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Questions 

1. What three words do you associate most with the planning system in England? 

Inappropriate, cumbersome, illogical 

 

2. Do you get involved with planning decisions in your local area? 

Yes 

2(a). If no, why not? 

[Don’t know how to / It takes too long / It’s too complicated / I don’t care / Other – please 
specify] 

3. Our proposals will make it much easier to access plans and contribute your views to 
planning decisions. How would you like to find out about plans and planning proposals in 
the future? 

 Online news   

4. What are your top three priorities for planning in your local area? 

Building homes for young people    Protection of green spaces  
/ Protection of existing heritage buildings or areas /  

 

Proposals 

2.6. We propose a new role for Local Plans and a new process for making them, by 
replacing the existing primary and secondary legislation. 
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A NEW APPROACH TO PLAN-MAKING 

2.7. Local Plans should have a clear role and function, which should be, first, to identify 
land for development and sites that should be protected; and, second, to be clear 
about what development can take place in those different areas so that there is 
greater certainty about land allocated for development and so that there is a faster 
route to securing permission. They should be assessed against a single statutory 
“sustainable development” test to ensure plans strike the right balance between 
environmental, social and economic objectives. 
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Proposal 1: The role of land use plans should be simplified. We propose that Local 
Plans should identify three types of land – Growth areas suitable for substantial 
development, Renewal areas suitable for development, and areas that are Protected. 
2.8. All areas of land would be put into one of these three categories: 

• Growth areas “suitable for substantial development” – we propose that the 
term substantial development be defined in policy to remove any debate about this 
descriptor. We envisage this category would include land suitable for 
comprehensive development, including new settlements and urban extension sites, 
and areas for redevelopment, such as former industrial sites or urban regeneration 
sites. It could also include proposals for sites such as those around universities 
where there may be opportunities to create a cluster of growth-focused businesses. 
Sites annotated in the Local Plan under this category would have outline approval 
for development (see proposal 5 for more detail). Areas of flood risk would be 
excluded from this category (as would other important constraints), unless any risk 
can be fully mitigated; 

• Renewal areas “suitable for development” – this would cover existing built areas 
where smaller scale development is appropriate. It could include the gentle 
densification and infill of residential areas, development in town centres, and 
development in rural areas that is not annotated as Growth or Protected areas, 
such as small sites within or on the edge of villages. There would be a statutory 
presumption in favour of development being granted for the uses specified as being 
suitable in each area. Local authorities could continue to consider the case for 
resisting inappropriate development of residential gardens; 

• Areas that are Protected – this would include sites and areas which, as a result of 
their particular environmental and/or cultural characteristics, would justify more 
stringent development controls to ensure sustainability. This would include areas 
such as Green Belt, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs), Conservation 
Areas, Local Wildlife Sites, areas of significant flood risk and important areas of 
green space. At a smaller scale it can continue to include gardens in line with 
existing policy in the National Planning Policy Framework. It would also include 
areas of open countryside outside of land in Growth or Renewal areas. Some areas 
would be defined nationally, others locally on the basis of national policy, but all 
would be annotated in Local Plan maps and clearly signpost the relevant 
development restrictions defined in the National Planning Policy Framework. 

2.9. This new-style Local Plan would comprise an interactive web-based map of the 
administrative area where data and policies are easily searchable, with a key and 
accompanying text. Areas and sites would be annotated and colour-coded in line 
with their Growth, Renewal or Protected designation, with explanatory descriptions 
set out in the key and accompanying text, as appropriate to the category. 

2.10. In Growth and Renewal areas, the key and accompanying text would set out 
suitable development uses, as well as limitations on height and/or density as 
relevant. These could be specified for sub-areas within each category, determined 
locally but having regard to national policy, guidance and legislation (including the 
National Model Design Code and flexibilities in use allowed by virtue of the new Use 
Classes Order and permitted development). For example, it may be appropriate for 
some areas to be identified as suitable for higher-density residential development, 
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or for high streets and town centres to be identified as distinct areas. In Growth 
areas, we would also want to allow sub-areas to be created specifically for self and 
custom-build homes, and community-led housing developments, to allow a range of 
housing aspirations to be met and help create diverse and flourishing communities. 
In the case of self and custom-build homes, local authorities should identify enough 
land to meet the requirements identified in their self-build and custom housebuilding 
registers. For Protected areas, the key and accompanying text would explain what 
is permissible by cross-reference to the National Planning Policy Framework. 

2.11. Alternative options: Rather than dividing land into three categories, we are also 
interested in views on more binary models. One option is to combine Growth and 
Renewal areas (as defined above) into one category and to extend permission in 
principle to all land within this area, based on the uses and forms of development 
specified for each sub-area within it. 

2.12. An alternative approach would be to limit automatic permission in principle to land 
identified for substantial development in Local Plans (Growth areas); other areas of 
land would, as now, be identified for different forms of development in ways 
determined by the local planning authority (and taking into account policy in the 
National Planning Policy Framework), and subject to the existing development 
management process. 

 

 
 

Proposal 2: Development management policies established at national scale and an 
altered role for Local Plans. 
2.13. With the primary focus of plan-making on identifying areas for development and 

protection, we propose that development management policy contained in the plan 
would be restricted to clear and necessary site or area-specific requirements, 
including broad height limits, scale and/or density limits for land included in Growth 
areas and Renewal areas, established through the accompanying text. The 
National Planning Policy Framework would become the primary source of policies 
for development management; there would be no provision for the inclusion of 
generic development management policies which simply repeat national policy 
within Local Plans, such as protections for listed buildings (although we are 
interested in views on the future of optional technical standards). We propose to 
turn plans from long lists of general “policies” to specific development standards. 

2.14. Local planning authorities and neighbourhoods (through Neighbourhood Plans) 
would play a crucial role in producing required design guides and codes to provide 
certainty and reflect local character and preferences about the form and 
appearance of development. This is important for making plans more visual and 
engaging. These could be produced for a whole local authority area, or for a smaller 
area or site (as annotated in the Local Plan), or a combination of both. Design 
guides and codes would ideally be produced on a ‘twin track’ with the Local Plan, 
either for inclusion within the plan or prepared as supplementary planning 
documents. 

Question 

5. Do you agree that Local Plans should be simplified in line with our proposals? 

No 
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2.15. We want to move to a position where all development management policies and 
code requirements, at national, local and neighbourhood level, are written in a 
machine-readable format so that wherever feasible, they can be used by digital 
services to automatically screen developments and help identify where they align 
with policies and/or codes. This will significantly increase clarity for those wishing to 
bring forward development, enabling automation of more binary considerations and 
allowing for a greater focus on those areas where there is likely to be greater 
subjectivity. 

2.16. Alternative options: Rather than removing the ability for local authorities to include 
general development management policies in Local Plans, we could limit the scope 
of such policies to specific matters and standardise the way they are written, where 
exceptional circumstances necessitate a locally-defined approach. Another 
alternative would be to allow local authorities a similar level of flexibility to set 
development management policies as under the current Local Plans system, with 
the exception that policies which duplicate the National Planning Policy Framework 
would not be allowed. 

 

 
 

Proposal 3: Local Plans should be subject to a single statutory “sustainable 
development” test, replacing the existing tests of soundness. 

2.17. This would consider whether the plan contributes to achieving sustainable 
development in accordance with policy issued by the Secretary of State. The 
achievement of sustainable development is an existing and well-understood basis 
for the planning system, and we propose that it should be retained. 

2.18. A simpler test, as well as more streamlined plans, should mean fewer requirements 
for assessments that add disproportionate delay to the plan-making process. 

2.19. Specifically: 

• we propose to abolish the Sustainability Appraisal system and develop a simplified 
process for assessing the environmental impact of plans, which would continue to 
satisfy the requirements of UK and international law and treaties (see our proposals 
under Pillar Two); 

• the Duty to Cooperate test would be removed (although further consideration will be 
given to the way in which strategic cross-boundary issues, such as major 
infrastructure or strategic sites, can be adequately planned for, including the scale 
at which plans are best prepared in areas with significant strategic challenges); and 

• a slimmed down assessment of deliverability for the plan would be incorporated into 
the “sustainable development” test. 

2.20. Plans should be informed by appropriate infrastructure planning, and sites should 
not be included in the plan where there is no reasonable prospect of any 

Question 

6. Do you agree with our proposals for streamlining the development management content 
of Local Plans, and setting out general development management policies nationally? 

No 
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infrastructure that may be needed coming forward within the plan period. Plan- 
making policies in the National Planning Policy Framework will make this clear. 

2.21. The new-style digital Local Plan would also help local planning authorities to 
engage with strategic cross-boundary issues and use data-driven insights to assess 
local infrastructure needs to help decide what infrastructure is needed and where it 
should be located. 

2.22. Alternative option: Rather than removing the existing tests of soundness, an 
alternative option could be to reform them in order to make it easier for a suitable 
strategy to be found sound. For example, the tests could become less prescriptive 
about the need to demonstrate deliverability. Rather than demonstrating 
deliverability, local authorities could be required to identify a stock of reserve sites 
which could come forward for development if needed. 

