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Topic of this consultation:
This consultation seeks any view

s on each part of a package of proposals for reform
 of the planning system

 in England 
to stream

line and m
odernise the planning process, im

prove outcom
es on design and sustainability, reform

 developer 
contributions and ensure m

ore land is available for developm
ent w

here it is needed.

Scope of this consultation:
This consultation covers a package of proposals for reform

 of the planning system
 in England, covering plan-m

aking, 
developm

ent m
anagem

ent, developm
ent contributions, and other related policy proposals.
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G
eographical scope:

These proposals relate to England only.

Im
pact A

ssessm
ent:

The G
overnm

ent is m
indful of its responsibility to have regard to the potential im

pact of any proposal on the Public Sector 
Equality D

uty. In each part of the consultation w
e w

ould invite any view
s on the duty. W

e are also seeking view
s on the 

potential im
pact of the package as a w

hole on the Public Sector Equality D
uty.

Sco
p

e o
f the co

nsultatio
n
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To:
This consultation is open to everyone. W

e are keen to hear from
 a w

ide range of interested parties from
 across the public and 

private sectors, as w
ell as from

 the general public.

B
ody/bodies responsible 

for the consultation:
M

inistry of H
ousing, C

om
m

unities and Local G
overnm

ent

D
uration:

This consultation w
ill last for 12 w

eeks from
 6 A

ugust 2020.

Enquiries:
For any enquiries about the consultation please contact planningforthefuture@

com
m

unities.gov.uk.

H
ow

 to respond:
You m

ay respond by going to our w
ebsite https://w

w
w

.gov.uk/governm
ent/consultations/planning-for-the-future

A
lternatively you can em

ail your response to the questions in this consultation to planningforthefuture@
com

m
unities.gov.uk.

If you are responding in w
riting, please m

ake it clear w
hich

questions you are responding to. 

W
ritten responses should be sent to: 

Planning for the Future C
onsultation, 

Planning D
irectorate, 3rd Floor, Fry B

uilding, 2 M
arsham

 Street, London SW
1P 4D

F.
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response on behalf of an organisation and include:
• your nam

e,
• your position (if applicable), and
• the nam

e of organisation (if applicable).
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I never cease to be am
azed by the incredible potential of this country. The vast array 

of innovations and talent that, w
hen com

bined w
ith our extraordinary can-do spirit, 

has brought forth everything from
 the jet engine to gene editing therapy.

	
ÕÌ�>Ã�Ü

i�>««À�>V��Ì�i�ÃiV��`�`iV>`i��v�Ì�i�Ó£ÃÌ�Vi�ÌÕÀÞ�Ì�>Ì�«�Ìi�Ì�>���Ã�Li��}�>ÀÌ�wV�>��Þ�

constrained by a relic from
 the m

iddle of the 20th – our outdated and ineffective planning system
.

D
esigned and built in 1947 it has, like any building of that age, been patched up here and 

there over the decades. 

Extensions have been added on, knocked dow
n and rebuilt according to the w

him
s of 

w
hoever’s nam

e is on the deeds at the tim
e. Eight years ago a new

 landlord stripped m
ost 

of the asbestos from
 the roof. 

	
ÕÌ��

>�i�`
��>�`

��
i�`

�V>�����Þ��>ÃÌ�v�À�Ã�����}
�>�`

]����ÓäÓä]��Ì��Ã�������}
iÀ�wÌ�v�À� 

hum
an habitation. 

Thanks to our planning system
, w

e have now
here near enough hom

es in the right places. 

People cannot afford to m
ove to w

here their talents can be m
atched w

ith opportunity. 

B
usinesses cannot afford to grow

 and create jobs. The w
hole thing is beginning to crum

ble 

and the tim
e has com

e to do w
hat too m

any have for too long lacked the courage to do – 

tear it dow
n and start again.

That is w
hat this paper proposes.

Radical reform
 unlike anything w

e have seen since the Second W
orld W

ar. 

 
�Ì��

�Ài�w``���}�>À�Õ�`�Ì�i�i`}iÃ]���Ì�Ã��
«�Þ�«>��Ì��}��ÛiÀ�Ì�i�`>�

«�«>ÌV�iÃ]�LÕÌ�

levelling the foundations and building, from
 the ground up, a w

hole new
 planning system

 

for England.

O
ne that is sim

pler, clearer and quicker to navigate, delivering results in w
eeks and m

onths 

rather than years and decades.  

That actively encourages sustainable, beautiful, safe and useful developm
ent rather than 

obstructing it.

That m
akes it harder for developers to dodge their obligations to im

prove infrastructure and 

opens up housebuilding to m
ore than just the current handful of m

assive corporations. 

That gives you a greater say over w
hat gets built in your com

m
unity.

That m
akes sure start-ups have a place to put dow

n roots and that businesses great and 

sm
all have the space they need to grow

 and create jobs.

A
nd, above all, that gives the people of this country the hom

es w
e need in the places w

e 

w
ant to live at prices w

e can afford, so that all of us are free to live w
here w

e can connect 

our talents w
ith opportunity.

G
etting hom

es built is alw
ays a controversial business. A

ny planning application, how
ever 

m
odest, alm

ost inevitably attracts objections and I am
 sure there w

ill be those w
ho say this 

paper represents too m
uch change too fast, too m

uch of a break from
 w

hat has gone before.

B
ut w

hat w
e have now

 sim
ply does not w

ork. 

So let’s do better. Let’s m
ake the system

 w
ork for all of us. A

nd let’s take big, bold steps so that 

Ü
i����Ì��Ã�V�Õ�ÌÀÞ�V>��w�>��Þ�LÕ��`�Ì�i����

iÃ�Ü
i�>����ii`�>�`�Ì�i�vÕÌÕÀi�Ü

i�>���Ü
>�Ì�Ì��Ãii°�

The Rt. H
on. Boris Johnson M

P
Prim

e M
inister

Fo
rew

o
rd

 fro
m

 the Prim
e M

inister
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“ The hom
es w

e need in 
the places w

e w
ant to 

live in at prices w
e can 

afford, so that all of us 
are free to live w

here w
e 

can connect our talents 
w

ith opportunity.”



The outbreak of CO
VID

-19 has affected the econom
ic and social lives of the entire 

nation. W
ith so m

any people spending m
ore tim

e at hom
e than ever before, w

e have 
com

e to know
 our hom

es, gardens and local parks m
ore intim

ately. For som
e this has 

been a w
elcom

e opportunity to spend m
ore tim

e in the place they call hom
e w

ith 
the people they love. For others – those in sm

all, substandard hom
es, those unable 

to w
alk to distant shops or parks, those struggling to pay their rent, or indeed for 

those w
ho do not have a hom

e of their ow
n at all – this has been a m

om
ent w

here 
longstanding issues in our developm

ent and planning system
 have com

e to the fore.

Such tim
es require decisive action and a plan for a better future. These proposals w

ill help us 

to build the hom
es our country needs, bridge the present generational divide and recreate an 

ow
nership society in w

hich m
ore people have the security and dignity of a hom

e of their ow
n.

"
ÕÀ�«À�«�Ã>�Ã�Ãii��>�Ã�}��wV>�Ì�Þ�Ã��

«�iÀ]�v>ÃÌiÀ�>�`��
�Ài�«Ài`�VÌ>L�i�ÃÞÃÌi�

°�/�iÞ�>��
�Ì��

facilitate a m
ore diverse and com

petitive housing industry, in w
hich sm

aller builders can thrive 

alongside the big players, w
here all pay a fair share of the costs of infrastructure and the 

affordable housing existing com
m

unities require and w
here perm

issions are m
ore sw

iftly 

turned into hom
es.

W
e are cutting red tape, but not standards. This G

overnm
ent doesn’t w

ant to just build 

houses. W
e w

ant a society that has re-established pow
erful links betw

een identity and place, 

betw
een our unm

atchable architectural heritage and the future, betw
een com

m
unity and 

purpose. O
ur reform

ed system
 places a higher regard on quality, design and local vernacular 

than ever before, and draw
s inspiration from

 the idea of design codes and pattern books that 

built B
ath, B

elgravia and B
ournville. O

ur guiding principle w
ill be as C

lough W
illiam

s-Ellis said 

to cherish the past, adorn the present and build for the future.

7
i�Ü
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the future, hom
es w

ith green spaces and new
 parks at close hand, w

here tree lined streets are 

the norm
 and w

here neighbours are not strangers.

W
e are m

oving aw
ay from

 notices on lam
pposts to an interactive and accessible m

ap-based 

�����i�ÃÞÃÌi�
�q�«�>V��}�«�>����}�>Ì�Ì�i�w�}iÀÌ�«Ã��v�«i�«�i°�/�i�«�>����}�«À�ViÃÃ�Ü

����Li�

brought into the 21st century. C
om

m
unities w

ill be reconnected to a planning process that is 

supposed to serve them
, w

ith residents m
ore engaged over w

hat happens in their areas.

W
hile the current system

 excludes residents w
ho don’t have the tim

e to contribute to the 

lengthy and com
plex planning process, local dem

ocracy and accountability w
ill now

 be 

enhanced by technology and transparency.

Reform
ing the planning system

 isn’t a task w
e undertake lightly, but it is both an overdue and 

a tim
ely reform

. M
illions of jobs depend on the construction sector and in every econom

ic 

recovery, it has played a crucial role. 

This paper sets out how
 w

e w
ill reform

 the planning system
 to realise that vision and m

ake 

�Ì��
�Ài�ivwV�i�Ì]�ivviVÌ�Ûi�>�`�iµÕ�Ì>L�i°���>�

��
�ÃÌ�}À>ÌivÕ��Ì��Ì�i�Ì>Ã�v�ÀVi��v�iÝ«iÀÌÃ�Ü

���

have generously offered their tim
e and expert advice as w

e have developed our proposals 

for reform
 – B

ridget Rosew
ell, M

iles G
ibson, Sir Stuart Lipton, N

icholas B
oys Sm

ith, and 

C
hristopher K

atkow
ski Q

C
. 

The Rt. H
on. Robert Jenrick M

P
Secretary of State for H

ousing, Com
m

unities and Local G
overnm

ent 

Fo
rew

o
rd

 fro
m

 the Secretary o
f State
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“ These proposals w
ill help 

us to build the hom
es 

our country needs, 
bridge the present 
generational divide and 
recreate an ow

nership 
society in w

hich m
ore 

people have the dignity 
and security of a hom

e 
of their ow

n.” 



��6JG�EJCNNGPIG�Y
G�HCEG�s�CP�KPGHƂEKGPV��QRCSWG�RTQEGUU�CPF�RQQT�QWVEQO

GU

The planning system
 is central to our m

ost im
portant national challenges: tackling head on the 

shortage of beautiful, high quality hom
es and places w

here people w
ant to live and w

ork; 

com
bating clim

ate change; im
proving biodiversity; supporting sustainable grow

th in all parts of 

the country and rebalancing our econom
y; delivering opportunities for the construction sector, 

upon w
hich m

illions of livelihoods depend; the ability of m
ore people to ow

n assets and have a 

stake in our society; and our capacity to house the hom
eless and provide security and dignity . 1 

/��ÃÕVVii`�����
iiÌ��}�Ì�iÃi�V�>��i�}iÃ]�>Ã�Ü

i��
ÕÃÌ]�Ì�i�«�>����}�ÃÞÃÌi�

��ii`Ã�Ì��Li�wÌ�v�À�

purpose. It m
ust m

ake land available in the right places and for the right form
 of 

developm
ent. In doing this, it m

ust ensure new
 developm

ent brings w
ith it the schools, 

hospitals, surgeries and transport local com
m

unities need, w
hile at the sam

e tim
e protecting 

our unm
atchable architectural heritage and natural environm

ent.

