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The case for non-statutory national policy  

1) Do you have any views on how statutory National 
Development Management Policies could be introduced 
in the most effective manner, should a future decision 
be made to progress these? 

No response. 

Changes to structure and content  

2) Do you agree with the new format and structure of 
the draft Framework which comprises separate plan-
making policies and national decision-making policies? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 
 

3) Do you agree with the proposed set of annexes to be 
incorporated into the draft Framework? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

The content of Annex E: Green Belt Assessments is still relatively new and not many authorities 
have concluded carrying out their Green Belt Assessments. As more studies are undertaken and 
scrutinized as part of planning decisions and Local Plan examinations it may become apparent 
that additional or updated guidance is necessary. For example, further clarity regarding the 
distinction between a large built up areas and a town. Including this as part of the NPPF rather 
than maintaining it in the PPG reduces any future flexibility in terms of updating the content in a 
timely manner should any issues arise that would benefit from new or updated guidance.  

4) Do you agree with incorporating Planning Policy for 
Traveller Sites within the draft Framework? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Strongly agree 

Chapter 1: Introduction  

5) Do you agree with the proposed approach to 
simplifying the terminology in the Framework where 
weight is intended to be applied? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 

Contrary to what is stated in the consultation document, in decision-making (e.g. officer reports, 
appeal decisions) the different terms such as great, significant, substantial do imply a ‘weighting’ 
hierarchy. This is essential so that the decision maker is able to balance the harms and benefits 
according to their relative importance. The replacement of these terms with the blanket term of 
‘substantial’ implies that all matters are of equal importance which may not always be the case. 
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strongly disagree a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree 

Additionally, the use of the term ‘substantial’ may be interpreted to imply that these aspects 
should be given the most weight in decision making. If the intention is that the NPPF leaves the 
matter of weighting to the decision maker, then consideration should be given to the use of a 
different term – e.g. great weight. This would avoid confusion with the commonly used term of 
‘substantial’ which normally reflects the greatest level of weight in the decision-taking weighting 
hierarchy. Alternatively, consideration should be given as to whether the NPPF should be 
identifying differences in weighting to ensure a consistent approach is taken in relation to these 
matters.   

Chapter 2: Plan-making policies  

6) Do you agree with the role, purpose and content of 
spatial development strategies set out in policy PM1? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Partly agree. PM1 states that spatial development strategies should cover a period of at least 20 
years. The draft NPPF goes on to say that Local Plans should cover a minimum of 15 years from 
the date of adoption. It is unclear how these would be aligned. The SDS is intended to apportion 
the objectively assessed need for each authority and identify broadly where the growth will be 
located. This would place an onus on the Local Plan to consider a similar time period and identify 
sufficient sites within the broad locations identified in the SDS to meet that housing figure. Should 
the SDS instead set a spatial framework for a period that aligns with a Local Plan’s plan period. 
This would help ensure that the SDS aligns with evidence being prepared to support the Local 
Plan in relation to potential growth locations and sites that have a reasonable prospect of being 
delivered. Where appropriate/necessary it could still identify/safeguard broad locations for 
strategic development which, due to their scale/complexity, would likely be delivered beyond the 
plan period (consistent with PM2(1)(a)(iii)). The more regular updating of both the SDS and Local 
Plans should ensure that there is sufficient long term strategic planning but with the ability to 
more easily respond to changing circumstances. 
 
There is a mix of terminology which is not helpful. PM1(2)(a) states that the SDS will apportion 
the ‘objectively assessed housing need’ whereas PM1(3) refers to ‘housing requirements’. Policy 
S1 footnote 22 appears to state that where an SDS identifies a housing requirement then this 
figure should be met within the Local Plan (i.e. there is no scope to demonstrate that the housing 
requirement cannot be sustainably met). It is not clear if this is the intention as there may be 
instances where the level of growth identified by the SDS cannot be met in light of more detailed 
evidence produced at the Local Plan stage. It is suggested that the policy should refer to the SDS 
apportioning objectively assessed housing need across the constituent authorities and it is left for 
Local Plans to determine the exact housing requirement (using Policy S1). 

7) Do you agree that alterations should be made to 
spatial development strategies at least every 5 years to 
reflect any changes to housing requirements for the 
local planning authorities in the strategy area? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. 
a) If not, do you think there should be a different 
approach, for example, that alterations should only be 

No response. 



made to spatial development strategies every five years 
where there are significant changes to housing need in 
the strategy area? 

8) If spatial development strategies are not altered 
every five years, should related policy on the 
requirements used in five year housing land supply and 
housing delivery test policies, set out in Annex D of the 
draft Framework, be updated to allow housing 
requirement figures from spatial development strategies 
to continue to be applied after 5 years, so long as there 
has not been a significant change in that area’s local 
housing need? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 
a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

Strongly agree. The role of the SDS is to apportion housing need based on a sustainable pattern 
of growth and, in doing so, potentially redistribute this differently when compared to the individual 
local authorities’ local housing need calculated using the standard method. For this reason, 
figures in the most recently adopted SDS should continue to apply for any Local Plans that are 
older than five years until such time as the SDS is updated and a new OAN/housing requirement 
is identified. Currently Annex D states that for plans older than five years, the local housing need 
calculated using the standard method would apply. If the SDS has redistributed this need 
differently across the relevant local authorities, then reverting to this figure would undermine the 
strategic role of the SDS in terms of shaping future growth at a sub-regional level. Instead, there 
should be an expectation that the SDS is kept up-to-date, responding to changes in local housing 
need, and that Local Plans are prepared in accordance with them.  

9) Do you agree with the role, purpose and content of 
local plans set out in policy PM2? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

10)Do you think that local plans should cover a period 
of at least 15 years from the point of adoption of the 
plan? Yes/No a) If not, do you think they should cover a 
period of at least 10 years, or a different period of time. 
Please explain why. 

No. It should be possible for local authorities to make a case for preparing a plan with a 10-year 
plan period where this can be justified. For example, it may be sensible to prepare a Local Plan 
with a shorter horizon if it is currently being prepared prior to the adoption of an SDS which would 
plan growth strategically across a larger area. Otherwise, there is the potential that less 
sustainable sites may need to be allocated in the interim Local Plan in order to meet the higher 
requirement over the longer 15-year period. This could undermine the spatial strategy and 
strategic role of the SDS. Furthermore, as the intent is to produce Local Plans more quickly under 
the new system, and update them more frequently, it would appear that any risks of producing a 
Plan over this shorter 10-year period are minimised.   

11) Do you agree with the principles set out in policy 
PM6(1c), including its provisions for preventing 
duplication of national decision-making policies? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Partly disagree. Further clarity is needed regarding the extent to which a Local Plan policy would 
be seen to ‘modify’ the content of a NDMP. Would this extend to include a Local Plan policy which 
included additional criteria or considerations beyond those covered by the NDMP where this was 
justified. This matter is picked up again in the answers to questions 42, 148 and 179. 

12) Do you agree with the approach to initiating plan-
making in PM7? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 
a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 



13) Do you agree with the approach to the preparation 
of plan evidence set out in policy PM8? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

14) Do you agree with the approach to identifying land 
for development in PM9? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if 
you disagree. 

No response. 

15) Do you agree with the policies on maintaining and 
demonstrating cross boundary cooperation set out in 
policy PM10 and policy PM11? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

16) Do you agree that policy PM12 increases certainty 
at plan-making stage regarding the contributions 
expected from development proposals? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

17) Do you agree that plans should set out the 
circumstances in which review mechanisms will be 
used, or should national policy set clearer 
expectations? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 
a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

Consideration should be given as to whether this might be more appropriately set out nationally 
as part of the NDMP to ensure consistency and reduce debate at Local Plan examinations and as 
part of planning decisions. 

18) Do you agree with policy PM13 on setting local 
standards, including the proposal to commence s.43 of 
the Deregulation Act 2015? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

Only agree if the National standards (Building Regulations/Future Homes Standards) are 
ambitious and move to deliver low/zero carbon homes.  Experience of operating a fabric 
first/energy hierarchy suggests that current BREL standards are weak as Guildford Borough 
Council Local Plan policies have delivered buildings that perform much better than building 
regulations’ minimum standards. Under building regulations, even schemes with very basic fabric 
improve upon emissions standards substantially simply by including an Air Source Heat Pump 
and/or PV (i.e. not following a fabric first approach).  The present national approach will not 
deliver the sustainable, low/zero carbon homes that are required to deliver the Government’s 
legally binding net-zero targets. 
 
If the approach in PM13 is taken forward, then regulations/legislation need to be clear about what 
standards can/cannot be set by LPAs.  The consultation document indicates requirements of any 



kind would be prohibited but there are several metrics (e.g. Energy Usage Intensity) that are not 
referred to in regulations, and LPAs have introduced policies that set requirements that relate to 
these other metrics.  Commencing S43 of the Deregulation Act 2015 does not seem to apply to 
these other metrics, but the draft NPPF does look to inhibit LPAs setting local energy efficiency 
standards. 
 
PM13 is in conflict with CC1/Q42, CC2/Q43 and CC3/Q44 and DP3/Q148 – see comments 
against those sections. 
 
PM13 appears to be in conflict with legislation. The Planning and Energy Act 2008 currently 
empowers local authorities to set requirements for energy efficiency and low carbon energy in 
new developments. S43 of the Deregulation Act would amend this so that the powers relating to 
energy efficiency do not apply to dwellings. However, local authorities would still be empowered 
to set standards for low carbon energy for dwellings, and both energy efficiency and low carbon 
energy for other buildings. Energy efficiency in new buildings is a building regulations matter, and 
arguably energy supply is also a building regulations matter. In this case, by prohibiting 
duplication of building regulations’ functions, the NPPF would be seeking to fetter powers granted 
by parliament through guidance. The courts have recently ruled on this point, and have indicated 
that local authorities can exercise their legal powers contrary to the NPPF if justified. 
 

19)Do you agree that the tests of soundness set out in 
policies PM14 and PM15 will allow for a proportionate 
assessment of spatial development strategies, local 
plans and minerals and waste plans at examination? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) If not, 
please explain how this could be improved to ensure a 
proportionate assessment, making it clear which type of 
plan you are commenting on? 

No response. 

20) Do you have any specific comments on the content 
of the plan-making chapter which are not already 
captured by the other questions in this section? 

No response. 

Chapter 3: Decision-making policies  

21)Do you agree with the principles set out in policy 
DM1? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

22)Do you agree with the policy DM2 on information 
requirements for planning applications? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 

No response. 



disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

23)Do you have any views on whether such a policy 
could be better implemented through regulations? 

No response. 

24)Do you agree with the principles set out in DM3? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

25)Do you agree that policy DM5 would prevent 
unnecessary negotiation of developer contributions, 
whilst also providing sufficient flexibility for development 
to proceed? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

26)Do you have any further comments on the likely 
impact of policy DM5: Development viability? 

No response. 

