Local Plan contains specific policy interventions in relation to people with 

disabilities and specific policy requirements in relation to accessible and wheelchair housing which could 

be lost in the new system. The Joint Local Plan also contains area-specific policies, such as those for 

purpose built student accommodation and houses in multiple occupation which are based on local 

evidence of likely need. National Development Management Policies must not result in less accessible 

and wheelchair housing being provided, and the loss of area-specific policies that have been responsive 

to very local policy considerations. 

We would also ask whether an equality impact assessment of the consultation and NPPF changes has 

been undertaken.  This would be a key tool for assessing the impacts of the proposals on people with 

protected characteristics. 

 

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.essexdesignguide.co.uk%2F&data=05%7C01%7CJoanna.Lee%40plymouth.gov.uk%7C8ea6139b9eb14870324708daf9761438%7Ca9a3c3d1fc0f4943bc2ad73e388cc2df%7C0%7C0%7C638096582780548744%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Mf7jbjppnQ17eD3olWhCqEnqMlOh%2FaM%2BPBqVSI%2Fcfdk%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sportengland.org%2Fguidance-and-support%2Ffacilities-and-planning%2Fdesign-and-cost-guidance&data=05%7C01%7CJoanna.Lee%40plymouth.gov.uk%7C8ea6139b9eb14870324708daf9761438%7Ca9a3c3d1fc0f4943bc2ad73e388cc2df%7C0%7C0%7C638096582780704822%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Em5xcLUm%2F6ohtzoBpJ5%2FJ%2FTFXiVuIVoCxzoaNyMgJ1I%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.adaptationscotland.org.uk%2F&data=05%7C01%7CJoanna.Lee%40plymouth.gov.uk%7C8ea6139b9eb14870324708daf9761438%7Ca9a3c3d1fc0f4943bc2ad73e388cc2df%7C0%7C0%7C638096582780704822%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=2f8MAxUwWR2nkhFaUllkFSr%2FQMzc7Dlk9ErQvSDqLTM%3D&reserved=0