There is som
e brilliant planning and developm

ent. A
nd there are m

any brilliant planners  

and developers. B
ut too often excellence in planning is the exception rather than the rule,  

as it is hindered by several problem
s w

ith the system
 as it stands: 

•  It is too com
plex: the planning system

 w
e have today w

as shaped by the Tow
n and 

C
ountry Planning A

ct 1947, w
hich established planning as nationalised and discretionary  

in character. Since then, decades of reform
 have built com

plexity, uncertainty and delay 

into the system
. It now

 w
orks best for large investors and com

panies, and w
orst for those 

w
ithout the resources to m

anage a process beset by risk and uncertainty. A
 sim

pler 

fram
ew

ork w
ould better support a m

ore com
petitive m

arket w
ith a greater diversity of 

developers, and m
ore resilient places.

•   Planning decisions are discretionary rather than rules-based: nearly all decisions to grant 

consent are undertaken on a case-by-case basis, rather than determ
ined by clear rules for 

w
hat can and cannot be done. This m

akes the English planning system
 and those derived 

from
 it an exception internationally, and it has the im

portant consequences of increasing 

planning risk, pushing up the cost of capital for developm
ent and discouraging both 

Intro
d

uctio
n
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There is som
e brilliant planning and 

developm
ent. A

nd there are m
any  

brilliant planners and developers.



Planning decisions are discretionary 
rather than rules-based: nearly all 
decisions to grant consent are 
undertaken on a case-by-case basis.



innovation and the bringing forw
ard of land for developm

ent. 2 D
ecisions are also often 

overturned – of the planning applications determ
ined at appeal, 36 per cent of decisions 

relating to m
ajor applications and 30 per cent of decisions relating to m

inor applications 

are overturned. 3 

•   It takes too long to adopt a Local Plan: although it is a statutory obligation to have an  

up-to-date Local Plan in place, only 50 per cent of local authorities (as of June 2020) do, 

and Local Plan preparation takes an average of seven years (m
eaning m

any policies are 

effectively out of date as soon as they are adopted).

•   A
ssessm

ents of housing need, viability and environm
ental im

pacts are too com
plex and 

opaque: land supply decisions are based on projections of household and business ‘need’ 

ÌÞ«�V>��Þ��ÛiÀ�£x���À�Óä�Þi>À�«iÀ��`Ã°�/�iÃi�w}ÕÀiÃ�>Ài���}��Þ�V��ÌiÃÌi`�>�`�`����Ì�«À�Û�`i�

a clear basis for the scale of developm
ent to be planned for. A

ssessm
ents of environm

ental 

im
pacts and viability add com

plexity and bureaucracy but do not necessarily lead to 

environm
ental im

provem
ents nor ensure sites are brought forw

ard and delivered.

• ���Ì��>Ã���ÃÌ�«ÕL��V�ÌÀÕÃÌ�Ü
�Ì�]�v�À�iÝ>�

«�i]�>�ÀiVi�Ì�«����w�`��}�Ì�>Ì����Þ�ÃiÛi��«iÀ�Vi�Ì�

trusted their local council to m
ake decisions about large scale developm

ent that w
ill be 

good for their local area (49 per cent and 36 per cent said they distrusted developers and 

local authorities respectively). 4 A
nd consultation is dom

inated by the few
 w

illing and able to 

navigate the process – the voice of those w
ho stand to gain from

 developm
ent is not heard 

loudly enough, such as young people. The im
portance of local participation in planning is 

now
 the focus of a cam

paign by the Local G
overnm

ent A
ssociation but this involvem

ent 

m
ust be accessible to all people. 5
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The planning system
 is based on 

20th-century technology: planning 
system

s are reliant on legacy 
softw

are that burden the  
sector w

ith repetitive tasks.



•  It is based on 20th-century technology: planning system
s are reliant on legacy softw

are that 

burden the sector w
ith repetitive tasks. The planning process rem

ains reliant on 

docum
ents, not data, w

hich reduces the speed and quality of decision-m
aking. The user 

experience of the planning system
 discourages engagem

ent, and little use is m
ade of 

interactive digital services and tools. W
e have heard that for m

any developers the w
orst 

Ì���}�Ì�>Ì�V>���>««i���Ã�v�À�Ì�i��i>`���V>��>ÕÌ��À�ÌÞ��vwV�>��Ì���i>Ûi�Ì�i�À���L�q�ÃÕ}}iÃÌ��} 

>�ÃÞÃÌi�
�Ì���`i«i�`i�Ì����Ì�i�Û�iÜ

Ã��v�>�«>ÀÌ�VÕ�>À��vwV�>��>Ì�>�«>ÀÌ�VÕ�>À�Ì��
i]�>�`���Ì�

transparent and accessible requirem
ents shaped by com

m
unities.

•  The process for negotiating developer contributions to affordable housing and infrastructure 

is com
plex, protracted and unclear: as a result, the outcom

es can be uncertain, w
hich further 

dim
inishes trust in the system

 and reduces the ability of local planning authorities to plan 

for and deliver necessary infrastructure. O
ver 80 per cent of planning authorities agree that 

planning obligations cause delay. 6 It also further increases planning risk for developers and 

landow
ners, thus discouraging developm

ent and new
 entrants.

•  There is not enough focus on design, and little incentive for high quality new
 hom

es and 

«�>ViÃ\�/�iÀi��Ã���ÃÕvwV�i�Ì���Vi�Ì�Ûi�Ü
�Ì����Ì�i�«À�ViÃÃ�Ì��LÀ��}�v�ÀÜ

>À`�«À�«�Ã>�Ã�Ì�>Ì�>Ài�

beautiful and w
hich w

ill enhance the environm
ent, health, and character of local areas. 

Local Plans do not provide enough certainty around the approved form
s of developm

ent, 

relying on vague and verbal statem
ents of policy rather than the popularly endorsed visual 

clarity that can be provided by binding design codes. This m
eans that quality can be 

negotiated aw
ay too readily and the lived experience of the consum

er ignored too readily.
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•   It sim
ply does not lead to enough hom

es being built, especially in those places w
here  

the need for new
 hom

es is the highest. A
dopted Local Plans, w

here they are in place, 

«À�Û�`i�v�À�£nÇ]äää����
iÃ�«iÀ�Þi>À�>VÀ�ÃÃ��}�>�`�q���Ì��ÕÃÌ�Ã�}��wV>�Ì�Þ�Li��Ü

��ÕÀ�

am
bition for 300,000 new

 hom
es annually, but also low

er than the num
ber of hom

es 

delivered last year (over 241,000). 7 The result of long-term
 and persisting undersupply is that 

housing is becom
ing increasingly expensive, including relative to our European neighbours. 

In Italy, G
erm

any and the N
etherlands, you can get tw

ice as m
uch housing space for your 

m
oney com

pared to the U
K

. 8 W
e need to address the inequalities this has entrenched. 

A
 poor planning process results in poor outcom

es. Land use planning and developm
ent control 

are form
s of regulation, and like any regulation should be predictable and accessible, and strike  

a fair balance betw
een consum

ers, producers and w
ider society. B

ut too often the planning 

ÃÞÃÌi�
��Ã�Õ�«Ài`�VÌ>L�i]�Ì���`�vwVÕ�Ì�Ì��i�}>}i�Ü

�Ì���À�Õ�`iÀÃÌ>�`]�>�`�v>Û�ÕÀÃ�Ì�i�L�}}iÃÌ�

players in the m
arket w

ho are best able to negotiate and navigate through the process.

/�i��
�ÛiÀ��

i�Ì��>Ã��
>`i�Ã�}��wV>�Ì�«À�}ÀiÃÃ����ÀiVi�Ì�Þi>ÀÃ������VÀi>Ã��}���ÕÃi�LÕ��`��}]�

w
ith construction rates at a 30-year high in 2019. B

ut these fundam
ental issues in the system

 

rem
ain, and w

e are still lagging behind m
any of our European neighbours. A

nd as the 

B
uilding B

etter, B
uilding B

eautiful C
om

m
ission found in its interim

 report last year, too often 

w
hat w

e do build is low
 quality and considered ugly by local residents. 9 
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/�i��
�ÛiÀ��

i�Ì��>Ã��
>`i�Ã�}��wV>�Ì�

progress in recent years to increase 
house building, w

ith construction rates 
at a 30-year high.



A
 new

 visio
n fo

r Eng
land

’s p
lanning

 system

This paper and the reform
s that follow

 are an attem
pt to rediscover the original m

ission and 

purpose of those w
ho sought to im

prove our hom
es and streets in late Victorian and early 

20th-century B
ritain. That original vision has been buried under layers of legislation and case 

law
. W

e need to rediscover it. 

Planning m
atters. W

here w
e live has a m

easurable effect on our physical and m
ental health: 

on how
 m

uch w
e w

alk, on how
 m

any neighbours w
e know

 or how
 tense w

e feel on the daily 

journey to w
ork or school. Places affect us from

 the air that w
e breathe to our ultim

ate sense 

of purpose and w
ellbeing. This is a question of social justice too. B

etter off people experience 

m
ore beauty than poorer people and can better afford the rising costs of hom

es. A
s a nation 

w
e need to do this better. Evidence from

 the Tow
n and C

ountry Planning A
ssociation 

(TC
PA

), the Royal Tow
n Planning Institue (RTPI) and the G

reen B
uilding C

ouncil to the 

B
uilding B

etter B
uilding B

eautiful C
om

m
ission all em

phasised that the evidence on w
hat 

«i�«�i�Ü
>�Ì�>�`�Ü

�iÀi�Ì�iÞ�y�ÕÀ�Ã���Ã�Ài�
>À�>L�Þ�V��Ã�ÃÌi�Ì°

The G
overnm

ent’s planning reform
s since 2010 have started to address the underlying issues:

•  l ast year, w
e delivered over 241,000 hom

es, m
ore new

 hom
es than at any point in the last 30 years;

•  our reform
s to change-of-use rules have supported delivery of over 50,000 new

 hom
es;

•  the rate of planning applications granted has increased since 2010; 10

•  Ì�i� 
>Ì���>��*�>����}�*���VÞ��À>�

iÜ
�À�]���ÌÀ�`ÕVi`����Óä£Ó]��>Ã�}Ài>Ì�Þ�Ã��

«��wi`�Ì�i�

previously huge volum
e of policy;

•  Ü
i��>Ûi���ÌÀ�`ÕVi`�>�Ã��

«��wi`�v�À�
Õ�>�v�À�>ÃÃiÃÃ��}���ÕÃ��}��ii`�>�`�V�i>ÀiÀ���Vi�Ì�ÛiÃ� 

for local authorities to have up-to-date plans in place;

•  w
e have introduced greater dem

ocratic accountability over infrastructure planning, giving 

i�iVÌi`��
���ÃÌiÀÃ�ÀiÃ«��Ã�L���ÌÞ�v�À�«�>����}�`iV�Ã���Ã�>L�ÕÌ�Ì��Ã�V�Õ�ÌÀÞ½Ã��>Ì���>��Þ�Ã�}��wV>�Ì�

energy, transport, w
ater, w

astew
ater and w

aste projects;

•  w
e have continued to protect the G

reen Belt;

•  protections for environm
ental and heritage assets – such as A

reas of O
utstanding  

 
>ÌÕÀ>��	i>ÕÌÞ�Ƃ

"
 
	Ã®]�>�`�-�ÌiÃ��v�-«iV�>��-V�i�Ì�wV���ÌiÀiÃÌ�---�Ã®�>�`�


��ÃiÀÛ>Ì���� 

A
reas – continue to protect our treasured countryside and historic places; and

•  w
e have dem

ocratised and localised the planning process by abolishing the top-dow
n regional 

strategies and unelected regional planning bodies, and em
pow

ered com
m

unities to prepare  

a plan for their area, through our introduction of neighbourhood planning – w
ith over 2,600 

com
m

unities taking advantage of our reform
s so far.

