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Chapter 3 — Planning for homes

Possible response

Housing need

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

[This question is about making the
standard method for assessing
housing needs mandatory, not
advisory.]

No.

We do not support the revised standard method (refer to para 61) as this will not
allow local input into Local Plans and does not allow exceptional circumstances to
be taken into account.This will prejudice the powerful regeneration plans for East
Wirral which has unanimous support of all political parties. Any additional
provision on Wirral should be via strengthening the current regeneration plans.
Furthermore, in their Proposed Reforms document, in Chapter 3 - Planning for
the homes we need, in Paragraph 1 it states “The Government believes that
decisions about what to build and where should reflect local views, and planning
should be about how to deliver the housing and area needs - not whether to do so
at all.” This has been totally ignored by using a universal formula for calculating
need and imposing Mandatory targets on Councils which far exceeds their
alleged 1.5 million homes. In fact the Mandatory targets equate to 1.85m. It is
difficult to understand how such fundamental statements on local involvement and
1.5m homes can be made which do not align with what they are dictating.

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

No

Some local authorities will have exceptional circumstances (e.g. regeneration ) which
will justify local deviation. It also removes any local involvement in either deciding how
many homes should be built, and where,

Question 3: Do you agree that we
should reverse the December 2023
changes made on the urban uplift by
deleting paragraph 627

No.

We do not support targets being relaxed using the new standard method in these cities and
urban areas where infrastructure and jobs exist to support additional houses and the need
is greatest.

Question 4: Do you agree that we
should reverse the December 2023
changes made on character and
density and delete paragraph 1307

No

Urban density needs to increase but there still needs to be safeguards, so we disagree.

Character and density

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

Yes.

We agree in principle assuming decisions are made by LPA and residents.

‘the presumption’

Question 6: Do you agree that the
presumption in favour of sustainable

No response
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development should be amended as
proposed?

Housing land supply

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

Yes. But see comments below.

We agree as long as it does not prevent a stepped approach to delivery.
Furthermore, should unforeseen circumstances arise which affect the phased
delivery this should not be regarded as a failure and require the Local Plan to be
dismissed, but as stated, merely represent a re-phasing, i.e. stepped approach.

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

[This is about adjusting treatment of
past shortfalls and oversupply in
calculating the housing supply
requirement.]

No response

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

No,

If the target is 1.5M no buffer is needed as new standard method would build in
large buffer by delivering 1.85M.The restoration of the 5% buffer will only benefit
large builders, CPRE have compiled extensive evidence of planning appeal cases
showing that large builders will use such a policy to frustrate both the preparation
and implementation of local plans by swamping local authorities with speculative
proposals in locations seen as locally unsuitable. Again, this approach shows the
complete lack of local involvement by treating all local planning authorities the
same and in particular imposing the 1.85m which completely distorts the needs of
many local authorities.

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

No.

If the stated target is 1.5M new homes no buffer is needed as the proposed new
standard method would build in a large buffer by delivering 1.85 M which
represents an increase of 24% above the stated aim.

Question 11: Do you agree with the
removal of policy on Annual Position
Statements?

No response

Co-operation and strategic planning

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

Yes

Large infrastructure projects need to be cross boundary co-operation to maximise
cost benefits.

Other
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Question 13: Should the tests of
soundness be amended to better
assess the soundness of strategic
scale plans or proposals?

No response

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

No response

Chapter 4 — A new Standard
Method

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

No.

Although the current standard method is not ideal, it does use local figures which
provide a much more accurate estimate of actual housing need than the proposed
use of a national average for housing stock that bears no relation to locally
assessed housing need. The model being proposed is a total dismissal of the
demographic professional contribution,

The proposed method completely ignores any local data about recent population
growth and household growth (including the gold standard census) and includes
no objective estimates of future need growth from any source. Thus the proposed
standard method completely ignores section 3 / para 23 of the current NPPF that
requires use of “objectively assessed needs over the plan period”.