 

 
 

Proposal 4: A standard method for establishing housing requirement figures which 
ensures enough land is released in the areas where affordability is worst, to stop 
land supply being a barrier to enough homes being built. The housing requirement 
would factor in land constraints and opportunities to more effectively use land, 
including through densification where appropriate, to ensure that the land is 
identified in the most appropriate areas and housing targets are met. 

2.23. Local Plans will need to identify areas to meet a range of development needs – 
such as homes, businesses and community facilities – for a minimum period of 10 
years. This includes land needed to take advantage of local opportunities for 
economic growth, such as commercial space for spin-out companies near to 
university research and development facilities, or other high productivity 
businesses. 

2.24. Debates about housing numbers tend to dominate this process, and a standard 
method for setting housing requirements would significantly reduce the time it takes 
to establish the amount of land to release in each area. This has historically been a 
time-consuming process which ultimately has not led to enough land being released 
where it is most needed (as reflected by worsening affordability). A standard 
requirement would differ from the current system of local housing need in that it 
would be binding, and so drive greater land release. 

2.25. It is proposed that the standard method would be a means of distributing the 
national housebuilding target of 300,000 new homes annually, and one million 
homes by the end of the Parliament, having regard to: 

Questions 

7(a). Do you agree with our proposals to replace existing legal and policy tests for Local 
Plans with a consolidated test of “sustainable development”, which would include 
consideration of environmental impact? 

No 

7(b). How could strategic, cross-boundary issues be best planned for in the absence of a 
formal Duty to Cooperate? 
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• the size of existing urban settlements (so that development is targeted at areas that 
can absorb the level of housing proposed); 

• the relative affordability of places (so that the least affordable places where historic 
under-supply has been most chronic take a greater share of future development); 

• the extent of land constraints in an area to ensure that the requirement figure takes 
into account the practical limitations that some areas might face, including the 
presence of designated areas of environmental and heritage value, the Green Belt 
and flood risk. For example, areas in National Parks are highly desirable and 
housing supply has not kept up with demand; however, the whole purpose of 
National Parks would be undermined by multiple large scale housing developments 
so a standard method should factor this in; 

• the opportunities to better use existing brownfield land for housing, including 
through greater densification. The requirement figure will expect these opportunities 
to have been utilised fully before land constraints are taken into account; 

• the need to make an allowance for land required for other (non-residential) 
development; and 

• inclusion of an appropriate buffer to ensure enough land is provided to account for 
the drop off rate between permissions and completions as well as offering sufficient 
choice to the market. 

2.26. The standard method would make it the responsibility of individual authorities to 
allocate land suitable for housing to meet the requirement, and they would continue 
to have choices about how to do so: for example through more effective use of 
existing residential land, greater densification, infilling and brownfield 
redevelopment, extensions to existing urban areas, or new settlements. The 
existing policy for protecting the Green Belt would remain. We also propose that it 
would be possible for authorities to agree an alternative distribution of their 
requirement in the context of joint planning arrangements. In particular, it may be 
appropriate for Mayors of combined authorities to oversee the strategic distribution 
of the requirement in a way that alters the distribution of numbers, and this would be 
allowed for. 

2.27. In the current system the combination of the five-year housing land supply 
requirement, the Housing Delivery Test and the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development act as a check to ensure that enough land comes into the 
system. Our proposed approach should ensure that enough land is planned for, and 
with sufficient certainty about its availability for development, to avoid a continuing 
requirement to be able to demonstrate a five-year supply of land. However, having 
enough land supply in the system does not guarantee that it will be delivered, and 
so we propose to maintain the Housing Delivery Test and the presumption in favour 
of sustainable development as part of the new system. 

2.28. Alternative option: It would be possible to leave the calculation of how much land 
to include in each category to local decision, but with a clear stipulation in policy 
that this should be sufficient to address the development needs of each area (so far 
as possible subject to recognised constraints), taking into account market signals 
indicating the degree to which existing needs are not being met. As now, a standard 
method could be retained to underpin this approach in relation to housing; and it 
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would be possible to make changes to the current approach that ensure that 
meeting minimum need is given greater weight to make sure sufficient land comes 
forward. However, we do not think that this approach would carry the same benefits 
of clarity and simplicity as our preferred option, and would also require additional 
safeguards to ensure that adequate land remains available, especially once the 
assessment of housing need has been translated into housing requirements. We 
would, therefore, propose to retain a five-year housing land supply requirement with 
this approach. 

2.29. We have published a separate consultation on proposed changes to the standard 
method for assessing local housing need which is currently used in the process of 
establishing housing requirement figures. The future application of the formula 
proposed in the revised standard method consultation will be considered in the 
context of the proposals set out here. In particular, the methodology does not yet 
adjust for the land constraints, including Green Belt. We will consider further the 
options for doing this and welcome proposals. 

 

 
A streamlined development management process with automatic planning permission for 
schemes in line with plans 

Proposal 5: Areas identified as Growth areas (suitable for substantial development) 
would automatically be granted outline planning permission for the principle of 
development, while automatic approvals would also be available for pre-established 
development types in other areas suitable for building. 

2.30. There will therefore be no need to submit a further planning application to test 
whether the site can be approved. Where the Local Plan has identified land for 
development, planning decisions should focus on resolving outstanding issues – not 
the principle of development. 

2.31. In areas suitable for substantial development (Growth areas) an outline permission 
for the principle of development would be conferred by adoption of the Local Plan. 
Further details would be agreed and full permission achieved through streamlined 
and faster consent routes which focus on securing good design and addressing 

Questions 

8(a). Do you agree that a standard method for establishing housing requirements (that 
takes into account constraints) should be introduced? 
No Disagree. Formulaic proposals are not acceptable and disregard local conditions. North Dorset will have a 
disproportionate effect due to the considerable AONB in other areas of Dorset - thereby 'numbers' will be 
satisfied with overdevelopment of North Dorset. 
Calculations made on old data (2014) The government used 2014 household projections rather than later 
projections which suggest lower housing needs. Local Plan Housing Targets for Rural Dorset (DC) are 
currently an annual average of 1,390 dwellings while the government’s housing need target is 1,793  
homes using 2014 household projections. 

 

8(b). Do you agree that affordability and the extent of existing urban areas are appropriate 
indicators of the quantity of development to be accommodated? 

Not sure. However, affordable property for younger generations should be a prime 
consideration 
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site-specific technical issues. 

2.32. Detailed planning permission could be secured in one of three ways: 

• a reformed reserved matters process for agreeing the issues which remain 
outstanding; 
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• a Local Development Order prepared by the local planning authority for the 
development which could be prepared in parallel with the Local Plan and be linked 
to a master plan and design codes; or 

• for exceptionally large sites such as a new town where there are often land 
assembly and planning challenges, we also want to explore whether a Development 
Consent Order under the Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects regime could 
be an appropriate route to secure consents. Similarly, we will consider how the 
planning powers for Development Corporations can be reformed to reflect this new 
framework. 

2.33. In areas suitable for development (Renewal areas), there would be a general 
presumption in favour of development established in legislation (achieved by 
strengthening the emphasis on taking a plan-led approach, with plans reflecting the 
general appropriateness of these areas for development). Consent for development 
would be granted in one of three ways: 

• for pre-specified forms of development such as the redevelopment of certain 
building types, through a new permission route which gives an automatic consent if 
the scheme meets design and other prior approval requirements (as discussed 
further under the fast-track to beauty proposals set out under Pillar Two); 

• for other types of development, a faster planning application process where a 
planning application for the development would be determined in the context of the 
Local Plan description, for what development the area or site is appropriate for, and 
with reference to the National Planning Policy Framework; or 

• a Local or Neighbourhood Development Order. 

2.34. In both the Growth and Renewal areas it would still be possible for a proposal which 
is different to the plan to come forward (if, for example, local circumstances had 
changed suddenly, or an unanticipated opportunity arose), but this would require a 
specific planning application. We expect this to be the exception rather than the 
rule: to improve certainty in the system, it will be important for everyone to have 
confidence that the plan will be the basis for decisions, and so we intend to 
strengthen the emphasis on a plan-led approach in legislation (alongside giving 
appropriate status to national planning policy for general development management 
matters). 

2.35. In areas where development is restricted (Protected areas) any development 
proposals would come forward as now through planning applications being made to 
the local authority (except where they are subject to permitted development rights 
or development orders), and judged against policies set out in the National Planning 
Policy Framework. 

2.36. We will consider the most effective means for neighbours and other interested 
parties to address any issues of concern where, under this system, the principle of 
development has been established leaving only detailed matters to be resolved. 