B
ut the sim

ple truth is that decades of com
plexity and political argum

ent have resulted in 

>�ÃÞÃÌi�
�Ü
��V���Ã�«À�Û�`��}��i�Ì�iÀ�ÃÕvwV�i�Ì����

iÃ���À�}��`�i��Õ}���iÜ
�«�>ViÃ°� 

�À��Ã 

it fairly using the talents and passions of public sector planners w
ho often feel over-w

orked 

>�`�Õ�`iÀ�>««ÀiV�>Ìi`]�ÌÀ>««i`�LiÌÜ
ii��Ì�i�ÕÀ}i�Ì��ii`�v�À��

�Ài����
iÃ]�>����ÃÕvwV�i�Ì�Þ�

com
petitive m

arket and a policy fram
ew

ork w
hich m

akes it alm
ost im

possible for them
 to 

insist upon beautiful and sustainable new
 hom

es and places.

The planning system
 needs to be better at unlocking grow

th and opportunity in all parts  

of the country, at encouraging beautiful new
 places, at supporting the careful stew

ardship  

and rebirth of tow
n and city centres, and at supporting the revitalisation of existing buildings 

as w
ell as supporting new

 developm
ent.

�Ì��Ã�>�Ã��Ì��
i�v�À�Ì�i�«�>����}�ÃÞÃÌi�

�w�>��Þ�Ì���
�Ûi�Ì�Ü

>À`Ã�>��
�`iÀ��Ãi`]��«i��`>Ì>�

approach that creates a reliable national picture of w
hat is happening w

here in planning, 

�
>�iÃ�«�>����}�ÃiÀÛ�ViÃ��

�Ài�ivwV�i�Ì]���V�ÕÃ�Ûi�>�`�V��Ã�ÃÌi�Ì]�>�`�Õ���V�Ã�Ì�i�`>Ì>� 

needed by property developers and the em
erging Property Technology (PropTech) sector,  

to help them
 m

ake m
ore inform

ed decisions on w
hat to build and w

here.
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W
e w

ish to:

•  be m
ore am

bitious for the places w
e create, expecting new

 developm
ent to be beautiful 

and to create a ‘net gain’ not just ‘no net harm
’;

•  m
ove the dem

ocracy forw
ard in the planning process and give neighbourhoods and com

m
unities 

an earlier and m
ore m

eaningful voice in the future of their area as plans are m
ade, harnessing 

`�}�Ì>��ÌiV�����}Þ�Ì���
>�i��Ì��

ÕV��i>Ã�iÀ�Ì��>VViÃÃ�>�`�Õ�`iÀÃÌ>�`���v�À�
>Ì����>L�ÕÌ�Ã«iV�wV�

planning proposals. M
ore engagem

ent should take place at the Local Plan phase;

•  im
prove the user experience of the planning system

, to m
ake planning inform

ation easier to 

w�`�>�`�Õ�`iÀÃÌ>�`�>�`��
>�i��Ì�>««i>À����Ì�i�«�>ViÃ�Ì�>Ì�`�ÃVÕÃÃ���Ã�>Ài��>««i���}]�v�À�

exam
ple in digital neighbourhood groups and social netw

orks. N
ew

 digital engagem
ent 

processes w
ill m

ake it radically easier to raise view
s about and visualise em

erging proposals 

w
hilst on-the-go on a sm

art phone;

•  support hom
e ow

nership, helping people and fam
ilies ow

n their ow
n beautiful, affordable, 

green and safe hom
es, w

ith ready access to better infrastructure and green spaces;

•  increase the supply of land available for new
 hom

es w
here it is needed to address 

affordability pressures, support econom
ic grow

th and the renew
al of our tow

ns and cities, 

and foster a m
ore com

petitive housing m
arket;

•  help businesses to expand w
ith readier access to the com

m
ercial space they need in the 

«�>ViÃ�Ì�iÞ�Ü
>�Ì�>�`�ÃÕ««�ÀÌ��}�>��

�Ài�«�ÞÃ�V>��Þ�yiÝ�L�i��>L�ÕÀ��
>À�iÌÆ

•  support innovative developers and housebuilders, including sm
all and m

edium
-sized 

enterprises (SM
Es) and self-builders, those looking to build a diverse range of types and 

tenure of housing, and those using innovative m
odern m

ethods of construction (M
M

C
);

•  prom
ote the stew

ardship and im
provem

ent of our precious countryside and environm
ent, 

i�ÃÕÀ��}���
«�ÀÌ>�Ì��>ÌÕÀ>��>ÃÃiÌÃ�>Ài�«ÀiÃiÀÛi`]�Ì�i�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì�«�Ìi�Ì�>���v�LÀ�Ü
�wi�`�

land is m
axim

ised, that w
e support net gains for biodiversity and the w

ider environm
ent and 

actively address the challenges of clim
ate change; and

•  create a virtuous circle of prosperity in our villages, tow
ns and cities, supporting their 

ongoing renew
al and regeneration w

ithout losing their hum
an scale, inheritance and sense 

of place. W
e need to build m

ore hom
es at gentle densities in and around tow

n centres and 

��}��ÃÌÀiiÌÃ]����LÀ�Ü
�wi�`��>�`�>�`��i>À�iÝ�ÃÌ��}���vÀ>ÃÌÀÕVÌÕÀi�Ã��Ì�>Ì�v>�

���iÃ�V>���
iiÌ�

their aspirations. G
ood grow

th w
ill m

ake it easier to level up the econom
ic and social 

opportunities available to com
m

unities.

U
nderpinning this, w

e need to m
odernise the day-to-day operation of the planning system

. 

Residents should not have to rely on planning notices attached to lam
p posts, printed in 

new
spapers or posted in libraries. The C

O
VID

-19 pandem
ic has highlighted the need for 

m
odern digital planning services that can be accessed from

 hom
e, and m

any planners and 

local authorities have responded brilliantly to this challenge. The planning system
 m

ust build 

���Ì��Ã�ÃÕVViÃÃ�>�`�v����Ü
��Ì�iÀ�ÃiVÌ�ÀÃ�����>À�iÃÃ��}�Ì�i�Li�iwÌÃ�Ü

��V��`�}�Ì�Ã>Ì����V>��LÀ��}�

– real-tim
e inform

ation, high-quality virtual sim
ulation, straightforw

ard end-to-end processes.  

It should be based on data, not docum
ents, inclusive for all m

em
bers of society, and stim

ulate 

the innovation of the great B
ritish design industry.

There are grow
ing calls for change, and for the shape that it should take – based on a bold 

vision for end-to-end reform
, rather than further piecem

eal change w
ithin the existing system

. 

Recent reports from
 think tanks and the G

overnm
ent-appointed B

uilding B
etter, B

uilding 

B
eautiful C

om
m

ission are the latest prom
inent voices to have added to the chorus. 11
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Pro
p

o
sals

W
e w

ill undertake fundam
ental reform

 of the planning system
 to address its underlying w

eaknesses 

>�`�VÀi>Ìi�>�ÃÞÃÌi�
�wÌ�v�À�Ì�i�Ó£ÃÌ�Vi�ÌÕÀÞ°�7

i�Ü
>�Ì�Ì���i>À�Þ�ÕÀ�Û�iÜ

Ã�����ÕÀ�«À�«�Ã>�Ã°

First, w
e w

ill stream
line the planning process w

ith m
ore dem

ocracy 
taking place m

ore effectively at the plan-m
aking stage, and w

ill replace 
the entire corpus of plan-m

aking law
 in England to achieve this:

•   Sim
p

lifying
 the role of Local Plans, to focus on id

entifying
 land

 und
er three categ

ories 

– G
row

th areas suitab
le for sub

stantial d
evelop

m
ent, and

 w
here outline ap

p
roval for 

d
evelop

m
ent w

ould
 b

e autom
atically secured

 for form
s and

 typ
es of d

evelop
m

ent 

Ã«
iV�wi`

����Ì�i�*�>�Æ�Renew
al areas suitab

le for som
e d

evelop
m

ent, such as g
entle 

`
i�Ã�wV>Ì���Æ�>�`

�Protected
 areas w

here – as the nam
e sug

g
ests – d

evelop
m

ent is 

restricted. This could halve the tim
e it takes to secure planning perm

ission on larger sites 

�`i�Ì�wi`����«�>�Ã°�7
i�>�Ã��Ü

>�Ì�Ì��>���Ü
���V>��«�>����}�>ÕÌ��À�Ì�iÃ�Ì���`i�Ì�vÞ�ÃÕL�>Ài>Ã� 

in their G
row

th areas for self- and custom
-build hom

es, so that m
ore people can build  

their ow
n hom

es.

•   Local Plans should set clear rules rather than general policies for developm
ent. W

e w
ill set 

out general developm
ent m

anagem
ent policies nationally, w

ith a m
ore focused role for 

��V>��*�>�Ã�����`i�Ì�vÞ��}�Ã�Ìi��>�`�>Ài>�Ã«iV�wV�ÀiµÕ�Ài�
i�ÌÃ]�>���}Ã�`i���V>��Þ�«À�`ÕVi`�

design codes. This w
ould scale back the detail and duplication contained in Local Plans, 

w
hile encouraging a m

uch greater focus on design quality at the local level. Plans w
ill be 

Ã�}��wV>�Ì�Þ�Ã��ÀÌiÀ�����i�}Ì��Ü
i�iÝ«iVÌ�>�Ài`ÕVÌ�������Ã�âi��v�>Ì��i>ÃÌ�ÌÜ

��Ì��À`Ã®]�>Ã�Ì�iÞ�

Ü
����������}iÀ�V��Ì>���>����}���ÃÌ��v�º«���V�iÃ»��v�Û>ÀÞ��}�Ã«iV�wV�ÌÞ�q��ÕÃÌ�>�V�Ài�ÃiÌ��v�

standards and requirem
ents for developm

ent.

•   Local councils should radically and profoundly re-invent the am
bition, depth and breadth 

w
ith w

hich they engage w
ith com

m
unities as they consult on Local Plans. O

ur reform
s w

ill 

dem
ocratise the planning process by putting a new

 em
phasis on engagem

ent at the 

plan-m
aking stage. A

t the sam
e tim

e, w
e w

ill stream
line the opportunity for consultation at 

the planning application stage, because this adds delay to the process and allow
s a sm

all 

m
inority of voices, som

e from
 the local area and often som

e not, to shape outcom
es. W

e 

w
ant to hear the view

s of a w
ide range of people and groups through this consultation on 

our proposed reform
s.

•   Local Plans should be subject to a single statutory “sustainable developm
ent” test, and 

unnecessary assessm
ents and requirem

ents that cause delay and challenge in the current 

system
 should be abolished. This w

ould m
ean replacing the existing tests of soundness, 

updating requirem
ents for assessm

ents (including on the environm
ent and viability) and 

abolishing the D
uty to C

ooperate.

•   Local Plans should be visual and m
ap-based, standardised, based on the latest digital 

ÌiV�����}Þ]�>�`�ÃÕ««�ÀÌi`�LÞ�>��iÜ
�ÃÌ>�`>À`�Ìi�

«�>Ìi°�*�>�Ã�Ã��Õ�`�Li�Ã�}��wV>�Ì�Þ� 

Ã��ÀÌiÀ�����i�}Ì�]�>�`����
�Ìi`�Ì������

�Ài�Ì�>��ÃiÌÌ��}��ÕÌ�Ã�Ìi���À�>Ài>�Ã«iV�wV�«>À>�
iÌiÀÃ 

and opportunities.

•   Local authorities and the Planning Inspectorate w
ill be required through legislation to m

eet  

a statutory tim
etable (of no m

ore than 30 m
onths in total) for key stages of the process, and 

there w
ill be sanctions for those w

ho fail to do so. 

