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Summary of proposed amendments to the National Planning Policy Framework

Proposed changes to Chapter 2: Achieving sustainable development

1  Do you agree with the changes proposed in Chapter 2?

No

Please provide comments:

The question is too simplistic and binary asking if we agree with the proposed changes in Chapter 2. This chapter sets the scene and has to be looked at in a 

broader picture. The answer is it is a good start. 

Paragraph 7 states that the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. Without an overarching context how should this be 

achieved? 

As the NPPF is a framework, the NPPF requires a vision. A vision that is a future-oriented concept of the development. A vision that can ensure that we have a 

correct holistic set of policies. 

Paragraph 15 and supported by paragraph 22 states that the planning system should be genuinely plan-led with succinct and up-to-date plans with a positive 

vision for the future, so should the NPPF. 

The August 2020 “Planning for the Future” page 16 onwards unequivocally promotes the need for a bold and holistic planning vision to set clear expectations into 

the future. Unfortunately, it did not define the new vision and now there is a golden opportunity to correct that omission. 

The Government should have a stated vision for the development of land together with its protection and enhancement. It is needed for addressing housing 

needs together with other economic, social and environmental priorities; in conjunction with local people to shape their surroundings. It is required to show the 

direction of travel and to encapsulate how we wish to achieve sustainability in all its forms for the benefit of the country and the planet. With the NPPF framework 

having a vision, we can ensure that policy headings are complete and to ensure no headings are missing. These are the undisputable arguments why a Local 

Plans and neighbourhood Plans have a vision statement. The NPPF is no different. 

It is therefore essential this chapter presents a VISION for land management in England. I would recommend the following: 

 

“The plan led system will be transparent, effective and efficient for housing delivery driven by economic activity and community demographic needs. It will 

integrate with statute protection of the environment; biodiversity; and international obligations to meet climate change targets; together with the government 

strategies for food security; outstanding beauty; heritage; tourism; and green spaces for health and wellbeing. It will recognise the countryside as a productive 

asset, though will vary in value depending on its location, sensitivity and use. 

The planning system will deliver private ownership, affordable, rented and social homes based on local needs which are of a sustainable high-quality design, 

commensurate to the neighbouring vernacular and identity. All housing delivery will adhere to a hierarchy of design codes with the local design code taking



prominence; discourage anti-social behaviour; and to avoid slums for future generations. The planning application documents produced will vary depending on

the scrutiny required. 

Democracy and community involvement will be the heart for place making. Each local planning authority will have an up-to-date local plan for place making

consisting of five underlying sub-plans stating the economic needs; housing needs; infrastructure needs; sustainable transport needs and areas designated for

environmental (biodiversity, climate change, local character areas and green space) protection. A brownfield site register will be maintained and will be the

primary entry point for windfall sites. 

All significant planning applications must pass a “roll out” test to identify any delivery constraints for agreed mitigation before planning permission will be

permitted. Failure by the developer to deliver in a conditional time scale, permission will be withdrawn. 

There will be an equitable and applicable levy to contribute towards community sustainability for affordable housing, services and infrastructure. 

At a strategic level, central government will set direction and goals for water and sewage companies to ensure no community is adversely impacted by the

changing water availability and flooding through climate change. Similar energy security goals will be set for electricity networks and suppliers for existing and

new housing stock. 

Central government will develop separate policies to provide sufficient trained tradesmen to build the annual housing needs for the country. It will work with

manufactures and developers to introduce new construction techniques and sustainable materials to speed up development.” 

 

By each local planning authority having five underlying sub-plans stating the economic needs; housing needs; infrastructure needs; sustainable transport needs

and areas designated for environmental (biodiversity, climate change, local character areas and green space) protection, this will provide a local perspective and

control that RTPI has urged the government to establish Green Growth Boards to deliver joined-up thinking on addressing the climate crisis, transport,

infrastructure, housing provision and nature recovery. 

 

Clearly, we have to remember the NPPF ensures that the right development happens in the right place at the right time, benefitting both communities and the

economy. It plays a critical role in identifying what development is needed and where, highlighting which areas need to be protected or enhanced and assessing

whether proposed development is suitable. Once the vision has been set, then a number of objectives need to be defined that support it, ensuring the correct

policies are defined. Some illustrative examples of objectives that should be considered 

 

1. Having a planning system to help deliver sustainable development that meets social, and economic plus the critical environment needs not just for the local

community but for pledges given to adhere to the UN goals. 