27)Do you have any views on how the process of 
modifying planning obligations under S106A, where 
needed once a section 106 agreement has been 
entered into, could be improved? a) If so, please 
provide views on specific changes that may improve the 
efficacy of S106A and the main obstacles that result in 
delay when seeking modification of planning 
obligations. 

No response. 

28)Do you have any views on how the process of 
modifying planning obligations could be improved in 
advance of any legislative change, noting the 
government’s commitment to boosting the supply of 
affordable housing. a) If so, please provide views on the 
current use of s73 and, if any, the impact on affordable 
housing obligations. 

No response. 

29)Do you agree with the approach for planning 
conditions and obligations set out in policy DM6, 
especially the use of model conditions and 
obligations?Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 

No response. 

30)Do you agree that policy DM7 clarifies the 
relationship between planning decisions and other 
regulatory regimes? Strongly agree, partly agree, 

Strongly disagree – there is conflict between DM7 and other parts of the NPPF. Please also see 
comments on CC1/Q42, CC2/Q43 and CC3/Q44. Also see comments regarding commencement 
of S43 of the Deregulation Act at Q18. 



neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if 
you disagree. 

 
DM7 should include a clarification that the prohibition on duplication of other regimes does not 
apply where a policy exists in the NPPF or development plan that requires decisions to consider a 
specific matter that is covered by another regulatory regime. 
 
Further clarity is needed to understand whether this would mean that LPAs could no longer 
impose matters such as end of working hours conditions and noise controls via conditions. 

31)Do you agree with the new intentional unauthorised 
development policy in policy DM8? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Partly agree. It would be beneficial to gain a clearer policy direction on the weight to be given to 
intentional unauthorised development as there has been a lack of clarity around whether the 
ministerial statement still applied, given its age and the absence of any clarifying comment 
since.  That being said, it is still vague to what is meant by “intentional” unauthorised 
development and there isn’t a direct link to harm.  There would be resource implications if LPAs 
would now be expected to investigate whether the action was intentional. If something was 
intentional but not that harmful, would that still carry substantial weight against the 
development.  There is still a lack of clarity in this area and there needs to be an improved 
explanation about what this means and how LPAs apportion weight across the scale of 
“intention”.  This would be more pertinent in “on-balance” cases.  There is a risk this could be 
used to pressurise Committees to refuse borderline development and could lead to additional 
appeals being lost. 
 
The new NPPF should include this wording which seems to have been omitted: ‘Enforcement 
action is discretionary, and local planning authorities should act proportionately in responding to 
suspected breaches of planning control’. Without this wording there is a risk that it could raise 
expectations about enforcement being penal rather than based on expediency. 
 

32)Are there any specific types of harm arising from 
intentional unauthorised development, and any specific 
impacts from the proposed policy, which we should 
consider? a) If so, are there any particular additions or 
mitigations which we should consider? 

No response. 

33)Do you agree with the new Article 4 direction policy 
in policy DM10? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 
a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

Partly agree. The policy is more flexible than paragraph 54 of the current NPPF. However, it is 
unclear from DM10(1)(a) whether ‘wellbeing of the area’ includes the economic wellbeing of a 
borough or district, such as safeguarding against loss of a designated employment use(s), over 
the smallest area possible, where its retention is needed in the interest of supporting the 
borough/district-wide economy. One might assume this from the proposed text as it is not stated 
that the examples given in brackets are exhaustive however it should be made clearer if it is 
intended that situations other than those listed would constitute an appropriate use of an Article 4 
direction.  

Chapter 4: Achieving sustainable development  

34)Do you agree with the proposed approach to setting 
a spatial strategy in development plans? Strongly 

No response. 



agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

35)Do you agree with the proposed definition of 
settlements in the glossary? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

36)Do you agree with the revised approach to the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Whilst it is agreed that development should be steered towards sustainable locations and within 
existing settlements, there is a concern that the high bar of only refusing development where the 
benefits are substantially outweighed by the adverse impacts could lead to inappropriate harmful 
development. It may encourage poor design that does not have regard to its context even in light 
of proposed Policy DP3(2) given the use of the word substantial. It should be possible in many if 
not all instances to develop a proposal that provides housing but still adequately mitigates its 
harm. 

37)Do you agree to the proposed approach to 
development within settlements? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

38)Do you agree to the proposed approach to 
development outside settlements? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

39)Do you have any views on the specific categories of 
development which the policy would allow to take place 
outside settlements, and the associated criteria? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons. 

No response. 

40)Do you agree with the proposed approach to 
development around stations, including that it applies 
only to housing and mixed-use development capable of 
meeting the density requirements in chapter 12? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, including any evidence that this 
policy would lead to adverse impacts on Gypsies and 
Travellers and other groups with protected 
characteristics. 

No response. 



41)Do you agree that neighbourhood plans should 
contain allocations to meet their identified housing 
requirement in order to qualify for this policy? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree or disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) If not, please provide 
your reasons 

This should only apply if the housing requirement that they are meeting is that contained in an 
adopted Local Plan. Emerging Local Plans should not be bound by indicative figures passed on 
to designated neighbourhood plan areas as this would reduce the ability of the Local Plan to 
adjust its housing allocations/spatial strategy to meet identified needs in a sustainable way.  

Chapter 5: Meeting the challenge of climate change  

42)Do you agree with the approach to planning for 
climate change in policy CC1? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

Baseline carbon emissions 
CC1(a)(i): The PPG should be updated to include a standard national methodology for calculating 
baseline carbon emissions. Past experience has found that there is a wide variation in 
methodology and quality in calculations of carbon emissions (when implementing local policies on 
embodied carbon and lifecycle analysis). 
 
Clarity regarding the extent to which plans should include policy related to overheating 
CC1 states plans should take a proactive approach to adapting to climate change, taking into 
account the implications of extreme weather and long-term climate trends including 
overheating.... addressing any specific risks from climate change in their proposed allocations for 
development. 
 
However: 

• PM13 states that plan making should not cover matters which are already addressed by 
Building Regulations, other than the optional technical standards, and not cover matters 
relating to the construction or internal layout of buildings unless they are to implement the 
nationally described space standard. 

• DM policies CC3 and DP3 require development proposals to consider overheating. 

• PM6 requires plans not to duplicate, substantively restate or modify the content of national 
decision-making policies unless directed by other policies in this Framework.  

• DM7 states “Planning decisions should not seek to duplicate or extend controls imposed 
by separate regulatory regimes other than where there is a development plan policy in 
place applying optional technical standards for the development proposed (see policy 
PM13).” 
 

Addressing overheating is mainly done through building design and requires a technical 
assessment of the proposed design taking into account things like fenestration, building fabric 
and internal layout. It is not entirely clear whether plans seeking to address overheating in this 
way would conflict with PM6 because they address matters already covered by CC3 and DP3, or 
whether CC1 allows this. If the CC1 requirement to 'Address any specific risks from climate 
change in proposed allocations' is not intended to extend to building design/construction 
standards (and presumably therefore limited to site scale matters, like urban heat island effects), 



this should be clearly stated. Otherwise, this will cause confusion and problems at planning 
application stage. 
 
Overheating of buildings is covered by Building Regulations Part O so addressing overheating at 
the building level would also be in conflict with PM13. If Local Plans include policies designed to 
address overheating in accordance with the NPPF, planning decisions carried out in accordance 
with the development plan will then conflict with DM7. 
 
Guildford Borough Council has operated a policy that considers overheating in building design 
since 2019, and found that this has been helpful for schemes within the urban area where there is 
a known urban heat island impact (established through UKCP data). Schemes using the building 
regulations simplified approach do not adequately consider the urban heat island. 
If no amendment is made, the PPG or NPPF should set out clearly how local plans and planning 
decisions can consider overheating whilst still avoiding duplicating or extending the controls of the 
Building Regulations regime or, in the case of Local Plans, duplicating the national DM policies. 
 
Implementation of overheating policy 
It would be more effective if areas at risk of overheating were mapped either nationally, or locally 
following a national methodology. The UKCP Climate Projections already provide data on 
likelihood of overheating across the UK that could be used as a starting point. This would provide 
up-front clarity for developers of sites in those areas that will need to address overheating at the 
planning stage. 
 
Clarity on the setting of water efficiency standards 
CC1 allows for “Setting local water efficiency standards for new development where these are 
justified in accordance with policy PM13”. PM13 allows for “exceptionally a more stringent local 
standard [than the optional technical standard] in areas of serious water stress”. The majority of 
England is currently classified as under serious water stress. If setting a more stringent standard 
than the optional technical standard has to be in exceptional cases only, then presumably simply 
being within an area of serious stress would not qualify (as this is common rather than 
exceptional). Guidance on what could constitute exceptions will be needed. 
 
The Council has been implementing the 110 litre standard since the optional technical standards 
were introduced, and has found that it is very easy for applicants to achieve. It is suggested that 
the 110 litre standard should become the national maximum (the current 125 litre standard) and 
for a more stringent standard to replace the “optional technical standard”, which should then 
apply by default in areas of serious water stress. This would create certainty for developers over 
which standard will apply. 
 

43)Do you agree with the approach to mitigating climate 
change through planning decisions in policy CC2? 

General comments about energy efficiency policy 



Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) If not, 
what additional measures could be taken to ensure 
climate change mitigation is given appropriate 
consideration? 

CC2(1)(c) promotes energy efficiency through planning decisions. This is an important matter and 
should be more strongly worded so it achieves greater prominence. Developers are likely to 
interpret this as simply meeting building regulations minimum standards. It could reference “fabric 
first”, which is a commonly understood term for energy efficiency through low energy fabric (high 
insulation and low air permeability and thermal bridging). 
 
Clarity regarding the extent to which decisions can/should cover energy efficiency and low carbon 
energy 
CC2 states development proposals should: 

• use design approaches which conserve energy and other resources in accordance with 
policy DP3(1)(c),  

• take advantage of opportunities to draw low carbon energy from decentralised networks 

• give substantial weight to the benefits of improving the energy efficiency of existing 
buildings. 
 

However: 

• DM7 states “Planning decisions should not seek to duplicate or extend controls imposed 
by separate regulatory regimes other than where there is a development plan policy in 
place applying optional technical standards for the development proposed (see policy 
PM13).” 

 
Design approaches which conserve energy would generally mean designing buildings with a 
good thermal performance, and this is confirmed through the reference to DP3(1)(c), which 
references “materials which conserve energy”. Data on the performance of proposed buildings 
would be needed in order to assess whether a proposal would create an energy efficient building 
or improve the energy efficiency of existing buildings. LPAs would therefore need applicants to 
submit information on energy performance, e.g. SBEM, SAP or HEM reports - without this data it 
is not clear how this policy can be implemented. However, asking applicants for this data would 
appear to duplicate the Building Regulations process as both the planning regime and Building 
Control regime would then be regulating thermal performance and requiring energy modelling 
data - conflicting with DM7.  
 