• ���
iV�Ã�����

>���}�Ã��Õ�`�Li�v>ÃÌiÀ�>�`��
�Ài�ViÀÌ>��]�Ü

�Ì����wÀ�
�`i>`���iÃ]�>�`�Ã��Õ�`�

m
ake greater use of data and digital technology.
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•   W
e w

ill seek to strengthen enforcem
ent pow

ers and sanctions so that as w
e m

ove tow
ards 

>�ÀÕ�iÃ�L>Ãi`�ÃÞÃÌi�
]�V��

�
Õ��Ì�iÃ�V>���>Ûi�V��w`i�Vi�Ì��Ãi�ÀÕ�iÃ�Ü

����Li�Õ«�i�`°

•   W
e w

ill develop a com
prehensive resources and skills strategy for the planning sector  

to support the im
plem

entation of our reform
s – so that, as w

e bring in our reform
s, local 

planning authorities  are equipped to create great com
m

unities through w
orld-class civic 

engagem
ent and proactive plan-m

aking.

5GEQPF��Y
G�Y

KNN�VCMG�C�TCFKECN��FKIKVCN�ƂTUV�CRRTQCEJ�VQ�O
QFGTPKUG�VJG�

planning process. This m
eans m

oving from
 a process based on 

docum
ents to a process driven by data. W

e w
ill:

•   Support local planning authorities to use digital tools to support a new
 civic engagem

ent 

process for Local Plans and decision-m
aking, m

aking it easier for people to understand 

w
hat is being proposed and its likely im

pact on them
 through visualisations and other 

digital approaches. W
e w

ill m
ake it m

uch easier for people to feed in their view
s into the 

system
 through social netw

orks and via their phones.

•   Insist local plans are built on standardised, digitally consum
able rules and data, enabling 

accessible interactive m
aps that show

 w
hat can be built w

here. The data w
ill be accessed  

by softw
are used across the public sector and also by external PropTech entrepreneurs to 

im
prove transparency, decision-m

aking and productivity in the sector.

•   Standardise, and m
ake openly and digitally accessible, other critical datasets that the planning 

system
 relies on, including planning decisions and developer contributions. A

pproaches 

v�À�wÝ��}�Ì�i�Õ�`iÀ�Þ��}�`>Ì>�>Ài�>�Ài>`Þ�Li��}�ÌiÃÌi`�>�`�`iÛi��«i`�LÞ�����Û>Ì�Ûi���V>��

planning authorities and w
e are exploring options for how

 these could be scaled nationally.

•   W
ork w

ith tech com
panies and local authorities to m

odernise the softw
are used for m

aking 

and case-m
anaging a planning application, im

proving the user-experience for those applying 

and reducing the errors and costs currently experienced by planning authorities. A
 new

 

m
ore m

odular softw
are landscape w

ill encourage digital innovation and w
ill consum

e  

and provide access to underlying data. This w
ill help autom

ate routine processes, such  

as know
ing w

hether new
 applications are w

ithin the rules, m
aking decision-m

aking faster 

and m
ore certain.

•   Engage w
ith the U

K
 PropTech sector through a PropTech Innovation C

ouncil to m
ake the 

m
ost of innovative new

 approaches to m
eet public policy objectives, help this em

erging 

sector to boost productivity in the w
ider planning and housing sectors, and ensure 

governm
ent data and decisions support the sector’s grow

th in the U
K

 and internationally.

Third, to bring a new
 focus on design and sustainability, w

e w
ill:

•   Ensure the planning system
 supports our efforts to com

bat clim
ate change and m

axim
ises 

i�Û�À���
i�Ì>��Li�iwÌÃ]�LÞ�i�ÃÕÀ��}�Ì�i� 

>Ì���>��*�>����}�*���VÞ��À>�
iÜ
�À��Ì>À}iÌÃ�Ì��Ãi�

areas w
here a reform

ed planning system
 can m

ost effectively address clim
ate change 

m
itigation and adaptation and facilitate environm

ental im
provem

ents.

•  ��>V���Ì>Ìi�>�
L�Ì��ÕÃ���

«À�Ûi�
i�ÌÃ����Ì�i�i�iÀ}Þ�ivwV�i�VÞ�ÃÌ>�`>À`Ã�v�À�LÕ��`��}Ã�Ì���i�«�

deliver our w
orld-leading com

m
itm

ent to net-zero by 2050.

•   A
sk for b

eauty and
 b

e far m
ore am

b
itious for the p

laces w
e create, exp

ecting
 new

 

d
evelop

m
ent to b

e b
eautiful, and

 to create a ‘net g
ain’ not just ‘no net harm

’, w
ith  

a g
reater focus on ‘p

lacem
aking

’ and
 ‘the creation of b

eautiful p
laces’ w

ithin the 

N
ational Planning

 Policy Fram
ew

ork.
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W
e w

ill develop a com
prehensive resources 

and skills strategy for the planning sector to 
support the im

plem
entation of our reform

s 



•   M
ake it easier for those w

ho w
ant to build beautifully through the introduction of a fast-track 

for beauty through changes to national policy and legislation, to autom
atically perm

it 

«À�«�Ã>�Ã�v�À���}��µÕ>��ÌÞ�`iÛi��«�
i�ÌÃ�Ü

�iÀi�Ì�iÞ�ÀiyiVÌ���V>��V�>À>VÌiÀ�>�`�«ÀiviÀi�ViÃ°

•   Introduce a quicker, sim
pler fram

ew
ork for assessing environm

ental im
pacts and enhancem

ent 

opportunities, that speeds up the process w
hile protecting and enhancing England’s 

unique ecosystem
s.

•   Expect design guidance and codes – w
hich w

ill set the rules for the design of new
 

developm
ent  – to be prepared locally and to be based on genuine com

m
unity 

involvem
ent rather than m

eaningless consultation, so that local residents have a genuine 

say in the design of new
 developm

ent, and ensure that codes have real ‘bite’ by m
aking 

them
 m

ore binding on planning decisions.

•   Establish a new
 body to support the delivery of design codes in every part of the country, and 

give perm
anence to the cam

paigning w
ork of the B

uilding B
etter, B

uilding B
eautiful 

C
om

m
ission and the life of its co-chairm

an the late Sir Roger Scruton.

•   �ÃÕÀi�Ì�>Ì�i>V����V>��«�>����}�>ÕÌ��À�ÌÞ��>Ã�>�V��iv��vwViÀ�v�À�`iÃ�}��>�`�«�>Vi��
>���}]� 

to help ensure there is the capacity and capability locally to raise design standards and the 

quality of developm
ent.

•   Lead by exam
ple by updating H

om
es England’s strategic objectives to give greater 

em
phasis to delivering beautiful places.

• �*À�ÌiVÌ��ÕÀ���ÃÌ�À�V�LÕ��`��}Ã�>�`�>Ài>Ã�Ü
���i�i�ÃÕÀ��}�Ì�i�V��Ãi�Ì�vÀ>�

iÜ
�À���Ã�wÌ�v�À�Ì�i�

21st century.

“ The C
om

m
unity Infrastructure Levy and 

the current system
 of planning w

ill be 
reform

ed as a nationally set, value-based 
y>Ì�À>Ìi�V�>À}i�Ì�i�¼��vÀ>ÃÌÀÕVÌÕÀi��iÛÞ½®°»

Fourth, w
e w

ill im
prove infrastructure delivery in all parts of the country 

and ensure developers play their part, through reform
 of developer 

contributions. W
e propose:

•   The C
om

m
unity Infrastructure Levy and the current system

 of planning obligations w
ill be 

Àiv�À�
i`�>Ã�>��>Ì���>��Þ�ÃiÌ]�Û>�Õi�L>Ãi`�y>Ì�À>Ìi�V�>À}i�Ì�i�¼��vÀ>ÃÌÀÕVÌÕÀi��iÛÞ½®°�Ƃ

�Ã��}�i�

rate or varied rates could be set. W
e w

ill aim
 for the new

 Levy to raise m
ore revenue than 

under the current system
 of developer contributions, and deliver at least as m

uch – if not 

m
ore – on-site affordable housing as at present. This reform

 w
ill enable us to sw

eep aw
ay 

m
onths of negotiation of Section 106 agreem

ents and the need to consider site viability. 

W
e w

ill deliver m
ore of the infrastructure existing and new

 com
m

unities require by 

capturing a greater share of the ulpift in land value that com
es w

ith developm
ent.

•   W
e w

ill be m
ore am

bitious for affordable housing provided through planning gain, and w
e 

w
ill ensure that the new

 Infrastructure Levy allow
s local planning authorities to secure m

ore 

on-site housing provision.

•   W
e w

ill give local authorities greater pow
ers to determ

ine how
 developer contributions 

are used, including by expanding the scope of the Levy to cover affordable housing 

provision to allow
 local planning authorities to drive up the provision of affordable hom

es. 

W
e w

ill ensure that affordable housing provision supported through developer contributions 

is kept at least at current levels, and that it is still delivered on-site to ensure that new
 

developm
ent continues to support m

ixed com
m

unities. Local authorities w
ill have the 

yiÝ�L���ÌÞ�Ì��ÕÃi�Ì��Ã�vÕ�`��}�Ì��ÃÕ««�ÀÌ�L�Ì��iÝ�ÃÌ��}�V��
�
Õ��Ì�iÃ�>Ã�Ü

i���>Ã��iÜ
�V��

�
Õ��Ì�iÃ°

•   W
e w

ill also look to extend the scope of the consolidated Infrastructure Levy and rem
ove 

exem
ptions from

 it to capture changes of use through perm
itted developm

ent rights, so that 

additional hom
es delivered through this route bring w

ith them
 support for new

 infrastructure.
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Fifth, to ensure m
ore land is available for the hom

es and developm
ent 

people and com
m

unities need, and to support renew
al of our tow

n and 
city centres, w

e propose:

•   A
 new

 nationally determ
ined, binding housing requirem

ent that local planning authorities 

w
ould have to deliver through their Local Plans. This w

ould be focused on areas w
here 

affordability pressure is highest to stop land supply being a barrier to enough hom
es being 

built. W
e propose that this w

ould factor in land constraints, including the G
reen B

elt, and 

w
ould be consistent w

ith our aspirations of creating a housing m
arket that is capable of 

delivering 300,000 hom
es annually, and one m

illion hom
es over this Parliam

ent.

•   To speed up construction w
here developm

ent has been perm
itted, w

e propose to m
ake  

it clear in the revised N
ational Planning Policy Fram

ew
ork that the m

asterplans and design 

codes for sites prepared for substantial developm
ent should seek to include a variety  

of developm
ent types from

 different builders w
hich allow

 m
ore phases to com

e forw
ard 

together. W
e w

ill explore further options to support faster build out as w
e develop  

our proposals for the new
 planning system

.

•   To provide better inform
ation to local com

m
unities, to prom

ote com
petition am

ongst 

developers, and to assist SM
Es and new

 entrants to the sector, w
e w

ill consult on options  

for im
proving the data held on contractual arrangem

ents used to control land.

•   To m
ake sure p

ub
licly ow

ned
 land

 and
 p

ub
lic investm

ent in d
evelop

m
ent sup

p
orts 

thriving
 p

laces, w
e w

ill:

 
–  i�ÃÕÀi�`iV�Ã���Ã����Ì�i���V>Ì���Ã��v��iÜ

�«ÕL��V�LÕ��`��}Ã�q�ÃÕV��>Ã�}�ÛiÀ��
i�Ì��vwViÃ�

and further education colleges – support renew
al and regeneration of tow

n centres; and

 
–  explore how

 publicly ow
ned land disposal can support the SM

E and self-build sectors.
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The chang
e w

e w
ill see – a m

o
re eng

ag
ing

, 
eq

uitab
le and

 effective system
"
ÕÀ�«À�«�Ã>�Ã�Ü

����}Ài>Ì�Þ���
«À�Ûi�Ì�i�ÕÃiÀ�iÝ«iÀ�i�Vi��v�Ì�i�«�>����}�ÃÞÃÌi�

]��
>���}��Ì�wÌ�

for the next century.

