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Key points 

• National Development Management Policies should be statutory, to lessen the 

burden of Local Plan production/decision making and as such speed up the 

planning system.  

• We welcome the introduction of Spatial Development Strategies (SDSs) but 

have identified quite a few places where it is not yet clear what will be included in 

an SDS and what will be in a Local Plan. SDSs should not overlap with or 

contradict Local Plans.  

• The under-resourcing of local authorities continues to pose a threat to the 

government’s ambitions on planning reform, and in particular of the creation of 

faster Local Plans.  

• The Housing Forum is supportive of the principle of national building 

regulations covering things that are of national (or global) significance, such as 

carbon emissions, and not duplicating or contradicting these in Local Plans. To 

build support for this approach, it is vital that the Government publishes the 

Future Homes Standard, and also progresses legislation around embodied 

carbon in a timely fashion. 

• We are pleased to see a focus on standardising planning validation 

requirements. Our report Planning validation requirements explained why these 

are a problem at present.  

• We support the focus on mixed tenure, but believe the threshold should be 

around 500, to allow separate blocks of each tenure for higher density housing.  

• We support the increased flexibility of the size of market homes provided. All 

housing meets a need, and flexibility can increase viability.  

• We are pleased to see the recognition that changing the character of an area 

should not be a barrier to delivery of new homes, and increasing densities. 

Government should set expectations around densities, encourage ambition and 

unblock the barriers to higher density where possible. However, the precise 

levels of density to require on each site are best left to LPAs. 

• We support the focus on higher levels of affordable housing on greenbelt sites, 

but are concerned that blanket rules could render some sites unviable. Our report 

on The Cost of Building a House explained why this is. 

• We are concerned with suggestions that LPAs should be assessing site-level 

viability when making Local Plans. This could divert significant resource away 

from other tasks, and will be outdated and too high level to be useful later on. 

• We have had limited input into Annex B from members, reflecting the fact that 

these are questions 200-212 from a 225 question-long consultation that was 

issued over the Christmas period. The issues raised in this annex are complex 

and we would urge the Government to find ways to engage further with 

industry and with local authorities on this topic before proceeding with major 

changes to policy that carry heavy risks. The Housing Forum would be happy to 

help facilitate further conversations on this issue. 

https://housingforum.org.uk/reports/key-publications/planning-validation-requirements/
https://housingforum.org.uk/reports/key-publications/the-cost-of-building-a-house/
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Response to questions 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

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? 

National Development Management Policies should be statutory in order to lessen 

the burden of Local Plan production/decision making and as such speed up the 

planning system. Non-statutory NDMPs would result in differing interpretations from 

Local Planning Authorities (LPAs).   

2. Do you agree with the new format and structure of the draft 

Framework which comprises separate plan-making policies and 

national decision-making 13 policies?  

Strongly agree 

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

The new format is logical and easier to use. However, a simpler numbering system 

would be easier to follow.  

3. Do you agree with the proposed set of annexes to be incorporated 

into the draft Framework? 

Strongly agree 

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

It would be helpful if a list of railway stations that fall within the Top 60 TTWA should 

be provided, to improve the interpretation and understanding of Policy S5. A link to 

an updatable list that shows which ones currently have the required number of trains 

per hour would also be useful. (This could be updated in the future, for instance if 

services are increased). 

4.  Do you agree with incorporating Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 

within the draft Framework?  

Strongly agree 

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

It is logical and helpful to have it in the same place. 

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?  

Partly agree  

a. Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree 
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The Housing Forum welcomes the NPPF being more prescriptive in the weight that 

should be applied to policies but think that the current draft does not go far enough in 

this respect. Any loss of clarity could create ambiguity and lead to confusion or 

disagreements between people using the framework.   

We suggest that Annex B includes a ‘universal weighting scale’. This would help 

contextualise the meaning of ‘substantial’ relative to other weighting classes. It 

would assist decision-makers in ascribing conflict and/or harm, and ultimately 

their approach to the ‘planning balance’.    

 

Chapter 2: Plan-making policies 

6. Do you agree with the role, purpose and content of spatial 

development strategies set out in policy PM1?  

Partly agree  

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

We support the ambition that SDS should be “genuinely strategic in nature”. This is 

vital to avoid unhelpful duplication with Local Plans. Strategic provides the clarity and 

certainty to attract the investment needed to deliver the vision and ambition of an 

area.  

SDSs should align with Government funding and priorities in order to create the right 

investment conditions to support growth and drive investor confidence. This can help 

address gaps in infrastructure and meet future needs by providing a clear framework 

that aligns public and private sector investors.  

 We have some concerns around timescales: 

• Our members are confused about the difference in direction between the 

need to replace a SDS every 10 years, but the need to alter it every 5 years 

outlined in PM1 2(i) and 3, as it would seem more logical to do these things 

together. We would generally support reviewing SDSs every five years. 

• Review timescales should also match up with timescales for Local Plans to 

make reviews most effective.  

• It may be appropriate for SDSs to be looking ahead over longer timescales 

(such as 30+ years) in order to give the long-term strategic planning 

required. This would give confidence to developers, investors and for 

planning new infrastructure. 

We have some concerns around how needs for housing that are identified in one 

area, but cannot be accommodated in that area are to be apportioned elsewhere. 

PM1 criteria 2(a) needs further detail as to explain how the apportionment of the 

objectively assessed need to LPAs operate and be split between districts.  

We are pleased to see the return of strategic planning and there is widespread 

support for this in principle. It is vital that the role of SDSs is clear, in order that they 

give the strategic input needed but avoid adding another layer of bureaucracy and 

slowing down the planning process. 
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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 

a. If not, do you think there should be a different approach, for 

example, that alterations should only be 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?  

Partly disagree 

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

They may become out of date. 

9. Do you agree with the role, purpose and content of Local Plans set 

out in policy PM2?  

Neither agree nor disagree.  

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

There is some concern about whether this is achievable. One concern is around the 

scoping side and lead-up to the first gateway and how far to go with the evidence 

base. Some councils would prefer to start a bit earlier and it is not clear whether this 

is permitted.  

The issue of under-resourcing of local authorities continues to hinder adoption of new 

policies or long-term strategic strategy. The planning inspectorate also needs to be 

resourced in order to undertake its work on the new faster Local Plans.  

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 

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. 

11. Do you agree with the principles set out in policy PM6(1c), including 

its provisions for preventing duplication of national decision-making 

policies?  

Partly agree 
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The Housing Forum strongly supports removing and preventing duplication between 

national and local decision-making policies.  

We are aware of some concerns that if the NDMPs are not statutory, they may not 

stand up under judicial testing at appeals and judicial reviews. LPAs therefore feel 

that they need to repeat them in Local Plans that carry statutory weight. It is 

important that Government address this and ensures that there is no need to 

duplicate national policies in Local Plans. 

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

12. Do you agree with the approach to initiating plan-making in PM7?  

Partly agree 

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

The four month notice period seems appropriate. If it is extended this should not 

serve to increase the overall 30 month period for plan-making. 

13. Do you agree with the approach to the preparation of plan evidence 

set out in policy PM8?  

Partly agree 

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

We support the requirement in Policy PM8(e), that no new or additional evidence is 

prepared after the plan is submitted unless requested by the Inspector, to help avoid 

delays in the examination process.  

We would like greater clarity over what would constitute “sufficiently up-to-date.” And 

in particular to clarify that data is sufficiently up to date even if it is not the most 

recently available data at the time that the plan is submitted (because new data can 

be published at any time). Some examples covering off the most common types of 

data would be helpful here.  