2.37. Separate to these reforms, we also intend to consolidate other existing routes to 
permission which have accumulated over time, including simplified planning zones, 
enterprise zones and brownfield land registers. 
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Proposal 6: Decision-making should be faster and more certain, with firm deadlines, 
and make greater use of digital technology 
2.38. For all types of planning applications regardless of the category of land, we want to 

see a much more streamlined and digitally enabled end to end process which is 
proportionate to the scale and nature of the development proposed, to ensure 
decisions are made faster. The well-established time limits of eight or 13 weeks for 
determining an application from validation to decision should be a firm deadline – 
not an aspiration which can be got around through extensions of time as routinely 
happens now. 

2.39. To achieve this, we propose: 

• the greater digitalisation of the application process to make it easier for applicants, 
especially those proposing smaller developments, to have certainty when they 
apply and engage with local planning authorities. In particular, the validation of 
applications should be integrated with the submission of the application so that the 
right information is provided at the start of the process. For Spending Review, the 
Government will prepare a specific, investable proposal for modernising planning 
systems in local government; 

• A new, more modular, software landscape to encourage digital innovation and 
provide access to underlying data. This will help automate routine processes, such 
as knowing whether new applications are within the rules, which will support faster 
and more certain decision-making. We will work with tech companies and local 
planning authorities to modernise the software used for case-managing a planning 
application to improve the user-experience for those applying and reduce the errors 
and costs currently experienced by planning authorities; 

• shorter and more standardised applications. The amount of key information 
required as part of the application should be reduced considerably and made 
machine-readable. A national data standard for smaller applications should be 
created. For major development, beyond relevant drawings and plans, there should 
only be one key standardised planning statement of no more than 50 pages to 
justify the development proposals in relation to the Local Plan and National 
Planning Policy Framework; 

9(a). Do you agree that there should be automatic outline permission for areas for 
substantial development (Growth areas) with faster routes for detailed consent? 

No. This will become a developer’s charter 

9(b). Do you agree with our proposals above for the consent arrangements for Renewal 
and Protected areas? 

No 

9(c). Do you think there is a case for allowing new settlements to be brought forward under 
the Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects regime? 

No. This seems like a quick fix without challenge 

Questions 



13  

• data-rich planning application registers will be created so that planning application 
information can be easily found and monitored at a national scale, and new digital 
services can be built to help people use this data in innovative ways 

• data sets that underpin the planning system, including planning decisions and 
developer contributions, need to be standardised and made open and digitally 
accessible; 

• a digital template for planning notices will be created so that planning application 
information can be more effectively communicated and understood by local 
communities and used by new digital services; 

• greater standardisation of technical supporting information, for instance about local 
highway impacts, flood risk and heritage matters. We envisage design codes will 
help to reduce the need for significant supplementary information, but we recognise 
there may still need to be site specific information to mitigate wider impacts. For 
these issues, there should be clear national data standards and templates 
developed in conjunction with statutory consultees; 

• clearer and more consistent planning conditions, with standard national conditions 
to cover common issues; 

• a streamlined approach to developer contributions, which is discussed further under 
Pillar Three; 

• the delegation of detailed planning decisions to planning officers where the principle 
of development has been established, as detailed matters for consideration should 
be principally a matter for professional planning judgment. 

2.40. We also believe there should be a clear incentive on the local planning authority to 
determine an application within the statutory time limits. This could involve the 
automatic refund of the planning fee for the application if they fail to determine it 
within the time limit. But we also want to explore whether some types of applications 
should be deemed to have been granted planning permission if there has not been 
a timely determination, to ensure targets are met and local authorities keep to the 
time limit in the majority of cases. We particularly want to ensure that the facilities 
and infrastructure that communities value, such as schools, hospitals and GP 
surgeries, are delivered quickly through the planning system. 

2.41. There will remain a power to call in decisions by the Secretary of State and for 
applicants to appeal against a decision by a local planning authority. However, by 
ensuring greater certainty about the principle of development in Local Plans, we 
expect to see fewer appeals being considered by the Planning Inspectorate. For 
those that do go to appeal, we want to ensure the appeals process is faster, with 
the Inspectorate more digitally responsive and flexible. And to promote proper 
consideration of applications by planning committees, where applications are 
refused, we propose that applicants will be entitled to an automatic rebate of their 
planning application fee if they are successful at appeal. 

 
 

 
 
 

Question 

10. Do you agree with our proposals to make decision-making faster and more certain? 
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A new interactive, web-based map standard for planning documents 

2.42. Planning documentation should reflect this simplified role for Local Plans and 
should support community engagement. 

Proposal 7: Local Plans should be visual and map-based, standardised, based on 
the latest digital technology, and supported by a new template. 

2.43. Interactive, map-based Local Plans will be built upon data standards and digital 
principles. To support local authorities in developing plans in this new format, we 
will publish a guide to the new Local Plan system and data standards and digital 
principles, including clearer expectations around the more limited evidence that will 
be expected to support “sustainable” Local Plans, accompanied by a “model” 
template for Local Plans and subsequent updates, well in advance of the legislation 
being brought into force. This will support standardisation of Local Plans across the 
country. The text-based component of plans should be limited to spatially-specific 
matters and capable of being accessible in a range of different formats, including 
through simple digital services on a smartphone. 

2.44. To support open access to planning documents and improve public engagement in 
the plan-making process, plans should be fully digitised and web-based following 
agreed web standards rather than document based. This will allow for any updates 
to be published instantaneously and makes it easier to share across all parties and 
the wider public. Those digital plans should be carefully designed with the user in 
mind and to ensure inclusivity, so that they can be accessed in different formats, on 
different devices, and are accessible and understandable by all. Geospatial 
information associated with plans, such as sites and areas, should also be 
standardised and made openly available online. Taken together, these changes will 
enable a digital register of planning policies to be created so that new digital 
services can be built using this data, and this will also enable any existing or future 
mapping platforms to  access and visualise Local Plans. This will make it easier for 
anyone to identify what can be built where. The data will be accessed by software 
used across the public sector and also by external PropTech entrepreneurs to 
improve transparency, decision-making and productivity in the sector. There should 
also be a long-term aim for any data produced to support Local Plans to be open 
and accessible online in machine-readable format and linked to the relevant policies 
and areas. 

2.45. By shifting plan-making processes from documents to data, new digital civic 
engagement processes will be enabled. making it easier for people to understand 
what is being proposed where and how it will affect them. These tools have the 
potential to transform how communities engage with Local Plans, opening up new 
ways for people to feed their views into the system, including through social 
networks and via mobile phones. Early pilots from local planning authorities using 
emerging digital civic engagement tools have shown increased public participation 
from a broader audience, with one PropTech SME reporting that 70% of their users 
are under the age of 4512. 

 

 
12 For more information see https://www.commonplace.is/ 

Yes 
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2.46. To encourage this step-change, we want to support local authorities to radically 
rethink how they produce their Local Plans, and profoundly re-invent the ambition, 
depth and breadth with which they engage with communities. We will set up a 
series of pilots to work with local authorities and tech companies (the emerging 
‘PropTech’ sector) to develop innovative solutions to support plan-making activities 
and make community involvement more accessible and engaging. This could 
include measures to improve access to live information and data or the use of 3D 
visualisations and other tools to support good community engagement. 

 

 
A STREAMLINED, MORE ENGAGING PLAN-MAKING PROCESS 

2.47. The average time taken from plan publication to adoption rose from an average of 
450 days in 2009 to 815 days in 2019. There is currently no statutory requirement 
around timescales for key stages of the plan-making process. 

 
Proposal 8: Local authorities and the Planning Inspectorate will be required through 
legislation to meet a statutory timetable for key stages of the process, and we will 
consider what sanctions there would be for those who fail to do so. 
2.48. Under the current system, it regularly takes over a decade for development sites to 

go through the Local Plan process and receive outline permission. Under our 
proposals, this would be shortened to 30 months, although we expect many local 
authorities could do this in a shorter time and we would encourage them to do so 
where this is practicable. We propose that the process covers five stages, with 
meaningful public engagement at two stages: 

• Stage 1 [6 months]: The local planning authority “calls for” suggestions for areas 
under the three categories, including comprehensive “best in class” ways of 
achieving public involvement at this plan-shaping stage for where development 
should go and what it should look like. 

• Stage 2 [12 months]: The local planning authority draws up its proposed Local Plan, 
and produces any necessary evidence to inform and justify the plan. “Higher-risk” 
authorities will receive mandatory Planning Inspectorate advisory visits, in order to 
ensure the plan is on track prior to submission. 

• Stage 3 [6 weeks]: The local planning authority simultaneously 

o (i) submits the Plan to the Secretary of State for Examination together with a 
Statement of Reasons to explain why it has drawn up its plan as it has; and 

o (ii) publicises the plan for the public to comment on. Comments seeking 
change must explain how the plan should be changed and why. Again, this 
process would embody ‘best in class’ ways of ensuring public involvement. 
Responses will have a word count limit. 