Residents w
ill be able to engage in a m

uch m
ore dem

ocratic system
 that is open to a w

ider 

range of people w
hose voice is currently not heard. Residents w

ill no longer have to rely on 

«�>����}���Ì�ViÃ�>ÌÌ>V�i`�Ì���>�
«�«�ÃÌÃ]�«À��Ìi`�����iÜ

Ã«>«iÀÃ�>�`�«�ÃÌi`������LÀ>À�iÃ�Ì��w�`�

out about new
ly proposed developm

ents. Instead people w
ill be able to use their sm

artphone 

to give their view
s on Local Plans and design codes as they are developed, and to see clearer, 

m
ore visual inform

ation about developm
ent proposals near them

 – rather than current 

planning policies and developm
ent proposals presented in PD

F docum
ents, hundreds of 

pages long. A
nd existing and new

 residents alike w
ill gain from

 m
ore affordable, green and 

beautiful hom
es near to w

here they w
ant to live and w

ork.

Com
m

unities w
ill be able to trust the planning system

 again as their voice w
ill be heard from

 

the beginning of the process and better use of digital technology w
ill m

ake it radically easier 

for people to understand w
hat is being proposed in their neighbourhoods and provide new

 

Ü
>ÞÃ�Ì��vii`�Ì�i�À�Û�iÜ

Ã���Ì��Ì�i�Àiv�À�
i`�ÃÞÃÌi�

°���V>��*�>�Ã�Ü
����Li�`iÛi��«i`��ÛiÀ�>�wÝi`�

30-m
onth period w

ith clear engagem
ent points, rather than the current inconsistent process 

w
hich takes seven years on average. The Infrastructure Levy w

ill be m
ore transparent than 

Section 106, and local com
m

unities w
ill have m

ore control over how
 it is spent. C

om
m

unities 

w
ill be able to set standards for design upfront through local design codes. A

nd w
ith m

ore 

land available for hom
es w

here they are m
ost needed, and a renew

ed focus on the beauty of 

new
 developm

ent, com
m

unities w
ill be able to grow

 organically and sustainably, and 

developm
ent w

ill enhance places for everyone.

Innovators, entrepreneurs and businesses�Ü
����Li�iwÌ�vÀ��

�>�«�>����}�ÃÞÃÌi�
�Ì�>Ì��Ã��

ÕV��

m
ore adaptable to the changing needs of the econom

y. A
 greater am

ount of land available 

�i>À�Ì��Ü
�À�«�>ViÃ]�>�`�>��

�Ài�yiÝ�L�i�>««À�>V��Ì����Ü
�Ì�>Ì��>�`�V>��Li�ÕÃi`]�Ü

�����
>�i��Ì�

 Innovators and businesses 
Ü
����Li�iwÌ�vÀ��

�>�«�>����}� 
system

 that is m
uch m

ore 
adaptable to the changing 
need of the econom

y. 
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�
ÕV��i>Ã�iÀ�v�À�wÀ�

Ã�Ì��ÃiÌ�Õ«�>�`�iÝ«>�`����Ì�i��
�ÃÌ�«À�`ÕVÌ�Ûi���V>Ì���Ã�q�v�À�iÝ>�

«�i]�

spin-out com
panies looking to set up near to research-intensive universities. A

 reform
ed 

system
 that is based upon data, rather than docum

ents w
ill help to provide the data that 

innovators and entrepreneurs, including the burgeoning PropTech sector, need to build new
 

technology to help im
prove citizen engagem

ent and planning processes.

Sm
all builders, housing associations and those building their ow

n hom
e]�Ü

����w�`�Ì��Ã�ÃÞÃÌi�
�

m
uch easier, less costly and quicker to navigate, w

ith m
ore land available for developm

ent  

>�`�V�i>ÀiÀ�iÝ«iVÌ>Ì���Ã����Ì�i�ÌÞ«iÃ��v�`iÛi��«�
i�Ì�«iÀ�

�ÌÌi`]��i�«��}�Ì�i�
�Ì��w�`�

developm
ent opportunities and use innovative construction m

ethods. W
ith perm

ission for the 

principle of developm
ent secured autom

atically in m
any cases, a m

ajor hurdle in the process 

w
ill be rem

oved, taking tw
o to three years out of the process. The system

 of developer 

contributions w
ill m

ake it m
uch easier for sm

aller developers, w
ho w

ill not have to engage in 

m
onths of negotiation and can instead get on w

ith the job of building. A
nd a shorter, m

ore 

ViÀÌ>���«À�ViÃÃ�Ü
����Ài�

�Ûi�Ã�}��wV>�Ì�À�Ã��vÀ��
�Ì�i�«À�ViÃÃ]���Ü

iÀ��}�Ì�i��ii`�v�À�`iÛi��«iÀÃ�

to secure long developm
ent pipelines and low

ering the regulatory barriers to entry that 

currently exist in the m
arket. A

 data-led planning system
 w

ill help developers of all sizes and 

iÝ«iÀ�i�Vi�Ì��w�`�Ì�i�«�>����}���v�À�
>Ì����Ì�iÞ��ii`�Ì��Õ�`iÀÃÌ>�`�Ü

�>Ì�V>��Li�LÕ��Ì�>�`�

w
here, w

hich w
ill provide greater certainty to them

 and their investors.

Local authorities, including m
ayoral com

bined authorities, w
ill be liberated to plan and able 

to focus on w
hat they do best, w

ith the shackles of current burdensom
e assessm

ents and 

negotiations rem
oved. They w

ill be able to give m
ore attention to im

proving the quality of 

new
 developm

ent and focus on those large and special sites that need the m
ost 

consideration. A
nd the G

overnm
ent w

ill support m
odernisation of the planning process so 

that routine tasks are autom
ated and decision-m

aking, and plan-m
aking, is im

proved by 

better access to the data local authorities need.

And for our children and grandchildren, our reform
s w

ill leave an inheritance of environm
ental 

im
provem

ent – w
ith environm

ental assets protected, m
ore green spaces provided, m

ore 

ÃÕÃÌ>��>L�i�`iÛi��«�
i�Ì�ÃÕ««�ÀÌi`]��iÜ

����
iÃ�Ì�>Ì�>Ài��

ÕV���
�Ài�i�iÀ}Þ�ivwV�i�Ì�>�`�

new
 places that can becom

e the heritage of the future, built closer to w
here people w

ant  

to live and w
ork to reduce our reliance on carbon-intensive m

odes of transport.
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This consultation docum
ent does not address every detailed part of the planning system

,  

its function and objectives, but rather focuses on the key reform
s that can help im

prove the 

delivery and quality of hom
es and neighbourhoods, set w

ithin our drive tow
ards net-zero 

greenhouse gas em
issions by 2050.

Ƃ
�`�wÝ��}�Ì�i�«�>����}�ÃÞÃÌi�

�>���i�Ü
������Ì�Li�i��Õ}��q��Ì�Ü

����ÀiµÕ�Ài�>�V���iVÌ�Ûi�ivv�ÀÌ�

LiÌÜ
ii���

�ÛiÀ��
i�Ì]�V��

�
Õ��Ì�iÃ]�LÕÃ��iÃÃiÃ�>�`�`iÛi��«iÀÃ��ÛiÀ�Ì�i����}�ÌiÀ�

°�	
ÕÌ�wÝ��}�

the planning system
 should be the starting point for these efforts.



Pillar O
ne – Planning

 fo
r d

evelo
p

m
ent

O
verview

The starting point for an effective planning system
 is to establish a clear and predictable 

basis for the pattern and form
 of developm

ent in an area. The current system
 of land use 

planning in England is principally based on Local Plans, brought forw
ard by local planning 

authorities on behalf of their com
m

unities. B
ut in contrast to planning system

s in places like 

Japan, the N
etherlands and G

erm
any, w

here plans give greater certainty that developm
ent 

is perm
itted in principle upfront, plans in England are policy-based, w

ith a separate process 

required to secure perm
ission on the sites that it designates for developm

ent.

Local Plans are a good foundation on w
hich to base reform

, as they provide a route for local 

ÀiµÕ�Ài�
i�ÌÃ�Ì��Li��`i�Ì�wi`�>�`�>ÃÃiÃÃi`]�>�v�ÀÕ�

�v�À�«���Ì�V>��`iL>Ìi�>�`�v�À�`�vviÀi�Ì�

view
s on the future of areas to be heard. The N

ational Planning Policy Fram
ew

ork provides 

a clear basis for those m
atters that are best set in national policy.

H
ow

ever, change is needed. Layers of assessm
ent, guidance and policy have broadened the 

scope of Local Plans, requiring a disproportionate burden of evidence to support them
. A

s  

a result, Local Plans take increasingly long to produce, on average over seven years; have 

becom
e lengthier docum

ents of increasing com
plexity, in som

e cases stretching to nearly 500 

pages; are underpinned by vast sw
athes of evidence base docum

ents, often totalling at least 

ten tim
es the length of the plan itself, and none of w

hich are clearly linked, standardised, or 

produced in accessible form
ats; and include m

uch unnecessary repetition of national policy.

�Ì��Ã�`�vwVÕ�Ì�v�À�ÕÃiÀÃ��v�Ì�i�«�>����}�ÃÞÃÌi�
�Ì��w�`�Ì�i���v�À�

>Ì����Ì�iÞ��ii`]�>�`�Ü
�i��

Ì�iÞ�`�]��Ì��Ã�`�vwVÕ�Ì�Ì��Õ�`iÀÃÌ>�`°��iÜ
�«i�«�i�Ài>`�Ì�i�>ÀÀ>Þ��v�iÛ�`i�Vi�L>Ãi�`�VÕ�

i�ÌÃ�

Ü
��V��>VV��

«>�Þ�«�>�Ã�>�`�Ì�iÃi�>ÃÃiÃÃ�
i�ÌÃ�`����Ì�ÃÕvwV�i�Ì�Þ�>�`�`iV�Ã�����

>���}°��
ÕV��

of this evidence becom
es dated very quickly, and production tim

es often render policies out 

of date as soon as they are adopted. Furtherm
ore, even w

hen the plan is in place, it cannot be 

Ài��i`����>Ã�Ì�i�`iw��Ì�Ûi�ÃÌ>Ìi�
i�Ì��v���Ü

�`iÛi��«�
i�Ì�«À�«�Ã>�Ã�Ã��Õ�`�Li��>�`�i`°

Local Plans should instead be focused on w
here they can add real value: allocating enough 

land for developm
ent in the right places, giving certainty about w

hat can be developed on 

that land, m
aking the process for getting perm

ission for developm
ent as sim

ple as possible, 

and providing local com
m

unities a genuine opportunity to shape those decisions. To this end, 

Local Plans should:

•   be based on transparent, clear requirem
ents for local authorities to identify appropriate 

levels of, and locations for, developm
ent that provide certainty and that applicants and 

com
m

unities can easily understand;

•   com
m

unicate key inform
ation clearly and visually so that plans are accessible and easily 

understandable, and com
m

unities can engage m
eaningfully in the process of developing them

;

•   be published as standardised data to enable a strategic national m
ap of planning to be created;

•  �Li�`iÛi��«i`�ÕÃ��}�>�V�i>À]�ivwV�i�Ì�>�`�ÃÌ>�`>À`�«À�ViÃÃÆ

•  �Li�iwÌ�vÀ��
�>�À>`�V>��Þ�>�`�«À�v�Õ�`�Þ�Ài���Ûi�Ìi`�i�}>}i�

i�Ì�Ü
�Ì����V>��V��

�
Õ��Ì�iÃ�Ã��

that m
ore dem

ocracy takes place effectively at the plan-m
aking stage; and

•  �ÃiÌ�V�i>À�iÝ«iVÌ>Ì���Ã����Ü
�>Ì��Ã�ÀiµÕ�Ài`�����>�`�Ì�>Ì��Ã��`i�Ì�wi`�v�À�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì]�Ã��Ì�>Ì�

«�>�Ã�}�Ûi�V��w`i�Vi����Ì�i�vÕÌÕÀi�}À�Ü
Ì���v�>Ài>Ã�>�`�v>V���Ì>Ìi�Ì�i�`i��ÛiÀÞ��v�Li>ÕÌ�vÕ��>�`�

sustainable places.
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Q
uestions

1.  W
hat three w

ords do you associate m
ost w

ith the planning  
system

 in England?