14. Do you agree with the approach to identifying land for development 

in PM9?  

Partly agree 

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

The NPPF could be clearer that the call for sites stage could also include a call for 

community-identified needs, including both housing and community facilities. These 

may be interconnected.  

The wording of PM9(2) could be tightened to make it clear that Local Plans must 

allocate sites. It would be helpful if LPAs could be encouraged to provide 

explanations if possible sites are not allocated, to improve transparency.  

It is important that the requirement of SDSs and Local Plans in terms of identifying 

broad locations for growth or specific sites are clearly identified, so that there is no 

duplication or contradictions between these two layers of planning. 
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15. Do you agree with the policies on maintaining and demonstrating 

cross boundary cooperation set out in policy PM10 and policy 

PM11? 

Partly agree 

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

The process for agreeing which area should be allocated the housing need needs to 

be clearer. The default should be that each area takes its own need. 

It would be helpful if a list of infrastructure providers to be consulted could be 

provided. 

16. Do you agree that policy PM12 increases certainty at plan-making 

stage regarding the contributions expected from development 

proposals?  

Partly agree 

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

The Housing Forum supports greater clarity at the plan-making stage around 

expectations for infrastructure delivery that will affect viability. Knowing what will need 

to be provided will enable developers to pay realistic prices for land, and avoid 

optimistic over-bidding. 

Engagement with statutory consultees at this early stage is critical so that they can 

say what they need at this stage rather than coming back with new needs later on. 

This also helps councils to plan to ensure that the new and existing community have 

what they need.  

Adequate resourcing of local authorities is vital to ensure that statutory consultees do 

input in the detail needed. The faster timetable for making Local Plans also needs to 

be communicated to statutory consultees early so that they are aware of when they 

will need to have undertaking their own modelling exercises and be ready to set out 

what will be required on new sites.  

Better sharing of data between agencies could also help.  

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.  

(We have not answered this question because it is not worded in such a way that can 

be answered with the options offered.) 

We agree that national policy should set clear expectations.  

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

National policy should set clearer expectations in order to avoid lengthy negotiations 

during the Local Plan process. 
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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.  

The Housing Forum broadly supports this measure. Where the intended outcome is 

not local, then national regulations are the best mechanism. The benefits of reducing 

carbon in the atmosphere are not local ones.  

Where LPAs set local policies, this adds costs to the costs of development and adds 

complexity to the planning system, both in terms of the capacity of LPAs to make 

policies (which they shouldn’t have to make to cover things governed nationally) and 

in determining planning applications.  

We are aware of many local authorities who have been setting higher standards for 

new homes recently because they are trying to get ahead on the Future Homes 

Standard. The very lengthy delays in publishing the technical details and transitionary 

arrangements for the Future Homes Standard is causing much frustration across the 

housing sector, and tensions between social landlords (who want to move off-gas 

sooner to avoid the costs of retrofit, or because they have declared a climate 

emergency) and housebuilders who feel that building to the current regulations 

should be permitted. It is vital that the Government publishes the Future Homes 

Standard by the end of March as promised, and that local authorities are have 

confidence in national government to introduce the appropriate standards for new 

homes. 

We are aware that the is ongoing work from the Future Homes Hub on embodied 

carbon – this is something best addressed via national legislation, not local. 

However, Government should ensure that local authorities (and the rest of the 

housing sector) are aware of the plans and timelines on this issue, so that they can 

have confidence in there being no need to set local requirements.  

Local Planning should focus on local issues and place-making. This distinction needs 

to be very clear in policy, if the intended outcome is to be achieved. A list of issues 

that can and that cannot be addressed in Local Plans would be very helpful. There 

may be an argument for locally set criteria on issues such as air quality and this 

should be clarified.  

Attention also needs to be paid to how this fits with the 2015 Deregulation Act. 

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?  

No comment 

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? 
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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 

 

Chapter 3: Decision-making policies 

21. Do you agree with the principles set out in policy DM1? 

Partly agree. 

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

22. Do you agree with the policy DM2 on information requirements for 

planning applications?  

Partly agree. 

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

The Housing Forum supports the principle of reducing the requirements for planning 

applications. This has created a cost that is prohibitive, especially for small 

developments.  

We particularly welcome the streamlining of validation requirements – research that 

we commissioned on this issue found that of the 30 Local Planning authorities 

sampled, only 11 had validation checklists dated within the last two years (the 

National Planning Policy Framework requirement). A further 10 had checklists which 

were between 2 and 5 years old1. We also found that: 

• In total, 119 different types of documents were asked for across the 21 Local 

Planning authorities whose checklists were reviewed. 

• Individual Local Planning authorities had between 21 and 42 documents 

required for all planning applications. This rose to between 32 and 79 

documents when including documents required for some types of application 

only. 

• Documents such as affordable housing statements and transport 

assessments were almost always required. In contrast, a total of 40 different 

types of document were asked for by only one Local Planning authority each. 

There are, however, some concerns that Annex C does not currently include things 

that would be required for validation. These include: 

- A biodiversity net gain plan and/or ecological surveys 

- Community Infrastructure Levy form 

- Affordable Housing Statement 

 
1 Planning validation requirements: Moving to a planning statement approach instead of 
checklists : The Housing Forum 

https://housingforum.org.uk/reports/key-publications/planning-validation-requirements/
https://housingforum.org.uk/reports/key-publications/planning-validation-requirements/
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- Application summary. 

It would be helpful if the names of each of the required documents could be 

standardised, and set out in Annex C.  

23. Do you have any views on whether such a policy could be better 

implemented through regulations?  

See previous answer 

24. Do you agree with the principles set out in DM3? 

Partly agree. 

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

25. Do you agree that policy DM5 would prevent unnecessary 

negotiation of developer contributions, whilst also providing 

sufficient flexibility for development to proceed?  

Neither agree nor disagree 

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

We support the principle here, but think that it is inherently challenging to determine 

viability at plan-making stage because many factors are unknown. The statement in 

paragraph 1 that where development is proposed in line with a Development Plan 

“they should be assumed to be viable” therefore needs qualifying that this is in a 

situation where nothing significant has changed since the Development Plan was 

made. There is therefore likely to be a continued reliance on viability assessments on 

most schemes.  

It is nevertheless helpful to focus negotiations solely on things that have significantly 

changed or could not have been known when the site was purchased.  

26. Do you have any further comments on the likely impact of policy 

DM5: Development viability?  

The level of due diligence that is affordable at plan making stage is not the same as 

the level that is undertaken at site specific stage – which means that things can come 

to light at a late stage. The impact of this could be mitigated to some extent if LPAs 

are robust, realistic and transparent in their viability assessments. LPAs should 

engage proactively with developers as they produce their assessments, to help 

ensure that they are realistic, reflecting current industry costs and standards, and the 

current market conditions.   

Sometimes the development model may affect what is viable – for instance sites 

developed by community land trusts may offer something different from the standard 

affordable/market distinction.  

Allowing off-site cash sums can be a helpful approach to viability difficulties, though 

there is a need to ensure that these are robustly calculated, and that the LPA has a 

plan for using them.  



 

Page 11 of 47 

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. 

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. 

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? 

Partly agree. 

The Housing Forum is supportive in principle of the use of model planning conditions 

and obligations in order to reduce the time taken renegotiating afresh for each site. It 

is important that the model is fit for purpose, and it may be necessary to have 

different versions or optional clauses to be included, for instance on small sites, or in 

rural areas. We await the consultation on model conditions.  