• Stage 4 [9 months]: A planning inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 
considers whether the three categories shown in the proposed Local Plan are 

Question 

11. Do you agree with our proposals for accessible, web-based Local Plans? 

yes 
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“sustainable” as per the statutory test and accompanying national guidance and 
makes binding changes which are necessary to satisfy the test. The plan-making 
authority and all those who submitted comments would have the right to be “heard” 
by the inspector (whether face to face, by video, phone or in writing – all at the 
inspector’s discretion). The inspector’s report can, as relevant, simply state 
agreement with the whole or parts of the council’s Statement of Reasons, and/or 
comments submitted by the public. 

• Stage 5 [6 weeks]: Local Plan map, key and text are finalised, and come into force. 

2.49. Taken together, the effect of these reforms would be to greatly simplify and shorten 
the plan-making and development process, ensuring more land comes through the 
system and does so at pace. 

2.50. To support the transition to the new system, we propose a statutory duty for local 
authorities to adopt a new Local Plan by a specified date – either 30 months from 
the legislation being brought into force, or 42 months for local planning authorities 
who have adopted a Local Plan within the previous three years or where a Local 
Plan has been submitted to the Secretary of State for examination. In the latter 
case, the 42 month period would commence from the point at which the legislation 
is brought into force, or upon adoption of the most recent plan, whichever is later. 

2.51. This should be accompanied by a requirement for each planning authority to review 
its Local Plan at least every five years. Reviews should be undertaken sooner than 
five years where there has been a significant change in circumstances, for instance 
where issues with land supply have been identified through regular monitoring. 
Where a review concludes that an update is required, then the same 30-month 
deadline would apply although there would be an expectation that in many cases an 
update could be completed more quickly. 

2.52. Local planning authorities that fail to do what is required to get their plan in place, or 
keep it up to date, would be at risk of government intervention. A range of 
intervention options will be available, including the issuing of directions and 
preparation of a plan in consultation with local people. Decisions on intervention 
would also have regard to:   

• the level of housing requirement in the area;  

• the planning context of the area, including any co-operation to get plans in place 
across local planning authority boundaries;   

• any exceptional circumstances presented by the local planning authority.  

2.53. Alternative options: The existing examination process could be reformed in order 
to speed up the process. For instance, the automatic ‘right to be heard’ could be 
removed so that participants are invited to appear at hearings at the discretion of 
the inspector. Certain Local Plans, that are less complex or controversial, could also 
be examined through written representations only, as is usually the case with 
Neighbourhood Plans at present. 

2.54. A further alternative could be to remove the Examination stage entirely, instead 
requiring Local Planning Authorities to undertake a process of self-assessment 
against set criteria and guidance. To supplement this, the Planning Inspectorate 
could be utilised to audit a certain number of completed plans each year in order to 
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assess whether the requirements of the statutory sustainability test had been met. 
However, there is a risk that this option wouldn’t provide sufficient scrutiny around 
whether plans meet the necessary legal and policy tests. 

 

 
 

Proposal 9: Neighbourhood Plans should be retained as an important means of 
community input, and we will support communities to make better use of digital 
tools 

2.55. Since statutory Neighbourhood Plans became part of the system in 2011, over 
2,600 communities have started the process of neighbourhood planning to take 
advantage of the opportunity to prepare a plan for their own areas – and over 1,000 
plans have been successfully passed at referendum. They have become an 
important tool in helping to ‘bring the democracy forward’ in planning, by allowing 
communities to think proactively about how they would like their areas to develop. 

2.56. Therefore, we think Neighbourhood Plans should be retained in the reformed 
planning system, but we will want to consider whether their content should become 
more focused to reflect our proposals for Local Plans, as well as the opportunities 
which digital tools and data offer to support their development and improve 
accessibility for users. By making it easier to develop Neighbourhood Plans we wish 
to encourage their continued use and indeed to help spread their use further, 
particularly in towns and cities. We are also interested in whether there is scope to 
extend and adapt the concept so that very small areas – such as individual streets – 
can set their own rules for the form of development which they are happy to see. 

2.57. Digital tools have significant potential to assist the process of Neighbourhood Plan 
production, including through new digital co-creation platforms and 3D visualisation 
technologies to explore proposals within the local context. We will develop pilot 
projects and data standards which help neighbourhood planning groups make the 
most of this potential. 

 

 
SPEEDING UP THE DELIVERY OF DEVELOPMENT 

2.58. Our plans for a simpler and faster planning process need to be accompanied by a 
stronger emphasis on the faster delivery of development, especially for Growth 
areas where substantial development has been permitted. If local communities 

Question 

12. Do you agree with our proposals for a 30 month statutory timescale for the production 
of Local Plans? 

No, this seems like a steamroller approach. There has to be provision for exceptions 
eg:human resources 

Questions 

13(a). Do you agree that Neighbourhood Plans should be retained in the reformed 
planning system? 

Yes 

13(b). How can the neighbourhood planning process be developed to meet our objectives, 
such as in the use of digital tools and reflecting community preferences about design? 
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through the new Local Plan process have identified sites for substantial 
development over the next ten years and developers have secured planning 
consents, there should be a presumption that these sites will be built out quickly. 
But as Rt. Hon. Sir Oliver Letwin found in his Independent Review of Build Out 
Rates in 2018, the build out of large residential developments can be slow due to 
low market absorption rates, with some sites taking over 20 years to complete. 

Proposal 10: A stronger emphasis on build out through planning 

2.59. To address this, we propose to make it clear in the revised National Planning Policy 
Framework that the masterplans and design codes for sites prepared for substantial 
development (discussed under Pillar Two) should seek to include a variety of 
development types by different builders which allow more phases to come forward 
together. We will explore further options to support faster build out as we develop 
our proposals for the new planning system. 

 

Question 

14. Do you agree there should be a stronger emphasis on the build out of developments? 
And if so, what further measures would you support? 

No 
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Pillar Two – Planning for beautiful and 
sustainable places 

Overview 

3.1. We have set out how a simpler planning process could improve certainty about 
what can be built where, as well as offering greater flexibility in the use of land to 
meet our changing economic and social needs. But improving the process of 
planning is only the starting point – we want to ensure that we have a system in 
place that enables the creation of beautiful places that will stand the test of time, 
protects and enhances our precious environment, and supports our efforts to 
combat climate change and bring greenhouse gas emissions to net-zero by 2050. 
Recent research from the Royal Town Planning Institute has set out the vital 
contribution that planning can make to a sustainable and inclusive recovery.13 

3.2. To do this, planning should be a powerful tool for creating visions of how places can 
be, engaging communities in that process and fostering high quality development: 
not just beautiful buildings, but the gardens, parks and other green spaces in 
between, as well as the facilities which are essential for building a real sense of 
community. It should generate net gains for the quality of our built and natural 
environments - not just ‘no net harm’. 

3.3. As the report of the Building Better, Building Beautiful Commission has shown, all 
too often that potential has fallen short. Too many places built during recent 
decades fail to reflect what is special about their local area or create a high quality 
environment of which local people can be proud. The Commission has played an 
invaluable role not just in highlighting the deficiencies, but in setting out a wide 
range of recommendations for addressing them. We will respond fully to the 
Commission’s report in the autumn, but there are important aspects that we want to 
highlight now, as being integral to our proposals for what a revised planning system 
can achieve. 

 

 
 

 
 

Questions 

15. What do you think about the design of new development that has happened recently in 
your area? 

Not sure 

16. Sustainability is at the heart of our proposals. What is your priority for sustainability in 
your area? 

 

More green and open spaces / Energy efficiency of new buildings / affordability 
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Proposals 

CREATING FRAMEWORKS FOR QUALITY 

3.4. To deliver our vision, it is important for the planning system to set clear expectations 
for the form of development which we expect to see in different locations. It should 
do so in ways which reflect local character and community preferences, and the 
types of buildings and places that have stood the test of time; but it should also 
address modern lifestyles, facilitate modern methods of construction (and its 
associated benefits for efficiency, build quality and the environment) and the need 
to create places that are both durable and sustainable. History provides many 
examples of how we can do this well – including Georgian terraces and Victorian 
mansion blocks – and we should learn from what has worked in the past. 

3.5. Our National Design Guide, published in October last year, illustrates how well- 
designed places that are beautiful, enduring and successful can be achieved in 
practice. It is a vital starting point, defining ten characteristics of successful places 
and the ingredients which can deliver these. However, to provide as much clarity as 
possible for applicants and communities and provide the basis for ‘fast-tracking’ 
decisions on design, broad principles need to be turned into more specific 
standards. 

3.6. To address this challenge, this autumn we will publish a National Model Design 
Code to supplement the guide, setting out more detailed parameters for 
development in different types of location: issues such as the arrangement and 
proportions of streets and urban blocks, positioning and hierarchy of public spaces, 
successful parking arrangements, placement of street trees, and high quality cycling 
and walking provision, in line with our wider vision for cycling and walking in 
England.14 It will be accompanied by worked examples, and complement a revised 
and consolidated Manual for Streets. 

 
Proposal 11: To make design expectations more visual and predictable, we will 
expect design guidance and codes to be prepared locally with community 
involvement, and ensure that codes are more binding on decisions about 
development. 

