Response I

Submitted to Proposed reforms to the National Planning Policy Framework and other changes to the planning system
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Scope of consultation
Respondent details

a What is your name?

Name:
Caroline Leet

b What is your email address?

Email:
townclerk@edenbridgetowncouncil.gov.uk

¢ What is your organisation?

Organisation:
Edenbridge Town Council

d What type of organisation are you representing?
Neighbourhood planning body, parish or town council

If you answered "other", please provide further details:

Chapter 1 - Introduction
Chapter 2 - Policy objectives
Chapter 3 - Planning for the homes we need

1 Do you agree that we should reverse the December 2023 changes made to paragraph 61?

No

Please explain your answer:

Reversing the change makes the requirement unduly rigid and does not allow for any flexibility to take account of special local circumstances.

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

Not Answered

Please explain your answer:

Not sure.

3 Do you agree that we should reverse the December 2023 changes made on the urban uplift by deleting paragraph 62?

Yes

Please explain your answer:

4 Do you agree that we should reverse the December 2023 changes made on character and density and delete paragraph 1307
No

Please explain your answer:

The current wording is necessary to protect against detrimental impact on the character of existing urban areas that could arise from unfettered
increases in housing density. It strikes the right balance between promoting higher density to increase housing supply and protecting the character of
existing urban areas and should not be changed.



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

Yes
Please explain your answer:

Design codes provide guidance to focus on areas that can accommodate greater change and density, suitable for new villages and significant large
developments.

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

No

Please explain your answer:

The proposed amendment to include the wording ‘for the supply of land’ insinuates that where an application claims sustainable development, it is likely
to be granted. There needs to be clearer criteria for ‘sustainable development’ and only where there is a planning need and other policies support the

need

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

Yes
Please explain your answer:

Where there is a valid Local Plan in place this should be used as the basis of the housing supply otherwise what is the point. However, there are cases
where sites deliverability changes so 5-year housing supply audit should be help support the Local Plan proposals.

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

Not Answered

Please explain your answer:

No comment.

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

Please explain your answer:

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

Yes (5% is an appropriate buffer)

Please explain your answer if you believe a different % buffer should be used:

5% should be sufficient together with the 5 years of deliverable sites. Anything higher could be quite significant for areas where they are already at high
capacity.

11 Do you agree with the removal of policy on Annual Position Statements?
No
Please explain your answer:

Annual Position Statements are a good idea. They make public objective information on progress with development and as such are a useful reference
tool.

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

Yes
Please explain your answer:
But as drafted it does not go far enough.

It should promote a more strategic approach to plan making by encouraging planning authorities to work jointly to meet development needs over wider
areas beyond the boundaries of individual Districts. It should support cross-boundary work leading to solutions that meet the needs of a wider area as a



whole even if this involves some Districts over-providing and some under-providing. The outcome could be stronger, more spatial, strategic plans
including areas of growth and restraint, whilst still providing for development needs. Breaking away from a rigid requirement to meet needs within
District boundaries gives scope for focussing development more strongly on the most sustainable locations while enabling development to continue to be
more constrained in areas less suitable for growth.

13 Should the tests of soundness be amended to better assess the soundness of strategic scale plans or proposals?
No

Please explain your answer:

The current tests are perfectly adequate

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

Please provide any other suggestions relating to the proposals in this chapter. :

No comment.
Chapter 4 - A new Standard Method for assessing housing needs

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

No
Please explain your answer:

Estimates of future housing needs should be based on households not dwellings. Household projections are the logical starting point for assessing future
housing needs because they tell us how many households there are likely to be in an area in the future and this number will provide a basis for
calculating the number of dwellings required to house them. Abandoning this approach and replacing it with an arbitrary uplift to the housing stock
makes no sense as it is a calculation based on dwellings not on the estimated future needs of households.

The enormous variations in some areas between the existing household need calculation and the new figures suggests strongly that there is a problem
with the methodology now proposed. For example, it cannot be right that the requirement for some areas (unaffected by removing the urban uplift) is
substantially less than the existing assessed housing need. Nor can it be right that in some areas of low housing demand a substantial increase occurs in
the assessed housing requirement.

Additionally, the very large change in the assessed requirements for many areas will create major problems for the planning authorities concerned who
will need to bring forward substantially revised plans, a process that will cause significant delay in achieving policy-compliant plans, not helping the
process of identifying more land for housing. The upheaval in plan making that will result from having to comply with such major change is itself a
significant argument against departing from the existing methodology. The very abrupt transitional arrangements will only serve to make the problem
worse.