Considering energy performance, both in terms of efficient fabric and low carbon energy, through 
planning is an approach that the Council would support. Local Plan fabric first and energy 
hierarchy policies have been effective and usually resulted in driving efficiency up and increasing 
the use of efficient and low carbon building services (as an example, since the policy has been 
implemented very few schemes have included gas heating). Compliance with these policies has 
been assessed through the submission of SAP/SBEM reports and provides justification that this 
process should be allowed to continue. 
 



The tension with DM7 set out above will lead to confusion and conflict during the planning 
application process. The Council’s preference to remove this conflict would be for DM7 to be 
amended to make it clear that energy efficiency data should be considered during planning 
applications in order for CC2 and DP3 to be delivered. 
 
The PPG should make it clear what sort of energy performance information LPAs should expect 
from applicants. If thermal performance information is expected with applications, the national 
validation requirements should include submission of SAP/HEM (this is not currently included in 
the list of information requirements in Appendix C). However, experience shows that this sort of 
information may not be available at application stage but usually becomes available later in the 
process after detailed design work following permission. Therefore, it would likely be more 
appropriate to secure the information through condition.  The negative of securing the data 
through condition is that energy efficiency should be considered from the outset due to the 
potential impact on things like wall thickness, which can then affect site layout, which is usually 
already set at the planning permission stage. However, if the planning process is streamlined and 
creates more certainty, as proposed, then it may be reasonable to expect detailed energy 
performance data with the application. 
 
If no amendment is made, the PPG and/or NPPF should set out clearly how planning decisions 
can consider “materials which conserve energy” whilst still avoiding duplicating or extending the 
controls of the Building Regulations regime. 
 
Implementation of policy regarding the reuse of structures and materials 
CC2 states development proposals should take advantage of opportunities to re-use existing 
structures and materials, including by re-using non-contaminated excavated soil and hardcore 
within the site. CC2 also requires proposals to use design approaches which conserve resources 
(see previous comments regarding the conservation of energy). 
 
There is an established, industry understood process for reducing construction waste and 
conserving resources - Site Waste Management Plans (SWMP). When SWMPs are implemented 
in accordance with Defra’s non-statutory guidance, they cover the whole process from designing 
out waste at the initial stage, to reuse of demolition and construction materials and then disposal 
of unused material in accordance with the waste hierarchy. SWMP have been commonly used in 
planning applications for a number of years.  
 
The most effective approach for implementing resource conservation would be to refer to SWMP 
in the NPPF and put the Defra guidance on a more formal footing, perhaps by incorporating the 
key elements of the guidance into the waste section of the PPG (at present there is a very brief 
reference to “promoting sound management of waste from proposed development” and “including 
a planning condition to encourage or require the developer to set out how waste arising from the 



development is to be dealt with” which in reality would usually mean a condition requiring a 
SWMP).  
 
However, DM7 states planning decisions should not seek to duplicate or extend controls imposed 
by separate regulatory regimes other than where there is a development plan policy in place 
applying optional technical standards. It should be made clear that addressing waste in the 
planning decision and/or through a condition does not conflict with waste regulations even though 
SWMP covers things like waste carrier licences and hazardous waste controls. 
 
Regarding the reuse of structures, demolition of functional homes and replacement with new 
homes as self builds has become commonplace due to the tax and CIL/BNG advantages this 
provides over new build. This is not a sustainable approach to development and ties up materials 
and resources in construction and planning that should be used to increase the supply of 
housing. The proposed wording “Take advantage of opportunities to re-use existing structures” is 
limited and weak and likely to have little impact on this issue. The NPPF could instead set out the 
limited circumstances where demolition and replacement of usable homes could be acceptable 
and a presumption against this, except possibly where the outcome would be of an exceptional 
level of sustainability that addresses the waste and carbon impacts (embodied and operational) 
created by the unnecessary demolition.  
 

44)Do you agree with the approach to climate change 
adaptation through planning decisions in policy CC3? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) What 
additional measures could be taken to ensure climate 
change adaptation is given appropriate consideration? 

Implementation of climate change adaptation policy 
The requirements to adapt in areas at risk from overheating and wildfires would be more effective 
if these areas were mapped either nationally (as with flooding), or locally following a national 
methodology. The Council have been able to map areas at risk of overheating using data from 
UKCP, but this would be better undertaken centrally as the data is not easy to work with or 
understand. Please see comments against Question 45 regarding mapping wildfire risk. 
 
Clarity regarding the extent to which decisions can/should cover overheating 
CC3(1)(d) promotes design approaches which minimise risks from overheating in accordance 
with policy DP3(1)(c). DP3(1)(c) refers to “materials… which minimise risks from the impacts of 
climate change including overheating;”. As a result, planning decisions are required to consider 
overheating including at the building level by assessing proposed materials. It is agreed that 
materials are an important consideration in overheating as high levels of insulation prevents heat 
infiltrating the fabric of a building during prolonged periods of high heat and the g-value of glass 
determines how much energy enters a building through the windows. 
 
However, DM7 states “Planning decisions should not seek to duplicate or extend controls 
imposed by separate regulatory regimes other than where there is a development plan policy in 
place applying optional technical standards for the development proposed (see policy PM13)”. 
CC3 is therefore in tension with DM7 as it requires planning decisions to consider a matter 



covered by the Building Regulations (overheating) and also requires decisions to consider 
technical standards for fabric and glass (another Building Regulations function). 
 
If no amendment is made, the PPG should set out clearly how planning decisions can consider 
overheating including through assessing materials whilst still avoiding duplicating or extending the 
controls of the Building Regulations regime. Details of the information LPAs should require in 
order to consider overheating should also be set out. It should be noted that many schemes 
would do detailed design work post-permission, so overheating assessments are probably more 
suitable to be secured through condition. 
 
The implementation of the Council’s climate change adaptation policy has ensured that schemes 
within the urban area, where a known heat island effect exists, are less at risk of overheating. 
Please note, the Part O simplified approach does not take account of localised impacts such as 
an urban heat island. Overheating is probably best dealt with through an improvement to Part O 
to better take account of site context. 
 

45)Does the policy on wildfire adaptation clearly explain 
when such risks should be considered and how these 
risks should be mitigated? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons 

See comments on Q44 about wildfires. 
 
Partly agree. Agreed that the list of areas that are likely to be at heightened risk of wildfire is very 
helpful.  
 
The Council has previously tried to produce a wildfire risk zone map to accompany the Local Plan 
wildfire policy but lacked the necessary expertise. The Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill 
included a requirement for LPAs to work with the Fire and Rescue Service to produce a wildfire 
risk map, which would have been helpful as it would have encouraged input from the Fire and 
Rescue Service, but this was not included in the final version of the Act.  

46)How should wildfire adaptation measures be 
integrated with wider principles for good design, and 
what additional guidance would be helpful? 

No response. 

47)Do you have any other comments on actions that 
could be taken through national planning policy to 
address climate change? 

Further clarity is needed in relation to what is meant in relation to CC3(1) which states “over the 
lifetime of the scheme”. Buildings can last for 100s of years so the timeframes should be more 
specific/quantifiable so that schemes can be designed to respond to tangible targets and issues. 

6. Delivering a sufficient supply of homes  

48)Do you agree the requirements for spatial 
development strategies and local plans in policy HO1 
and policy HO2 are appropriate? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

Partly agree. Providing an indicative figure to designated neighbourhood plan areas may be 
challenging if at an early stage of Local Plan preparation. A housing requirement figure should 
only be provided to neighbourhood plan areas once the spatial strategy has been finalised and 
found sound. Otherwise, this could reduce the ability of the LPA to adjust its spatial 
strategy/housing allocations to meet identified needs in a sustainable way. See answer to Q41. 
 

49)Is further guidance required on assessing the needs 
of different groups, including older people, disabled 

Strongly agree. Having a consistent and agreed approach to the assessment of accommodation 
needs of different groups will assist in policy making, decision making and appeals. The guidance 



people, and those who require social and affordable 
housing? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) If so, 
what elements should this guidance cover? 

should cover factors such as how to assess the different categories of accommodation for older 
people (and give clear definitions to avoid the current debate about what falls within use class 
C2). Guidance on which types of specialist accommodation should be assessed and a 
methodology would also aid a unified approach.  

50)Do you agree with the approach to incorporating 
relevant policies of Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 
within this chapter? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if 
you disagree. 

Strongly agree. It is important that traveller accommodation is considered alongside other forms 
of accommodation on an equal and integrated basis. This will help to address prejudice and show 
a consistency in approach to the accommodation needs of all members of our communities. 

51)Is further guidance needed on how authorities 
should assess the need for traveller sites and set 
requirement figures? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) If so, what are the key principles this 
guidance should establish? 

Strongly agree. Having an agreed methodology for assessing the accommodation needs of 
travellers will ensure that all local authorities have a consistent and fair approach. This will enable 
clear figures of need to be calculated and in turn help plan for and deliver traveller sites across 
the country. It will minimise the time spent at examinations and appeals debating the 
methodology, accuracy and reliability of Traveller Accommodation Assessments. 

52)Do you agree the new Annex D to the draft 
Framework is sufficiently clear on how local planning 
authorities should set the appropriate buffer for their 
local plan 5-year housing land supply? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

53)Do you agree the new Annex D to the draft 
Framework is sufficiently clear on the wider procedural 
elements of 5-year housing land supply, the Housing 
Delivery Test and how they relate to decision-making? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Strongly disagree. The Housing Delivery Test is likely to be below 75% for all authorities with an 
older plan due to the significant increase in local housing need when using the new Standard 
Method. This means that, at adoption, even if the new Local Plan can demonstrate a five year 
supply of housing, it may not for some time be able to demonstrate a HDT above 75% given the 
lag between permissions granted and completions occurring. This means that even with a newly 
adopted Local Plan with a robust five-year land supply, the exception at GB7(1)(g) would still 
apply. This would continue to enable speculative development to come forward which is contrary 
to a plan-led system. To remedy this, footnote 50 should be amended to remove the reference to 
HDT where a plan is not out of date.  
 
Annex D paragraph 10 reflects that five-year supply for travellers should be measured as follows: 
‘This should be sufficient to provide a minimum of 5 years’ worth of pitches and plots, assessed 
against their pitch and plot requirement in the development plan.’ It is not clear how any new 
evidence of need should be used as a basis for calculating a five-year supply. It may be 
appropriate to cross reference to Policy HO7. 

54)Do you agree the requirements to establish a 5 year 
supply of deliverable traveller sites and monitor delivery 
are sufficiently clear? Strongly agree, partly agree, 

No response. 



neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if 
you disagree. 

55)Do you agree the plan-making requirements, for 
both local plans and spatial development strategies, in 
relation to large scale residential and mixed-use 
development are sufficiently clear? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

It may be appropriate to include traveller accommodation in the list of specific groups in H04(2)(c) 
to encourage integration into large scale developments. 

56)Do you agree our proposed changes to the definition 
of designated rural areas will better support rural social 
and affordable housing? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. 

No response.   

57)Do you agree with our proposals to ask authorities 
to set out the proportion of new housing that should be 
delivered to M4(2) and M4(3) standards? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. 