3.7. As national guidance, we will expect the National Design Guide, National Model 
Design Code and the revised Manual for Streets to have a direct bearing on the 
design of new communities. But to ensure that schemes reflect the diverse 
character of our country, as well as what is provably popular locally, it is important 
that local guides and codes are prepared wherever possible. These play the vital 
role of translating the basic characteristics of good places into what works locally, 
and can already be brought forward in a number of ways: by local planning 
authorities to supplement and add a visual dimension to their Local Plans; through 
the work of neighbourhood planning groups; or by applicants in bringing forward 
proposals for significant new areas of development. 

 
 
 

 
14 Our plan for cycling and walking is available at https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cycling-and- 
walking-plan-for-england. 
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3.8. We propose that these different routes for bringing forward design guides and 
codes should remain, although in all cases it will be essential that they are prepared 
with effective inputs from the local community, considering empirical evidence of 
what is popular and characteristic in the local area. To underpin the importance of 
this, we intend to make clear that designs and codes should only be given weight in 
the planning process if they can demonstrate that this input has been secured. And, 
where this is the case, we will also make clear that decisions on design should be 
made in line with these documents. Where locally-produced guides and codes are 
not in place, we also propose to make clear in policy that the National Design 
Guide, National Model Design Code and Manual for Streets should guide decisions 
on the form of development. 

 

3.9. The Building Better, Building Beautiful Commission recommended several other 
changes to the National Planning Policy Framework that can support the planning 
system’s role in fostering better buildings, places and settlements, and we will 
consult on changes which reflect these recommendations in the autumn. 

Proposal 12: To support the transition to a planning system which is more visual 
and rooted in local preferences and character, we will set up a body to support the 
delivery of provably locally-popular design codes, and propose that each authority 
should have a chief officer for design and place-making. 
3.10. The vision which we have set out will require a step-change in the design skills 

available to many local planning authorities, as well as the right prioritisation and 
leadership across the sector. We recognise that this will not happen overnight, and 
that authorities will need support. 

3.11. We will explore the options for establishing a new expert body which can help 
authorities make effective use of design guidance and codes, as well as performing 
a wider monitoring and challenge role for the sector in building better places. 
Different models exist for how this could be taken forward - such as a new arms- 
length body reporting to Government, a new centre of expertise within Homes 
England, or reinforcing the existing network of architecture and design centres. 
Whatever model is adopted, we envisage that it would be able to draw on the 
expertise of recognised experts with a range of skills, drawn from across the built 
environment sector. Should the final proposals lead to the creation of new central 
government arm’s-length body, then the usual, separate government approval 
process would apply for such entities. 

3.12. We will also bring forward proposals later this year for improving the resourcing of 
planning departments more broadly; and our suggestions in this paper for 
streamlining plan-making will allow some re-focusing of professional skills. 
However, effective leadership within authorities will also be crucial. To drive a 
strong vision for what each place aspires to, and ensure this is integrated across 
council functions, we believe that each authority should appoint a chief officer for 

Question 

17. Do you agree with our proposals for improving the production and use of design guides 
and codes? 

No, too generalistic and cannot possibly cater for all regions 
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design and place-making, as recommended by the Building Better, Building 
Beautiful Commission. 

 

 
 

Proposal 13: To further embed national leadership on delivering better places, we 
will consider how Homes England’s strategic objectives can give greater emphasis 
to delivering beautiful places. 
3.13. We are committed to taking a leadership role in the delivery of beautiful and well- 

designed homes and places, which embed high environmental standards. The 
Building Better, Building Beautiful Commission recommended that Homes England 
should attach sufficient value to design as well as price, and give greater weight to 
design quality in its work. 

3.14. The Government supports this recommendation and recognises that the work of 
Homes England is an important route through which we can lead by example. 
Homes England have already taken steps to champion design quality in their land 
disposals programme, through implementation of a design quality assessment 
approach, with a minimum standard which must be achieved for a proposal to 
progress. 

3.15. However, we recognise that there is an opportunity to go further, and we will 
engage Homes England, as part of the forthcoming Spending Review process, to 
consider how its objectives might be strengthened to give greater weight to design 
quality, and assess how design quality and environmental standards can be more 
deeply embedded in all Homes England’s activities and programmes of work. 

 

 
A FAST-TRACK FOR BEAUTY 

3.16. One of the important propositions of the Building Better, Building Beautiful 
Commission is that there should be a ‘fast-track for beauty’. Where proposals come 
forward which comply with pre-established principles of what good design looks like 
(informed by community preferences), then it should be possible to expedite 
development through the planning process. This should incentivise attractive and 
popular development, as well as helping to relieve pressure on planning authorities 
when assessing proposals. 

Question 

18. Do you agree that we should establish a new body to support design coding and 
building better places, and that each authority should have a chief officer for design and 
place-making? 

Yes, but …… 

Question 

19. Do you agree with our proposal to consider how design might be given greater 
emphasis in the strategic objectives for Homes England? 

Yes 
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Proposal 14: We intend to introduce a fast-track for beauty through changes to 
national policy and legislation, to incentivise and accelerate high quality 
development which reflects local character and preferences. 
3.17. We propose to do this in three ways. In the first instance, through updating the 

National Planning Policy Framework, we will make clear that schemes which 
comply with local design guides and codes have a positive advantage and greater 
certainty about their prospects of swift approval. 

3.18. Second, where plans identify areas for significant development (Growth areas), we 
will legislate to require that a masterplan and site-specific code are agreed as a 
condition of the permission in principle which is granted through the plan. This 
should be in place prior to detailed proposals coming forward, to direct and expedite 
those detailed matters. These masterplans and codes could be prepared by the 
local planning authority alongside or subsequent to preparing its plan, at a level of 
detail commensurate with the size of site and key principles to be established. For 
example, a set of simple ‘co-ordinating codes’ of the sort endorsed by the Building 
Better, Building Beautiful Commission could set some initial key parameters for the 
site layout. Where sites are expected to come forward in the near future, more 
developed masterplans or codes, prepared by the local planning authority or site 
promoter, will provide greater certainty. 

3.19. Third, we also propose to legislate to widen and change the nature of permitted 
development, so that it enables popular and replicable forms of development to be 
approved easily and quickly, helping to support ‘gentle intensification’ of our towns 
and cities, but in accordance with important design principles. There is a long 
history – in this country and elsewhere – of ‘pattern books’ being used to articulate 
standard building types, options and associated rules (such as heights and set- 
backs). They have helped to deliver some of our most popular and successful 
places, and in a way which makes it relatively easy for smaller development 
companies to enter the market. We want to revive this tradition, in areas suitable for 
development (Renewal areas), by allowing the pre-approval of popular and 
replicable designs through permitted development. The benefits are much more 
than fast delivery of proven popular designs – it will foster innovation and support 
industrialisation of housebuilding, enabling modern methods of construction to be 
developed and deployed at scale. 

3.20. To take this approach forward, we intend to develop a limited set of form-based 
development types that allow the redevelopment of existing residential buildings 
where the relevant conditions are satisfied – enabling increased densities while 
maintaining visual harmony in a range of common development settings (such as 
semi-detached suburban development). These would benefit from permitted 
development rights relating to the settings in which they apply. Prior approval from 
the local planning authority would still be needed for aspects of the design to ensure 
the development is right for its context (such as materials), as well as for other 
important planning considerations such as avoidance of flood risk and securing safe 
access. To enable further tailoring of these patterns to local character and 
preferences, we also propose that local planning authorities or neighbourhood 
planning groups would be able to use local orders to modify how the standard types 
apply in their areas, based on local evidence of what options are most popular with 
the wider public. 
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3.21. This proposal will require some technical development and testing, so we will 
develop a pilot programme to test the concept. Where we are taking forward 
existing schemes to expand the scope of permitted development through upwards 
extensions and demolition/rebuilding, we also intend to legislate so that prior 
approval for exercising such rights takes into account design codes which are in 
place locally (or, in the absence of these, the National Model Design Code). 

 

 
EFFECTIVE STEWARDSHIP AND ENHANCEMENT OF OUR NATURAL AND HISTORIC 
ENVIRONMENT 

3.22. The reformed planning system will continue to protect the places of environmental 
and cultural value which matter to us. Plans will still play a vital role in identifying not 
just areas of defined national and international importance (such as National Parks 
and Sites of Special Scientific Interest), but also those which are valued and defined 
locally (such as Conservation Areas and Local Wildlife Sites). 