2. Having a planning system whilst not compromising the legacy to future generations to regulate the development and use of land in the public interest and not to

advance or harm the interests of any individual or organisation. 

3. Having a planning system to balance the need for development (such as homes, jobs or infrastructure) with the need to protect and enhance important features

of the local environment and provide food security for the country 

4. Having a planning system genuinely plan-led by the LPA and to allow challenges and consultation through the planning application process thereby giving a

say to people affected 

5. Greater developer accountability to deliver houses based in the timescale of the approved application 

6. Sufficient checks and balances to ensure that facts presented are correct and the various environment and wildlife laws are being adhered to 

7. Greater important of Neighbourhood Plans to reflect community involvement and influence 

8. Avoid building more houses that will have to be retrofitted to fit in with energy efficient climate change goals 

9. Supplement developer’s transport statement: with climate change statement; environment and biodiversity net gain statement; and infrastructure statement 

10. Having an enforcement planning process to control unauthorised development or “gaming” the system by developers and landowners. 

Once the vision and objectives have been defined, then MHCLG and comfortably ensure all the necessary and correctly defined polices are in place. 

 

With regard to specific paragraphs in the revised 2021 NPPF. 

Somehow Para 7 should reflect the issue that 29 million existing homes across the UK must be made low-carbon, low-energy and resilient to a changing climate.

The revised NPPF should avoid retrofitted of new houses by stopping bad sustainable decisions now? A 2019 report on whether the UK’s housing stock was “fit

for the future”, the Committee on Climate Change concluded: “Policies to support low-carbon measures have been weakened or withdrawn… This has led to

many new homes being built only to minimum standards for water and energy efficiency; for example, just 1% of new homes in 2018 were Energy Performance

Certificate Band A. Low-carbon heat and energy efficiency uptake in existing homes has stalled, including uptake of highly cost-effective measures such as loft

insulation.” Getting design right from the outset is vastly cheaper than forcing retrofit later. 

The NPPF sustainability polices must include the 2008 Climate Change Act to ensure the country meets the zero-carbon target. This must be top of the list of

housing building priorities. 

There was great emphasis of PM Johnson 4th December 2020 statement on the "The Ten Point Plan for a Green Industrial Revolution" published November

2020, to tackle climate change. 

Our Prime Minister pledged to adopt the ten United Nations commitments for biodiversity. Commitment 3 (three) says: To re-double efforts to end traditional silo

thinking and to address the interrelated and interdependent challenges of biodiversity loss, …. and climate change in an integrated and coherent way, ensuring

accountability … and lead by example through actions. How does the NPPF seek to achieve the end of silo thinking across the departments in central

government? 

Re 8b, the masterplan could be beautiful in isolation, but when put next to the local vernacular they are an eye sore. The statement MUST include in the context

of the local vernacular. This is so important and cannot be overemphasised. 

There is no mention if part of the countryside is considered beautiful, but could be ruined by a beautiful masterplan, the countryside takes precedent. Robert

Renrick stated on the 16th December 2020 that protecting the countryside is key. We must remember that too many developments destroy beautiful places and

too much building affects the sustainability of a small town / village, not forgetting limited infrastructure and jobs. 

Please include and reference on Para 8C to show the government's commitment and obligations to the UN. 

Re 8c, Biodiversity needs to be a golden thread in the NPPF to achieve the UN goals of climate change and biodiversity 

Re 11a, all Local Plans and Neighbourhood Plans should state how there are embracing the UK governments climate change obligations to these goals. This will

then minimise large windfall sites being proposed by developers that typically look at the benefit for themselves and not society. With these goals the emphasis is

now more on “plan led” and not “developer led”. 

It refers to align growth and infrastructure. I know what align infrastructure means, but what does align growth mean. Growth in local housing needs? Growth in

what? 

It is time the government “walked the talk” via the revision of the NPPF.



Proposed changes to Chapter 3: Plan-making

2  Do you agree with the changes proposed in Chapter 3?

Yes

Please provide comments:

Paragraph 20 must be in context with the local vernacular. Each rural and urban area is different and the actual place context must be taken into consideration.