30. Do you agree that policy DM7 clarifies the relationship between 

planning decisions and other regulatory regimes?  

Partly agree. 

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

We support this in principle but think that the wording needs tightening to ensure that 

the policy achieves its stated objectives. There is also work to do to ensure local 

authority buy-in for this approach, and in resolving the long delays to the Future 

Homes Standard. 

31. Do you agree with the new intentional unauthorised development 

policy in policy DM8?  

Strongly agree  

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

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? 

33. Do you agree with the new Article 4 direction policy in policy DM10?  
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Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 

disagree.  

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

 

Chapter 4: Achieving sustainable development 

34. Do you agree with the proposed approach to setting a spatial 

strategy in development plans? 

Partly agree. 

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

The Housing Forum agrees with the objectives of this approach, and note that many 

local authorities already do this setting out requirements and expectations for density 

in different types of areas (urban, suburban, etc). 

The brownfield passports approach is positive, and should help here.  

It is important that councils do not over-reach in terms of design costs. For instance, 

we are aware of one local authority with a very out of date Local Plan, and are 

adopting guidance that requires each new major proposal requests a design code 

drawn up with the council. They are expecting the applicant to pay for a technical 

team on the council’s side (which they will buy in) as well as their own. This can add 

considerable costs and delays to the planning process, especially if combined with 

the ability of the LPA to bespoke planning fees.  

 It is important that the ambition to streamline planning applies to the work of both 

applicants and councils.  

There is a need for greater clarity around how SDSs interact with Local Plans, 

especially for councils preparing Local Plans in advance of the SDS being available. 

35. Do you agree with the proposed definition of settlements in the 

glossary? 

Partly disagree 

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

The settlement hierarchy needs to be clear and unambiguous.  

36. Do you agree with the revised approach to the presumption in 

favour of sustainable development? 

Partly agree 

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

The Housing Forum supports the principle of the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development. There is a need to go further to ensure that local authorities working to 

Local Plans adopted in the last five years do not under-deliver by the new standard 
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method. And also to ensure to review and address the causes of the growing failure 

of LPAs to meet statutory timeframes for determining planning applications.  

37. Do you agree to the proposed approach to development within 

settlements? 

Partly agree.  

b. Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

We agree with the broad approach here, but it is important to allow for differentiation 

between different types of settlement and to ensure that density requirements do not 

conflict with requirements of good design.  

38. Do you agree to the proposed approach to development outside 

settlements?  

Partly agree 

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

We are broadly supportive of the changes to policy in this area and support the 

increased focus on areas that are already well-connected by train (as this is a 

particularly difficult form of infrastructure to supply in other areas). The definition of 

land that is “well-related” and “within reasonable walking distance” of a station should 

be more clearly defined. There is no need to leave this to be argued over in planning 

appeals when it can easily be set. There may also be a case to allow development 

within reasonable cycling distance (eg 4 miles) if there is a safe and suitable cycling 

route and cycle parking at the station.  

We would question whether this policy needs to be restricted to Travel to Work 

Areas, when the requirement for at least four trains an hour would automatically 

restrict it to places that are, overall, well-connected. It is important that this policy 

does not set expectations not to approve in areas that do not meet the well-

connected station criteria, if they would otherwise be appropriate for the development 

proposed. 

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?  

Partly agree 

a. Please provide your reasons.  

The proposed approach is useful, but it is important that the categories do not 

unintentionally constrain the delivery of new homes in areas where they are needed. 

This includes the provision of affordable housing in rural settlements. 

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?  

Neither agree nor disagree 
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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. 

We support the overall principle of trying to increase density in well-connected 

locations, but think that there may be a need for greater local discretion. Some areas 

with a well-connected station are currently quite rural in nature, and a mid-level 

density of around 30 dwellings per hectare may be more appropriate. The viability of 

housebuilding can make it viable to build low-rise but not to build higher-rise housing 

in many housing market situations.  

Government should publish a list of stations that are included currently. 

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 

a. If not, please provide your reasons 

 

Chapter 5: Meeting the challenge of climate change 

42. Do you agree with the approach to planning for climate change in 

policy CC1?  

Partly agree 

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

More clarity is needed on the sorts of things that LPAs should and should not be 

doing via the planning system to address climate change, and to avoid contradicting 

the earlier policy PM13.  

Requiring that development contributes to “radical reductions in greenhouse gas 

emissions” seems a very high bar, when considering the very small impact on overall 

global emissions that any one Local Plan can have.  

43. Do you agree with the approach to mitigating climate change 

through planning decisions in policy CC2?  

Partly agree 

a. If not, what additional measures could be taken to ensure 

climate change mitigation is given appropriate consideration? 

More could be done via the permitted development regime to cover off better 

insulation, installation of heat pumps and small scale/domestic renewable energy 

generation. 

44. Do you agree with the approach to climate change adaptation 

through planning decisions in policy CC3?  

Partly disagree 
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a. What additional measures could be taken to ensure climate 

change adaptation is given appropriate consideration?  

This should be primarily covered by other legislation. Overheating is covered by Part 

O of the Building Regulations.  

45. Does the policy on wildfire adaptation clearly explain when such 

risks should be considered and how these risks should be 

mitigated?  

Neither agree nor disagree 

a. Please provide your reasons  

More specific definitions and guidance are required. At present the definitions are 

very wide and there is a lack of clarity around how wildfire risk should be addressed 

in practice. 

46.  How should wildfire adaptation measures be integrated with wider 

principles for good design, and what additional guidance would be 

helpful?  

See previous answer 

47. Do you have any other comments on actions that could be taken 

through national planning policy to address climate change? 

 

Chapter 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?  

Partly agree. 

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

49. Is further guidance required on assessing the needs of different 

groups, including older people, disabled people, and those who 

require social and affordable housing?  

Partly agree. 

a. If so, what elements should this guidance cover?  

Additional guidance should be provided on how the needs of different groups should 

be identified in Local Plans.  

50. Do you agree with the approach to incorporating relevant policies of 

Planning Policy for Traveller Sites within this chapter?  

No comment 

a. Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. # 
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51. Is further guidance needed on how authorities should assess the 

need for traveller sites and set requirement figures?  

No comment 

a. If so, what are the key principles this guidance should establish? 

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 41 Local Plan 5-year housing land supply?  

Strongly agree 

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

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?  

Partly agree. 

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

54. Do you agree the requirements to establish a 5 year supply of 

deliverable traveller sites and monitor delivery are sufficiently clear?  

No comment 

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?  

Partly agree. 

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

Greater clarity is needed around the evidence that LPAs will be required to submit to 

demonstrate that planned infrastructure is deliverable.  

The current NPPF, in paragraph 73(b), requires Local Planning authorities to “seek 

opportunities, through policies and decisions, to support small sites to come forward 

for community-led development”, but this appears to have been dropped from the 

current draft NPPF. 

56. Do you agree our proposed changes to the definition of designated 

rural areas will better support rural social and affordable housing?  

Partly agree. 

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?  

Partly agree. 
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There is a shortage of accessible housing and a need to address this by ensuring 

that a proportion of newbuild meets accessibility standards. This needs to be 

carefully balanced with deliverability. The appropriate level of M4(2) and M4(3) 

housing therefore depends both on levels of need, and also on development viability 

(how strong the housing market is) and physical constraints (slopy sites or high-

density housing).  