Strongly agree. This will ensure that the proportions required reflect locally evidenced need. 

58)Do you agree 40% of new housing delivered to 
M4(2) standards over the plan period is the right 
minimum proportion? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, and would 
you support an alternative minimum percentage 
requirement? 

It is understood that the government were intending to mandate that the current M4(2) 
requirement in Building Regulations should be the minimum standard for all new homes. It is 
unclear why this has been reduced to 40%.  

59)Do you agree the proposals to support the needs of 
different groups, through requiring authorities to identify 
sites or set requirements for parts of allocated sites are 
proportionate? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 
a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree 

No response.   

60)Do you agree with our proposals to ask authorities 
to set out requirements for a broader mix of tenures to 
be provided on sites of 150 homes or more? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons and indicate if an alternative site size threshold 
would be preferable? 

No response.  



61)Do you agree with proposals for authorities to 
allocate land to accommodate 10% of the housing 
requirement on sites of between 1 and 2.5 hectares? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons 

The principle of providing a mix of site sizes is agreed as it helps to increase overall delivery. 
However as currently worded it seems to suggest that these expected proportions relate to 
specific sites allocated in the Local Plan rather than also comprising sites included as part of 
overall planned supply (e.g. windfall, completions since the start of the plan period, extant 
permissions, non-allocated sites identified in Land Availability Assessment). If these proportions 
apply to specifically allocated sites old, this would be onerous and also misleading in terms of the 
composition of a plan’s total supply. The draft NPPF wording at HO6(1)(a) should be amended 
from ‘allocate’ to ‘identify’. 
 
This issue is particularly pertinent to sites below 1 ha. These sites are more likely to be located 
within settlements where the presumption is proposed to be strengthened. There is unlikely to be 
any incentive for landowners to submit these sites for formal allocation as they would simply 
apply for planning permission. It would also be disproportionate to formally allocate sites which 
are only delivering a relatively small number of homes. 

62)Are any changes to policy HO7 needed in order to 
ensure that substantial weight is given to meeting 
relevant needs? 

No response. 

63)Do you agree that proposals to add military 
affordable housing to the definition of affordable 
housing, and allow military housing to be delivered as 
part of affordable housing requirements, will 
successfully enable the provision of military homes? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Partly disagree. Affordable housing policy is designed to meet needs arising from local housing 
markets, including those unable to access market housing due to affordability pressures.  
 
Military accommodation is a distinct requirement and should therefore be planned for and funded 
through separate defence or government programmes. 
 
Allowing military housing to count towards affordable housing requirements risks diverting 
affordable housing supply away from households in the greatest need, undermining the ability of 
local authorities to meet statutory housing duties and address acute local need. 

64)Do you agree flexibility relating to the size of market 
homes provided will better enable developments 
providing affordable housing? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

Partly disagree. While some flexibility in market home sizes can help developers optimise layouts, 
it does not necessarily translate into better or increased delivery of affordable housing. In 
practice, flexibility over market unit sizes can sometimes be used to maximise market value rather 
than to support affordable housing provision. Flexibility must be accompanied by safeguards to 
ensure that changes to market unit sizes do not reduce the overall capacity for affordable homes, 
undermine tenure mix, or compromise the quality and space standards of the affordable units 
themselves. Without these protections, there is a risk that flexibility benefits market delivery rather 
than meeting identified affordable housing needs. 

65)Would requiring a minimum proportion of social rent, 
unless otherwise specified in development plans, 
support the delivery of greater number of social rent 
homes? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) If so, 
what would be an appropriate minimum proportion and 

The principle of specifying a minimum proportion of social rent is supported however given the 
potentially significant variation in viability and need for social rent across the country, it is 
considered that it should be left to individual Local Plans to set this based on local evidence. 



development size threshold taking into account 
development viability? 

66)Are changes to planning policy needed to ensure 
that affordable temporary accommodation, such as 
stepping stone housing, is appropriately supported, 
including flexibilities around space standards? a) If so, 
what changes would be beneficial? 

Partly agree. There is a clear need for additional forms of temporary and move on 
accommodation, and planning policy should support their delivery. However, reduced space 
standards should only be permitted where: 

a) the accommodation is genuinely short term; 
b) the units remain safe, healthy, and fit for purpose; 
c) there is a clear pathway into settled, permanent housing; and 
d) the local authority retains oversight of management and quality. 

 
Without these safeguards, there is a risk that temporary accommodation becomes long term by 
default, with households—often families—living for extended periods in homes that do not meet 
basic space or amenity needs. 
 
To help support the delivery of affordable temporary accommodation: 

a) introduce a specific definition of affordable temporary accommodation;  
b) ensure that any scheme benefiting from flexibility is operated by, or in partnership with, a 

local authority or accredited provider with appropriate safeguarding and support 
arrangements; and 

c) require evidence of a clear move on pathway as part of the planning submission. 

67)Do you agree that applicants should have discretion 
to deliver social and affordable housing requirements 
via cash payments in lieu of on-site delivery on medium 
sites? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) If so, 
would it be desirable to limit the circumstances in which 
cash contributions in lieu of on-site delivery can be 
provided – for example, should it not be permitted on 
land released from the Green Belt where the Golden 
Rules apply? Please explain your answer. b) If you do 
not believe applicants should have blanket discretion to 
discharge social and affordable housing requirements 
through commuted sums, do you think cash 
contributions in lieu of on-site delivery should be 
permitted in certain circumstances – for example where 
it could be evidenced that onsite delivery would prevent 
a scheme from being delivered? Please explain your 
answer 

Strongly disagree with the proposed 1b to be inserted into Policy HO8 which would grant 
applicants blanket discretion to provide cash payments in lieu of on-site delivery for medium sites. 
Blanket discretion would undermine delivery, especially in rural and edge-of-settlement contexts 
and risk delivery of government’s housing objectives. Medium sites are often the only deliverable 
source of affordable housing in smaller settlements and there are rarely alternative sites available 
for off-site delivery. The proposed wording of HO8(1)(b) in the draft text for consultation already 
provides for flexibility at the same time as ensuring that cash payments in lieu must be robustly 
justified by applicants.  

68)What risks and benefits would you expect this policy 
to have? Please explain your answer. The government 
is particularly interested in views on the potential impact 

Key risks: 
a) Reduced overall affordable housing delivery especially within and around villages where 

medium sites are likely to come forward. These are often areas where there is limited 



on SME housing delivery, overall housing delivery, land 
values, build out rates, overall social and affordable 
housing delivery, and Registered Providers (including 
SME providers). 

access to affordable homes / areas of high house prices. Local authorities struggle to 
identify suitable alternative sites for off-site delivery. This policy therefore risks a net loss 
of affordable homes. 

b) Negative impact on social rent delivery. Social rent is the most difficult tenure to deliver 
through off-site arrangements due to land availability, viability constraints, and Registered 
Provider requirements. On-site provision is the most reliable route to securing social rent 
homes.  

c) Increased land values and reduced viability headroom. If developers know they can avoid 
on-site provision, land values are likely to rise accordingly. This would reduce viability 
headroom for affordable housing contributions. 

d) Adverse impact on SME Registered Providers. SME Registered Providers rely on a 
steady pipeline of small and medium on-site S106 schemes. A shift to commuted sums 
would reduce opportunities for them to acquire new homes, undermining their financial 
resilience and limiting competition in the sector. 

e) Potential negative impact on SME housebuilders. SME builders often deliver medium 
sized sites. If larger developers can avoid on-site provision by paying commuted sums, 
SMEs may face a competitive disadvantage, as they typically lack the financial flexibility to 
absorb large up-front payments. 

f) Slower build out rates. On-site affordable housing can support build out rates by providing 
early guaranteed sales to Registered Providers. Removing this mechanism may slow 
delivery, particularly on marginal sites. 

69)What guidance or wider changes would be needed 
to enable Local Planning Authorities to spend 
commuted sums more effectively and more quickly? 
Please explain your answer. 

Clear national guidance on eligible uses of commuted sums which gives greater flexibilities. This 
could include support for land acquisition using commuted sums which would significantly expand 
delivery options. 
 
Clearer alignment with Homes England programmes. Commuted sums are often too small to fund 
a full scheme but could unlock match-funding. National guidance should encourage: 

a) combining commuted sums with Homes England grants 
b) streamlined approval processes for blended funding 
c) clarity on how commuted sums interact with Affordable Homes Programme rules 

 
This would make contributions go further and deliver more homes. 

70)Would further guidance be helpful in supporting 
authorities to calculate the appropriate value of cash 
contributions in lieu? a) If so, what elements and 
principles should this guidance set out? Please explain 
your answer. For example, guidance could make clear 
that contributions in lieu should be an amount which is 
the equivalent value of providing affordable housing on 
site, based on a comparison of the Gross Development 
Value of the proposed scheme with the Gross 

Yes. Provision of further guidance for the calculation of cash contributions in lieu would be helpful, 
particularly if it allows for LPAs to input locally specific values within the context of a standard 
formula.  Such guidance is likely to be viewed as more transparent by applicants and could 
reduce the likelihood of challenges to the LPA’s local methodology for calculating contributions. 
Guildford Borough Council are already operating an equivalence method of calculating 
contributions as proposed in this example, however are aware of a lot of variation between LPAs 
that have adopted a similar approach in regard to how they calculate GDV. National guidance 
would reduce disputes at appeal and improve consistency across viability assessments. 



Development Value of the scheme assuming affordable 
housing was provided onsite. 

71)Do you support proposals to enable off site delivery 
where affordable housing delivery can be optimised to 
produce better outcomes in terms of quality or quantity? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Off-site delivery should remain the exception and only be considered where an alternative offers 
improved provision. LPAs must retain control over site selection and Registered Provider 
involvement is needed to ensure delivery. 
 

72)Do you agree the with the criteria set out regarding 
the locations of specialist housing for older people? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Partly disagree. It depends on what type of specialist housing for older people is being provided. 
The policy approach on location makes sense for the recently retired or active older person, but 
less so for someone that is in fragile health in a nursing home with limited mobility and ability or 
desire to leave the premises. For a fragile older person, they will not need to access services 
independently. 

73)Do you agree with the criteria set out regarding the 
locations of community based specialist 
accommodation, including changes to the glossary? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

The glossary refers to ‘community-based specialist accommodation’ whereas the policy text 
refers to ‘specialist community-based accommodation’. This inconsistency in terminology is 
confusing. It would be useful for the glossary to also include other forms of housing that may fall 
under this definition eg homes for people with autism or learning differences, if that is the 
intention. 

74)Do you agree with the criteria set out regarding the 
locations of purpose-built student accommodation and 
large-scale shared living accommodation, including 
changes to the glossary? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if 
you disagree. 

Strongly agree. 

75)Do you agree the proposals provide adequate 
additional support for rural exception sites? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, including what other changes may be needed 
to increase their uptake? 

Partly agree. The proposed new wording is simpler and clearer to follow than paragraphs 76 and 
82 of the current NPPF, however recommend rewording Policy H010(2)(b) to ‘Be no larger than 1 
hectare in size, nor…’. This clarity would help avoid unnecessary disputes at application stage. 
 