Working on design and places in our communities is a positive direction and already taking place in neighbourhood plan discussions. We welcome the references

to design quality and places rather than development.

Paragraph 22 should state taking desirable future trends into account, together with the climate change goals. Together with future economic and social

uncertainty with market cycles, there should be no penalty for extending outside the 5 years. It has to be recognised development size impact will differ by the

size of the town / village. It is the proportionality that is important.

Paragraph 35d must also be consistent with UK obligations to the UN on sustainability and climate change, otherwise there are worthless.

Proposed changes to Chapter 4: Decision making

3  Do you agree with the changes proposed in Chapter 4?

No

Which option relating to change of use to residential do you prefer and why?:

It is not possible to just comment on the modified paragraphs without taking other paragraphs into context. With this in mind, comments on the additional

paragraphs should be considered for modified, or possibly placed in the Planning Policy Guidance or footnote.

Paragraph 47 should add the existing essential role of statutory consultees. The principal issue for consultees is often there is inadequate disclosure due to poor

standards of documentation and deficient assessment of the sites provided by developers and their agents. It is then the obligation and burden of the consultees

to investigate and supplement the information from other sources. This is very time consuming, and in many cases may not be available without an independent

site survey (which the developer normally refuses). The community should be allowed automatically to conduct site surveys irrespective of what the developer or

landowner wish – otherwise it could be concluded they want to hide facts.

Today, developers pay specialist agents to produce supporting documentation for their targeted planning applications. They are typically:

a) Arboriculturists;

b) Environmentalists;

c) Hydrologist;

d) Landscape

e) Transport Specialists;

f) Historical and Architectural Importance;

These agents should understand the planning system as to what is material information. But unfortunately, when reading statutory and non-statutory consultee

objection letters, consultees highlight a whole swath of missing information which could and often is detriment for the application to be acceptable.

There should be legally binding set of robust rules for the provision of transparency and quality site information with planning applications to allow meaningful

assessment by consultees, the LPA and local councils. With the concept of the 2020 white paper’s radical digital approach to modernise the planning process,

this should be ease to achieve.

Agents are still use flooding event predictions based on historical data. For example, they may say a potential flooding of 1 in 100 years or 1 in 500 years. This is

beneficial for the developer to demonstrate there are minimal flooding risks for a particular site. However, this approach is flawed with climate change. Using

historic data is no longer a reliable and scientific approach for adoption to predict flooding. With increasing global temperatures, the correlation divergence has

increased significantly. Last winter is potentially the new norm of extreme wet winters with conceivably worst to come in the future. During the last few years, the

Met Office and other reputable organisations have shown it is a fallacy using historic data for predicting the future world of flooding.

For new housing, the hydrodynamics of waterways and ground permeability are key to whether a proposed development can or cannot be sustainable. It has to

be accepted that visible and underground water ways (ditches, ponds, streams, culverts, etc) will be impacted by the increasing wet winters with the consequence

of flooding in areas not previously recorded by statutory bodies.

Paragraph 53 as proposed would be in direct conflict with chapter 12 on Place-making and Design and with the Enforcement requirement set out in chapter 4

decision making.

Paragraph 59 on enforcement is outdated and no longer holds public confidence. It should be changed to say: “Effective enforcement is important to maintain

public confidence in the planning system and deter abuse. Whilst enforcement action is mandatory, local planning authorities should be seen to act

proportionately but robustly in responding to suspected breaches of planning control.

They should publish a local enforcement plan to manage enforcement proactively, in a way that is appropriate to their area. This should set out how they will

monitor the implementation of planning permissions, investigate alleged cases of unauthorised development, pre application land clearance and take action

where appropriate.

Enforcement for tree protect is very poor in particular for TPOs. There has to be a statement what methodology or methodologies could be used for assessing

trees for TPOs. Today there is a poor standard to any particular methodology and how it should be applied.

Proposed changes to Chapter 5: Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes

4  Do you agree with the changes proposed in Chapter 5?

No

Please provide comments:



It is not possible to just comment on the modified paragraphs without taking other paragraphs into context. With this in mind, comments on the additional

paragraphs should be considered for modified, or possibly placed in the Planning Policy Guidance or footnote.

Chapter 5 and in particular paragraph 68 does not reference Robert Jenrick’s statement on the 16th December 2020 which sets the direction for new housing.