2(a).    D
o you get involved w

ith planning decisions in your local area? 
[Yes / N

o]  

2(b).  If no, w
hy not? 

[D
on’t know

 how
 to / It takes too long / It’s too com

plicated /  
I don’t care / O

ther – please specify] 

3.  O
ur proposals w

ill m
ake it m

uch easier to access plans and contribute 
[QWT�XKGY

U�VQ�RNCPPKPI�FGEKUKQPU��*
QY

�Y
QWNF�[QW�NKMG�VQ�ƂPF�QWV�CDQWV�

plans and planning proposals in the future?  
[Social m

edia / O
nline new

s / N
ew

spaper / By post /  
O

ther – please specify] 

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

[Building hom
es for young people / building hom

es for the hom
eless / 

Protection of green spaces / The environm
ent, biodiversity and action 

on clim
ate change / Increasing the affordability of housing / The design 

of new
 hom

es and places / Supporting the high street / Supporting the 
local econom

y / M
ore or better local infrastructure / Protection of 

existing heritage buildings or areas / O
ther – please specify]
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Proposals

W
e propose a new

 role for Local Plans and a new
 process for m

aking them
, by replacing  

the existing prim
ary and secondary legislation.

A
 N

EW
 A

PPRO
A

CH
 TO

 PLA
N

-M
A

K
IN

G

��V>��*�>�Ã�Ã��Õ�`��>Ûi�>�V�i>À�À��i�>�`�vÕ�VÌ���]�Ü
��V��Ã��Õ�`�Li]�wÀÃÌ]�Ì���`i�Ì�vÞ��>�`� 

for developm
ent and sites that should be protected;and, second, to be clear about w

hat 

developm
ent can take place in those different areas so that there is greater certainty about 

land allocated for developm
ent and so that there is a faster route to securing perm

ission. 

They should be assessed against a single statutory “sustainable developm
ent” test to ensure 

plans strike the right balance betw
een environm

ental, social and econom
ic objectives.

2TQRQUCN����6JG�TQNG�QH�NCPF�WUG�RNCPU�UJQWNF�DG�UKO
RNKƂGF��9

G�RTQRQUG�
that Local Plans should identify three types of land – G

row
th areas 

suitable for substantial developm
ent, Renew

al areas suitable for 
developm

ent, and areas that are Protected .

A
ll areas of land w

ould be put into one of these three categories:

•   G
row

th areas “suitable for substantial developm
ent” – w

e propose that the term
 substantial 

`iÛi��«�
i�Ì�Li�`iw�i`����«���VÞ�Ì��Ài�

�Ûi�>�Þ�`iL>Ìi�>L�ÕÌ�Ì��Ã�`iÃVÀ�«Ì�À°�7
i�i�Û�Ã>}i�

this category w
ould include land suitable for com

prehensive developm
ent, including new

 

settlem
ents and urban extension sites, and areas for redevelopm

ent, such as form
er 

industrial sites or urban regeneration sites. It could also include proposals for sites such as 

those around universities w
here there m

ay be opportunities to create a cluster of grow
th-

focused businesses. Sites annotated in the Local Plan under this category w
ould have outline 

>««À�Û>��v�À�`iÛi��«�
i�Ì�Ãii�«À�«�Ã>��x�v�À��

�Ài�`iÌ>��®°�Ƃ
Ài>Ã��v�y��`�À�Ã��Ü

�Õ�`�Li�

excluded from
 this category (as w

ould other im
portant constraints), unless any risk can be 

fully m
itigated;
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•  Renew
al areas “suitable for developm

ent” – this w
ould cover existing built areas w

here 
Ã�
>��iÀ�ÃV>�i�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì��Ã�>««À�«À�>Ìi°��Ì�V�Õ�`���V�Õ`i�Ì�i�}i�Ì�i�`i�Ã�wV>Ì����>�`���w���
of residential areas, developm

ent in tow
n centres, and developm

ent in rural areas that is 
not annotated as G

row
th or Protected areas, such as sm

all sites w
ithin or on the edge of 

villages. There w
ould be a statutory presum

ption in favour of developm
ent being granted 

v�À�Ì�i�ÕÃiÃ�Ã«iV�wi`�>Ã�Li��}�ÃÕ�Ì>L�i����i>V��>Ài>°���V>��>ÕÌ��À�Ì�iÃ�V�Õ�`�V��Ì��Õi�Ì��
consider the case for resisting inappropriate developm

ent of residential gardens;

•  A
reas that are Protected – this w

ould include sites and areas w
hich, as a result of their 

particular environm
ental and/or cultural characteristics, w

ould justify m
ore stringent 

developm
ent controls to ensure sustainability. This w

ould include areas such as G
reen B

elt, 
A

reas of O
utstanding N

atural B
eauty (A

O
N

B
s), C

onservation A
reas, Local W

ildlife Sites, 
>Ài>Ã��v�Ã�}��wV>�Ì�y��`�À�Ã��>�`���

«�ÀÌ>�Ì�>Ài>Ã��v�}Àii��Ã«>Vi°�Ƃ
Ì�>�Ã�

>��iÀ�ÃV>�i��Ì�V>��
continue to include gardens in line w

ith existing policy in the N
ational Planning Policy 

Fram
ew

ork. It w
ould also include areas of open countryside outside of land in G

row
th or 

Renew
al�>Ài>Ã°�-��

i�>Ài>Ã�Ü
�Õ�`�Li�`iw�i`��>Ì���>��Þ]��Ì�iÀÃ���V>��Þ����Ì�i�L>Ã�Ã��v�

national policy, but all w
ould be annotated in Local Plan m

aps and clearly signpost the 
Ài�iÛ>�Ì�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì�ÀiÃÌÀ�VÌ���Ã�`iw�i`����Ì�i� 
>Ì���>��*�>����}�*���VÞ��À>�

iÜ
�À�.

This new
-style Local Plan w

ould com
prise an interactive w

eb-based m
ap of the adm

inistrative area 
w

here data and policies are easily searchable, w
ith a key and accom

panying text. A
reas and sites 

w
ould be annotated and colour-coded in line w

ith their G
row

th, Renew
al or Protected designation, 

w
ith explanatory descriptions set out in the key and accom

panying text, as appropriate to the category.

In G
row

th and Renew
al areas, the key and accom

panying text w
ould set out suitable 

developm
ent uses, as w

ell as lim
itations on height and/or density as relevant. These could 

Li�Ã«iV�wi`�v�À�ÃÕL�>Ài>Ã�Ü
�Ì����i>V��V>Ìi}�ÀÞ]�`iÌiÀ�

��i`���V>��Þ�LÕÌ��>Û��}�Ài}>À`�Ì��
national policy, guidance and legislation (including the N

ational M
odel D

esign C
ode and 

yiÝ�L���Ì�iÃ����ÕÃi�>���Ü
i`�LÞ�Û�ÀÌÕi��v�Ì�i��iÜ

�1
Ãi�


�>ÃÃiÃ�"
À`iÀ�>�`�«iÀ�

�ÌÌi`�
`iÛi��«�

i�Ì®°���À�iÝ>�
«�i]��Ì��

>Þ�Li�>««À�«À�>Ìi�v�À�Ã��
i�>Ài>Ã�Ì��Li��`i�Ì�wi`�>Ã�

suitable for higher-density residential developm
ent, or for high streets and tow

n centres to 
Li��`i�Ì�wi`�>Ã�`�ÃÌ��VÌ�>Ài>Ã°����G

row
th areas, w

e w
ould also w

ant to allow
 sub-areas to be 

VÀi>Ìi`�Ã«iV�wV>��Þ�v�À�Ãi�v�>�`�VÕÃÌ��
�LÕ��`����

iÃ]�>�`�V��
�
Õ��ÌÞ��i`���ÕÃ��}�

developm
ents, to allow

 a range of housing aspirations to be m
et and help create diverse 

>�`�y�ÕÀ�Ã���}�V��
�
Õ��Ì�iÃ°����Ì�i�V>Ãi��v�Ãi�v�>�`�VÕÃÌ��

�LÕ��`����
iÃ]���V>��>ÕÌ��À�Ì�iÃ�

Ã��Õ�`��`i�Ì�vÞ�i��Õ}���>�`�Ì���
iiÌ�Ì�i�ÀiµÕ�Ài�

i�ÌÃ��`i�Ì�wi`����Ì�i�À�Ãi�v�LÕ��`�>�`�
custom

 housebuilding registers. For Protected areas, the key and accom
panying text w

ould 
explain w

hat is perm
issible by cross-reference to the N

ational Planning Policy Fram
ew

ork.

A
lternative options: Rather than dividing land into three categories, w

e are also interested in 
view

s on m
ore binary m

odels. O
ne option is to com

bine G
row

th and Renew
al areas (as 

`iw�i`�>L�Ûi®���Ì����i�V>Ìi}�ÀÞ�>�`�Ì��iÝÌi�`�«iÀ�
�ÃÃ�������«À��V�«�i�Ì��>����>�`�Ü

�Ì����Ì��Ã�
>Ài>]�L>Ãi`����Ì�i�ÕÃiÃ�>�`�v�À�

Ã��v�`iÛi��«�
i�Ì�Ã«iV�wi`�v�À�i>V��ÃÕL�>Ài>�Ü

�Ì�����Ì°

Ƃ
��>�ÌiÀ�>Ì�Ûi�>««À�>V��Ü

�Õ�`�Li�Ì�����
�Ì�>ÕÌ��

>Ì�V�«iÀ�
�ÃÃ�������«À��V�«�i�Ì���>�`��`i�Ì�wi`� 

for substantial developm
ent in Local Plans (G

row
th areas); other areas of land w

ould, as now
,  

Li��`i�Ì�wi`�v�À�`�vviÀi�Ì�v�À�
Ã��v�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì����Ü
>ÞÃ�`iÌiÀ�

��i`�LÞ�Ì�i���V>��«�>����}�
authority (and taking into account policy in the N

ational Planning Policy Fram
ew

ork), and  

subject to the existing developm
ent m

anagem
ent process.

Q
uestion

����&Q�[QW�CITGG�VJCV�.QECN�2NCPU�UJQWNF�DG�UKO
RNKƂGF�KP�NKPG�Y

KVJ�QWT�RTQRQUCNU! 
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.]

Planning For The Future  |  29



Proposal 2: D
evelopm

ent m
anagem

ent policies established at national 
scale and an altered role for Local Plans.