3.23. However, the planning system can and should do much more than this. In line with 
the ambitions in our 25 Year Environment Plan, we want the reformed system to 
play a proactive role in promoting environmental recovery and long-term 
sustainability. In doing so, it needs to play a strong part in our efforts to mitigate and 
adapt to climate change and reduce pollution as well as making our towns and 
cities more liveable through enabling more and better green spaces and tree cover. 
Several initiatives are already laying the foundations for this. Nationally, the 
Environment Bill currently before Parliament will legislate for mandatory net gains 
for biodiversity as a condition of most new development. And the Local Nature 
Recovery Strategies which it will also introduce will identify opportunities to secure 
enhancements through development schemes and contributions. We will also 
deliver our commitment to make all new streets tree-lined, by setting clear 
expectations through the changes to the National Planning Policy Framework which 
will be consulted on in the autumn, and informed by the outcome of this summer’s 
consultation on the England Tree Strategy.15 And we are also assessing the extent 
to which our planning policies and processes for managing flood risk may need to 
be strengthened along with developing a national framework of green infrastructure 
standards. 

3.24. Once the proposals in this paper for reformed Local Plans begin to be implemented, 
it will be important for authorities to consider how the identification of different 
categories of land, and any sub-areas within them, can most effectively support 
climate change mitigation and adaptation. For example, in identifying land for 
inclusion within the Growth area, or the densities of development appropriate in 
different locations, the ability to maximise walking, cycling and public transport 
opportunities will be an important consideration. 

 
 

 
15 To give your views on the England Tree Strategy, please visit https://consult.defra.gov.uk/forestry/england- 
tree-strategy/. 

Question 

20. Do you agree with our proposals for implementing a fast-track for beauty? 

Yes, however a pattern book approach sounds dangerous 
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Proposal 15: We intend to amend the National Planning Policy Framework to ensure 
that it targets those areas where a reformed planning system can most effectively 
play a role in mitigating and adapting to climate change and maximising 
environmental benefits. 

3.25. These measures, and reform of our policy framework, provide important 
opportunities to strengthen the way that environmental issues are considered 
through the planning system. However, we also think there is scope to marry these 
changes with a simpler, effective approach to assessing environmental impacts. 

3.26. In doing so, we will want to be clear about the role that local, spatially-specific 
policies can continue to play, such as in identifying important views, opportunities to 
improve public access or places where renewable energy or woodland and forestry 
creation could be accommodated. In reviewing the Framework, we will also want to 
ensure that it provides a clear and robust basis for development management 
decisions more generally, so that reliance no longer needs to be placed on generic 
policies contained in Local Plans. 

Proposal 16: We intend to design a quicker, simpler framework for assessing 
environmental impacts and enhancement opportunities, that speeds up the process 
while protecting and enhancing the most valuable and important habitats and 
species in England. 
3.27. It is vital that environmental considerations are considered properly as part of the 

planning and development process. However, the current frameworks for doing so – 
which include Strategic Environmental Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal, and 
Environmental Impact Assessment – can lead to duplication of effort and overly- 
long reports which inhibit transparency and add unnecessary delays. Outside of the 
European Union, it is also important that we take the opportunity to strengthen 
protections that make the biggest difference to species, habitats and ecosystems of 
national importance, and that matter the most to local communities. 

3.28. To succeed, a new system will need to meet several objectives: 

• Processes for environmental assessment and mitigation need to be quicker and 
speed up decision-making and the delivery of development projects. The 
environmental aspects of a plan or project should be considered early in the 
process, and to clear timescales. National and local level data, made available to 
authorities, communities and applicants in digital form, should make it easier to re- 
use and update information and reduce the need for site-specific surveys. 

• Requirements for environmental assessment and mitigation need to be simpler to 
understand and consolidated in one place so far as possible, so that the same 
impacts and opportunities do not need to be considered twice. 

• Any new system will need to ensure that we take advantage of opportunities for 
environmental improvements while also meeting our domestic and international 
obligations for environmental protection. This will be the subject of a separate and 
more detailed consultation in the autumn. 

 
Proposal 17: Conserving and enhancing our historic buildings and areas in the 21st 
century 
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3.29. The planning system has played a critical role ensuring the historic buildings and 
areas we cherish are conserved and, where appropriate, enhanced by 
development. The additional statutory protections of listed building consent and 
conservation area status have worked well, and the National Planning Policy 
Framework already sets out strong protections for heritage assests where planning 
permission or listed building consent is needed. We want to build on this framework 
as we develop the new planning system. We envisage that Local Plans will clearly 
identify the location of internationally, nationally and locally designated heritage 
assets, such as World Heritage Sites and conservation areas, as well locally 
important features such as protected views. 

3.30. We also want to ensure our historic buildings play a central part in the renewal of 
our cities, towns and villages. Many will need to be adapted to changing uses and 
to respond to new challenges, such as mitigating and adapting to climate 
change. We particularly want to see more historical buildings have the right energy 
efficiency measures to support our zero carbon objectives. Key to this will be 
ensuring the planning consent framework is sufficiently responsive to sympathetic 
changes, and timely and informed decisions are made. 

3.31. We will, therefore, review and update the planning framework for listed buildings 
and conservation areas, to ensure their significance is conserved while allowing, 
where appropriate, sympathetic changes to support their continued use and 
address climate change. In doing so, we want to explore whether there are new and 
better ways of securing consent for routine works, to enable local planning 
authorities to concentrate on conserving and enhancing the most important historic 
buildings. This includes exploring whether suitably experienced architectural 
specialists can have earned autonomy from routine listed building consents. 

Proposal 18: To complement our planning reforms, we will facilitate ambitious 
improvements in the energy efficiency standards for buildings to help deliver our 
world-leading commitment to net-zero by 2050. 

 
 

3.32. The planning system is only one of the tools that we need to use to mitigate and 
adapt to climate change. Last year we consulted on our proposals to move towards 
a Future Homes Standard, which was a first step towards net zero homes. From 
2025, we expect new homes to produce 75-80 per cent lower CO2 emissions 
compared to current levels. These homes will be ‘zero carbon ready’, with the ability 
to become fully zero carbon homes over time as the electricity grid decarbonises, 
without the need for further costly retrofitting work. 

 

3.33. We welcome the Committee on Climate Change’s response to the consultation and 
we have considered the points they raised. We will respond to the Future Homes 
Standard consultation in full in the autumn. As part of this, we intend to review the 
roadmap to the Future Homes Standard to ensure that implementation takes place 
to the shortest possible timeline. Our ambition is that homes built under our new 
planning system will not need retrofitting in the future. To work towards ensuring 
that all new homes are fit for a zero carbon future we will also explore options for 
the future of energy efficiency standards, beyond 2025. 
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3.34. All levels of Government have a role to play in meeting our net zero goal, and Local 
Authorities are rising to this challenge. Local Planning Authorities, as well as central 
Government, should be accountable for the actions that they are taking, and the 
consultation response will look to clarify the role that they can play in setting energy 
efficiency standards for new build developments. 

 

3.35. We will also want to ensure that high standards for the design, environmental 
performance and safety of new and refurbished buildings are monitored and 
enforced. As local authorities are freed from many planning obligations through our 
reforms, they will be able to reassign resources and focus more fully on 
enforcement. Ensuring that planning standards and building regulations are met, 
whether for new homes or for retrofitting old homes, will help to ensure that we 
deliver homes that are fit for the future and cheaper to run. 
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Pillar Three – Planning for infrastructure and 
connected places 

Overview 

4.1. New development brings with it new demand for public services and infrastructure. 
Mitigating these impacts – by securing contributions from developers and capturing 
more land value uplift generated by planning decisions to deliver new infrastructure 
provision – is key for both new and existing communities. It is also central to our 
vision for renewal of the planning system. 

4.2. At present, there are two broad routes for local planning authorities to secure 
developer contributions, both of which are discretionary for authorities: planning 
obligations and the Community Infrastructure Levy. Planning obligations – through 
Section 106 agreements – are negotiated with developers, and in 2018/19 were 
worth a total of £7bn, of which £4.7bn was in the form of affordable housing 
contributions – supporting delivery of 30,000 affordable homes. In contrast, the 
Community Infrastructure Levy is a fixed charge, levied on the area (floorspace) of 
new development, and secures infrastructure that addresses the cumulative impact 
of development in an area. The Community Infrastructure Levy is not mandatory for 
local planning authorities, and around half of authorities currently charge it. Levy 
rates are discretionary, established by assessments of infrastructure need and 
viability. 

4.3. There are several problems with this system. Planning obligations are broadly 
considered to be uncertain and opaque, as they are subject to negotiation and 
renegotiation based in part on the developer’s assessment of viability. This creates 
uncertainty for communities about the level of affordable housing and infrastructure 
that development will bring. In turn, this brings cost, delay and inconsistency into 
the process. Over 80 per cent of local authorities agree that such negotiations 
create delay, despite the planning application being acceptable in principle.16 This 
acts as a barrier to entry to the market, and major developers are better placed to 
devote the legal and valuation resource needed to negotiate successfully. This 
unevenness is a problem too for local authorities, with significant variation in skill 
and negotiation in negotiating viability across authorities. 