The NPPF MUST be updated to reflect government policy, otherwise there is a total disconnect. Both must be in sync.

Paragraph 60 should emphasis the right houses in the right places where the required infrastructure can be provided and supports the economic growth of the

country.

Paragraph 65 - 10% allocated to affordable housing is too low

Paragraph 69. Guidelines are required for the definition of small or medium sites. Currently too many arguments what different site sizes mean.

Paragraph 69c, the term windfall use to be defined by planning guidance. It should be restored to state maximum size of one hectare. This will ensure sites on the

whole are absorbable within the community and avoid destroying existing beautiful locations. Without these parameters, the system will be abused by developers

with large windfalls as there are no planned infrastructure schemes to support. As our current system is “plan led” and not “developer led”, windfalls have to be

handed with great care. For organic growth in town and villages, windfalls can be of major importance, but must be easy to absorb.

Considerable criticism where the developer has control of the housing rollout based on the supply and demand in the area. As this is outside the control of the

LPA, there should be an enforced condition that the developer will delivery against an agreed timetable with the LPA, or sanctions will be applied on the

developer. This has to be addressed otherwise LPAs will be unfairly penalised by MHCLG. At the moment, too much power and control are in the developer’s

hands – they are currently on a win win, whereas the LPAs are on a lose lose. There has to be balance.

Paragraph 73 is positive, but the addition of “including a genuine choice of transport modes”, does not go far enough to deliver. As this paragraph is written, the

developer will put in their transport plan that bus routes and cycle routes will be provided with no certainty or guarantee. If the application also makes assumptions

regarding rail travel, this will almost certainly not be provided post Covid. It is strongly suggested that larger developments must be planned around existing or

fully committed / imminent transport infrastructure ( bus, train, cycle, walking routes) so that behaviours can be established from the beginning. Transport

statements must be definitive and absolute.

In rural areas the only available transport choice is inevitably and realistically means a reliance upon the motor car. A test should be conducted for each

development involving the question “can commuters easily travel to other towns or settlements to for their jobs without reliance upon private car transport?”. Or

can the developer show the site is in an economic growth area and can support the jobs needed without commuting.

Paragraph 72. Guidelines are required for the definition of larger scale developments

Paragraph 73c as we all know that medium sized developments upwards are split into two stages: a) outline and; b) reserve matters. Master planning is generally

by default on outline proposals showing how the site might look in 15 years’ time once it has had a chance to mature. Typically, what appears at Reserved

Matters is often materially different from the outline permission. It should be compulsory to embed the commitment from the outline master-planning and design

codes application approval into a binding design condition that ensures the pattern of development, place-making and building design codes are delivered, and

beauty assured as an outcome.

Paragraph 76 must include the developer’s commitment to deliver in a specified time frame, as their will “game” the system if the supply and demand ratio

deflates house prices or ties up developer’s cash in bricks and mortar that they cannot sell at the desired price. There should be conditions on the developer to

deliver within a set timeframe otherwise sanctions are applied if they fail.

Proposed changes to Chapter 8: Promoting healthy and safe communities

5  Do you agree with the changes proposed in Chapter 8?

Yes

Please provide comments:

It is not possible to just comment on the modified paragraphs without taking other paragraphs into context. With this in mind, comments on the additional

paragraphs should be considered for modified, or possibly placed in the Planning Policy Guidance or footnote.

With the current year long Covid crises and the need for open spaces, the chapter does not reflect the changing pattern and needs of the communities’ wellbeing

and health. Not everyone has access to green spaces and too many have been lost as the countryside next door to our largest towns and cities faces mounting

pressure for development. If the government is serious about learning the lessons of the pandemic, it must use upcoming planning reforms to protect these

precious spaces and recognise their value as a natural health service. A recent CPRE survey shows that two-thirds of those asked said they think that protecting

and enhancing green spaces should be a higher priority for the government after lockdown ends.

Paragraph 92b should include community involvement to ensure what is actually required is delivered and not what is convenient to the developer.