16 Do you agree that using the workplace-based median house price to median earnings ratio, averaged over the most recent 3 year period
for which data is available to adjust the standard method'’s baseline, is appropriate?

Yes

Please explain your answer:

Yes so long as this is linked to each area and not nationally

17 Do you agree that affordability is given an appropriate weighting within the proposed standard method?
No

Please explain your answer:

Insufficient information has been provided to comment on the appropriate weighting. In Sevenoaks District the new calculation results in an annual
requirement 58% higher than the existing. Other Districts have similar or larger increases. We do not know what proportion of this is due to the extra
weighting for affordability but affordability alone should not be given a weighting that leads to this scale of increase.

18 Do you consider the standard method should factor in evidence on rental affordability? If so, do you have any suggestions for how this
could be incorporated into the model?

Not Answered
Please explain your answer:

No comment.



19 Do you have any additional comments on the proposed method for assessing housing needs?
Please provide any additional comments on the proposed method for assessing housing needs.:

Insufficient information provided. The methodology is not set out in sufficient detail to show how the figures for individual Districts have been calculated.
Chapter 5 - Brownfield, grey belt and the Green Belt

20 Do you agree that we should make the proposed change set out in paragraph 124c, as a first step towards brownfield passports?
No
Please explain your answer:

The wording as drafted suggests that not all brownfield land would be suitable and means redevelopment for housing or other identified needs would
not always be acceptable. Unable to comment without further information on what brownfield passports would mean or how “suitable” land would be
defined.

21 Do you agree with the proposed change to paragraph 154g of the current NPPF to better support the development of PDL in the Green
Belt?

No
Please explain your answer:
Would prefer to retain the existing wording particularly the requirement for no greater impact on the Green Belt.

22 Do you have any views on expanding the definition of PDL, while ensuring that the development and maintenance of glasshouses for
horticultural production is maintained?

Please provide any further views:

There is no need to change the definition of PDL which is clear and generally well-understood.

23 Do you agree with our proposed definition of grey belt land? If not, what changes would you recommend?
No

Please explain your answer:

The proposed definition in Annex 2 is vague and totally inadequate as a basis for decision-making, particularly in its reliance on the term “limited” which is
open to a wide range of interpretations. We understand the Government’s intention is to allow for the release of unattractive degraded land of no
environmental quality and the definition should focus on these characteristics. Additionally, the test should be that it makes little or no contribution to the
Green Belt rather than limited. Possible wording could be: “Land within the Green Belt that is not previously developed but is degraded or derelict and of
no environmental quality, making little or no contribution to the Green Belt”. The definition should exclude land that has been deliberately degraded due
to actions of the landowner or occupier.

Additionally in new para 152 there should be an “and” at the end of clause b to make clear that the requirement in clause c must also be met.

Sustainably located grey belt land is in any case unlikely to provide a major source of new land for housing development in Green belt areas. There does
not appear to have been any attempt by the Government to calculate how much land would fall under the grey belt definition. In Sevenoaks District all
the likely grey belt land in sustainable locations has already been earmarked for release to meet the existing housing requirement. This followed a
comprehensive Green Belt Assessment examining the contribution to the Green Belt of all the land around the District's main settlements. The proposed
new methodology for assessing housing numbers, if adopted, would require the District to increase provision by another 58%. With little or no suitable
grey belt land left this level of increase could only be achieved by building on land that fully contributes to the Green Belt. Sevenoaks’ position is not
unique. Other Green Belt Districts have also been forced to encroach onto the Green Belt to meet existing housing requirements and like Sevenoaks they
are unlikely to have any significant amount of so-called grey belt land left. For all these areas the extra housing numbers imposed by the new
methodology will mean building on good quality Green Belt land unless the figures are reduced. Grey belt land will not be the answer.

24 Are any additional measures needed to ensure that high performing Green Belt land is not degraded to meet grey belt criteria?
Yes
Please explain your answer:

The definition of grey belt should exclude land deliberately degraded by the landowner or occupier and any land subject to enforcement action requiring
its restoration.

25 Do you agree that additional guidance to assist in identifying land which makes a limited contribution of Green Belt purposes would be
helpful? If so, is this best contained in the NPPF itself or in planning practice guidance?



No
Please explain your answer:

The focus should be on incorporating a more robust definition of the term grey belt into the NPPF that does not include the term limited. If the definition
is clear there should be no need for further guidance

26 Do you have any views on whether our proposed guidance sets out appropriate considerations for determining whether land makes a
limited contribution to Green Belt purposes?