It is not clear what the 5% is in relation to – is it the size of site in terms of ha or the number of 
homes being proposed in relation to the total number of homes in the settlement. Either way 
would be difficult to accurately assess in the absence of settlement boundaries. Consideration 
should be given to an alternative measure that is easier to calculate. 

76)Do you agree with proposals to remove First Homes 
exception sites as a discrete form of exception site? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Agree, however, much of the policy on First Homes in the Affordable Homes Update Written 
Ministerial Statement published on 24 May 2021, to which footnote 79 of the proposed new NPPF 
wording refers, is no longer relevant. It might be clearer if the footnote referred to certain 
paragraphs, definitions or other aspects of the WMS that are intended to be read in conjunction 
with the affordable housing definitions in Annex B, rather than to ‘relevant policy’. 

77)Do you agree proposals for a benchmark land value 
for rural exception sites will help to bring forward more 

No response. 
 



rural affordable homes? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) If so, which approach and value as set out 
in the narrative for policy HO10 of the consultation 
document is the most beneficial for government to set 
out? 

78)Do you agree the proposals to set out requirements 
for traveller sites at policy HO12 adequately capture 
relevant aspects from Planning Policy for Traveller 
Sites, whilst ensuring fair treatment for traveller sites in 
the planning system? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. 

No response. 

79)Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

80)Do you agree the proposals in policy HO13 will help 
to ensure development proposals are built out in a 
reasonable period? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if 
you disagree. 

No response. 

81)Do you agree the requirements to take a flexible 
approach to the consenting framework for large scale 
residential and mixed-use development is sufficient to 
ensure the opportunities of large scale development are 
supported? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

82)Are any more specific approaches or definitions 
needed to support the delivery of very large (super 
strategic) sites, including new towns? Yes, no a) Please 
provide your reasons. 

No response. 

83) Do you agree with the proposed changes to the 
Housing Delivery Test rule book? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

Strongly disagree regarding the following text: ‘relevant housing requirement is derived from 
whichever is the most recently adopted plan (whether it is a spatial development strategy or 
borough/district-level local plan)’. The housing requirement should only not reflect the housing 
requirement in the adopted Local Plan where it is more than 5 years old. To do so would unfairly 
move the goalposts if an SDS was adopted whilst the plan was still up to date (i.e. less than 5 
years old). The housing requirement in the SDS should instead be relevant for the next plan / be 
used as the relevant housing requirement for Local Plans over 5 years old. This would give the 
opportunity for the LPA to reflect any changed housing requirements brought in by the SDS within 



its next five-year Local Plan update cycle. This is also consistent with the current approach 
whereby the Standard Method becomes relevant for any plans over 5 years old. 

Chapter 7: Building a strong, effective economy  

84)Do you agree that more emphasis should be placed 
on relevant national strategies and the need for 
flexibility in planning for economic growth, as drafted in 
policy E1? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

85)Do you agree with the approach to meeting the need 
for business land and premises in policy E2? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

86)Do you agree with the proposed new decision-
making policy supporting freight and logistics 
development in policy E3? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if 
you disagree. 

No response.  

87)Do you agree with the approach to rural business 
development in policy E4? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if 
you disagree. 

No response. 

Chapter 8: Ensuring the vitality of town centres  

88)Do you agree with the proposed changes to policy 
for planning for town centres? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

89)Do you agree with the approach to development in 
town centres in policy TC2? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) If not, please explain how you 
would achieve this aim differently? 

No response. 

90)What impacts, if any, have you observed on the 
operation of planning policy for town centres since the 
introduction of Use class E? 

Planning authorities have less control over the types of uses that can occupy town centres and 
primary shopping areas. It is also less easy for LPAs to monitor, as well as influence, ongoing 
changes between sub-uses within Class E in town centres since a planning application is no 



longer required for these use changes. Several parts of the Council’s town centre policy, including 
paragraphs within it that seek to retain a strong retail core and function within primary shopping 
frontages, can no longer be applied with the same weight due to the option now available to 
developers to change a use to another Class E use without planning permission, provided that 
permission is not required for associated operational development.  

91)Do you believe the sequential test in policy TC3 
should be retained? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if 
you disagree. 

Strongly agree. If the sequential test were removed from the NPPF then it would become easier 
for developers to site new main town centre uses in out of centre locations, with obvious adverse 
economic impacts for town, district and local centres. The sequential test’s retention in the NPPF 
ensures that LPAs can continue to direct main town centre uses to the most appropriate (town 
centre) locations and retail uses to primary shopping areas, where suitable sites are available in 
these locations.  

92)Do you agree with the approach to town centre 
impact assessments in policy TC4? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

Chapter 9: Supporting high quality communications  

93)Do you agree that the updated policies provide 
clearer and stronger support for the rollout of 5G and 
gigabit broadband? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if 
you disagree. 

No response. 

94)Do you agree the requirements for minimising visual 
impact and reusing existing structures are practical for 
applicants and local planning authorities? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

95)Do you agree the supporting information 
requirements are proportionate and sufficient without 
creating unnecessary burdens? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

Chapter 10: Securing Clean Energy and Water  

96)Do you agree with the approach to planning for 
energy and water infrastructure in policy W1? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 

No response. 



reasons, particularly if you disagree, what alternative 
approach would you suggest? 

97)Do you agree with the amendments to current 
Framework policy on planning for renewable and low-
carbon energy development and electricity network 
infrastructure in policy W2? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

98)Do you agree with the proposed approach to 
supporting development for renewable and low carbon 
development and electricity network infrastructure in 
policy W3? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree, and any changes you would make to improve 
the policy. 

W3(2) seems to suggest that any sites located outside areas which have been identified as 
suitable are automatically acceptable. Should the wording be: Where proposals for this form of 
development come forward outside areas which have been identified as suitable for them, they 
should be acceptable when assessed against the national decision-making policies in this 
Framework, taken as a whole.  
 
Furthermore, the second sentence in W3(2) does not seem related to the first and could be a 
separate numbered line. 

99)Do you agree with the proposed approach to 
supporting development for water infrastructure in 
policy W4? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

Chapter 11: Facilitating the sustainable use of 
minerals 

 

100) Do you agree with the proposed prohibition on 
identifying new coal sites in policy M1, and to the 
removal of coal from the list of minerals of national and 
local importance? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 
a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

101) Do you agree with how policy M1 sets out how the 
development plan should consider oil and gas? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

102) Do you agree with the proposed addition of critical 
and growth minerals to the glossary definition of 
‘minerals of national and local importance’? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 

No response. 



disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

103) Do you agree criteria b of policy M2 strikes the 
right balance between preventing minerals sterilisation 
and facilitating non minerals development? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

104) Do you agree policy M3 appropriately reflects the 
importance of critical and growth minerals? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

105) Do you agree with the exclusion of development 
involving onshore oil and gas extraction from policy 
M3? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree 

No response. 

106) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

107) Do you agree policy M4 sufficiently addresses the 
impacts of mineral development, noting that other 
national decision-making policies will also apply? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree 

No response. 

108) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

109) Do you agree with approach to coal, oil and gas in 
policy M5? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

110) Are there any other exceptional circumstances in 
which coal extraction should be permitted? Yes/No 

No response. 

111) If yes, please outline the exceptional 
circumstances in which you think coal extraction should 
be permitted. 

No response. 

112) Do you agree policy M6 strikes the right balance 
between preventing the sterilisation of minerals 
reserves and minerals-related activities, and facilitating 
non-minerals development? Strongly agree, partly 

No response. 



agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

113) Does policy M6 provide sufficient clarity on the role 
of Minerals Consultation Areas? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

Chapter 12: Making effective use of land  

114) Do you agree policy L1 provides clear guidance on 
how Local Plans should be prepared to promote the 
efficient use of land? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. 

No response. 

115) If not, what further guidance is needed? No response. 

116) Do you agree policy L2 provides clear guidance on 
how development proposals should be assessed to 
ensure efficient use of land? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

117) Do you agree policy L2 identifies appropriate 
typologies of development to support intensification? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) If not, 
what typologies should be added or removed and why? 

No response. 

118) Do you agree the high-level design principles 
provided in policy L2(d) appropriate for national policy? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

119) Do you agree policy L2 (d)(i) achieves its intent to 
enable appropriate development that may differ from 
the existing street scene, particularly in cases such as 
corner plot redevelopment and upwards extensions. 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

120) Do you agree with the proposed safeguards in 
policy L2 that allow development in residential 

No response. 



curtilages? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

121) Do you agree policy L3 provides clear guidance on 
achieving appropriate densities for residential and 
mixed-use schemes? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) If not, please explain how guidance could 
be clearer? 

No response. 

122) Do you agree with the minimum density 
requirements set out within policy L3? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. b) Could these 
minimum density requirements lead to adverse impacts 
on Gypsies and Travellers and other groups with 
protected characteristics? Please provide your reasons, 
including any evidence 

No response. 

123) Do you agree that using dwellings per hectare is 
an appropriate metric for setting minimum density 
requirements? Additionally, is our definition of ‘net 
developable area’ within the NPPF suitable for this 
policy? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

124) Do you agree with the proposed definition of a 
‘well-connected’ station used to help set higher 
minimum density standards in targeted growth 
locations? In particular, are the parameters we’re using 
for the number of Travel to Work Areas and service 
frequency appropriate for defining a ‘well connected’ 
station? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons and preferred alternatives. 

No response. 

125) Are there other types of location (such as urban 
core, or other types of public transport node) where 
minimum density standards should be set nationally? 
Yes/No a) If so, how should these locations be defined 
in a clear and unambiguous way and what should these 
density standards be? 

No response. 



126) Should we define a specific range of residential 
densities for land around stations classified as ‘well-
connected’? 

No response. 

127) If so, what should that range be, and which 
locations should it apply to? 

No response. 

128) Do you agree policy L4 provides clear high-level 
guidance on good design for residential extensions? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree 

No response. 

129) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

Chapter 13: Protecting Green Belt land  

130) Do you agree that policy GB1 provides appropriate 
criteria for establishing new Green Belts? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. 

No response. 

131) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

132) Do you agree policy GB2 gives sufficient detail on 
the expected roles spatial development strategies and 
local plans play in assessing Green belt land? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Further clarity is needed on the process of undertaking a strategic Green Belt review and to what 
extent it is informed by individual LPA Green Belt Studies (which will in turn have assessed all 
land against the five purposes). SDSs should be assessing where growth should be directed in a 
more strategic manner taking into account wider sustainability considerations including 
infrastructure. 

133) Do you agree with proposals to better enable 
development opportunities around suitable stations to 
be brought forward? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if 
you disagree. 

Should GB3(2)(b) refer to Policy L1 (plan making policy) rather than L3 (decision making policy). 

134) Do you agree the expectations set out in policy 
GB5 are appropriate and deliverable in Local Plans? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 

Partly disagree as there are concerns regarding implementation. See Q135. 

135) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

It is not clear how a LPA would achieve this policy unless the site allocations it makes are on sites 
where the landowner is able to bring forward additional Green Belt land outside of the allocation 
that could be used to deliver these ‘beneficial uses’. This may not always be the case and may 
direct development towards less sustainable sites. Whilst beneficial opportunities should be 
maximised it should not be seen as a requirement for altering Green Belt boundaries. The policy 



should however require that opportunities to provide improvements to the environmental quality 
and accessibility of remaining Green Belt land is maximised (eg see NPPF 2024 para 151). 

136) Do you agree policies GB6 and GB7 set out 
appropriate tests for considering development on Green 
Belt land? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

GB7(1)(b)(ii), footnote 49 should be amended to clarify whether the ‘if constructed after 1 July 
1948, as it was built originally’ only applies in instances where there was no building as at 1 July 
1948. If there was, then the building as it existed at 1 July 1948 is still the original building rather 
than the replacement building as it was originally built. Currently there is confusion in respect of 
this. Given the objective of Green Belt is maintain openness it would be perverse if the baseline 
for original building is reset every time a new (and larger) building is constructed on site. 
Incrementally over time this would enable progressively greater additions to be made to the 
building and openness to be eroded.  
 
GB7(1)(b)(iii) – in order to minimise the risk that the first building is not demolished and create 
enforcement issues an additional requirement should be added: ‘it is sited on or in a position that 
substantially overlaps that of the original building, unless it can be clearly demonstrated that an 
alternative position would not increase the overall impact on the openness of the Green Belt’. 
 
GB7(1)(f) – strongly agree. This is a pragmatic approach as some of these types of developments 
would not be able to ‘preserve the openness’ as they would require development to occur e.g. 
facilities for outdoor recreation. 
 
GB7(1)(g) – The Housing Delivery Test is likely to be below 75% for all authorities with an older 
plan due to the significant increase in local housing need when using the new Standard Method. 
This means that at adoption, even if the new Local Plan can demonstrate a five-year supply of 
housing, it may not for some time be able to demonstrate a HDT above 75% given the lag 
between permissions granted and completions occurring. This means that even with a newly 
adopted Local Plan with a robust five-year land supply, the exception at GB7(1)(g) would still 
apply. This would continue to enable speculative development to come forward which is contrary 
to a plan-led system. To remedy this, footnote 50 should be amended to remove the reference to 
HDT where a plan is not out of date. 
 
 

137) Do you agree policy GB7(1h) successfully targets 
appropriate development types and locations in the 
Green Belt, including that it applies only to housing and 
mixed-use development capable of meeting the density 
requirements in chapter 12? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. 

GB7(1)(h) – should the policy cross reference the requirements of Policy L3. 
 

138) Please provide your reasons, including any 
evidence that this policy would lead to adverse impacts 
on Gypsies and Travellers. 

No response. 



139) Do you agree that site-specific viability 
assessment should be permitted on development 
proposals subject to the Golden Rules in these three 
circumstances? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 
a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

It should be clarified whether the ‘provision of housing’ under GB8 includes homes that are non 
C3 for example C2 care homes/nursing homes. If so, is the default of 50% contribution to 
affordable housing also applicable to these proposals as there is often no local requirement to 
provide affordable housing in relation to these schemes? 
 
Partly agree. It is sensible to permit site-specific viability assessment on previously developed 
land (GB8(3)(a)) given these sites are often subject to abnormal costs and this policy would help 
to ensure that sustainability located PDL sites are fully utilised. GB8(3)(c) also seems sensible as 
it would enable the delivery of development models for which there would need to be evidenced 
need for (as per GB7(1)(g)(ii)) but which was not tested at plan viability stage.  
 
Strongly disagree with GB8(3)(b). The purpose of the exception at GB7(1)(g) is to bring forward 
sites that can deliver quickly and boost housing supply in the short term. The focus should 
therefore be primarily on small and medium sites that are capable of doing so rather than multi-
phase strategic sites which, by their very scale and nature, are likely to be more complex to bring 
forward and have longer lead-in times. These sites are therefore less likely to have a meaningful 
role in addressing short term delivery issues and instead will simply be used to by-pass the Local 
Plan process and potentially bring forward sites that would be contrary to any emerging spatial 
strategy. 
 
Any site-specific reduction in the golden rules affordable housing provision should instead be 
justified through the Local Plan process to ensure that, where allowed, this reduction has been 
outweighed by the benefits of the particular site when compared against other reasonable 
alternatives which may be able to provide the full golden rules. Planning applications on 
speculative greenfield or predominantly greenfield sites should only be allowed where the full 
golden rules are met. This would not unduly restrict development as most Green Belt sites will be 
able to provide for the golden rules. Development should be permitted on these only as this 
higher bar reflects the great importance that the government places on Green Belt and therefore 
the increased benefits that should accompany them. The approach of allowing development that 
does not meet the higher bar set by the golden rules is negating this importance and putting 
Green Belt land on par with non-Green Belt land, given the definition of grey belt is such that a 
significant portion of the Green Belt will be classified as grey belt. 

140) With regards to previously developed land, are 
there further changes to policy or guidance that could 
be made to help ensure site-specific viability 
assessments are used only for genuinely previously 
developed land, and not predominantly greenfield 
sites? 

No response.  

141) Do you agree with setting an affordable housing 
‘floor’ for schemes subject to the Golden Rules 
accompanied by a viability assessment subject to the 

No response. 



terms set out? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 

142) Please explain your answer, including your view 
on the appropriate approach to setting a ‘floor’, and the 
right level for this? 

No response. 

143) Do you agree with local planning authorities 
testing viability at the plan making stage using a 
standardised Benchmark Land Values scenario of 10 
79 times Existing Use Value for greenfield, Green Belt 
land? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
explain your answer. 

No response. 

144) Do you have any other comments on the use of 
nationally standardised Benchmark Land Values for 
local planning authorities to test viability at the plan-
making stage? 

No response. 

145) Do you agree that proposed changes to the grey 
belt definition will improve the operability of the grey 
belt definition, without undermining the general 
protections given to other footnote 7 areas? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Strongly agree. 

Chapter 14: Achieving well-designed places  

146) Do you agree that policy DP1 provides sufficient 
clarity on how development plans should deliver high 
quality design and placemaking outcomes? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

147) Do you agree with the approach to design tools 
set out in policy DP2? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if 
you disagree. 

No response. 

148) Do you agree policy DP3 clearly set out principles 
for development proposals to respond to their context 
and create well-designed places? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 

Please see comments on CC1/Q42, CC2/Q43 and CC3/Q44 regarding conflicts between 
DP3(1)(c) and other parts of the NPPF. DP3(1)(c) will not be effective if these conflicts remain 
unresolved. 
 



strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

149) Do you agree with the proposed approach to using 
design review and other design processes in policy 
DP4? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) If not, 
what else would help secure better design and 
placemaking outcomes? 

No response. 

15.Promoting sustainable transport  

150) Do you agree that policy TR1 will provide an 
effective basis for taking a vision-led approach and 
supporting sustainable transport through planmaking? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

151) Do you agree that policy TR2 strikes an 
appropriate balance between supporting maximum 
parking standards where they can deliver planning 
benefits, and requiring a degree of flexibility and 
consideration of business requirements in setting those 
standards? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

152) Do you agree with the changes proposed in policy 
TR3(1a), including the reference to proposals which 
could generate a significant amount of movement, and 
the proposed use of the Connectivity Tool? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

153) Do you agree that proposed policy TR4 provides a 
sufficient basis for the effective integration of transport 
considerations in creating well-designed places? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

154) Do you agree with policy TR5 as a basis for 
supporting the provision and retention of roadside 
facilities where there is an identified need? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 

No response. 



disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

155) Do you agree that the amended wording proposed 
in policy TR6 provides a clearer basis for considering 
when transport assessments and travel plans will be 
required, and for considering impacts on the transport 
network? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

156) Do you agree the proposed text in policy TR7 
provide an effective basis for assessing proposals for 
marine ports, airports and general aviation facilities? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

157) Do you agree with the additional policy on 
maintaining and improving rights of way proposed in 
policy TR8? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

16.Promoting healthy communities  

158) Do you agree with the approach to planning for 
healthy communities in policy HC1, including the 
expectation that the development plan set local 
standards for different types of recreational land, 
drawing upon relevant national standards? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. 88 a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

159) Do you agree that Local Green Space should be 
‘close’ to the community it serves? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

160) Do you agree that the proposed policies at HC3 
and HC4 will support the provision of community 
facilities and public service infrastructure serving new 
development? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 

No response. 



a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

161) Do you have any views on whether further clarity 
is required to improve the application of this policy, 
including the term ‘fast food outlets’, and the types of 
uses to which it applies? 

The term ‘fast food outlet’ is much broader than ‘hot food takeaway’ and could be considered to 
include sandwich shops. It seems unlikely that this would be one of the types of use to which the 
Government intended to restrict access and/or reduce the concentration of in the interest of 
promoting healthier communities, as food from such outlets is not generally unhealthy, except 
perhaps for some (usually hot) food items e.g. pasties and sausage rolls. They also tend to be 
located in town, district or local centres, so paragraph 1a. would not generally apply to them. As 
Use Class E uses they can arise without the need for planning permission as a change from 
another Class E use, and are therefore more difficult for the planning system to restrict outside of 
town centres compared to hot food takeaways, which fall into sui generis use.  
 
The phrase ‘fast food outlets’ is not particularly helpful and could be potentially misleading. ‘Hot 
food takeaways’ should by itself be sufficient to reduce access to the least healthy types of food 
outlet. 

162) Do you agree with the proposed approach to 
retaining key community facilities and public service 
infrastructure in policy HC6? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

Suitably priced and available land for these uses can be limited. Reference should be made to 
exploring alternative public service / community uses before considering the loss of existing 
facilities to higher value land uses such as housing. 
 
The proposed 12-month marketing requirement in policy HC6(2) for loss of key community 
facilities applies only to facilities which are the ‘last of its type in the area concerned’. This 
wording is too vague (does the area relate to a ward or parish, or to a catchment area from the 
facility or within a certain distance from homes?).   
 
The adopted Guildford Borough Council Local Plan includes a requirement for applicants to 
undertake at least an 18-month period of active and comprehensive marketing to test a public 
house’s commercial viability, or that of a leisure or cultural facility, prior to submitting a planning 
application for demolition or change of use. This longer period reflects the importance of these 
facilities and the pressure they are under for conversion to residential uses, particularly in the 
case of public houses. It also allows sufficient time for local communities to apply, if they wish, to 
nominate a facility to be listed as an asset of community value and subsequently make a bid to 
purchase and manage it in its ongoing existing use. 

163) Do you agree with the approach taken to 
recreational facilities in policy HC7, including the 
addition of ‘and/or’ with reference to quantity and quality 
of replacement provision? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if 
you disagree. 

No response. 