Where Paragraph 97 says “and can deliver wider benefits for nature and efforts to address climate change”, it should replace the word “can” with “must”, and

replace the word “nature” with “nature (biodiversity and wildness)”. This paragraph should also reference the UK climate change obligations to the ten goals of the

UN signed last year by Boris Johnson. Boris Johnson made a pledge to protect 30% of land and sea for nature by 2030. The delivery of nature and efforts to

address climate change should be strengthened to include these pledges. The UK is one of the most nature-depleted countries in Europe. Half of UK wildlife has

decreased since 1970, with one in seven species now at risk of extinction. To promote green spaces that focuses on protecting the environment should be

actively encouraged as part of the Boris Johnson’s pledge. This will be seen positively by the community as they can get involved.

Part of the reason for the reduction of wildlife is due to planners and developers see the

Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981, The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 and the Protection of Badger Act 1992 and Section 40 of the

Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 as "paper tigers". These acts are not enforced. The NPPF must change this situation and say these acts

are to be followed.

Air quality is particularly important and open spaces with woodland greatly helps reduce air pollution.

It has to be remembered that “well-being” is not limited to exercise and recreation and should include areas of open wild space for tranquillity and serenity.

With the painful history of the Covid lockdown and the potential prospect for future ones, paragraph 100 should allow “Local Green Space” to be designated by

communities and parishes at any time, possible through the less onerous route of the Village Design Statement. The elapse timescales for Local Plans and

Neighbourhood Plans are too long and cannot serve the needs of the community within an acceptable timeframe.

Proposed changes to Chapter 9: Promoting sustainable transport

6  Do you agree with the changes proposed in Chapter 9?



No

Please provide comments:

Again the question is binary. Good progress has ben made with this chapter but needs to be more specific.

Paragraph 105d should emphasis on genuine and viable - lip service transport proposals is not acceptable. If the expected take up is low, then it has failed the

principal test of genuine and viable. It is fact that rural communities are poorly served by unaffordable, infrequent public transport. It also has to be remembered

that cycling and walking in urban areas is completely different to rural area. Cycle lanes on main roads will not provide the solutions for rural needs, there simply

isn’t sufficient space along the main roads. Safe cycling and walking in rural areas is dangerous on rural roads and lanes with large lorries, fast cars and vans are

making the highways network unsafe and treacherous.

Paragraph 109c must include design codes adopted within the local plan and neighbourhood plan, with emphasis on both urban and rural developments providing

charging points to support and encourage the change to more sustainable all electric vehicles."

Proposed changes to Chapter 11: Making effective use of land

7  Do you agree with the changes proposed in Chapter 11?

Yes

Please provide comments:

It is not possible to just comment on the modified paragraphs without taking other paragraphs into context. With this in mind, comments on the additional

paragraphs should be considered to be modified or more likely placed in the Planning Policy Guidance or footnote.

Paragraph 118 says “to promote an effective use of land in meeting the need for homes and other uses”. Other uses is very sloppy and could mean anything or

nothing. It should say, water supply, flood management, food security, biodiversity, wildness carbon storage, tourism and landscape beauty.

Paragraph 123e must change the statement saying that the design code is the central plank for attractive and healthy places. The NPPF must be consistent

across all the polices on the design code.

Paragraph 124 - totally agree. It should also state that it blends in seamlessly with the immediate neighbourhood vernacular.

Proposed changes to Chapter 12: Achieving well-designed places

8  Do you agree with the changes proposed in Chapter 12?

No

Please provide comments:

Paragraph 125 MUST state seamless blend in with the existing vernacular. Beautiful local character must be preserved. Good design must take into account the

immediate area and not considered in isolation.

Paragraph 127 agreed. Neighbourhood plans and Village Design Statements should be encouraged to adopted design codes as part of their policy making.

Paragraph 130 community orchards do not support the right trees in the right place. The latter must take precedent. Right trees means to help protect the wildlife

in that particular area. Adequate space must be provided to allow the trees to mature and not felled fifteen years after they have been planted. To ensure joined

up thinking, it would be prudent to see better integration of environment agency regulatory duties and planning responsibilities concerning trees.

One topic that has not been properly mentioned is the need for biodiversity environment and ecological buffers. Currently developers are not held to account for

protecting wildlife corridors and foraging. Today housing is built next to natural assets with minimal consideration of the natural environment. This must be

addressed as a matter of urgency and polices should be included. This maybe belongs to Planning Practice Guidance.