No
Please explain your answer:
The term “limited contribution” should not be used.

27 Do you have any views on the role that Local Nature Recovery Strategies could play in identifying areas of Green Belt which can be
enhanced?

Yes
Please explain your answer:

Where developments take place on Green Belt (and grey belt) land, boundaries should be enhanced to strengthen and protect the new boundaries, and
that this should be made as a planning condition.

28 Do you agree that our proposals support the release of land in the right places, with previously developed and grey belt land identified
first, while allowing local planning authorities to prioritise the most sustainable development locations?

Not Answered
Please explain your answer:

It is important that sustainable locations are prioritised. Previously developed and grey belt land is in practice spread around the Green Belt, not just
adjoining existing settlements, and the NPPF needs to include provisions that enable planning authorities to prevent development of such land when it is
in unsustainable locations, otherwise the result will be a scattering of potentially substantial car-dependent development across the countryside.

29 Do you agree with our proposal to make clear that the release of land should not fundamentally undermine the function of the Green Belt
across the area of the plan as a whole?

No
Please explain your answer:

This is too broad a test and is also open to varying interpretations. A better approach could be to require that the remaining land not released would still
effectively perform the functions of the Green Belt in the area concerned.

30 Do you agree with our approach to allowing development on Green Belt land through decision making? If not, what changes would you
recommend?

No
If not, what changes would you recommend?:

As already mentioned there are areas which have Green Belt constraints for valid reasons and will already have allocations/used what is now being
considered ‘grey belt'. The test of ‘exceptional circumstances’ already stands and is being used to develop on Green Belt. Where a 5-year housing supply
cannot be demonstrated should not be a reason to develop of Green Belt land, outside of a Local Plan making process and without proper consultation
process.

31 Do you have any comments on our proposals to allow the release of grey belt land to meet commercial and other development needs
through plan-making and decision-making, including the triggers for release?

Yes
Please explain your answer:
There should be an “and” at the end of clause b.

32 Do you have views on whether the approach to the release of Green Belt through plan and decision-making should apply to traveller sites,
including the sequential test for land release and the definition of PDL?

Yes



Please explain your answer:

Green Belt land should not be considered under ‘exceptional circumstances’ for travellers and gypsy settlements as this goes against protecting the Green
Belt. Either the land passes the tests for suitable development, or it doesn't, and therefore traveller needs should be treated on the same basis. Also, by
nature of the Green Belt it is often not within or contiguous to the built-up area and therefore does not meet the requirements for inclusivity and
integration to communities.

33 Do you have views on how the assessment of need for traveller sites should be approached, in order to determine whether a local
planning authority should undertake a Green Belt review?

Yes
Please explain your answer:

Traveller and Gypsy sites should be better spread across areas rather than lumping additional pitches close to or with other sites. This may help with
finding other available sites.

34 Do you agree with our proposed approach to the affordable housing tenure mix?
Not Answered
Please explain your answer:

The ethos of providing 50% affordability is supported however, this is not always appropriate and should be supported by the demographics of the area,
the 5-year housing supply and the character of the local area.

35 Should the 50 per cent target apply to all Green Belt areas (including previously developed land in the Green Belt), or should the
Government or local planning authorities be able to set lower targets in low land value areas?

The Government or local planning authorities should be able to set lower targets in low land value areas
Please explain your answer:

Local authorities should be able to vary the requirement based on local circumstances particularly where 50% is not justified by the level of local need for
affordable housing. However, the starting point should be 50% as this offers a real opportunity to achieve a much-needed step change in affordable
housing provision. Additionally, by making the requirement clear from the outset developers and landowners will know where they stand and it should
bring an end to the process of developers paying over the odds and then arguing that affordable housing is not viable.

36 Do you agree with the proposed approach to securing benefits for nature and public access to green space where Green Belt release
occurs?

Not Answered
Please explain your answer:

The provision of new areas of accessible green space should be sought as a benefit to the wider community, going some way to compensate for the loss
of Green Belt land, not just a benefit for residents of the new development. This could be reflected by making a link to the last sentence of new para 144
regarding compensatory improvements to the environmental quality and accessibility of remaining Green Belt land. This should be in addition to meeting
local open space standards. Such a requirement could help to make the development of Green Belt land more acceptable to existing communities.

37 Do you agree that Government should set indicative benchmark land values for land released from or developed in the Green Belt, to
inform local planning authority policy development?