164) Do you agree with the clarification that Local 
Green Space should not fall into areas regarded as 

No response. 



grey belt or where Green Belt policy on previously 
developed land apply? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if 
you disagree. 

Chapter 17: Pollution, Public Protection and 
Security 

 

165) Do you agree with policy P1 as a basis for 
identifying and addressing relevant risks when 
preparing plans? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 
a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

166) Are any additional tools or guidance needed to 
enable better decision making on contaminated land? 

The current system works well in terms of getting former industrial land cleaned up. The harder 
decisions centre around whether the developer or management company has the long-term 
capability to retain monitoring systems and that needs to be explored. This particularly applies to 
development on and near former landfill sites. The Contaminated Land Regime Part IIA of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1990 would not normally cover such sites as they had no receptors 
prior to development. Therefore, the planning controls are vital. 
 

167) Do you agree with the criteria set out in proposed 
policy P3 as a basis for securing acceptable living 
conditions and managing pollution? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Partly disagree. The reliance on the licensing or statutory nuisance legislation is difficult due to 
the former having limitations to licensable activities only and the latter being a gross test which 
needs to be proven and there are exceptions where best practicable means are being used.   
 
Whilst the use of acoustic and air quality assessments are commonplace in applications, the 
guidance that is used to assess development in terms of air quality and noise varies from one 
district to another and can includes guidance published by other bodies such as the Institute for 
Air Quality Management air-quality-planning-guidance.pdf and Institute of Acoustics Institute of 
Acoustics: Topics. Guidance should be provided regarding how these assessments should be 
carried out. 

168) Do you agree policy P4 makes sufficiently clear 
how decision-makers should apply the agent of change 
principle? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

Partly agree. This policy is effective however clarity is needed to prevent it from being used to 
restrict appropriate development from occurring where this is adjacent to an unregulated noise 
source. 
 

169) Do you agree policy P5 provides sufficient basis 
for addressing possible malicious threats and other 
hazards when considering development proposals? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 

No response. 

https://iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-planning-guidance.pdf
https://pub.ioa.org.uk/topics/regulatory-and-standards/planning-guidance
https://pub.ioa.org.uk/topics/regulatory-and-standards/planning-guidance


disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

170) Do you agree that substantial weight should be 
given to the benefits of development for defence and 
public protection purposes? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

Chapter 18: Managing Flood Risk and Coastal 
Change 

 

171) Do you agree with the proposed changes set out 
in policy F3 to improve how Coastal Change 
Management Areas are identified and taken into 
account in development plans? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

172) Do you agree with the proposed clarifications to 
the sequential test set out in policy F5? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Paragraph 2c. of the policy should be reworded, either as ‘c. For tThe following types of 
development:’, or ‘c. Applications fFor the following types of development:’, as the first sentence 
of paragraph 2 already ends with ‘other than for’.  

173) Do you agree with the proposed approach to the 
exception test set out in policy F6? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree 

No response. 

174) Do you agree with the proposed requirement in 
policy F8 for sustainable drainage systems to be 
designed in accordance with the National Standards? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

175) Do you agree with the proposed new policy to 
avoid the enclosure of watercourses, and encourage 
the de-culverting and re-naturalisation of river 
channels? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

The policy should set a clear requirement for development adjacent to main rivers to provide or 
reinstate a 10m undeveloped buffer wherever possible. This is necessary to deliver Water 
Environment Regulations objectives for restoration of water quality and to provide natural flood 
control measures, recreational access, habitat restoration, etc. A 10m undeveloped buffer would 
be consistent with standing Environment Agency advice. For ordinary watercourses, the NPPF 
should specify an “appropriate buffer” for the scale of the watercourse that would deliver these 
benefits.  
 



Watercourses are often highly important for biodiversity, flood management, water quality, 
amenity, recreation, heritage, climate change adaptation, etc. and would warrant its own policy 
with more detailed requirements that incorporate Environment Agency guidance and aligns with 
the regulations and River Basin Management Plans. 

176) Do you agree with the proposed changes to policy 
for managing development in areas affected by coastal 
change? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

177) The National Coastal Erosion Risk Map sets out 
where areas may be vulnerable to coastal change 
based on different scenarios. Do you have views on 
how these scenarios should be applied to ensure a 
proportionate approach in applying this policy? 

No response. 

178) Do you agree with the proposed new additions to 
Table 2: Flood Risk Vulnerability Classifications? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Should 
any other forms of development should be added? 
Please give your reasoning and clearly identify which 
proposed or additional uses you are referring to. 

No response. 

Chapter 19: Conserving and enhancing the natural 
environment 

 

179) Do you agree that the proposed approach to 
planning for the natural environment in policy N1, 
including the proposed approach to biodiversity net 
gain, strikes the right balance between consistency, 
viability, deliverability, and supporting nature recovery? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Partly agree.  
 
The use of the word ‘should’ in N1(1) implies that environmental safeguarding and enhancement 
and evaluating opportunities from natural capital and environmental services is recommended but 
optional. Initial appropriate environmental and biodiversity evaluation should be a mandatory 
requirement to facilitate appropriate decision making. Recommend that the word ‘should’ is 
replaced with ‘must’. 
 
Strongly disagree with N1(2). The NPPF should not preclude a district-wide local higher standard 
being brought forward in future local plans where this is justified and deliverable. Strongly 
disagree with footnote 69.  
 
Guildford Borough Council’s local experience from the Local Plan adopted in 2019 demonstrated 
that the costs of increasing from 10% to 20% BNG were minimal and viable, and that the 
standard was deliverable. This evidence was tested and found sound at examination, and 
therefore there is no justification to prohibit this for future Local Plans or limit it to specific site 
allocations only. The Council provided robust and sound evidence that it was necessary to seek 
more than 10% biodiversity net gain on all sites given biodiversity loss in the local context. 



 
The reduction from 20% BNG to 10% BNG would represent a clear reduction in BNG provision 
locally and would also impact on local provision of BNG where landowners and habitat bank 
providers have made plans on the basis of 20% BNG. Given that 20% BNG was found to be 
viable, the Council also believe it is more equitable for all sites to share this requirement and 
deliver a similar quantum of BNG that is necessary locally. 
 
It should be noted that Defra’s own evidence in the impact assessment produced prior to the 
introduction of mandatory BNG finds that if BNG is limited to 10% nationally, the outcome may 
simply be no net loss, rather than a net gain, which would not accord with national policy or 
legislation on biodiversity restoration. As the government is now reducing the number of schemes 
to which BNG applies, the risk of failing to achieve a net gain will increase. Consequently, the 
NPPF should not preclude a local higher standard where this is justified and deliverable and 
therefore strongly disagree with footnote 69. 
 
Limiting local standards also means that BNG does not take account of local circumstances. For 
example, Surrey has historically had a high degree of development pressure amid some of the 
highest densities of designated habitats and biodiversity. The unfortunate reality is that this has 
resulted in a much more pronounced biodiversity decline than other parts of the UK. There is no 
reason why the NPPF cannot provide the ability to take this account and apply local standards 
when justified. This justifies the approach of requiring higher BNG standards on all sites and not 
just specific site allocations.   
 
The Council’s recent experience suggests that it tends to be smaller sites that will need recourse 
to offsite units. It is not clear what impact limiting BNG to sites of 0.2ha+ would have on the 
supply of habitat banks, which are a key mechanism for local nature recovery, given reduced 
revenue streams.  
 
The main incentive for developments to deliver the measures set out in the Local Nature 
Recovery Strategy is the 15% uplift in BNG value afforded to those measures. If BNG does not 
apply to smaller schemes, there is no reason for them to deliver these measures. It should be 
noted that the sentence “Development plans should safeguard and enhance the natural 
environment, and reflect the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services, by using 
Local Nature Recovery Strategies…” is weak (use of the word ‘should’ rather than ‘must’) and is 
in no way a replacement for the current strategic significance uplift, which in the Council’s recent 
experience has proven to be an effective mechanism. In practice this will mean that LNRS 
measures simply aren’t delivered on smaller sites, which raises the question of how national 
targets and obligations around biodiversity restoration will be achieved. 
 

180) In what circumstances would it be reasonable to 
seek more than 10% biodiversity net gain on sites being 

Strongly disagree. Should not preclude the introduction of a local higher standard with Local 
Plans where this is justified and deliverable. Strongly disagree with footnote 69.  



allocated in the development plan, especially where this 
could support meeting biodiversity net gain obligations 
on other neighbouring sites in a particular area? 

 
BNG targets above 10% should be considered reasonable wherever they are shown to be viable 
and deliverable, both on sites and across whole LPA boundaries. 
 

181) Do you agree policy N2 sets sufficiently clear 
expectations for how development proposals should 
consider and enhance the existing natural 
characteristics of sites proposed for development? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Partly disagree – the proposals in N2 are quite limited. 
 
As written, N2 does not promote general biodiversity uplift on all sites. Planting and landscaping 
proposals should always be designed to deliver maximum biodiversity benefit, especially on those 
schemes exempt from BNG, by favouring native and locally valuable species over ornamental 
planting. N2 should include a clause to this effect. 
 
The policy should include a reference to supporting/enhancing local priority species. In Surrey, as 
in many areas, there is an extensive, landscape scale biodiversity restoration strategy in identified 
Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOA). Each BOA has a policy statement that sets out the key 
local species and habitats. The Council has been using this information in planning decisions to 
guide biodiversity measures in new development to the best and most valuable outcomes. Local 
priority species and habitats do not benefit from protection in the same way as those on the 
national list. Note, the LNRS draws on the BOAs but the BOAs cover land outside of the ACIB 
and mapped measures, so the LNRS cannot wholly replace the role of the BOAs. 
 
N2 does not mention invasive species or native planting. The Guildford Borough Council adopted 
local plan policies prohibit the use of invasive species (which are not limited to those on the 
national list) and promote the use of native species. It should be noted that a variety of non-native 
locally invasive species (e.g. buddleia, cherry laurel, rosa rugosa) are often proposed in planting 
schemes, and without a policy prohibiting this there would likely be a return to widespread 
planting with a consequential public cost (as an example, the Surrey Hills National Landscape 
Board spends significant sums controlling the spread of cherry laurel). Where invasive species 
are present on a site, the NPPF should require these to be eradicated or controlled. 
 
The policy should require the use of native planting unless there are justifications for alternatives. 
Climate change adaptation is often presented as an argument for non-native planting but in many 
cases there are native plants available that would provide comparable resilience. The NPPF 
should acknowledge this through a suitable worded native first approach. Where non-native 
planting is justified, the NPPF should promote the use of ecologically compatible plants rather 
than exotic species, e.g. European species rather than Asian – this also helps plan for the 
northward movement of biodiversity communities due to warming temperatures. Where there is a 
lack of evidence that a species provides similar biodiversity benefit, the quantum should be 
adjusted accordingly and additional options sought to provide equivalent and/or specific benefit. 
 
N2(1)(e) should include wildlife permeability in the benefits of green infrastructure to help ensure 
schemes are designed for wildlife movement. 