Proposed changes to Chapter 13: Protecting the Green Belt

9  Do you agree with the changes proposed in Chapter 13?

Yes

Please provide comments:

No comment as we do not have a green belt in the parish.

Proposed changes to Chapter 14: Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change

10  Do you agree with the changes proposed in Chapter 14?

No

Please provide comments:

Paragraph 160 mentions all sources of flood risk, but paragraph 158 currently only focuses on rivers and sea flood zones. It has to be now recognised that 

flooding today and into the future with climate change surface water flooding will become one of the major issues. Developers and decision makers pay 

insufficient detail and time to the countryside being very susceptible to surface water flooding and could in fact makes matters worse with soft surfaces with hard 

surfaces. Nonabsorbable such as the Kentish Wealden Clay with high water tables is ignored and surface water flooding after development is increasing.



Reference should be made to UK obligations to the UN. Should say to meet the government's target of 2050 net zero carbon target. 

Where does it mention about the ideal trees and grasses to store carbon for mitigating climate change whilst supporting existing wildlife?

Proposed changes to Chapter 15: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment

11  Do you agree with the changes proposed in Chapter 15?

No

Please provide comments:

It is not possible to just comment on the modified paragraphs without taking other paragraphs into context. With this in mind, comments on the additional

paragraphs should be considered to be modified or more likely placed in the Planning Policy Guidance or footnote.

In September 2020 our Prime Minister Boris Johnson made a pledge to adopt the 2020 U.N. biodiversity goals. Where are they referenced in this chapter? This

chapter is too weak and must be beefed up. Too much lip service is paid to this critical topic in saving the planet.

There has been some movement for local people to have a say on protecting wildlife corridors, restore biodiversity, stop damage to wild nature and to decrease of

air pollution. These revisions have to show real interest in the environment and biodiversity in these planning reforms. Section 41 of the Natural Environment and

Rural Communities Act for habitats designations must be strictly imposed.

One publicised innovation is the idea to create “wild belt” designated land across England to help nature recover. This would be ideal to help the prime minister

met his new biodiversity and climate change commitments.

It should be made mandatory by developers and their agents to identify and document in the applications ALL relevant and pertinent species, habitats, landscape

characteristics that are specified in the relevant acts, supplementary planning documents and county and nationwide records. An illustrative list below:

a) Section 41 of Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 for Habitats

b) The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 for AONBs and PROWS

c) Environment Act 1995 for the protection of ancient hedgerows

d) Environmental Protection Act 1990 dealing with contaminated land

e) The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) is the principal mechanism for protection of wildlife in Great Britain.

f) Other acts that have to be adhered to as part of the planning process such as the new Environment Bill

g) Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) such as Landscape Character Assessments.

h) National records of species such as

i. Biological Records Centre

ii. Reptile & Amphibian Group

Paragraph 179 the existing DEFRA biodiversity net loss / gain approach is too simplistic.

a. Biodiversity net gain is expressed as “development that leaves biodiversity in a better state than before”. Biodiversity is all-inclusive of all ecosystems and their

interconnectivity with geology of the land which supports the flora and fauna. DEFRA state biodiversity is the variety of all life on Earth and includes all species of

animals and plants.

b. To put the term ecological into context, it relates to the relation of living organisms to one another and to their physical surroundings. It relates to the symbiotic

relation for life with its surrounding to live, survive and reproduce.

c. To put the term ecological network into context, they represent the interactions that occur between species with movement between connecting zones. The

interactions include competition, mutualism and predation, and network properties of particular interest include stability and structure.

d. Attempting to use a very narrow view of biodiversity of biodiversity is debasing the real world.

Another real issue experienced all the time is the Ecological / Arboricultural reports that tend to downgrade tree classifications and importance of ecological

features. These always have to be challenged until they get it right. This takes up valuable time and sometimes money to document the true baseline. What can

the NPPF do to stop poor assessments?

Also, we need an additional bullet point for paragraph 179 mandating disclosing of any removal of flora on the site up to three years before the application has

been submitted. This will help prevent abuse of the planning system by the landowner removing valuable biodiversity before the application submission, thus

changing the baseline for net loss / gain calculations.