Yes

Please explain your answer:

38 How and at what level should Government set benchmark land values?
Please explain your answer:

Based on agricultural or existing use value.

39 To support the delivery of the golden rules, the Government is exploring a reduction in the scope of viability negotiation by setting out that
such negotiation should not occur when land will transact above the benchmark land value. Do you have any views on this approach?

Not Answered
Please explain your answer:

Agree.



40 Itis proposed that where development is policy compliant, additional contributions for affordable housing should not be sought. Do you
have any views on this approach?

Please explain your views on this approach:
Agree.

41 Do you agree that where viability negotiations do occur, and contributions below the level set in policy are agreed, development should be
subject to late-stage viability reviews, to assess whether further contributions are required? What support would local planning authorities
require to use these effectively?

Not Answered
Please explain your answer, including what support you consider local authorities would require to use late-stage viability reviews effectively:
Agree in principle.

42 Do you have a view on how golden rules might apply to non-residential development, including commercial development, travellers sites
and types of development already considered ‘not inappropriate’ in the Green Belt?

Yes
Please explain your answer:
The same rules should be applied.

43 Do you have a view on whether the golden rules should apply only to ‘new’ Green Belt release, which occurs following these changes to the
NPPF? Are there other transitional arrangements we should consider, including, for example, draft plans at the regulation 19 stage?

Yes

Please explain your answer:

Where sites have not yet been granted planning permission, the rules should be applied.
44 Do you have any comments on the proposed wording for the NPPF (Annex 4)?
No

Please explain your answer:

45 Do you have any comments on the proposed approach set out in paragraphs 31 and 32?
No

Please explain your answer:

46 Do you have any other suggestions relating to the proposals in this chapter?
No

Please explain your answer:
Chapter 6 - Delivering affordable, well-designed homes and places

47 Do you agree with setting the expectation that local planning authorities should consider the particular needs of those who require Social
Rent when undertaking needs assessments and setting policies on affordable housing requirements?

Yes

Please explain your answer:

48 Do you agree with removing the requirement to deliver 10% of housing on major sites as affordable home ownership?
Yes

Please explain your answer:

49 Do you agree with removing the minimum 25% First Homes requirement?

Yes



Please explain your answer:

50 Do you have any other comments on retaining the option to deliver First Homes, including through exception sites?
No

Please provide any further comments:

51 Do you agree with introducing a policy to promote developments that have a mix of tenures and types?

Yes

Please explain your answer:

Yes, and to be supported by the Local Authority.

52 What would be the most appropriate way to promote high percentage Social Rent/affordable housing developments?
Please explain your answer:

Controls in place for the costs of sale of land.

53 What safeguards would be required to ensure that there are not unintended consequences? For example, is there a maximum site size
where development of this nature is appropriate?

Please explain your answer:

As previously referenced, Local authorities should be able to vary the requirement based on local circumstances.
54 What measures should we consider to better support and increase rural affordable housing?

Please explain your answer:

55 Do you agree with the changes proposed to paragraph 63 of the existing NPPF?

Yes

Please explain your answer:

56 Do you agree with these changes?

Yes

Please explain your answer:

57 Do you have views on whether the definition of ‘affordable housing for rent’ in the Framework glossary should be amended? If so, what
changes would you recommend?

No
If Yes, what changes would you recommend?:
It should remain as is. Communities can work with local housing associations to help deliver appropriate affordable social housing.

58 Do you have views on why insufficient small sites are being allocated, and on ways in which the small site policy in the NPPF should be
strengthened?

Yes
Please explain your answer :
No comment, other than these sites should be encouraged.

59 Do you agree with the proposals to retain references to well-designed buildings and places, but remove references to ‘beauty’ and
‘beautiful’ and to amend paragraph 138 of the existing Framework?

Yes
Please explain your answer:

The word ‘beautiful’ is subjective. Buildings should be well designed to good quality meeting the building regulations and design polices.



60 Do you agree with proposed changes to policy for upwards extensions?

No

Please explain your answer:

Deleting the reference to height should be removed.

61 Do you have any other suggestions relating to the proposals in this chapter?
No

Please explain your answer:
Chapter 7 - Building infrastructure to grow the economy

62 Do you agree with the changes proposed to paragraphs 86 b) and 87 of the existing NPPF?

No

Please explain your answer:

Local planning authorities should only be required to make provision for these types of development where there is a recognised need.
63 Are there other sectors you think need particular support via these changes? What are they and why?