Rationally, if one seeks a stock based method one would at least use both local
stock levels and local % rates which we have now from the 2021 census data and
from rapidly improving LA administrative data sources. However the choice of
using dwelling stock at all is arbitrary and provides no response to real world
local population growth or HH growth forecasts (based e.g. on local census
data), nor to local employment prospects.

We particularly disagree with the elements of the proposed new method which
simplistically equate increasing the affordability of housing with increasing
planned levels of supply in a given area. Given the dominance of the big six
housebuilders and their control over the rate at which suitable housing land is
developed, this assumption is fundamentally flawed and has been patently
ineffective in the ten years or so since it has been established in planning policy

When a local authority has covered all the homes actually needed it makes no
sense to deliver homes that are by definition not required. Under such
circumstances there is no housing market and developers would not build such
mandated houses but a ‘failing’ council would be penalised.

In addition, basing the Standard Methodology on existing housing stock would not
deliver homes where they are needed and only increase the likelihood of building
on Green Belt causing irreversible, environmental damage at a time where there
is a declared Climate and Ecological Emergency.

Question 16: Do you agree that using
the workplace-based median house
price to median earnings ratio,
averaged over the most recent 3 year

No

The smoothed affordability ratio is a sensible starting point but the
affordability formula itself is arbitrary and purely designed to achieve the
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period for which data is available to
adjust the standard method’s
baseline, is appropriate?

government’s desire to build 1.5million homes over the next 5 years. The
weighting factor of 0.6 replaces 0.25 purely to give the right answer starting with
the equally arbitrary stock calculation.

The proposed standard method completely ignores section 3 / para 23 of the
current NPPF that requires use of “objectively assessed needs over the plan
period”.

Question 17: Do you agree that
affordability is given an appropriate
weighting within the proposed
standard method?

[The proposed changes involve
applying a higher affordability
multiplier.]

No

The weighting factor of 0.6 replaces 0.25 purely to give the right answer starting
with the equally arbitrary stock calculation as such it is a political decision and is
not objectively assessed.

The proposed standard method completely ignores section 3 / para 23 of the
current NPPF that requires use of “objectively assessed needs over the plan
period”.

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

Yes,

We agree in principle depending upon how it would be done. It needs to be
based on an objective assessment based on up to date local figures.

Only once a formula has been proposed for assessment can this question then be
answered.

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

Yes:

The current proposed changes to the standard method are fundamentally flawed
(as they won't achieve their stated objectives nationally), and particularly
disastrous for Wirral.The consequences of assigning false, highly inflated,
housing needs / requirements to areas of low demographic / economic / job
growth can be devastating in terms of the impact on local finances, public
services such as Health, and on infrastructure. In many places like Wirral, these
totally false, mandated housing targets will also force a significant destruction of
real, high quality, Green Belt land.

Specifically, a much greater role needs to be played by local authorities in
ascertaining the level of genuine need for social and other forms of housing in
their area, and a greater emphasis in planning policy on making sure this genuine
need is met. The need to use up to date local data to establish housing need is
clearly stated in Paragraphs 11a, 11b & 61 of the NPPF.

The proposed revised standard method would result in London, where there is a
massive housing crisis, actually having their target reduced from 100,000 to
80,000 and many Local Authorities across the country, such as Wirral Borough
Council, having a huge increase in housing targets and thus now seeing their
essential and functional Green Belt targeted in the middle of a climate and
ecological crisis, for homes that are in the wrong place and not needed. For
example using average household sizes, this would mean a total population
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increase in the Wirral Borough of approx. 62,000 people, increasing its population
by 20%. This is perverse. Such a population increase could only come from an
influx of people from outside the Wirral without employment opportunities and put
already over-stretched infrastructures well past their breaking point.