 
N2(1)(f) - support the inclusion of nesting boxes which is reflected in adopted Local Plan policy 
already. However, this should refer to “nesting and roosting” boxes to include bats (which roost) 
and should also reference bee bricks. It should also require the chosen boxes being locally 
appropriate and effectively located – for example, nesting and roosting boxes for specific species 
should be located where those species are likely to use them (taking into account orientation, 
height, proximity to windows etc.) and near their foraging habitat, Without this criteria, developers 
may simply install any type of nesting or roosting box and it may then remain unused. The 
reference to “swift bricks” may be counterproductive in this regard as it could result in a deluge of 
nesting bricks suitable for swifts and few for other bird species such as starling or peregrine 
falcon. 
 

182) Do you agree the policy in Policy N4 provides a 
sufficiently clear basis for considering development 
proposals affecting protected landscapes and reflecting 
the statutory duties which apply to them? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, including how policy can be improved to 
ensure compliance 

No comment on N4 however regarding Policy N3 (which does not have an associated question) – 
the policy on tree planting should specify that native species should be planted unless there are 
compelling reasons not to. Evidence shows that non-native trees are far less valuable for 
biodiversity than native trees. Some trees, such as the London Plane, are convenient to plant and 
manage but provide very low biodiversity value - without a policy in place these are likely to be 
attractive to developers. Additionally, trees that form a canopy are more ecologically valuable than 
the same number of trees set apart. The policy should aim for the preservation of existing 
canopies and for new trees to be grouped to create and extend canopies, and create pocket 
woodlands. 
 

183) Do you agree policy N6 provides clarity on the 
treatment of internationally, nationally and locally 
recognised site within the planning system? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Regarding irreplaceable habitats at N6(2), further guidance is needed on the definition and 
assessment of loss and deterioration. The policy should also be clear that the assessment of 
exceptional reasons needed to justify harm should never include the proposals for compensation, 
otherwise it creates a mechanism for harm to irreplaceable habitats through compensation. 
 

184) Are there any further issues for planning policy 
that we need to consider as we take forward the 
implementation of Environmental Delivery Plans? 

No response. 

Chapter 20: Conserving and enhancing the historic 
environment 

 

185) Do you agree the government should implement 
the additional regard duties under Section 102 of the 
Levelling-Up and Regeneration Act? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your 
reasons. 

Strongly agree.  



186) Do you have any evidence as to the impact of 
implementing the additional regard duties for 
development? 

No response. 

187) Do you agree with the approach to plan-making for 
the historic environment, including the specific 
requirements for World Heritage Sites and 
Conservation Areas, set out in policies H1 – H3? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

Partly agree. Concern that Policy HE2 is going beyond the Legislative remit when it comes to 
managing a Management Plan.  

188) Do you agree with the approach to assessing the 
effects of development on heritage assets set out in 
policy H5? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

HE5(1) wording should be stronger, using a ‘must’ rather than ‘should’. This would ensure a 
heritage assessment is a requirement rather than an expectation. 
 
HE5(3) – The use of the word ‘scale’ could be open to misinterpretation and imply that scale is 
not a consideration. The policy should instead emphasise that the effect on an asset’s 
significance is the primary consideration. The extent to which the scale of development impacts 
this will vary from site to site. If necessary how one would interpret this could be expanded upon 
in the PPG. 
 
HE5(4) – wording should be stronger, a ‘must’ rather than ‘should’ to be clearer in its meaning.  

189) Do you agree with the approach to considering 
impacts on designated heritage assets in policy HE6, 
including the change from "great weight" to "substantial 
weight", and in particular the interactions between this 
and the statutory duties? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if 
you disagree. 

HE6(2) - ‘Positive effect’ is too vague and should be clearer. This phrase is open to interpretation. 
What about the balance of the positive vs negatives? Rephrasing it as ‘positive effect overall’ 
would help overcome this concern.  

190) Do you agree with the new policies in relation to 
world heritage, conservation areas and archaeological 
assets in policies HE8 – HE10? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

HE9 – does not refer to setting of conservation areas, which should be included.  
 
 

191) Do you have any other comments on the revisions 
to the heritage chapter? 

Comments on HE4: 
 
It is noted that optimum viable use has been removed from the draft NPPF. There is a concern 
that this could shift the emphasis solely from the heritage asset, and its safeguarding, to more 
incompatible uses that require a greater deal of alteration.  
 



Further clarity is needed in relation to the term ‘avoid harm’ e.g. does it require heritage assets to 
be fully restored as opposed to a balanced restoration. 
 

Further questions / Transitional arrangements  

192) Do you agree with the transitional arrangements 
approach to decision making? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

Need further clarity regarding whether ‘in any way inconsistent’ in paragraph 2 extends to Local 
Plan policies that include additional criteria beyond those included in the NDMP. For example, the 
Guildford Borough Council Local Plan includes criteria within its Housing Extensions policy that 
relates to basement extensions whereas Policy L4 is silent on this matter. Would this part of the 
policy be given very limited weight. 

193) Do you have any further thoughts on the policies 
outlined in this consultation? 

No response. 

Annex A - Data Centres and onsite energy 
generation 

 

195) Do you consider the planning regime, including 
reforms being delivered through the Planning and 
Infrastructure Act, provide sufficient flexibility for energy 
generation projects co-located with data centres to be 
consented under either the NSIP or TCPA regime? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
give reasons. 

No response. 

196) Would raising the Planning Act 2008 energy 
generation thresholds for renewable projects that are 
co-located with data centres in England (for the reason 
outlined above) be beneficial? Yes/No a) If so, what do 
you believe would be the appropriate threshold? Please 
provide your reasons. 

No response. 

197) Do you have any views on how we should define 
‘co-located energy infrastructure’? Please provide your 
reasons. 

No response. 

198) Do you think the renewable energy generation 
thresholds under Section 15 of the Planning Act 2008 
for other use types of projects should be increased, or 
should this be limited to projects co-located with data 
centres? Yes/No a) Please provide your reasons. 

No response. 

199) What benefits or risks do you foresee from making 
this change? Please provide your reasons. 

No response. 

Annex B - Viability: Standardised inputs in viability 
assessment 

 



200) Would you support the use of growth testing for 
strategic, multi-phase schemes? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please explain your answer. 

No response. 

201) Would you support the optional use of growth 
testing for regeneration schemes? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please explain your 
answer. 

No response. 

202) Do you agree greater specificity, including single 
figures, which local planning authorities could choose to 
diverge from where there is evidence for doing so, 
would improve speed and certainty? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please explain your 
answer. If you agree, the government welcomes views 
on the appropriate figure – for example, whether 17.5% 
would be an appropriate reflection of the industry 
standard for most market-led development. 

No response. 

203) Are there any site types, tenures, or development 
models to which alternative, lower figures to 15-20% of 
Gross Development Value might reasonably apply? a) 
Please explain your answer. The government is 
particularly interested in views on whether clarifying an 
appropriate profit of 6% on Gross Development Value 
for affordable housing tenures would make viability 
assessments more transparent and speed up decision-
making. 

No response. 

204) Are there further ways the government can bring 
greater specificity and certainty over profit expectations 
across landowners, site promoters and developers such 
that the system provides for the level of profit necessary 
for development to proceed, reducing the need for 
subjective expectations? a) Please explain your 
answer. 

No response. 

205) Existing Viability Planning Practice Guidance 
refers to developer return in terms a percentage of 
gross development value. In what ways might the 
continued use of gross development value be usefully 
standardised? 

No response. 



206) Do you agree there circumstances in which 
metrics other than profit on gross development value 
would support more or faster housing delivery, or help 
to maximise compliance with plan policy? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please explain your 
answer. 

No response. 

207) Are there types of development on which metrics 
other than profit on gross development value should be 
routinely accepted as a measure of return e.g. strategic 
sites large multi-phased schemes, or build to rent 
schemes? a) Please explain your answer. 

No response. 

208) Do you agree that guidance should be updated to 
reflect the fact a premium may not be required in all 
circumstances? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 
a) In what circumstances might a premium, or the usual 
premium, not be required? b) What impact (if any) 
would you foresee if this change were made? 

No response. 

209) Do you agree that extant consents should not be 
assumed to be sufficient proof of alternative use value, 
unless other provisions relating to set out in plans are 
met? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please 
explain your answer. 

No response. 

210) If extant consents were not to be assumed as 
sufficient proof of alternative use value, should this be 
at the discretion of the decision-maker, or should 
another metric (e.g. period of time since consent 
granted) be used? Decision maker discretion / Another 
metric / Neither a) If another metric, please set out your 
preferred approach and rationale. 

No response. 

211) What further steps should the government take to 
ensure non-policy compliant schemes are not used to 
inform the determination of benchmark land values in 
the viability assessments that underpin plan-making? 

No response. 

212) Do you agree that the residual land value of the 
development proposal should be cross-checked with 
the residual land values of comparable schemes; to 
help set the viability assessment in context. Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 

No response. 



disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please explain your 
answer. 

Annex C - Reforming Site Thresholds  

213) Do you agree that a 2.5 hectare threshold is 
appropriate? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. a) 
Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

214) Do you agree that a unit threshold of between 10 
and 49 units is appropriate? Strongly agree, partly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, 
particularly if you disagree. 

No response. 

215) Do you foresee risks or operability issues 
anticipated with the proposed definition of medium 
development? Yes/No. 

No response. 

216) If so, please explain you answer and provide 
views on potential mitigations. 

No response. 

217) Do you have any views on whether the current 
small development exemption should be extended to 
cover a wider range of sites – indicatively to sites of 
fewer than 50 dwellings, or fewer than 120 bedspaces 
in purposebuilt student accommodation? a) Please 
provide your reasons. 

No response. 

218) If the exemption were to be extended, do you have 
any views on whether the development of 120 purpose-
built student accommodation bedspaces is an 
appropriate equivalent to a development of 50 dwellings 
for the purposes of the levy exemption? a) Please 
provide your reasons 

No response. 

219) If the exemption were to be extended, do you have 
any views on whether the exemption should be based 
solely on the existing metrics (dwellings/bedspaces) or 
whether there should also be an area threshold. 

No response. 

220) If you do have views on possible changes to the 
small developments levy exemption, please specify the 
potential impact of the possible change of the levy 
exemption on people with protected characteristics as 
defined in section 149 of the Equality Act 2010. 

No response. 



221) What do you consider to be the potential 
economic, competitive, and behavioural impacts of 
possible changes to the levy exemption? Please 
provide any evidence or examples to support your 
response. 

No response. 

222) Do you agree with the proposal to extend the 
Permission in Principle application route to medium 
development? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. 
a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree. 

No response. 

223) Do you have views about whether there should be 
changes to the regulatory procedures for these 
applications, including whether there should be a 
requirement for a short planning statement? 

No response. 

Public Sector Equality Duty  

224) 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? a) If so, please explain who, which 
groups, including those with protected characteristics, 
or which businesses may be impacted and how. 

No response. 

225) Is there anything that could be done to mitigate 
any impact identified? 

No response. 

 