4.4. The Community Infrastructure Levy addresses many of these problems as it is a 
flat-rate and non-negotiable tariff, and developers and local authorities have, in 
general, welcomed the certainty it brings. However, as payment is set at the point 
planning permission is granted, and payment due once development commences, it 
is inflexible in the face of changing market conditions. Payment before a single 
home has been built increases the developer’s risk and cost of finance, creating 
cashflow challenges which are more acute for smaller developers. And despite 
early payment, many local authorities have been slow to spend Community 
Infrastructure Levy revenue on early infrastructure delivery, reflecting factors 

 
 
 

16 MHCLG (2019) The Value and Incidence of Developer Contributions in England 2018/19 
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including indecision, competing spending priorities, and uncertainty over other 
infrastructure funding streams. 

4.5. Securing necessary infrastructure and affordable housing alongside new 
development is central to our vision for the planning system. We want to bring 
forward reforms to make sure that developer contributions are: 

• responsive to local needs, to ensure a fairer contribution from developers for local 
communities so that the right infrastructure and affordable housing is delivered; 

• transparent, so it is clear to existing and new residents what new infrastructure will 
accompany development; 

• consistent and simplified, to remove unnecessary delay and support competition in 
the housebuilding industry; 

• buoyant, so that when prices go up the benefits are shared fairly between 
developers and the local community, and when prices go down there is no need to 
re-negotiate agreements. 

4.6. The Government could also seek to use developer contributions to capture a 
greater proportion of the land value uplift that occurs through the grant of planning 
permission, and use this to enhance infrastructure delivery. There are a range of 
estimates for the amount of land value uplift currently captured, from 25 to 50 per 
cent17. The value captured will depend on a range of factors including the 
development value, the existing use value of the land, and the relevant tax structure 
– for instance, whether capital gains tax applies to the land sale. Increasing value 
capture could be an important source of infrastructure funding but would need to be 
balanced against risks to development viability. 

 

 

Proposals 

A CONSOLIDATED INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY 

4.7. We propose that the existing parallel regimes for securing developer contributions 
are replaced with a new, consolidated ‘Infrastructure Levy’. 

Proposal 19: The Community Infrastructure Levy should be reformed to be charged 
as a fixed proportion of the development value above a threshold, with a mandatory 
nationally-set rate or rates and the current system of planning obligations 
abolished. 

 
 

17 Estimates provided to the Housing, Communities and Local Government Select Committee Inquiry into 
Land Value Capture: https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmcomloc/766/766.pdf 

Question 

21. When new development happens in your area, what is your priority for what comes 
with it? 

More or better infrastructure (such as transport, schools, health provision) / Design of new 
buildings /Green space/Affordability for younger generations 
/ 
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4.8. We believe that the current system of planning obligations under Section 106 
should be consolidated under a reformed, extended ‘Infrastructure Levy’. 

4.9. This would be based upon a flat-rate, valued-based charge, set nationally, at either 
a single rate, or at area-specific rates. This would address issues in the current 
system as it would: 

• be charged on the final value of a development (or to an assessment of the sales 
value where the development is not sold, e.g. for homes built for the rental market), 
based on the applicable rate at the point planning permission is granted; 

• be levied at point of occupation, with prevention of occupation being a potential 
sanction for non-payment; 

• include a value-based minimum threshold below which the levy is not charged, to 
prevent low viability development becoming unviable, reflecting average build costs 
per square metre, with a small, fixed allowance for land costs. Where the value of 
development is below the threshold, no Levy would be charged. Where the value of 
development is above the threshold, the Levy would only be charged on the 
proportion of the value that exceeded the threshold ; and 

• provide greater certainty for communities and developers about what the level of 
developer contributions are expected alongside new development. 

4.10. The single rate, or area-specific rates, would be set nationally. It would aim to 
increase revenue levels nationally when compared to the current system. Revenues 
would continue to be collected and spent locally. 

4.11. As a value-based charge across all use classes, we believe it would be both more 
effective at capturing increases in value and would be more sensitive to economic 
downturns. It would reduce risk for developers, and would reduce cashflow 
difficulties, particularly for SME developers. 

4.12. In areas where land value uplift is insufficient to support significant levels of land 
value capture, some or all of the value generated by the development would be 
below the threshold, and so not subject to the levy. In higher value areas, a much 
greater proportion of the development value would be above the exempt amount, 
and subject to the levy. 

4.13. To better support the timely delivery of infrastructure, we would also allow local 
authorities to borrow against Infrastructure Levy revenues so that they could 
forward fund infrastructure. Enabling borrowing combined with a shift to levying 
developer contributions on completion, would incentivise local authorities to deliver 
enabling infrastructure, in turn helping to ensure development can be completed 
faster. As with all volatile borrowing streams, local authorities should assure 
themselves that this borrowing is affordable and suitable. 

4.14. Under this approach the London Mayoral Community Infrastructure Levy, and 
similar strategic Community Infrastructure Levies in combined authorities, could be 
retained as part of the Infrastructure Levy to support the funding of strategic 
infrastructure. 
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4.15. In bringing forward the reformed Infrastructure Levy, we will need to consider its 
scope. We will also consider the impact of this change on areas with lower land 
values. 

4.16. Alternative option: The Infrastructure Levy could remain optional and would be set 
by individual local authorities. However, as planning obligations would be 
consolidated into the single Infrastructure Levy, we anticipate that there would be a 
significantly greater uptake. The aim of the de minimis threshold would be to 
remove the viability risk, simplifying the rate setting process, as this would remove 
the need for multiple charging zones within an authority. It would be possible to 
simplify further – for instance, for the Government to set parameters. There would 
be a stronger incentive for local authorities to introduce the new Levy, as they would 
not be able to use Section 106 planning obligations to secure infrastructure or 
affordable housing. In addition, some local authorities have chosen not to introduce 
the Community Infrastructure Levy out of concern for the impact on viability of 
development. Because the new Infrastructure Levy would only be charged above a 
set threshold, these impacts would be mitigated. 

4.17. This option would address issues around transparency, responsiveness to local 
needs and consistency. However, the Government’s levers over levels of land value 
capture would be less strong, with decisions about levy rates being taken at the 
local level. 

4.18. Alternatively, the national rate approach could be taken, but with the aim of 
capturing more land value than currently, to better support the delivery of 
infrastructure. While developers would be liable for paying the levy, the cost of this 
would be capitalised into land value. This would ensure that the landowners who 
benefit from increases in value as a result of the grant of planning permission 
contribute to the infrastructure and affordable housing that makes development 
acceptable. 

 

Questions 

22(a). Should the Government replace the Community Infrastructure Levy and Section 
106 planning obligations with a new consolidated Infrastructure Levy, which is charged as 
a fixed proportion of development value above a set threshold? 

Not sure.  

22(b). Should the Infrastructure Levy rates be set nationally at a single rate, set nationally 
at an area-specific rate, or set locally? 

Locally 

22(c). Should the Infrastructure Levy aim to capture the same amount of value overall, or 
more value, to support greater investment in infrastructure, affordable housing and local 
communities? 

 More value  

22(d). Should we allow local authorities to borrow against the Infrastructure Levy, to 
support infrastructure delivery in their area? 

Not sure 
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Proposal 20: The scope of the Infrastructure Levy could be extended to capture 
changes of use through permitted development rights 
4.19. In making this change to developer contributions for new development, the scope of 

the Infrastructure Levy would be extended to better capture changes of use which 
require planning permission, even where there is no additional floorspace, and for 
some permitted development rights including office to residential conversions and 
new demolition and rebuild permitted development rights. This approach would 
increase the levy base, and would allow these developments to better contribute to 
infrastructure delivery and making development acceptable to the community. 
However, we will maintain the exemption of self and custom-build development 
from the Infrastructure Levy. 

 

 
 

Proposal 21: The reformed Infrastructure Levy should deliver affordable housing 
provision 

4.20. Developer contributions currently deliver around half of all affordable housing, most 
of which is delivered on-site. It is important that the reformed approach will continue 
to deliver on-site affordable housing at least at present levels. 

4.21. Affordable housing provision is currently secured by local authorities via Section 
106, but the Community Infrastructure Levy cannot be spent on it. With Section 106 
planning obligations removed, we propose that under the Infrastructure Levy, 
authorities would be able to use funds raised through the levy to secure affordable 
housing. 

4.22. This could be secured through in-kind delivery on-site, which could be made 
mandatory where an authority has a requirement, capability and wishes to do so. 
Local authorities would have a means to specify the forms and tenures of the on- 
site provision, working with a nominated affordable housing provider. Under this 
approach, a provider of affordable housing could purchase the dwelling at a 
discount from market rate, as now. However, rather than the discount being 
secured through Section 106 planning obligations, it would instead be considered 
as in-kind delivery of the Infrastructure Levy. In effect, the difference between the 
price at which the unit was sold to the provider and the market price would be offset 
from the final cash liability to the Levy. This would create an incentive for the 
developer to build on-site affordable housing where appropriate.18 First Homes, 

 
 
 

 
18 As above, a Section 106 planning obligation could still be used to secure a covenant on the land, where 
necessary. However, the value would be captured through the Infrastructure Levy, rather than Section 106. 

