
 

Page 1 of 7 

 

March 2026 

 

 

Design and Placemaking Planning Practice 

Guidance 

Consultation response from The Housing Forum 
 
 
 

Response submitted by: 
Anna Clarke, Director of Policy and Public Affairs 
On behalf of The Housing Forum, 1 Minster Court, Mincing Lane, London EC3R 7AA 
Anna.clarke@housingforum.org.uk or info@housingforum.org.uk. 07442 405513. 
 

 

About The Housing Forum 

The Housing Forum is the UK’s cross-sector, industry-wide organisation that represents 
the entire housing supply chain. Our growing membership drawn from over 120 
organisations across the public and private sectors and includes local authorities, housing 
associations, housebuilders, architects and manufacturers. All share our determination to 
drive quality in the design, construction and decarbonisation of UK homes. They have a 
commitment to partnership working and share in our vision of ‘A Quality Home for All’. 

In order to achieve this, we have advocate for policy change needed for everyone to live 
in a good quality, sustainable and affordable home.  
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Overview 

The Housing Forum is broadly supportive of the changes that are being proposed 

around Design and Placemaking Planning Guidance. Streamlining helps to avoid 

duplication and simplifies the process.  

Design codes, as currently operated, are not necessarily achieving their intended 

objectives, and many of our members report that they are too slow and large a tool to 

be useful, or that they “code the life out of everything”. The costs and time taken for 

LPAs to prepare design codes are not trivial. Further streamlining of when a design 

code is required (to focus only on the very largest sites), and of what needs to go in it 

would help reduce the negative impacts.  

We are concerned that the guidance includes things that are desirable, and 

aspirational, but that the statement that “Development proposals that are not well-

designed should be refused”, in contrast, implies that they should set minimum non-

negotiable standards. They cannot do both. The Housing Forum believes that the 

role of Design Codes should be to be aspirational, setting out really good ways to 

design homes and neighbourhoods. This will mean including elements that are not 

realisable in every detail on every occasion.  

Whilst it is extremely useful to now have a single PPG on design and placemaking in 

practice, good design remains a process. The production of design code does not 

guarantee good design outcomes - Long term placemaking does that. Design codes 

forming guiding principles for large sites should also not stifle innovation. 

The Guidance needs to recognise that good design is not the only or overriding 

aspiration for development. The design is not something that can be finalised and 

signed-off on at the start of the process. Instead, good design requires a holistic 

approach so there is a risk that trying to prescribe them by segment may be a 

counterproductive exercise,  as it is too prescriptive. Over-prescriptive design codes 

can also lead to uniform housing (for instance if they dictate the colour of fencing) 

which is not popular with local residents.  

Design codes should recognise where consistency and coherence are helpful, and 

where proscription might not be needed, or indeed may be counter-productive. Many 

of our most-loved neighbourhoods are defined by diversity. 
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Response to questions 

1. What is your name? 

Anna Clarke 

2. What is your email address? 

anna.clarke@housingforum.org.uk 

3. What is your organisation? 

The Housing Forum 

4. What type of organisation are you representing? 

Professional body 

5. If you answered ‘other’, please provide further details. 

Usability of the draft design and placemaking PPG 

6. Do you agree that the usability and effectiveness of the draft Design 

and Placemaking PPG has improved? 

Yes. 

The changes are very positive overall, and the streamlining is welcome.  

It is also good to see safer neighbourhoods by design and planning around health, 

coming back up the agenda.  

We are pleased to see that Homes England have been updating their Building For 

Healthy Life – this uses the same headings and talks the same language.  

A national approach to good design is also helpful for developers operating across 

multiple areas, and for benchmarking for councils without their own design codes in 

place.  

We think that the focus on streamlining could go further - Design codes, as currently 

operated, are not necessarily achieving their intended objectives, and many of our 

members report that they are too slow and large a tool to be useful, or that they 

“code the life out of everything”. The costs and time taken for LPAs to prepare design 

codes are not trivial1. Further streamlining of when a design code is required (to 

focus only on the very largest sites), and of what needs to go in it would help reduce 

the negative impacts.  

7. Are there any aspects where clarity, accessibility, or practical 

application could be improved to better support design and 

placemaking outcomes? 

We are concerned that the guidance includes things that are desirable, and 

aspirational, but that the statement that “Development proposals that are not well-

 
1 For instance, one LPA has given examples of costs over £100,000 and a year of time to prepare a 
Design Code for a large site. 
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designed should be refused”, in contrast, implies that they should set minimum non-

negotiable standards. They cannot do both.  

Whilst it is extremely useful to now have a single PPG on design and placemaking in 

practice, good design remains a process. The production of design code does not 

guarantee good design outcomes - Long term placemaking does that. Design codes 

forming guiding principles for large sites should also not stifle innovation. 

The Guidance needs to recognise that good design is not the only or overriding 

aspiration for development. Other – valuable – priorities include: 

• The provision of new homes 

• Supply of affordable housing 

• Economic growth 

• Infrastructure 

• Reducing carbon emissions from construction and in-use 

• Biodiversity, nature and water conservation 

• Speed of delivery 

• Building safety 

• Protection from contaminated land and other health and safety issues 

• Reductions in landfill 

• Flood prevention 

• Protection of existing heritage and archaeology 

The design is not something that can be finalised and signed-off on at the start of the 

process. It is right that guidance sets out what is desirable and aspirational, but this 

then requires more recognition of situations where not every aspect of good design 

can be achieved. Compromises may sometimes be needed to ensure that other 

policy objectives are met. Proposals that are, overall, well-designed should not be 

refused because there is one element of good design that was not practical to 

achieve. Design codes need to be flexible not a one-size-fits all. It is particularly 

important for social landlords to ensure that the service charges on new homes are 

affordable, which may require some compromises on design elements.  