Wirral has an updated Local Plan almost at the end of its examination phase.
This Local Plan has the support of the entire Council, including Councillors of
every political persuasion and the vast majority of the people of Wirral Borough. It
focuses house building where regeneration is most needed in our Borough, while
sparing Green Belt at this time of a climate and ecological emergency. Rather
than supporting the Council’s regeneration policy utilising brownfield land the
revision would force the needless release of Green Belt for housing. However this
housing would be for prime and not affordable or social housing and would only
serve to enrich developers’ pockets whilst at the same time detract from the
borough’s badly needed regeneration in the north and east of the borough.

Chapter 5 — Brownfield, grey belt
and the Green Belt

Question 20: Do you agree that we
should make the proposed change set
out in paragraph 124c, as a first step
towards brownfield passports?

Yes.
Strongly support.

The Heswall Society is pleased to see the proposed move towards a ‘brownfield first’
approach, prioritising the development of previously land. New housing developments
should be directed to brownfield sites first, with research from CPRE demonstrating there
is sufficient brownfield capacity to deliver 1.2 million homes nationally.

We are also supportive of the re-use of previously developed land or brownfield land
within England’s Green Belt, where sites are in sustainable locations e.g. near to public
transport, existing settlements and services.

Consideration also needs to be given to Empty homes in England which are just under
700,000 of which just over 261,000 are long term.

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

Yes,

Anything that strengthens the requirement for developers to focus on building on
PDL first can only be a good thing.

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

No Response

Question 23: Do you agree with our
proposed definition of grey belt land?
If not, what changes would you
recommend?

No,

The Definition is far too wide.
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For example “any other parcels and/or areas of Green Belt land that make a
limited contribution to the five Green Belt purposes” is far too open to
interpretation.

We feel the definition is too broad and does not provide enough guidance outside
previously developed land (PDL) to be workable. In addition some PDL sites may also
have developed a significant ecological value which should be given ‘weight’.

We agree that any new developments must not fundamentally undermine the function of
the Green Belt as a whole, however, as currently worded it is difficult to see how an
individual development could affect the entire Metropolitan Green Belt.

‘Limited contribution’ and ‘weakly performing’ Green Belt are not defined in
Planning legislation, and therefore decisions become far too subjective.

Question 24: Are any additional
measures needed to ensure that high
performing Green Belt land is not
degraded to meet grey belt criteria?

Yes

Provide better definition to remove ambiguity. There should be protection
measures to prevent deliberate degradation of GB land as there is an increasing
incidence of where Green Belt land has been deliberately left to degrade with the
intention to facilitate future release for development.

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

Yes we agree additional guidance is needed.

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

No

Additional guidance is needed. As currently worded any part of the Green Belt
can be challenged.

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

No response

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

No,

Whilst we support the release of brownfield first, followed by PDL in GB, but
believe there should be no relaxation of current exceptional circumstances for
release of GB land.

Question 29: Do you agree with our
proposal to make clear that the

No,
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release of land should not
fundamentally undermine the function
of the Green Belt across the area of
the plan as a whole?

The proposed revision of the NPPF and blanket implementation of the proposed
new standard method will fundamentally undermine the function of the Green Belt

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

No
We strongly disagree.

As proposed this would pre-empt local democratic decision making
processes.Release of GB should only be through a local plan making process,
managed by enforced but reasonable deadlines.

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

No response

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

No response

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

No response

Question 34: Do you agree with our
proposed approach to the affordable
housing tenure mix?

No.

The 10% requirement on all sites should be expanded to include a mix of tenures,
rather than being removed altogether. Without a clear impetus to provide a
minimum number of affordable homes, developers will simply not provide them.

In addition, the definition of affordable housing needs to be updated so that the
cost of new ‘affordable housing’ for sale or rent are directly linked to average local
incomes. Otherwise developers will build homes where 80% of the value remains
totally outside the means of those in need of affordable housing.

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

Yes

The Society is fully behind the target to achieve 50% affordable housing on sites
released for housing development, however we have severe reservations about
the inclusion of a ‘viability’ exclusion possibility and on the ease of developers
arguing against using the viability tests.
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Benchmark land values

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

No response

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

No response

Question 38: How and at what level
should Government set benchmark
land values?