Proposed changes to Chapter 16: Conserving and enhancing the historic environment

12  Do you agree with the changes proposed in Chapter 16?

Yes

Please provide comments:

Proposed changes to Chapter 17: Facilitating the sustainable use of minerals

13  Do you agree with the changes proposed in Chapter 17?

Yes

Please provide comments:

Proposed changes to Annex 1: Implementation

Proposed changes to Annex 2: Glossary

14  Do you have any comments on the changes to the glossary?



Yes

Please provide comments:

The purpose of the glossary is to support the terms used in the polices. Without an explanation, many interpretations for a particular term will be adopted.

With this in mind, it is not possible to just comment on the modified glossary terms without taking other terms into context used within policies.

Affordable housing: The definition for rent or starter homes is far too loose. For the South East affordable homes with a 20% reduction off the market rate is still

unaffordable. Percentage discount must relate the LPA region average prices and earnings. Discounts may have to be up to 50%.

They should be a closer correlation of allocating affordable homes to the local residents and those who have an association with the town / village.

Brownfield land registers: A register should be made compulsory for LPAs.

Competent person: There should be a complaints process where a person / organisation is not giving an unbiased or complete picture of the assessment.

Deliverable: There should be penalties for developers who do not provide the housing in the requisite time frame and lose their permission without the ability to

reapply for five years.

Environmental impact assessment: Should include the critical assessment of cumulative impact. This is causing real issues for surface water drainage.

Geodiversity and geophysics needs to be defined why it is important for biodiversity and climate change.

Green infrastructure: Should include the term biodiversity.

Habitats sites: Should include The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and The Animal Welfare Act 2006.

Heritage asset: Should be mandatory for LPAs to maintain.

Housing Delivery Test: Planning today is not the cause of low numbers of delivery. It is the developers who have hundreds of thousands of permissions for new

homes that have never been built, as they wish to maximise their profit. All the time developers owe their allegiance to shareholders and not the community, it

does not matter how many permissions are granted, delivery will continue to be governed by maintaining demand greater than supply for commercial reasons.

The system is already biased towards the developer and these proposals do not make the developer accountable for their actions / inactions. How can the LPA

be made accountable? The focus should be on managing the behaviour of developers manipulating the supply and demand economic model to the developers

benefit. Developers intentionally release houses (the supply side) at a rate to inflate prices, or just land bank until there is a more favourable demand. Until the

government puts conditions in place around this issue, the problem will continue. Where is the test if the site can be delivered? MHCLG are not focusing on the

whole equation.

Tree preservation ordered (TPOs): With the protection of the environment and in particular climate change the concept of TPOs has to be elevated and uniform

standard enforced across all LPAs.

Windfall Sites: Requires definition of no more than one hectare

There is a definition for major development. Definitions are required for small sites; medium sites, plus larger scale developments.

National Model Design Code

15  We would be grateful for your views on the National Model Design Code, in terms of a) the content of the guidanceb) the application

and use of the guidancec) the approach to community engagement

Please provide comments:

A well-structured paper. Some specific comments:

Good guidance for urban areas, but very poor for rural and village areas.

There is insufficient attention by developers on Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design. This must be made compulsory

Paragraph 7 should say both LPAs and NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANS to develop design codes. For parishes, the importance for design codes is critical, but

unfortunately the creation of neighbourhood plans is very hungry for human and cash resources which many parishes cannot afford. The National Model Design

Code must give authority to the use of VILLAGE DESIGN CODES which is a more practical way for the community to be involved and is less expensive to

produce.

Paragraph 9 should include the importance of seamless linking with the immediate housing and countryside vernacular taking into local account local character

and natural beauty.

Paragraph 22 requires definition for infill sites and small sites. What does urban extension mean? How does brownfield and green field sites get considered.

There should be a difference for urban areas and rural areas.

Paragraph 29 should baseline resources such as water and sewage infrastructure, plus network of ditches, streams and rivers that take away surface water. Just

focusing on transport accessibility is insufficient.

Paragraph 41 for villages, new building should be maximum 2½ story high with a maximum density of 15 dph. For rural setting, this should include edge of market

town with the countryside. Again maximum 2½ story high homes with a maximum density of 15 dph.

Paragraph 44 should include neighbourhood plan and village design statement as well as LPA.

Public Sector Equality Duty

16  We would be grateful for your comments on any potential impacts under the Public Sector Equality Duty.

Please provide comments:

None
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