There may also be a need for different quotas on affordable housing and on market 

housing – this is because local authorities control the allocation of social housing so 

can ensure that it is occupied by people requiring accessible housing. This is not the 

case with market housing, so could mean a significant increase in build costs for very 

little gain if it is purchased by people who do not require the adaptations.  

It is vital that local authorities understand the complexities of small infill sites and 

build viability when setting requirements for accessible housing and are wiling to flex 

them for sites that would otherwise be unviable.  

58. Do you agree 40% of new housing delivered to M4(2) standards over 

the plan period is the right minimum proportion?  

Partly disagree 

a. Please provide your reasons, and would you support an 

alternative minimum percentage requirement?  

See answer to Question 57. This depends both on levels of need and on local 

circumstances (market and geographical constraints).  

It is unclear how a target could be achieved over a plan period – if the target is not 

viable on sites building out early on, then it could place an unreasonable burden on 

later sites to make up the shortfall.  

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?  

Neither agree nor disagree 

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

Allocating sites for specialist types of housing outside of the normal site allocation 

process can help ensure that these needs are met without reducing the number of 

allocated sites for other purposes. Community-led housing could be added to the list 

of specific types of housing, to help support this sector, which has potential to 

generate support for new housing in areas where it might otherwise be lacking. 

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?  

Neither agree nor disagree 
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a. Please provide your reasons and indicate if an alternative site 

size threshold would be preferable? 

The Housing Forum is supportive of a broad mix of housing tenures, and requiring a 

mixture on larger sites can help build-out rates, as well as ensuring that housing is 

available for all types of people. LPAs should explicitly identify the requirement for 

rented housing where appropriate. 

However, we have some concerns with a threshold as low as 150, especially for 

flatted developments. Mixing tenures within a block can be very difficult - Neither 

housing associations nor the Build-to-Rent sector are keen on taking on only some of 

the flats in a block and negotiating complex management arrangements and service 

charges that may be unaffordable to some groups. A threshold of 500 would 

therefore be more appropriate. 

For low-density developments of houses rather than flats there is interest in build-to-

rent housing in some housing markets, but not in all. Flexibility may be needed as a 

development progresses to alter the tenure mix in order to respond to changing 

levels of demand or funding available for the Affordable element.  

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?  

Partly agree 

a. Please provide your reasons 

LPAs should be encouraged to ensure that they allocate smaller sites as well as 

larger ones, in order to improve build-out rates and support the SME housebuilding 

sector. There is, however, some concern that 10% of the total housing requirement 

may not be an appropriate figure in all circumstances, especially for areas that are 

planning new settlements or large urban extensions.  

LPAs are reliant on sites coming forward for allocation and what comes forward is 

outwith their control. There is also an issue that a significant proportion of smaller 

sites are likely to come forward as windfall sites, rather than being allocated in Local 

Plans.  

It is our understanding that the biggest barriers for SME housebuilders are around 

costs and viability, rather than the availability of small sites. Addressing the costs and 

delays in the planning system would therefore be more effective means to support 

the sector.  

62. Are any changes to policy HO7 needed in order to ensure that 

substantial weight is given to meeting relevant needs? 

63. Do you agree that proposals to add military affordable housing to 

the definition of affordable housing, and allow military housing to be 

delivered 45 as part of affordable housing requirements, will 

successfully enable the provision of military homes?  

Partly disagree 

a. Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.  
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We are concerned that the provision of affordable housing for people in housing need 

is not diluted by the provision of military housing, which ought to be able to be funded 

without cross-subsidy from the private sector. 

64. Do you agree flexibility relating to the size of market homes 

provided will better enable developments providing affordable 

housing?  

Strongly agree 

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

All housing meets a need, and allowing the market housing to respond to market 

signals will enable it to focus where demand is strongest (which can indicate an 

under-supply of that size or type of housing) and also increases the financial returns 

on a site, helping viability and improving the cross-subsidy available for social 

housing. Flexibility is particularly helpful here if market conditions change after the 

Local Plan is made.  

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?  

Partly agree 

a. If so, what would be an appropriate minimum proportion and 

development size threshold taking into account development 

viability?  

The Housing Forum supports the Government’s efforts to increase the proportion of 

social rented homes that are built. However, the proportion that is viable varies from 

place to place and over time, so it may be unhelpful to set a minimum percentage in 

Local Plans, without any identified funding source. Doing so might mean that the lack 

of funding for social housing holds back overall housebuilding rates, which is 

unhelpful in meeting housing need. 

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? 

Affordable temporary accommodation, including forms of stepping-stone housing 

should be provided where the local authority considers that there is a clearly 

identified need. 

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?  

Neither agree nor 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 – 
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for example, should it not be permitted on land released from the 

Green Belt where the Golden Rules apply? Please explain your 

answer.  

We believe that this should only be permitted by default for medium sized flatted 

developments – because on-site provision is particularly difficult for flats. When 

building houses, it should be permitted only for small sites, or when there is robust 

evidence that providing the affordable homes on-site would be impractical or 

unviable, or that the potential off-site provision of affordable housing is better (either 

in numbers, quality or size) than on-site. 

It is vital that Government addresses the underlying reasons behind RPs’ reduced 

appetite to take on S106 sites in the last couple of years, which relate to under-

funding the sector relative to growing costs, alongside quality concerns particularly 

around whether new homes are off-gas or not. The delays to the Future Homes 

Standard have exacerbated these issues. 

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 47 evidenced that onsite delivery 

would prevent a scheme from being delivered? Please explain 

your answer  

See previous answer (68a) 

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 on SME housing delivery, 

overall housing delivery, land values, build out rates, overall social 

and affordable housing delivery, and Registered Providers 

(including SME providers).  

The benefit of accepting a cash payment is that this can accelerate build-out and 

ensure a scheme remains viable. It is not reliant on a social landlord wanting to take 

on homes on that specific site, thus providing more flexibility. In high-value areas it 

may enable to funding to provide a larger number of homes in a cheaper area 

instead.  

Accepting an off-site contribution is particularly important for medium sized high 

density flatted schemes, there is very little less appetite from RPs to acquire the 

homes – especially if there are complex estate management and high service 

charges.  

The disadvantage is that there is less guarantee that the homes are actually built. In 

some situations LPAs may feel they have no choice but to accept a payment that is 

not sufficient to build the number of affordable homes that was originally being 

sought. There is a risk that expectations of (too low) cash contributions could inflate 

land prices, so it is vital that expectations are set out clearly before developers bid for 

land.  
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Accepting off-site contributions also creates less mixed communities. (This is a 

particular concern in rural areas, where there are fewer opportunities for the 

commuted sum to be spent nearby.) Allowing cash contributions in lieu of affordable 

housing may also reduce opportunities for small community-led groups to take on the 

affordable housing within a medium sized site.  

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.  

It is also important that the payments are ringfenced for providing new housing and 

that councils have plans in place to deliver, either on their own or via partners. 

Money received in lieu of affordable housing provision should be ringfenced for the 

purpose of delivering new affordable housing. LPAs should have plans in place to 

spend money, either alone or via partners. One model is to use the funding like grant 

funding). A local authority can do this via a bidding process for smaller RPs to bid for, 

but some councils may need more support with managing this process. 

Money that is not spent after a reasonable period of time could be returned to Homes 

England (or the GLA) to top up the SHAP.  

Councils can also use funding that is received from off-site contributions in ways that 

are more flexible than the SHAP. For instance, they may wish to top up affordable 

housing on sites that are not viable or to change the tenure or size mix of new 

affordable homes. They may want to pool it with other funding sources, such as Right 

to Buy receipts.  