No response

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

No response

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

No response

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

No response

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

No response

Question 43: Do you have a view on
whether the golden rules should apply

No response
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only to ‘new’ Green Belt release,
which occurs following these changes
to the NPPF? Are there other
transitional arrangements we should
consider, including, for example, draft
plans at the regulation 19 stage?

Question 44: Do you have any
comments on the proposed wording
for the NPPF (Annex 4)?

Yes

We welcome the prevention of developers using viability arguments to avoid the
Golden Rule of 50% affordable housing where they have paid above the BLV for
Green Belt sites. However this does not address the fundamental issue of 50%
affordable housing being unlikely to be financially viable on any GB sites without
government funding.There needs to be more clarity on how BLV will be calculated
and the weight given to local factors.

Question 45: Do you have any
comments on the proposed approach
set out in paragraphs 31 and 327?

No response

Question 46: Do you have any other
suggestions relating to the proposals
in this chapter?

No response

Chapter 6 — Delivering affordable,
well-designed homes and places

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

Yes

This should be a basic requirement for any LA.

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

No

The 10% requirement on all sites should be expanded to include a mix of tenures,
rather than being removed altogether. Without a clear impetus to provide a
minimum number of affordable homes, developers will simply not provide them.

In addition, the definition of affordable housing needs to be updated so that the
cost of new ‘affordable housing’ for sale or rent are directly linked to average local
incomes. Otherwise developers will build homes where 80% of the value remains
totally outside the means of those in need of affordable housing.

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

No response

Question 50: Do you have any other
comments on retaining the option to

No response
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deliver First Homes, including through
exception sites?

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

No Response

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

No response

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

No response

Question 54: What measures should
we consider to better support and
increase rural affordable housing?

No response

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

No response

Question 56: Do you agree with these
changes?

No response

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

No response

Question 58: Do you have views on

why insufficient small sites are being
allocated, and on ways in which the

small site policy in the NPPF should

be strengthened?

No response

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

Yes

The terms "beauty" and " beautiful" are very subjective and open to far too many
different interpretations.
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Requiring “well designed”

development

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

Yes

The need for higher density housing is recognised and this is an efficient way to
achieve this without the requirement to use more land.

Question 61: Do you have any other
suggestions relating to the proposals
in this chapter?

No response

Chapter 7 — Building infrastructure to

grow the economy

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

Yes

Question 63: Are there other sectors
you think need particular support via
these changes? What are they and
why?

No response

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

No

Such new developments, especially large ones, must be sited in suitable
locations and be considered at the strategic level and not at the individual Local
Authority level.

With respect to moving planning scrutiny about these large infrastructure projects
into the NSIP process, this is a concern as the process is very opaque and
difficult for the public to engage with. The NSIP regime does not function in a way
which is open to challenge.

Question 65: If the direction power is
extended to these developments,
should it be limited by scale, and what
would be an appropriate scale if so?

No response

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

Chapter 8 — Delivering community
needs

Question 67: Do you agree with the
changes proposed to paragraph 100
of the existing NPPF?

No response

Question 68: Do you agree with the
changes proposed to paragraph 99 of
the existing NPPF?

No response
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Question 69: Do you agree with the
changes proposed to paragraphs 114
and 115 of the existing NPPF?

No response

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

No response

Question 71: Do you have any other
suggestions relating to the proposals
in this chapter?

No response

Chapter 9 — Supporting green
energy and the environment

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

No response

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

No response

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

No response

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

No response

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

No response

Question 77: If you think that
alternative thresholds should apply to

No response
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onshore wind and/or solar, what
would these be?

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

All planning applications, regardless of being considered major or not, should be
notified to the Secretary of State if the Environment Agency objects. Just
because the development is deemed "non-major" does not mean it could not
have a significant impact on flood risk.

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

No response

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

Yes.