Not Answered

Please explain your answer:

64 Would you support the prescription of data centres, gigafactories, and/or laboratories as types of business and commercial development
which could be capable (on request) of being directed into the NSIP consenting regime?

Not Answered

Please explain your answer:

Only if they are on a very large scale.

65 If the direction power is extended to these developments, should it be limited by scale, and what would be an appropriate scale if so?
Not Answered

If Yes, what would be an appropriate scale? :

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

Not Answered

Please explain your answer:

No comment.

Chapter 8 - Delivering community needs

67 Do you agree with the changes proposed to paragraph 100 of the existing NPPF?
Yes
Please explain your answer:

Significant weight should also be given to the absence of necessary infrastructure in considering support of development, if infrastructure is not provided
necessary to the development.

68 Do you agree with the changes proposed to paragraph 99 of the existing NPPF?
Yes
Please explain your answer:

69 Do you agree with the changes proposed to paragraphs 114 and 115 of the existing NPPF?



Yes
Please explain your answer:

It should also include the impact on the wider road network and if these impacts are not acceptable then the development should not be permitted.
Unless, funding is provided to secure the necessary improvements.

70 How could national planning policy better support local authorities in (a) promoting healthy communities and (b) tackling childhood
obesity?

Please explain your answer:

Ensure development and infrastructure are considered together.

71 Do you have any other suggestions relating to the proposals in this chapter?
No

Please explain your answer:

Chapter 9 - Supporting green energy and the environment

72 Do you agree that large onshore wind projects should be reintegrated into the NSIP regime?

Not Answered

Please explain your answer:

No Comment.

73 Do you agree with the proposed changes to the NPPF to give greater support to renewable and low carbon energy?
Yes

Please explain your answer:

74 Some habitats, such as those containing peat soils, might be considered unsuitable for renewable energy development due to their role in
carbon sequestration. Should there be additional protections for such habitats and/or compensatory mechanisms put in place?

Not Answered
Please explain your answer:

75 Do you agree that the threshold at which onshore wind projects are deemed to be Nationally Significant and therefore consented under
the NSIP regime should be changed from 50 megawatts (MW) to 100MW?

Not Answered
Please explain your answer:
No Comment.

76 Do you agree that the threshold at which solar projects are deemed to be Nationally Significant and therefore consented under the NSIP
regime should be changed from 50MW to 150MW?

Not Answered

Please explain your answer:

No Comment

77 If you think that alternative thresholds should apply to onshore wind and/or solar, what would these be?

Please explain your answer:

78 In what specific, deliverable ways could national planning policy do more to address climate change mitigation and adaptation?
Please explain your answer:

79 What is your view of the current state of technological readiness and availability of tools for accurate carbon accounting in plan-making
and planning decisions, and what are the challenges to increasing its use?



Please explain your answer:

80 Are any changes needed to policy for managing flood risk to improve its effectiveness?
Yes

Please explain your answer:

Development in high flood risk areas should not be considered, and where sites of lower flood risk are considered, it should be only because there are no
other available sites and then apply the exception test. Managing flood risk should include:

+ Evidence should support that the site is safe from flooding now and for the lifetime of the development taking into account of climate change

* Flooding is not displaced elsewhere

* Flood protection, resilience and mitigation measures appropriate to the scale of risk must be incorporated

* Provide for a safe means of access and egress in the event of a flood

81 Do you have any other comments on actions that can be taken through planning to address climate change?

Yes

Please explain your answer:

All developments should be included adequate drainage provision for the disposal of surface drainage water from all sources. This should be an integral
part of the design process and be in the form of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS), unless it can be demonstrated inappropriate.

82 Do you agree with removal of this text from the footnote?
No
Please explain your answer:

The viability of agricultural land used for food production should be considered, and whilst it may not currently be used, if the UK is to be become more
self-sufficient this land will be needed.

83 Are there other ways in which we can ensure that development supports and does not compromise food production?
Yes

Please explain your answer:

Don't build on Green Belt and good quality agricultural land.

84 Do you agree that we should improve the current water infrastructure provisions in the Planning Act 2008, and do you have specific
suggestions for how best to do this?

Yes
Please explain your answer:

85 Are there other areas of the water infrastructure provisions that could be improved? If so, can you explain what those are, including your
proposed changes?