Homes England could support Councils in developing their programmes to spend 

through their partner programme. 

70. Would further guidance be helpful in supporting authorities to 

calculate the appropriate value of cash contributions in lieu?  

Yes 

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 Development Value of the 

scheme assuming affordable housing was provided onsite. 

Guidance should include: 

• When to accept a commuted sum payment. The language and definitions need 

to be clear around what is a medium sized site.   

• How to calculate commuted sum payments via a clear formula, set out in a policy 

or SPD. LPAs should engage with the housebuilding sector when setting this out 

to ensure it is realistic. Homes England and the GLA also have data used to 

calculate grant rates that may be helpful here.  
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• Monitoring and safeguards to cover what happens if a LPA is unable or fails to 

spend the commuted sum. This could include paying it to Homes England or the 

GLA to be added to the SHAP. 

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? 

Partly agree. 

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

See previous answers (67-70). 

72. Do you agree the with the criteria set out regarding the locations of 

specialist housing for older people?  

Partly agree. 

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

73. Do you agree with the criteria set out regarding the locations of 

community based specialist accommodation, including changes to 

the glossary?  

Partly agree. 

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

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?  

Partly agree. 

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

75. Do you agree the proposals provide adequate additional support for 

rural exception sites?  

No comment 

a. Please provide your reasons, including what other changes may 

be needed to increase their uptake?  

76. Do you agree with proposals to remove First Homes exception sites 

as a discrete form of exception site?  

Strongly agree 

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

We don’t believe that the First Homes policy is helpful or appropriate for rural 

exception sites, and it has made it harder to deliver social rented homes on these 

sites. 
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77. Do you agree proposals for a benchmark land value for rural 

exception sites will help to bring forward more rural affordable 

homes?  

No comment 

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? 

No comment 

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

80. Do you agree the proposals in policy HO13 will help to ensure 

development proposals are built out in a reasonable period?  

Strongly disagree. 

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

The Housing Forum shares the Government’s ambition to increase housing supply 

and appreciates efforts to help accelerate delivery in sites that are already in the 

pipeline. We also understand the frustrations that local authorities feel when they are 

held responsible for housing delivery, which is so often outside of their control.  

We are supportive of the overall ambition of HO13 to increase flexibility for larger 

phased sites. 

However, we are concerned about suggestions that LPAs could require starts within 

a shorter timescale than the relevant statutory period. It takes take time to appoint 

contractors, discharge planning conditions, get Gateway 2 approval (where relevant) 

and complete the relevant design stages. Giving the LPA licence to decide to shorten 

the timeframes increases development risk and hence further threatens viability.  

Our experience in the sector tells us that slow-build out rates of sites is not 

something that developers do for their own gain, rather than in response to market 

factors. The CMA report was clear that developers do not hold land-banks for their 

own financial gain above that which they need to ensure a smooth pipeline of 

developable sites. This includes RPs who also struggle with stalled sites, viability and 

delays in the planning and construction process. 

There are benefits from mandating reporting on buildout progress, and on 

encouraging a dialogue about the reasons for slow progress, so that local authorities 

better understand the reasons for slow build-out, and can keep their five-year land 

supply updated.  

However, we feel these benefits will not be realised if accompanied by threats of 

fines or refusal of future permissions. Our members from across the housing sector – 

including councils, housing associations, developers and legal firms who advise the 
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sector – are united in the view that attempting to impose financial penalties on 

housebuilders for slow buildout rates would be counterproductive to its intended 

aim.  Rather than encouraging collaborative solution-finding to the complex issues 

around build-out rates and stalled sites, the proposed measures would pit councils 

and developers against each other.  

We responded previously to the Government’s consultation on build-out rates, raising 

the following concerns: 

• Slow build-out rate (which already causes financial losses via borrowing 

costs) having increased risk attached to it. This would deter lenders to the 

sector and increase the price of credit. This in turn would increase costs and 

reduce the viability of much-needed Affordable Housing.   

• A significant financial hit on housing associations who own sites that are 

currently stalled because of the viability of housing given increased 

construction costs.  

• Increased difficulties in delivering higher-risk complex brownfield sites. 

Councils already feel that developers “cherry pick” the easier sites, and this 

would likely be exacerbated by these measures.  

• An overly cautious approach from housebuilders around what they build, to 

ensure that build-out rates are achieved. This may include being under-

ambitious in terms of density, design or use of more innovative 

or environmentally friendly construction methods, including MMC.   

• Increased legal costs for both councils and developers who need to spend 

time arguing over who is responsible for slow build-out rates. It is often the 

case that different factors interact, or that more than one factor is 

holding development up simultaneously. Third parties (such as the 

Highways Agency or Building Safety Regulator) may be responsible 

for delays.   

We are concerned that the proposals in the draft NPPF lack clarity and will fail to 

address the underlying causes of slow build-out. In particular, the terms ‘without 

unnecessary delay’ and ‘within a reasonable period’ are not clearly defined. This will 

lead to long delays with different sides arguing over what is or is not reasonable.   

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 

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

This would give more flexibility to large multi-phased sites. It is important that the 

broad parameters for what is required in order to match the level of infrastructure 

being supplied are clear upfront.  

https://housingforum.org.uk/campaigns/the-housing-forum-responds-to-the-governments-planning-policy-on-improving-build-out-rates/
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82. Are any more specific approaches or definitions needed to support 

the delivery of very large (super strategic) sites, including new 

towns? 

 Yes 

a. Please provide your reasons. 

Definitions of a strategic site and a super strategic site are required.  

83. Do you agree with the proposed changes to the Housing Delivery 

Test rule book?  

Strongly agree 

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

This flexibility is helpful. 

 

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? 

No comment 

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

85. Do you agree with the approach to meeting the need for business 

land and premises in policy E2?  

No comment 

a. Pease provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

86. Do you agree with the proposed new decision-making policy 

supporting freight and logistics development in policy E3?  

No comment 

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

87. Do you agree with the approach to rural business development in 

policy E4? 

No comment 

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

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

89. Do you agree with the approach to development in town centres in 

policy TC2?  

Partly disagree 

a. If not, please explain how you would achieve this aim 

differently? 

We are concerned that this policy fails to recognise the positive impact that 

residential accommodation can have on town centres, increasing footfall and 

avoiding a run-down appearance with unused buildings.  

90.  What impacts, if any, have you observed on the operation of 

planning policy for town centres since the introduction of Use class 

E?  

91. Do you believe the sequential test in policy TC3 should be retained?  

No comment 

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

92. Do you agree with the approach to town centre impact assessments 

in policy TC4?  

No comment 

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

93. Do you agree that the updated policies provide clearer and stronger 

support for the rollout of 5G and gigabit broadband?  

No comment 

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

94. Do you agree the requirements for minimising visual impact and 

reusing existing structures are practical for applicants and Local 

Planning authorities?  

No comment 

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

95. Do you agree the supporting information requirements are 

proportionate and sufficient without creating unnecessary burdens?  

No comment 
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a. Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 

 

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 

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

alternative approach would you suggest? 

It is critical that energy and water infrastructure is planned for in the Development 

Plan. The infrastructure providers must be clear on their obligations. Otherwise, there 

is a risk of development being held up or unable to go ahead because of late-stage 

objections from infrastructure providers.  

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 

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

This is really important, and we are concerned that it may not go far enough in 

ensuring that water companies are engaged in plan-making early enough on, and in 

a meaningful way.  

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 

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

any changes you would make to improve the policy. 

99. Do you agree with the proposed approach to supporting 

development for water infrastructure in policy W4?  