All planning applications, regardless of being considered major or not, should be
notified to the Secretary of State if the Environment Agency objects. Just
because the development is deemed "non-major" does not mean it could not
have a significant impact on flood risk.

Models that inform Flood Risk Assessments and design of Sustainable Drainage
Systems etc are clearly out of date and have been overtaken by climate change.
A nominal allowance for climate change added to a 1 in 100 year (fluvial) design
storm (‘or 1in 200 year design storm), is clearly no longer sufficient when
undertaking flood risk assessments. 1 in 100 year storms are now occurring
much more regularly and the frequency will only increase. There needs to be a
complete overhaul of flood risk assessments with much higher design standards.

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

No response

Question 82: Do you agree with
removal of this text from the footnote?

No response

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

No response

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

No response

Question 85: Are there other areas of
the water infrastructure provisions that
could be improved? If so, can you

No response
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explain what those are, including your
proposed changes?

Question 86: Do you have any other
suggestions relating to the proposals
in this chapter?

No response

Chapter 10 — Changes to local plan
intervention criteria

Question 87: Do you agree that we
should we replace the existing
intervention policy criteria with the
revised criteria set out in this
consultation?

No response

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

No response

Chapter 11 — planning application
fees + cost recovery related to

Nationall Infrastructure Projects

Question 89: Do you agree with the
proposal to increase householder
application fees to meet cost
recovery?

Yes. We believe planning application fees should cover the cost to the LPA.

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

No response

If Yes, please explain in the text box
what you consider an appropriate fee
increase would be.

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

No response
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Yes

No — it should be higher than £528
No — it should be lower than £528
no - there should be no fee increase
Don’t know

If No, please explain in the text box
below and provide evidence to
demonstrate what you consider the
correct fee should be.

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

No response

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

The Society feels that there should be a charge for appeals equivalent to the
original application fee, refundable if the appeal is upheld.

Question 94: Do you consider that
each local planning authority should
be able to set its own (non-profit
making) planning application fee?
Please give your reasons in the text
box below.

Yes

Assessment of planning applications will vary regionally and it may be necessary
to use incentives where recruitment is difficult and expensive agency staff are
used.

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

Full Localisation — Placing a
mandatory duty on all local planning
authorities to set their own fee.

Local Variation — Maintain a
nationally-set default fee and giving
local planning authorities the option to
set all or some fees locally.

Neither

Don’t Know

Neither.

Please give your reasons in the text
box below.

Recovery of cost with benchmarking across LPA’s driving efficiency .

Question 96: Do you consider that
planning fees should be increased,
beyond cost recovery, for planning

No
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applications services, to fund wider
planning services?

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

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

No response

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

No response

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

No response

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

No response

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

No response
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Question 102: Do you have any other
suggestions relating to the proposals
in this chapter?

No response

Chapter 12 — The future of planning
policy and plan making

Question 103: Do you agree with the
proposed transitional arrangements?
Are there any alternatives you think
we should consider?

No.

It is clear that considerable thought has been given to transitional arrangements.
However given the considerable resources required by Local Authorities and the
public to prepare and agree a Local Plan and then go through the examination
stage, the requirement for Local Authorities currently at the examination stage
and showing a deviation of more than 200 dwellings lower than the Local Housing
Need figure (according to the revised Standard method) to immediately, upon the
Plan being agreed, to embark on a new Plan is unjustified and unworkable. The
requirement should be to start this process at an early review of the Plan allowing
a grace period of at least two years for this to happen.

Question 104: Do you agree with the
proposed transitional arrangements?

No.

See answer to Question 103.

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

No

Chapter 13 — Public Sector Equality
Duty

Question 106: Do you have any views
on the impacts of the above proposals
for you, or the group or business you
represent and on anyone with a
relevant protected characteristic? If
S0, please explain who, which groups,
including those with protected
characteristics, or which businesses
may be impacted and how. Is there
anything that could be done to
mitigate any impact identified?

No response