W
ith the prim

ary focus of plan-m
aking on identifying areas for developm

ent and protection, 

w
e propose that developm

ent m
anagem

ent policy contained in the plan w
ould be restricted 

Ì��V�i>À�>�`��iViÃÃ>ÀÞ�Ã�Ìi��À�>Ài>�Ã«iV�wV�ÀiµÕ�Ài�
i�ÌÃ]���V�Õ`��}�LÀ�>`��i�}�Ì����

�ÌÃ]�ÃV>�i�

and/or density lim
its for land included in G

row
th areas and Renew

al areas, established 

through the accom
panying text. The N

ational Planning Policy Fram
ew

ork w
ould becom

e the 

prim
ary source of policies for developm

ent m
anagem

ent; there w
ould be no provision for 

the inclusion of generic developm
ent m

anagem
ent policies w

hich sim
ply repeat national 

policy w
ithin Local Plans, such as protections for listed buildings (although w

e are interested 

in view
s on the future of optional technical standards). W

e propose to turn plans from
 long 

��ÃÌÃ��v�}i�iÀ>��º«���V�iÃ»�Ì��Ã«iV�wV�`iÛi��«�
i�Ì�ÃÌ>�`>À`Ã°

Local planning authorities and neighbourhoods (through N
eighbourhood Plans) w

ould play 

a crucial role in producing required design guides and codes to provide certainty and  

ÀiyiVÌ���V>��V�>À>VÌiÀ�>�`�«ÀiviÀi�ViÃ�>L�ÕÌ�Ì�i�v�À�
�>�`�>««i>À>�Vi��v�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì°� 

This is im
portant for m

aking plans m
ore visual and engaging. These could be produced  

for a w
hole local authority area, or for a sm

aller area or site (as annotated in the Local Plan), 

or a com
bination of both. D

esign guides and codes w
ould ideally be produced on a ‘tw

in 

track’ w
ith the Local Plan, either for inclusion w

ithin the plan or prepared as supplem
entary 

planning docum
ents. 

W
e w

ant to m
ove to a position w

here all developm
ent m

anagem
ent policies and code 

requirem
ents, at national, local and neighbourhood level, are w

ritten in a m
achine-readable 

form
at so that w

herever feasible, they can be used by digital services to autom
atically screen 

developm
ents and help identify w

here they align w
ith policies and/or codes. 

/��Ã�Ü
����Ã�}��wV>�Ì�Þ���VÀi>Ãi�V�>À�ÌÞ�v�À�Ì��Ãi�Ü

�Ã���}�Ì��LÀ��}�v�ÀÜ
>À`�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì]�

enabling autom
ation of m

ore binary considerations and allow
ing for a greater focus on  

those areas w
here there is likely to be greater subjectivity.

A
lternative options: Rather than rem

oving the ability for local authorities to include general 

developm
ent m

anagem
ent policies in Local Plans, w

e could lim
it the scope of such policies 

Ì��Ã«iV�wV��
>ÌÌiÀÃ�>�`�ÃÌ>�`>À`�Ãi�Ì�i�Ü

>Þ�Ì�iÞ�>Ài�Ü
À�ÌÌi�]�Ü

�iÀi�iÝVi«Ì���>��V�ÀVÕ�
ÃÌ>�ViÃ�

�iViÃÃ�Ì>Ìi�>���V>��Þ�`iw�i`�>««À�>V�°�Ƃ
��Ì�iÀ�>�ÌiÀ�>Ì�Ûi�Ü

�Õ�`�Li�Ì��>���Ü
���V>��>ÕÌ��À�Ì�iÃ�

>�Ã��
��>À��iÛi���v�yiÝ�L���ÌÞ�Ì��ÃiÌ�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì��
>�>}i�

i�Ì�«���V�iÃ�>Ã�Õ�`iÀ�Ì�i�VÕÀÀi�Ì�

Local Plans system
, w

ith the exception that policies w
hich duplicate the N

ational Planning 

Policy Fram
ew

ork w
ould not be allow

ed.

Q
uestion

6.  D
o you agree w

ith our proposals for stream
lining the developm

ent 
m

anagem
ent content of Local Plans, and setting out general 

developm
ent m

anagem
ent policies nationally?

[Yes / N
o / N

ot sure. Please provide supporting statem
ent.]

Proposal 3: Local Plans should be subject to a single statutory “sustainable 
developm

ent” test, replacing the existing tests of soundness.

This w
ould consider w

hether the plan contributes to achieving sustainable developm
ent  

in accordance w
ith policy issued by the Secretary of State. The achievem

ent of sustainable 

developm
ent is an existing and w

ell-understood basis for the planning system
, and w

e 

propose that it should be retained.

30
  |  Planning For The Future



Planning For The Future  |  31

“ A
 sim

pler test, as w
ell as m

ore 
stream

lined plans, should 
m

ean few
er requirem

ents 
for assessm

ents that add 
disproportionate delay to the 
plan-m

aking process. ” 

A
 sim

pler test, as w
ell as m

ore stream
lined plans, should m

ean few
er requirem

ents for 

assessm
ents that add disproportionate delay to the plan-m

aking process.

-«iV�wV>��Þ\

•  Ü
i�«À�«�Ãi�Ì��>L���Ã��Ì�i�-ÕÃÌ>��>L���ÌÞ�Ƃ

««À>�Ã>��ÃÞÃÌi�
�>�`�`iÛi��«�>�Ã��

«��wi`�«À�ViÃÃ�

for assessing
 the environm

ental im
p

act of p
lans, w

hich w
ould

 continue to satisfy the 

requirem
ents of U

K
 and international law

 and treaties (see our proposals under Pillar Tw
o);

•  the D
uty to C

ooperate test w
ould be rem

oved (although further consideration w
ill be given 

to the w
ay in w

hich strategic cross-boundary issues, such as m
ajor infrastructure or strategic 

sites, can be adequately planned for, including the scale at w
hich plans are best prepared 

���>Ài>Ã�Ü
�Ì��Ã�}��wV>�Ì�ÃÌÀ>Ìi}�V�V�>��i�}iÃ®Æ�>�`

•  a slim
m

ed dow
n assessm

ent of deliverability for the plan w
ould be incorporated into the 

“sustainable developm
ent” test.

Plans should be inform
ed by appropriate infrastructure planning, and sites should not be 

included in the plan w
here there is no reasonable prospect of any infrastructure that m

ay  

be needed com
ing forw

ard w
ithin the plan period. Plan-m

aking policies in the N
ational 

Planning Policy Fram
ew

ork w
ill m

ake this clear.

The new
-style digital Local Plan w

ould also help local planning authorities to engage w
ith 

strategic cross-boundary issues and use data-driven insights to assess local infrastructure needs 

to help decide w
hat infrastructure is needed and w

here it should be located. 

•  A
lternative option: Rather than rem

oving the existing tests of soundness, an alternative 

option could be to reform
 them

 in order to m
ake it easier for a suitable strategy to be found 

sound. For exam
ple, the tests could becom

e less prescriptive about the need to dem
onstrate 

deliverability. Rather than dem
onstrating deliverability, local authorities could be required  

to identify a stock of reserve sites w
hich could com

e forw
ard for developm

ent if needed.

Q
uestions

7(a).  Do you agree w
ith our proposals to replace existing legal and policy tests 

for Local Plans w
ith a consolidated test of “sustainable developm

ent”, 
w

hich w
ould include consideration of environm

ental im
pact? 

[Yes / N
o / N

ot sure. Please provide supporting statem
ent.]

7(b).  H
ow

 could strategic, cross-boundary issues be best planned for in the 
absence of a form

al D
uty to Cooperate?



Proposal 4: A
 standard m

ethod for establishing housing requirem
ent 

ƂIWTGU�Y
JKEJ�GPUWTGU�GPQWIJ�NCPF�KU�TGNGCUGF�KP�VJG�CTGCU�Y

JGTG�
affordability is w

orst, to stop land supply being a barrier to enough 
hom

es being built. The housing requirem
ent w

ould factor in land 
constraints and opportunities to m

ore effectively use land, including 
VJTQWIJ�FGPUKƂECVKQP�Y

JGTG�CRRTQRTKCVG��VQ�GPUWTG�VJCV�VJG�NCPF�KU�
KFGPVKƂGF�KP�VJG�O

QUV�CRRTQRTKCVG�CTGCU�CPF�JQWUKPI�VCTIGVU�CTG�O
GV�

Local Plans w
ill need to identify areas to m

eet a range of developm
ent needs – such as hom

es, 

businesses and com
m

unity facilities – for a m
inim

um
 period of 10 years. This includes land 

needed to take advantage of local opportunities for econom
ic grow

th, such as com
m

ercial 

space for spin-out com
panies near to university research and developm

ent facilities, or other 

high productivity businesses.

D
ebates about housing num

bers tend to dom
inate this process, and a standard m

ethod for 

ÃiÌÌ��}���ÕÃ��}�ÀiµÕ�Ài�
i�ÌÃ�Ü

�Õ�`�Ã�}��wV>�Ì�Þ�Ài`ÕVi�Ì�i�Ì��
i��Ì�Ì>�iÃ�Ì��iÃÌ>L��Ã��Ì�i�

am
ount of land to release in each area. This has historically been a tim

e-consum
ing process 

w
hich ultim

ately has not led to enough land being released w
here it is m

ost needed (as 

ÀiyiVÌi`�LÞ�Ü
�ÀÃi���}�>vv�À`>L���ÌÞ®°�Ƃ

�ÃÌ>�`>À`�ÀiµÕ�Ài�
i�Ì�Ü

�Õ�`�`�vviÀ�vÀ��
�Ì�i�VÕÀÀi�Ì�

system
 of local housing need in that it w

ould be binding, and so drive greater land release.

It is proposed that the standard m
ethod w

ould be a m
eans of distributing the national 

housebuilding target of 300,000 new
 hom

es annually, and one m
illion hom

es by the end  

of the Parliam
ent, having regard to:

•  the size of existing urban settlem
ents (so that developm

ent is targeted at areas that  

can absorb the level of housing proposed);

•  the relative affordability of places (so that the least affordable places w
here historic 

under-supply has been m
ost chronic take a greater share of future developm

ent);

•  Ì�i�iÝÌi�Ì��v��>�`�V��ÃÌÀ>��ÌÃ����>��>Ài>�Ì��i�ÃÕÀi�Ì�>Ì�Ì�i�ÀiµÕ�Ài�
i�Ì�w}ÕÀi�Ì>�iÃ���Ì��

account the practical lim
itations that som

e areas m
ight face, including the presence of 

`iÃ�}�>Ìi`�>Ài>Ã��v�i�Û�À���
i�Ì>��>�`��iÀ�Ì>}i�Û>�Õi]�Ì�i��

Àii��	
i�Ì�>�`�y��`�À�Ã�°���À�

exam
ple, areas in N

ational Parks are highly desirable and housing supply has not kept up 

w
ith dem

and; how
ever, the w

hole purpose of N
ational Parks w

ould be underm
ined by 

m
ultiple large scale housing developm

ents so a standard m
ethod should factor this in;

•  Ì�i��««�ÀÌÕ��Ì�iÃ�Ì��LiÌÌiÀ�ÕÃi�iÝ�ÃÌ��}�LÀ�Ü
�wi�`��>�`�v�À���ÕÃ��}]���V�Õ`��}�Ì�À�Õ}��}Ài>ÌiÀ�

`i�Ã�wV>Ì���°�/�i�ÀiµÕ�Ài�
i�Ì�w}ÕÀi�Ü

����iÝ«iVÌ�Ì�iÃi��««�ÀÌÕ��Ì�iÃ�Ì���>Ûi�Lii��ÕÌ���Ãi`�

fully before land constraints are taken into account;

•  the need to m
ake an allow

ance for land required for other (non-residential) developm
ent; and

•  inclusion of an appropriate buffer to ensure enough land is provided to account for the drop 

�vv�À>Ìi�LiÌÜ
ii��«iÀ�

�ÃÃ���Ã�>�`�V��
«�iÌ���Ã�>Ã�Ü

i���>Ã��vviÀ��}�ÃÕvwV�i�Ì�V���Vi�Ì��Ì�i��
>À�iÌ°

The standard m
ethod w

ould m
ake it the responsibility of individual authorities to allocate 

land suitable for housing to m
eet the requirem

ent, and they w
ould continue to have choices 

about how
 to do so: for exam

ple through m
ore effective use of existing residential land, 

}Ài>ÌiÀ�`i�Ã�wV>Ì���]���w����}�>�`�LÀ�Ü
�wi�`�Ài`iÛi��«�

i�Ì]�iÝÌi�Ã���Ã�Ì��iÝ�ÃÌ��}�ÕÀL>��

areas, or new
 settlem

ents. The existing policy for protecting the G
reen B

elt w
ould rem

ain. 