Question 

23. Do you agree that the scope of the reformed Infrastructure Levy should capture 
changes of use through permitted development rights? 

Yes  
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which are sold by the developer direct to the customer at a discount to market price, 
would offset the discount against the cash liability. 

4.23. Under this approach we recognise that some risk is transferring to the local  
planning authority, and that we would need to mitigate that risk in order to maintain 
existing levels of on-site affordable housing delivery. We believe that this risk can 
be fully addressed through policy design. In particular, in the event of a market fall, 
we could allow local planning authorities to ‘flip’ a proportion of units back to market 
units which the developer can sell, if Levy liabilities are insufficient to cover the 
value secured through in-kind contributions. Alternatively, we could require that if 
the value secured through in-kind units is greater than the final levy liability, then the 
developer has no right to reclaim overpayments. Government could provide 
standardised agreements, to codify how risk sharing would work in this way. 

4.24. We would also need to ensure the developer was incentivised to deliver high build 
and design quality for their in-kind affordable homes. Currently, if Section 106 
homes are not of sufficient quality, developers may be unable to sell it to a provider, 
or have to reduce the price. To ensure developers are not rewarded for low- 
standard homes under the Levy, local authorities could have an option to revert 
back to cash contributions if no provider was willing to buy the homes due to their 
poor quality. It is important that any approach taken maintains the quality of 
affordable housing provision as well as overarching volumes, and incentivises early 
engagement between providers of affordable housing and developers. Local 
authorities could also accept Infrastructure Levy payments in the form of land within or adjacent 
to a site. Through borrowing against further Infrastructure Levy receipts, other sources of 
funding, or in partnership with affordable housing providers, they could then build affordable 
homes, enabling delivery at pace. 

 

4.25. Alternative option: We could seek to introduce further requirements around the 
delivery of affordable housing. To do this we would create a ‘first refusal’ right for 
local authorities or any affordable housing provider acting on their behalf to buy up 
to a set proportion of on-site units (on a square metre basis) at a discounted price, 
broadly equivalent to build costs. The proportion would be set nationally, and the 
developer would have discretion over which units were sold in this way. A threshold 
would be set for smaller sites, below which on-site delivery was not required, and 
cash payment could be made in lieu. Where on-site units were purchased, these 
could be used for affordable housing, or sold on (or back to the developer) to raise 
money to purchase affordable housing elsewhere. The local authority could use 
Infrastructure Levy funds, or other funds, in order to purchase units. 

 

Questions 

24(a). Do you agree that we should aim to secure at least the same amount of affordable 
housing under the Infrastructure Levy, and as much on-site affordable provision, as at 
present? 

Yes 

24(b). Should affordable housing be secured as in-kind payment towards the 
Infrastructure Levy, or as a ‘right to purchase’ at discounted rates for local authorities? 

Not sure.  
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Proposal 22: More freedom could be given to local authorities over how they spend 
the Infrastructure Levy 
4.26. It is important that there is a strong link between where development occurs and 

where funding is spent. Currently, the Neighbourhood Share of the Community 
Infrastructure Levy ensures that up to 25 per cent of the levy is spent on priorities in 
the area that development occurred, with funding transferred to parish councils in 
parished areas. There are fewer restrictions on how this funding is spent, and we 
believe it provides an important incentive to local communities to allow development 
in their area. We therefore propose that under this approach the Neighbourhood 
Share would be kept, and we would be interested in ways to enhance community 
engagement around how these funds are used, with scope for digital innovation to 
promote engagement. 

4.27. There is scope for even more flexibility around spending. We could also increase 
local authority flexibility, allowing them to spend receipts on their policy priorities, 
once core infrastructure obligations have been met. In addition to the provision of 
local infrastructure, including parks, open spaces, street trees and delivery or 
enhancement of community facilities, this could include improving services or 
reducing council tax. The balance of affordable housing and infrastructure may vary 
depending on a local authority’s circumstances, but under this approach it may be 
necessary to consider ring-fencing a certain amount of Levy funding for affordable 
housing to ensure that affordable housing continues to be delivered on-site at 
current levels (or higher). There would also be opportunities to enhance digital 
engagement with communities as part of decision making around spending 
priorities. Alternatively, the permitted uses of the Levy could remain focused on 
infrastructure and affordable housing, as they are broadly are at present. Local 
authorities would continue to identify the right balance between these to meet local 
needs, as they do at present. 

 

24(c). If an in-kind delivery approach is taken, should we mitigate against local authority 
overpayment risk? 

[Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 

24(d). If an in-kind delivery approach is taken, are there additional steps that would 
need to be taken to support affordable housing quality? 

[Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 

Question 

25. Should local authorities have fewer restrictions over how they spend the Infrastructure 
Levy? 

/ Not sure.  

25(a). If yes, should an affordable housing ‘ring-fence’ be developed? 

[Yes / No / Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 
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26. Do you have any views on the potential impact of the proposals raised in this 
consultation on people with protected characteristics as defined in section 149 of the 
Equality Act 2010? 
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About this consultation 
 

This consultation document and consultation process have been planned to adhere to the 
Consultation Principles issued by the Cabinet Office. 

 
Representative groups are asked to give a summary of the people and organisations they 
represent, and where relevant who else they have consulted in reaching their conclusions 
when they respond. 

 
Information provided in response to this consultation, including personal data, may be 
published or disclosed in accordance with the access to information regimes (these are 
primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA), the Data Protection Act 2018 
(DPA), the General Data Protection Regulation, and the Environmental Information 
Regulations 2004. 

 
If you want the information that you provide to be treated as confidential, please be aware 
that, as a public authority, the Department is bound by the Freedom of Information Act and 
may therefore be obliged to disclose all or some of the information you provide. In view of 
this it would be helpful if you could explain to us why you regard the information you have 
provided as confidential. If we receive a request for disclosure of the information we will 
take full account of your explanation, but we cannot give an assurance that confidentiality 
can be maintained in all circumstances. An automatic confidentiality disclaimer generated 
by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as binding on the Department. 

 
The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government will process your personal 
data in accordance with the law and in the majority of circumstances this will mean that 
your personal data will not be disclosed to third parties. A full privacy notice is included at 
Annex A. 

 
Individual responses will not be acknowledged unless specifically requested. 

 
Your opinions are valuable to us. Thank you for taking the time to read this document and 
respond. 

 
Are you satisfied that this consultation has followed the Consultation Principles? If not or 
you have any other observations about how we can improve the process please contact us 
via the complaints procedure. 
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Annex A 
 

The following is to explain your rights and give you the information you are be entitled to 
under the data protection legislation. 

 
These rights apply to your personal data (your name, address, and anything that could be 
used to identify you personally) not the content of your response to the consultation. 

 
1. The identity of the data controller and contact details of our Data Protection 
Officer 

 
The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) is the data 
controller. The Data Protection Officer can be contacted at 
dataprotection@communities.gov.uk 

 

2. Why we are collecting your personal data 
 

Your personal data is being collected as an essential part of the consultation process, so 
that we can contact you regarding your response and for statistical purposes. We may also 
use it to contact you about related matters. 

 
3. Our legal basis for processing your personal data 

 
Article 6(1)(e) of the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 (GPDR) provides that 
processing shall be lawful if processing is necessary for the performance of a task carried 
out in the public interest or in the exercise of official authority vested in the controller. 
Section 8(d) of the Data Protection Act 2018 further provides that this shall include 
processing of personal data that is necessary for the exercise of a function of the Crown, a 
Minister of the Crown or a government department. 

 
The processing is necessary for the performance of a task carried out in the public interest 
or in the exercise of official authority vested in the Ministry of Housing, Communities and 
Local Government. The task is consulting on departmental policies or proposals or 
obtaining opinion data in order to develop good effective government policies in relation to 
planning. 

 
4. With whom we will be sharing your personal data 

 
We will not share your personal data with organisations outside of MHCLG without 
contacting you for your permission first. 

 
5. For how long we will keep your personal data, or criteria used to determine the 
retention period. 

 
Your personal data will be held for two years from the closure of the consultation. 
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6. Your rights, e.g. access, rectification, erasure 
 

The data we are collecting is your personal data, and you have considerable say over 
what happens to it. You have the right: 
a. to see what data, we have about you 
b. to ask us to stop using your data, but keep it on record 
c. to ask to have all or some of your data deleted or corrected 
d. to lodge a complaint with the independent Information Commissioner (ICO) if you think 
we are not handling your data fairly or in accordance with the law. You can contact the 
ICO at https://ico.org.uk/ , or telephone 0303 123 1113. 

 

7. Storage of your personal data 
 

The Data you provide directly will be stored by MHCLG’s appointed third-party on their 
servers. We have taken all necessary precautions to ensure that your rights in terms of 
data protection will not be compromised by this. 

 
If you submit information to this consultation using our third-party survey provider, it will be 
moved to our secure government IT systems at a date following the consultation 
publication date. 

 
8. Your personal data will not be used for any automated decision making. 