Good design requires a holistic approach so there is a risk that trying to prescribe 

them by segment may be a counterproductive exercise, as it is too prescriptive. Over-

prescriptive design codes can also lead to uniform housing (for instance if they 

dictate the colour of fencing) which is not popular with local residents. Some of our 

members report having encountered design codes that they felt “code the life out of 

everything”.  

On the other hand, if a design code is very high-level it can leave too much room for 

different interpretations, causing delays whilst people disagree on the correct 

interpretation. Design codes should therefore restrict their focus to things that can be 

clearly defined, but are not over-prescriptive for situations where compromises may 

be needed. They cannot be both aspirational and set a basic minimum standard.  
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We have identified a few areas where the guidance could be improved: 

The relationship between this guidance and other policies 

• There is a need to ensure precise alignment between this Guidance and 

NPPF and to avoid any contradictions or adding of complexity. 

• Stronger references to how this guidance sites in relation to other local and 

regional level policies (such as the London Plan) would be helpful.  

Greater recognition of where compromises may be needed: 

• The focus on ‘liveability’ includes things that are desirable, but may be 

impractical in some types of area. It is important that these are not seen as 

requirements that could cause a planning application to be refused in 

situations where they are not easily remediable. In particular: 

o Smaller settlements and rural areas may not be able to provide 

access to jobs and ‘a variety of services and cultural facilities’  

o Smaller sites may not directly provide for a mix of uses.  

o Smaller sites may not individually provide a mix of homes to suit all 

needs and ages.  

• There is an assumption in design codes that consistency and coherence are 

a winning formula – but in fact some areas are defined by variety. Guidance 

should guide people when to step back from over-prescribing the appearance 

of new housing. 

• The guidance encourages local design policies to address the challenges 

created by climate change. It would be better if this could be worded more 

precisely to be clear that it is about adaptation (such as flood prevention) and 

not about prevention of climate change via lower carbon emissions. The new 

NPPF proposals are clear that design requirements to reduce carbon should 

be set nationally via building regulations (the Future Homes Standard) and 

that local authorities should not exceed them. It would be useful if this 

Guidance could cross-reference the relevant section of NPPF here and be 

clear of what design standards should not cover, as well as what they should. 

• It is good to encourage the provision of trees, and also to set clear 

expectations on local authorities to adopt street trees. However, a lack of 

trees should not be a reason to refuse an application if providing them is 

impractical on a specific site.  

• There is a need to recognise the compromises that may be needed if the 

ideal design solution is very costly – such as underground parking.  

Areas where guidance could be strengthened: 

• The guidance is not strong on making changes to existing areas.  

• The point that a response to context should not ‘preclude innovation and 

change where appropriate’ should be strengthened. The creation of new 

character and identity could be more explicitly encouraged. For instance, this 

could be stipulated in I3, page 56. 
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• The new NPPF encourages higher density housing. It would be useful if 

Design Codes could show how to do density well. 

• Clearer definitions of terms relating to culture should be provided – to 

emphasise the breadth of activities that bring people together. 

Areas where clarification or updating is needed 

• There is a reference to Manual for Streets 3 – this is very old and is being 

revised. This needs to be updated. 

• The guidance is quite long and there is some repetition (for instance between 

paragraphs 107-109 and M1, and between multiple sections that talk about 

M4 Active Travel. 

• The net developable area definitions are different from RICS and also 

different from NPPF.  

Operation of the guidance 

• Guidance could give a useful steer on the process of implementing and 

enforcing design codes. Having a maximum size of the design review 

committee would help avoid too many voices.  

• Greater clarity is needed around how to use and reference the guidance in 

both pre-application discussions and within planning committee reports too, 

to build consistency and simplicity on what is being assessed and how. 

Inclusivity of the draft Design and Placemaking PPG 

8. Do you agree that the principles set out in the draft Design and 

Placemaking PPG adequately address the needs and requirements of 

traveller sites? 

No comment 

9. What additional considerations or clarifications might be necessary to 

ensure planning practice guidance supports inclusive and culturally 

appropriate design and placemaking? 

We are not aware of any, and would caution against mission-creep in this area where 

other policy objectives that are best dealt with via other legislation (such as building 

regulations) are added into the planning system creating additional complexity.  

Effectiveness of tools within the draft Design and Placemaking PPG 

10. Do you agree that tools, such as model design codes, could speed up 

the preparation of local design codes? 

Yes. 

Model design codes would be very helpful in the preparation of local design codes. It 

would be helpful if guidance indicates both what kinds of things should be covered in 

them, and also what should not be covered in them (because it is better dealt with via 

other legislation, or left to the discretion of the building designers or developers). 

Model design codes need to dovetail well with Homes England’s requirements. 
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Design codes can be especially useful for large sites that are being taken forward by 

different developers in order to help tie the areas together, so this should be 

addressed in model design codes. 

11. What other tools would support this? 

The most important thing to support the successful operation of good design codes is 

for local authorities to be resourced properly.  