Not Answered

Please explain your answer:

86 Do you have any other suggestions relating to the proposals in this chapter?
No

Please explain your answer:

Chapter 10 - Changes to local plan intervention criteria

87 Do you agree that we should we replace the existing intervention policy criteria with the revised criteria set out in this consultation?
Not Answered
Please explain your answer:

No Comment.



88 Alternatively, would you support us withdrawing the criteria and relying on the existing legal tests to underpin future use of intervention
powers?

Not Answered

Please explain your answer:

Chapter 11 - Changes to planning application fees and cost recovery for local authorities related to Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Projects

89 Do you agree with the proposal to increase householder application fees to meet cost recovery?
Not Answered

Please explain your answer:

No Comment.

90 If you answered No to question 89, do you support increasing the fee by a smaller amount (at a level less than full cost recovery) and if so,
what should the fee increase be? For example, a 50% increase to the householder fee would increase the application fee from £258 to £387.

Not Answered
If Yes, please explain in the text box what you consider an appropriate fee increase would be. :

91 If we proceed to increase householder fees to meet cost recovery, we have estimated that to meet cost-recovery, the householder
application fee should be increased to £528. Do you agree with this estimate?

Not Answered
If No, please explain in the text box below and provide evidence to demonstrate what you consider the correct fee should be.:

92 Are there any applications for which the current fee is inadequate? Please explain your reasons and provide evidence on what you
consider the correct fee should be.

Not Answered
Please explain your answer:

93 Are there any application types for which fees are not currently charged but which should require a fee? Please explain your reasons and
provide evidence on what you consider the correct fee should be.

Not Answered

Please explain your reasons and provide evidence on what you consider the correct fee should be:

94 Do you consider that each local planning authority should be able to set its own (non-profit making) planning application fee?
Not Answered

Please explain your answer:

95 What would be your preferred model for localisation of planning fees?

Not Answered

Please give your reasons in the text box below:

96 Do you consider that planning fees should be increased, beyond cost recovery, for planning applications services, to fund wider planning
services?

Not Answered

If Yes, please explain what you consider an appropriate increase would be and whether this should apply to all applications or, for example, just
applications for major development? :

97 What wider planning services, if any, other than planning applications (development management) services, do you consider could be paid
for by planning fees?

Please explain your answer:



98 Do you consider that cost recovery for relevant services provided by local authorities in relation to applications for development consent
orders under the Planning Act 2008, payable by applicants, should be introduced?

Not Answered

99 If Yes, please explain any particular issues that the Government may want to consider, in particular which local planning authorities should
be able to recover costs and the relevant services which they should be able to recover costs for, and whether host authorities should be able
to waive fees where planning performance agreements are made.

Please explain your answer:
100 What limitations, if any, should be set in regulations or through guidance in relation to local authorities’ ability to recover costs?
Please explain your answer:

101 Please provide any further information on the impacts of full or partial cost recovery are likely to be for local planning authorities and
applicants. We would particularly welcome evidence of the costs associated with work undertaken by local authorities in relation to
applications for development consent.

Please explain your answer :
102 Do you have any other suggestions relating to the proposals in this chapter?
Not Answered

Please explain your answer.:
Chapter 12 - The future of planning policy and plan making

103 Do you agree with the proposed transitional arrangements? Are there any alternatives you think we should consider?
No
Please explain your answer:

If the proposed changes to the calculation of housing requirements are maintained local planning authorities in many areas will be faced with massive
increases in housing provision which will require a major exercise in identifying and bringing forward sites, a process that will inevitably be time
consuming and highly controversial in many cases. The very abrupt transitional arrangements leave no time for the substantial amount of extra land
required to be brought forward through the plan making process before the new requirements are in force and will inevitably lead to planning by appeal.
The Government should consider how the change process can be managed in an orderly plan-led way to prevent an otherwise chaotic outcome which
will only bring planning, including the Government’s planning policies, into disrepute. One way forward would be to phase in the new requirements over a
period of time giving a set period for authorities to bring forward a new policy-compliant plan whilst in the meantime not imposing penalties if existing
housing requirements are met.

104 Do you agree with the proposed transitional arrangements?

Not Answered

Please explain your answer:

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

Not Answered

Please explain your answer:

Chapter 13 - Public Sector Equality Duty

106 Do you have any views on the impacts of the above proposals for you, or the group or business you represent and on anyone with a

relevant protected characteristic? If so, please explain who, which groups, including those with protected characteristics, or which businesses
may be impacted and how. Is there anything that could be done to mitigate any impact identified?

Please explain your answer:
Chapter 14 - Table of questions

Chapter 15 - About this consultation
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