Strongly agree 

a. Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree 

 

Chapter 11: Facilitating the sustainable use of minerals 

The Housing Forum will not be responding to this section 
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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? 

Partly agree 

115. If not, what further guidance is needed? 

The Housing Forum supports the focus on brownfield land where practical, though 

our members report that there are multiple challenges to bringing such sites forward, 

and that Government investment is often required. The Building Safety Act has had a 

real impact on viability of higher-rise housing, meaning that it may often be more 

expensive to deliver – even after factoring in the lower land price per unit. It is vital 

that the economics of housing delivery are understood by those setting minimum 

density requirements. A site-specific and area-specific approach may be better. 

There is also some concern that the push for higher density may come at the 

expense of quality or living standards. Good design requires a street-based 

approach, rather than a building-based approach to design. Three storey houses can 

provide a good streetscape and higher density (especially in floorspace, if not units), 

though can be hard to combine with accessible housing requirements – so 

compromises are sometimes needed here. 

We are pleased to see recognition that changing the character of an area is a 

positive thing to do – and support the focus on the corner plots, mansard roof 

extensions as ways to do this. Landmark buildings can help to build local support for 

higher-rise buildings and create a unique feel to an area. 

We support Part 2’s requirements that LPAs take a proactive role in identifying land 

for development. Councils should be encouraged to work with developers, 

landowners, RPs and other public sector bodies who may own land. 

116. Do you agree policy L2 provides clear guidance on how 

development proposals should be assessed to ensure efficient use 

of land?  

Neither agree nor disagree 

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

“Efficient use of land” is not well defined. We are unsure whether this is just about 

densities, or something wider. Viability needs to be considered in setting policies 

around either density or efficient use of land. 

117. Do you agree policy L2 identifies appropriate typologies of 

development to support intensification?  

Strongly agree 

a. If not, what typologies should be added or removed and why?  

118. Do you agree the high-level design principles provided in policy 

L2(d) appropriate for national policy?  
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Neither agree nor disagree 

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

Encouragement to make better use of corner plots is welcome, but a broader 

approach to upwards extensions could encourage more flexibility. 

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.  

Neither agree nor disagree 

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

Encouragement to make better use of corner plots is welcome, but a broader 

approach to upwards extensions could encourage more flexibility. 

120. Do you agree with the proposed safeguards in policy L2 that 

allow development in residential 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?  

Partly agree 

a.  If not, please explain how guidance could be clearer?  

The precise density to be achieved may be better left to local discretion – on smaller 

sites it may be more appropriate to set lower densities, and on larger more ambitious 

sites, higher ones may be appropriate. The recognition that changing the character of 

an area can be desirable is welcome and the wording on this could be strengthened 

to be clear that Local Plans should not require all new housing to be ‘in keeping’ with 

the local area.  

122. Do you agree with the minimum density requirements set out 

within policy L3?  

Neither agree nor disagree 

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

The precise density to be achieved may be better left to local discretion – at either 

SDS or Local Plan level. In some areas it may be appropriate to set much higher 

density requirements. 

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  
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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?  

Neither agree nor disagree 

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

Dwellings per hectare is well understood, though there is also an argument for using 

floorspace per hectare, to encourage the building of larger homes where these are 

needed (or to prevent the combination of challenging density requirements and a 

push to preserve the character of the area resulting in very small flats or houses). 

The definitions of what is included when measuring density should be amended to 

exclude road space that is not developable land.   

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? 

 Partly disagree 

a. Please provide your reasons and preferred alternatives.  

We are broadly supportive of the changes to policy in this area and support the 

increased focus on areas that are already well-connected by train (as this is a 

particularly difficult form of infrastructure to supply in other areas). The definition of 

land that is “well-related” and “within reasonable walking distance” of a station should 

be more clearly defined. There is no need to leave this to be argued over in planning 

appeals when it can easily be set. There may also be a case to allow development 

within reasonable cycling distance (eg 4 miles) if there is a safe and suitable cycling 

route and cycle parking at the station.  

We would question whether this policy needs to be restricted to Travel to Work 

Areas, when the requirement for at least four trains an hour would automatically 

restrict it to places that are, overall, well-connected. It is important that this policy 

does not set expectations not to approve in areas that do not meet the well-

connected station criteria, if they would otherwise be appropriate for the development 

proposed. 

There may also be a need for greater local discretion. Some areas with a well-

connected station are currently quite rural in nature, and a mid-level density of 

around 30 dwellings per hectare may be more appropriate. The viability of 

housebuilding can make it viable to build low-rise but not to build higher-rise housing 

in many housing market situations.  

Government should publish a list of stations that are included currently. 

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?  



 

Page 31 of 47 

No  

a. If so, how should these locations be defined in a clear and 

unambiguous way and what should these density standards be?  

If they are used, then definitions need to be totally clear with no room for ambiguity. 

This applies both to the types of area (urban core, etc) and to the density standards 

(what land is included). The difficulties in doing this in a way that works across all 

areas illustrate why it may not be the best approach. 

126. Should we define a specific range of residential densities for 

land around stations classified as ‘well-connected’? 

Yes. This would be a better approach than trying to set them nationally. 

127. If so, what should that range be, and which locations should it 

apply to? 

Ranges of around 30dph are appropriate for very rural areas. Densities of over 

110dph may be appropriate to urban areas with high pressure on housing, such as 

London. 

128. Do you agree policy L4 provides clear high-level guidance on 

good design for residential extensions?  

Strongly agree 

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

 

Chapter 13: Protecting Green Belt land 

130. Do you agree that policy GB1 provides appropriate criteria for 

establishing new Green Belts?  

Partly disagree 

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

We agree that new green belts should only be established in exceptional 

circumstances. The policy, as worded, does not go far enough to emphasise that it 

should not be the norm to create new greenbelts near new settlements or major 

urban extensions. Any creation of new greenbelts should take account of future 

housing growth requirements and also of the way that a new settlement relates to the 

area around it.  

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, 

a. Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 
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133. Do you agree with proposals to better enable development 

opportunities around suitable stations to be brought forward?  

Strongly agree, 

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

134. Do you agree the expectations set out in policy GB5 are 

appropriate and deliverable in Local Plans?  

Partly agree 

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

Policy GB5 (1(d)) is not clear as to how the compensatory improvements should be 

quantified and what is required. Further guidance is needed, or alternatively, this 

policy could be changed to clarify that meeting other requirements as set out in 

Chapter 19 or around Biodiversity Net Gain would satisfy this policy. 

136. Do you agree policies GB6 and GB7 set out appropriate tests for 

considering development on Green Belt land?  

Strongly agree  

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

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 

138. Please provide your reasons, including any evidence that this 

policy would lead to adverse impacts on Gypsies and Travellers. 

139. Do you agree that site-specific viability assessment should be 

permitted on development proposals subject to the Golden Rules in 

these three circumstances?  

No comment 

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

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 77 assessments are used only for genuinely 

previously developed land, and not predominantly greenfield sites? 

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 terms set out?  

Partly disagree 
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142. Please explain your answer, including your view on the 

appropriate approach to setting a ‘floor’, and the right level for this? 

We understand and support the Government’s aspiration to increase the supply of 

affordable homes, and it is correct that greenbelt sites in many parts of the country 

offer the potential to be more ambitious with the affordable delivery, because land 

prices have not been inflated by the potential for market housing delivery, and 

because they are (generally) greenfield sites with fewer abnormal costs. It is right 

that Government sets out ambitious levels of social housing on land released from 

greenbelts to avoid inflating land values.  

Nevertheless, there are many parts of the country where the cost of building new 

homes is close to or even exceeds the value of those homes (even if land is free). 

Our 2024 report on The Cost of Building a House explained why this is. The potential 

of S106 to provide cross-subsidy for social housing in these circumstances is 

therefore very limited. Yet these areas still need new homes – and the provision of 

any housing can help (as it will push rents and prices down). Imposing a ‘floor’ that 

overrules viability assessments could render much-needed new housing unviable. 

143. Do you agree with Local Planning authorities testing viability at 

the plan making stage using a standardised Benchmark Land Values 

scenario of 10 78 times Existing Use Value for greenfield, Green Belt 

land?  

Partly disagree 

a. Please explain your answer.  

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? 

It is helpful for LPAs to have a view on viability at the plan-making stage. However, it 

is hard to assess it accurately because too many factors will be unknown at this 

stage. The appraisal of individual sites and abnormal costs will not be at the level of 

detail as when a full planning application is being prepared, and changes to the 

housing market, construction costs or future policy changes cannot always be 

foreseen. 

LPAs do not have the resources to undertake this at the level that would be required.  

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 

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

 

https://housingforum.org.uk/reports/key-publications/the-cost-of-building-a-house/
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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?  

Partly agree 

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

There is still some uncertainty across the housing sector around how to use design 

codes effectively. 

LPAs should be encouraged to engage with developers, architects and construction 

companies when preparing their design policies, to ensure they are achievable and 

that they do not cause big increases in costs. 

The role of design codes needs to be well-defined. They should be site-specific and 

should not over-reach into dictating elements of design that are best left to architects 

or developers, who understand their market as well as the constraints upon delivery.  

NPPF should refer to The Design and Placemaking PPG, to help ensure consistency 

between LPAs and that high standards are implemented. 

It is also important that delays in producing design codes do not prevent applications 

for new homes from coming forward, or mean that those applications are treated less 

favourably or have decisions delayed.  

147. Do you agree with the approach to design tools set out in policy 

DP2?  

Partly agree 

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

The Housing Forum supports the move towards site-specific design codes and away 

from local-authority level codes. We are aware that there is still much uncertainty 

across the sector as to how to use design codes effectively, and a risk of over-reach 

from them. LPAs need clear guidance on what they should – and should not – be 

doing to ensure that their role is manageable within the resource constraints they 

experience.  

A key challenge with design codes is that it is right to be aspirational for new housing 

and to set high standards. Yet, there is also a need to compromise on some of the 

ambitions in order to ensure that housebuilding remains viable, and to priorities other 

ambitions (lower carbon emissions, accessibility, liveability, social housing, 

community infrastructure, etc). This means that most aspects of a design code need 

to be flexible. 

We welcome the Design and Placemaking guidance and are responding separately 

to that consultation. It is crucial that this guidance and the NPPF align.  

148. Do you agree policy DP3 clearly set out principles for 

development proposals to respond to their context and create well-

designed places?  
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Partly disagree 

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

As worded, the policy would require an LPA to refuse an application that is ‘not well 

designed’ if it fails to meet one or more of the criteria for being well-designed. 

However, these are not basic building standards of quality – but rather more 

aspirational standards. In reality, it may be necessary to compromise on one or more 

of them in order to achieve other objectives (lower carbon emissions, affordable 

housing, infrastructure, etc) and remains viable. There is evidence of mission-creep 

in some of the criteria of “good design” – for instance ‘liveability’ includes a “range of 

tenures”, which may be impractical in some instances.  

Guidance needs to be clearer that LPAs should work closely with the housing sector 

(developers, RPs, architects and construction companies) to create site-specific 

design codes. 

149. Do you agree with the proposed approach to using design 

review and other design processes in policy DP4?  

Partly agree 

a. If not, what else would help secure better design and 

placemaking outcomes? 

Please see answer to Q148. 

 

Chapter 15: Promoting sustainable transport 

The Housing Forum will not be responding to this section 

 

Chapter 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   

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

It should also be recognised that people moving to a new development are often 

already living in the area, prior to the new housing being built.  

159. Do you agree that Local Green Space should be ‘close’ to the 

community it serves?  

Neither agree nor disagree 

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



 

Page 36 of 47 

Local green space needs to be clearly defined and designated. 

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? 

Partly agree 

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?   

162. Do you agree with the proposed approach to retaining key 

community facilities and public service infrastructure in policy 

HC6?  

Strongly agree 

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

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 

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

164. Do you agree with the clarification that Local Green Space 

should not fall into areas regarded as grey belt or where Green Belt 

policy on previously developed land apply?  

Partly disagree 

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

This appears to muddy the distinction between green space (for community use, in 

all types of area) and green belts (a policy applied to all land, to prevent urban 

sprawl). 

 

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?  

No comment 

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

166. Are any additional tools or guidance needed to enable better 

decision-making on contaminated land?  
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167. Do you agree with the criteria set out in proposed policy P3 as a 

basis for securing acceptable living conditions and managing 

pollution?  

Partly agree 

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

168. Do you agree policy P4 makes sufficiently clear how decision-

makers should apply the agent of change principle?  

No comment 

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

169. Do you agree policy P5 provides sufficient basis for addressing 

possible malicious threats and other hazards when considering 

development proposals? 

No comment 

170. Do you agree that substantial weight should be given to the 

benefits of development for defence and public protection 

purposes?  

No comment 

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

 

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?  

No comment  

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

172. Do you agree with the proposed clarifications to the sequential 

test set out in policy F5?  

No comment 

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

173. Do you agree with the proposed approach to the exception test 

set out in policy F6?  

No comment 

a. Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. 
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174. Do you agree with the proposed requirement in policy F8 for 

sustainable drainage systems to be designed in accordance with the 

National Standards?  

No comment 

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

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?  

No comment 

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

176. Do you agree with the proposed changes to policy for managing 

development in areas affected by coastal change?  

No comment 

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

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?  

178. Do you agree with the proposed new additions to Table 2: Flood 

Risk Vulnerability Classifications?  

No comment 

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.  

 

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?   

Neither agree nor disagree 

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

180. In what circumstances would it be reasonable to seek more than 

10% biodiversity net gain on sites being allocated in the 

development plan, especially where this could support meeting 
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biodiversity net gain obligations on other neighbouring sites in a 

particular area?  

Given the difficulties with viability across the housing sector, and in particular with 

providing sufficient cross-subsidy to build the social housing that is so badly needed, 

it does not seem appropriate to be setting higher requirements for BNG than the 

10%, which is still relatively new. Development that exceeds this can potentially sell 

credits to other schemes. 

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.  

It is vital that local authorities are willing and able to adopt roads with street trees 

included, in order that BNG requirements can be met. It is not fair on residents of 

new estates to have service charges levied on them for tree maintenance, nor is it an 

efficient way to manage street trees. 

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?  

Partly disagree 

a. Please provide your reasons, including how policy can be 

improved to ensure compliance.  

Policy N4 should refer to the duties on bodies who manage protected landscapes, 

including the duty to foster the economic wellbeing of the people who live there by 

providing housing.  

Policy N4(2) should be amended to exclude rural exception sites being delivered for 

100% affordable housing. 

Major developments should be defined in line with the glossary in NPPF. 

183. Do you agree policy N6 provides clarity on the treatment of 

internationally, nationally and locally recognised site within the 

planning system?  

No comment 

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

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 comment 
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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?  

No comment 

a. Please provide your reasons.  

186. Do you have any evidence as to the impact of implementing 

the additional regard duties for development?  

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?  

Neither agree nor disagree 

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

The wording here should be brought into line with the Listed Buildings (1990) Act in 

defining the duties of Development Plans to “conserve or enhance” conservation 

areas. This also applies to Policy HE4. 

188.  Do you agree with the approach to assessing the effects of 

development on heritage assets set out in policy H5?  

No comment 

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

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?  

Neither agree nor disagree 

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

More recognition of the need to ensure viability is needed here. 

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.  

191. Do you have any other comments on the revisions to the 

heritage chapter?   
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Further questions 

192. Do you agree with the transitional arrangements approach to 

decision-making?  

Partly agree 

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

193. Do you have any further thoughts on the policies outlined in this 

consultation?  

194. Do you agree with the list of Written Ministerial Statements set 

out in Annex A to the draft Framework whose planning content 

would be superseded by the policies proposed in this consultation?  

Strongly agree 

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

Annex A - Data Centres and onsite energy generation 

The Housing Forum will not be responding to Annex A. 

 

Annex B - Viability: Standardised inputs in viability 

assessment 

200. Would you support the use of growth testing for strategic, multi-

phase schemes?  

Strongly disagree.   

a. Please explain your answer. 

It is not possible to assess viability in any meaningful way far into the future. Trying to 

do so would put a huge resource pressure on LPAs and for no tangible benefit. 

201. Would you support the optional use of growth testing for 

regeneration schemes?  

Strongly disagree.   

a. Please explain your answer. 

It is not possible to assess viability in any meaningful way far into the future. Trying to 

do so would put a huge resource pressure on LPAs and for no tangible benefit. 

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?  

Partly disagree 
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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.  

This may be insufficient to ensure developer interest, given the risks inherent in 

housebuilding. 

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.    

Developers will accept lower profit margins if sites are de-risked by councils before 

purchase, or if there is a risk-sharing partnership arrangement in place. This makes it 

hard to set national figures.  

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?  

Yes 

a. Please explain your answer.  

There is much that government can do to de-risk sites, and work in partnership to 

deliver. This is an area that needs much greater attention and unfortunately is 

beyond our capacity to respond to with the depth needed in time for this consultation 

closing. 

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 comment 

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?  

No comment 

a. Please explain your answer.  

207. Are there types of development on which metrics other than 

profit on gross development value should be routinely accepted as a 
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measure of return e.g. strategic sites large multi-phased schemes, 

or build to rent schemes?   

No comment 

a. Please explain your answer.  

208. Do you agree that guidance should be updated to reflect the fact 

a premium may not be required in all circumstances?  

Neither agree nor disagree 

a. In what circumstances might a premium, or the usual premium, 

not be required?  

Landowners generally prefer to hold onto land if they cannot sell for a good price. 

Land being purchased by CPO would therefore seem the main opportunity.  

b. What impact (if any) would you foresee if this change were 

made?  

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?  

No comment 

a. Please explain your answer.  

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?  

No comment 

a.  If another metric, please set out your preferred approach and 

rationale.  

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?  

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.  

Neither agree nor disagree  

a. Please explain your answer.  

This is an issue that needs much greater attention. We have had limited input into 

Annex B from members, reflecting the fact that these are questions 200 to 212 from a 

225 question-long consultation that was issued over the Christmas period. The 
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issues raised in this annex are complex and we would urge the Government to find 

ways to engage further with industry and with local authorities on this topic before 

proceeding with major changes to policy that carry heavy risks. The Housing Forum 

would be happy to help facilitate further conversations on this issue. 

 

Annex C - Reforming Site Thresholds 

213.  Do you agree that a 2.5 hectare threshold is appropriate?  

Partly disagree 

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

We can see the merits in defining sites by their size, but are aware of a few potential 

difficulties with the approach: 

- On some sites with topographical challenges, a site of over 2.5 hectares may be 

able to accommodate significantly fewer than 49 homes. These difficult sites 

may nevertheless share all the same challenges as other small/medium sized 

sites 

- In other areas (dense urban areas) a 2.5 hectare site may have space for over 

200 new homes. Councils are concerned about the loss of CIL and affordable 

housing on such sites.  

- The number of new homes provided is very easy to count. In contrast, the size of 

the developable area that should be included is more contestable, especially if – 

for instance – new community infrastructure or green space is being provided on 

site and adjacent to the new homes, as a condition of planning. 

It is important not to discourage developers from maximising the potential delivery 

on each site, and there is a risk that focusing on numbers and not on site area might 

lead to under-ambitious numbers of new homes being delivered, to stay just below 

the threshold. LPAs should be encouraged to set clear density requirements for 

smaller sites to prevent this. 

214. Do you agree that a unit threshold of between 10 and 49 units 

is appropriate?  

Strongly agree 

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

We support the creation of a new medium-sized planning category. This will help to 

streamline the system for SME builders and ensure that more of these smaller sites 

are viable. Smaller sites can help smooth out housing delivery across the housing 

market cycle. To maximise the benefits of this new category a through review of 

planning requirements across the whole of the planning system (including validation 

requirements, BNG, environmental and infrastructure requirements, etc) should be 

undertaken with opportunities grasped to reduce disproportionate costs and 

bureaucracy wherever possible. 
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Smaller sites (including medium sized sites) provide opportunities for urban infill and 

small brownfield sites to come forward, as well as supporting community-led housing 

and rural housing.  

215. Do you foresee risks or operability issues anticipated with the 

proposed definition of medium development?  

Yes/No.   

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

mitigations.  

We have identified a few key risks, all of which can be mitigated to some degree: 

1) Areas that rely on small and medium sized sites for a large proportion of their 

total housing delivery could see reduced CIL income and reduce the on-site 

provision of affordable housing. To mitigate this: 

a. The threshold would be best set in terms of numbers of new homes 

(or floorspace/bedspaces) and not in terms of site size. 

b. A robust method is needed to calculate the cash sums payable in lieu 

of on-site provision of affordable housing.  

c. Off-site contributions for new affordable housing should not be 

ringfenced below the local authority level. This makes it easier for 

LPAs to ensure that they are spent and used effectively. 

2) Larger sites could be parcelled up so as to comprise several sites that are 

individually under the threshold for medium sized sites. To mitigate this: 

a. Clear mechanisms are needed to identify sites that are part of a wider 

area. 

3) Under-ambitious densities could be built on sites in order to ensure they are 

just below the threshold for a medium sized site. To mitigate this: 

a. LPAs should ensure that suitably ambitious density requirements are 

in place covering all sizes of site, so that there is no opportunity to 

under-deliver on a site with capacity to deliver many more homes. 

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 purpose-built student accommodation?   

No comment 

a. Please provide your reasons.  

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?  

No comment 
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a. Please provide your reasons.  

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 comment 

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.  

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 comment 

222. Do you agree with the proposal to extend the Permission in 

Principle application route to medium development?  

Partly agree. 

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

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?  

 

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?  

Yes 

a. If so, please explain who, which groups, including those with 

protected characteristics, or which businesses may 

be impacted and how.   

Most of the measures outlined above would have the effect of streamlining planning 

and therefore increasing the supply of new homes. This would benefit many groups 

with a protected characteristic who are currently more likely to be disadvantaged in 

the housing market, including young people, disabled people, women and most BME 

groups.  

225. Is there anything that could be done to mitigate any 

impact identified?  
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As the impact we have identified is a positive one, it is unclear why you would want to 

mitigate it. 