W
e also propose that it w

ould be possible for authorities to agree an alternative distribution 

of their requirem
ent in the context of joint planning arrangem

ents. In particular, it m
ay be 

appropriate for M
ayors of com

bined authorities to oversee the strategic distribution of the 

requirem
ent in a w

ay that alters the distribution of num
bers, and this w

ould be allow
ed for.

���Ì�i�VÕÀÀi�Ì�ÃÞÃÌi�
�Ì�i�V��

L
��>Ì�����v�Ì�i�wÛi�Þi>À���ÕÃ��}

��>�`
�ÃÕ«

«
�Þ�Àiµ

Õ�Ài�
i�Ì] 

the H
ousing

 D
elivery Test and

 the p
resum

p
tion in favour of sustainab

le d
evelop

m
ent act 

as a check to ensure that enoug
h land

 com
es into the system

. O
ur p

rop
osed

 ap
p

roach 

Ã��Õ�`
�i�ÃÕÀi�Ì�>Ì�i��Õ}

���>�`
��Ã�«

�>��i`
�v�À]�>�`

�Ü
�Ì��ÃÕvwV�i�Ì�ViÀÌ>��ÌÞ�>L

�ÕÌ��ÌÃ�

availability for developm
ent, to avoid a continuing requirem

ent to be able to dem
onstrate  
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>�wÛi�Þi>À�ÃÕ««�Þ��v��>�`°��
�Ü
iÛiÀ]��>Û��}�i��Õ}���>�`�ÃÕ««�Þ����Ì�i�ÃÞÃÌi�

�`�iÃ���Ì�

guarantee that it w
ill be delivered, and so w

e propose to m
aintain the H

ousing D
elivery Test 

and the presum
ption in favour of sustainable developm

ent as part of the new
 system

.

A
lternative option: It w

ould be possible to leave the calculation of how
 m

uch land to include 

in each category to local decision, but w
ith a clear stipulation in policy that this should be 

ÃÕvwV�i�Ì�Ì��>``ÀiÃÃ�Ì�i�`iÛi��«�
i�Ì��ii`Ã��v�i>V��>Ài>�Ã��v>À�>Ã�«�ÃÃ�L�i�ÃÕL�iVÌ�Ì��

recognised constraints), taking into account m
arket signals indicating the degree to w

hich 

existing needs are not being m
et. A

s now
, a standard m

ethod could be retained to underpin 

this approach in relation to housing; and it w
ould be possible to m

ake changes to the 

current approach that ensure that m
eeting m

inim
um

 need is given greater w
eight to m

ake 

ÃÕÀi�ÃÕvwV�i�Ì��>�`�V��
iÃ�v�ÀÜ

>À`°��
�Ü
iÛiÀ]�Ü

i�`����Ì�Ì�����Ì�>Ì�Ì��Ã�>««À�>V��Ü
�Õ�`�V>ÀÀÞ�

Ì�i�Ã>�
i�Li�iwÌÃ��v�V�>À�ÌÞ�>�`�Ã��

«��V�ÌÞ�>Ã��ÕÀ�«ÀiviÀÀi`��«Ì���]�>�`�Ü
�Õ�`�>�Ã��ÀiµÕ�Ài�

additional safeguards to ensure that adequate land rem
ains available, especially once the 

assessm
ent of housing need has been translated into housing requirem

ents. W
e w

ould, 

Ì�iÀiv�Ài]�«À�«�Ãi�Ì��ÀiÌ>���>�wÛi�Þi>À���ÕÃ��}��>�`�ÃÕ««�Þ�ÀiµÕ�Ài�
i�Ì�Ü

�Ì��Ì��Ã�>««À�>V�°

W
e have published a separate consultation on proposed changes to the standard m

ethod 

for assessing local housing need w
hich is currently used in the process of establishing 

��ÕÃ��}�ÀiµÕ�Ài�
i�Ì�w}ÕÀiÃ°�/�i�vÕÌÕÀi�>««��V>Ì�����v�Ì�i�v�À�

Õ�>�«À�«�Ãi`����Ì�i�ÀiÛ�Ãi`�

standard m
ethod consultation w

ill be considered in the context of the proposals set out 

here. In particular, the m
ethodology does not yet adjust for the land constraints, including 

G
reen B

elt. W
e w

ill consider further the options for doing this and w
elcom

e proposals.

Q
uestions

8(a).  D
o you agree that a standard m

ethod for establishing housing 
requirem

ents (that takes into account constraints) should be introduced? 
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.]

8(b).  Do you agree that affordability and the extent of existing urban areas are 
appropriate indicators of the quantity of developm

ent to be accom
m

odated? 
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.]
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TGCU�KFGPVKƂGF�CU�G

row
th areas (suitable for substantial 

developm
ent) w

ould autom
atically be granted outline planning 

perm
ission for the principle of developm

ent, w
hile autom

atic approvals 
w

ould also be available for pre-established developm
ent types in other 

areas suitable for building.

There w
ill therefore be no need to subm

it a further planning application to test w
hether the 

Ã�Ìi�V>��Li�>««À�Ûi`°�7
�iÀi�Ì�i���V>��*�>���>Ã��`i�Ì�wi`��>�`�v�À�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì]�«�>����}�

decisions should focus on resolving outstanding issues – not the principle of developm
ent.

In areas suitable for substantial developm
ent (G

row
th areas) an outline perm

ission for the 

principle of developm
ent w

ould be conferred by adoption of the Local Plan. Further details 

w
ould be agreed and full perm

ission achieved through stream
lined and faster consent 

À�ÕÌiÃ�Ü
��V��v�VÕÃ����ÃiVÕÀ��}�}��`�`iÃ�}��>�`�>``ÀiÃÃ��}�Ã�Ìi�Ã«iV�wV�ÌiV���V>���ÃÃÕiÃ°

D
etailed planning perm

ission could be secured in one of three w
ays:

•  a reform
ed reserved m

atters process for agreeing the issues w
hich rem

ain outstanding;

•  a Local D
evelopm

ent O
rder prepared by the local planning authority for the developm

ent 

w
hich could be prepared in parallel w

ith the Local Plan and be linked to a m
aster plan and 

design codes; or

•  for exceptionally large sites such as a new
 tow

n w
here there are often land assem

bly and 

planning challenges, w
e also w

ant to explore w
hether a D

evelopm
ent C

onsent O
rder 

Õ�`iÀ�Ì�i� 
>Ì���>��Þ�-�}��wV>�Ì���vÀ>ÃÌÀÕVÌÕÀi�*À��iVÌÃ�Ài}��

i�V�Õ�`�Li�>��>««À�«À�>Ìi�

route to secure consents. Sim
ilarly, w

e w
ill consider how

 the planning pow
ers for 

�
iÛi��«�

i�Ì�

�À«�À>Ì���Ã�V>��Li�Àiv�À�

i`�Ì��ÀiyiVÌ�Ì��Ã��iÜ
�vÀ>�

iÜ
�À�°

In areas suitable for developm
ent (Renew

al areas), there w
ould be a general presum

ption in 

favour of developm
ent established in legislation (achieved by strengthening the em

phasis on 

Ì>���}�>�«�>���i`�>««À�>V�]�Ü
�Ì��«�>�Ã�ÀiyiVÌ��}�Ì�i�}i�iÀ>��>««À�«À�>Ìi�iÃÃ��v�Ì�iÃi�>Ài>Ã�

for developm
ent). C

onsent for developm
ent w

ould be granted in one of three w
ays:

• �v�À�«Ài�Ã«iV�wi`�v�À�
Ã��v�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì�ÃÕV��>Ã�Ì�i�Ài`iÛi��«�
i�Ì��v�ViÀÌ>���LÕ��`��}�

types, through a new
 perm

ission route w
hich gives an autom

atic consent if the schem
e 

m
eets design and other prior approval requirem

ents (as discussed further under the 

fast-track to beauty proposals set out under Pillar Tw
o);

•  for other types of developm
ent, a faster planning application process w

here a planning 

application for the developm
ent w

ould be determ
ined in the context of the Local Plan 

description, for w
hat developm

ent the area or site is appropriate for, and w
ith reference  

to the N
ational Planning Policy Fram

ew
ork; or

•  a Local or N
eighbourhood D

evelopm
ent O

rder.

In both the G
row

th and Renew
al areas it w

ould still be possible for a proposal w
hich is 

different to the plan to com
e forw

ard (if, for exam
ple, local circum

stances had changed 

ÃÕ``i��Þ]��À�>��Õ�>�Ì�V�«>Ìi`��««�ÀÌÕ��ÌÞ�>À�Ãi®]�LÕÌ�Ì��Ã�Ü
�Õ�`�ÀiµÕ�Ài�>�Ã«iV�wV�«�>����}�

application. W
e expect this to be the exception rather than the rule: to im

prove certainty in 

Ì�i�ÃÞÃÌi�
]��Ì�Ü

����Li���
«�ÀÌ>�Ì�v�À�iÛiÀÞ��i�Ì���>Ûi�V��w`i�Vi�Ì�>Ì�Ì�i�«�>��Ü

����Li�Ì�i�

basis for decisions, and so w
e intend to strengthen the em

phasis on a plan-led approach in 

legislation (alongside giving appropriate status to national planning policy for general 

developm
ent m

anagem
ent m

atters).

34
  |  Planning For The Future



 

In areas w
here developm

ent is restricted (Protected areas) any developm
ent proposals w

ould 

com
e forw

ard as now
 through planning applications being m

ade to the local authority (except 

w
here they are subject to perm

itted developm
ent rights or developm

ent orders), and judged 

against policies set out in the N
ational Planning Policy Fram

ew
ork.

W
e w

ill consider the m
ost effective m

eans for neighbours and other interested parties to 

address any issues of concern w
here, under this system

, the principle of developm
ent has  

been established leaving only detailed m
atters to be resolved.

Separate to these reform
s, w

e also intend to consolidate other existing routes to perm
ission 

Ü
��V���>Ûi�>VVÕ�

Õ�>Ìi`��ÛiÀ�Ì��
i]���V�Õ`��}�Ã��

«��wi`�«�>����}�â��iÃ]�i�ÌiÀ«À�Ãi�â��iÃ�>�`�
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Q
uestions

9(a).  D
o you agree that there should be autom

atic outline perm
ission 

for areas for substantial developm
ent (G

row
th areas) w

ith faster 
routes for detailed consent? 
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.]

9(b).  D
o you agree w

ith our proposals above for the consent 
arrangem

ents for Renew
al and Protected areas?  

[Yes / N
o / N

ot sure. Please provide supporting statem
ent.] 

9(c).  D
o you think there is a case for allow

ing new
 settlem

ents  
VQ�DG�DTQWIJV�HQTY

CTF�WPFGT�VJG�0
CVKQPCNN[�5KIPKƂECPV�

Infrastructure Projects regim
e?  

[Yes / N
o / N

ot sure. Please provide supporting statem
ent.]

The route to full planning perm
ission should 

follow
 clearly and directly from

 the designation 
m

ade in the Local Plan.



2TQRQUCN����&
GEKUKQP�O

CMKPI�UJQWNF�DG�HCUVGT�CPF�O
QTG�EGTVCKP��Y

KVJ�ƂTO
�

deadlines, and m
ake greater use of digital technology

For all types of planning applications regardless of the category of land, w
e w

ant to see a m
uch 

m
ore stream

lined and digitally enabled end to end process w
hich is proportionate to the scale 

and nature of the developm
ent proposed, to ensure decisions are m

ade faster. The w
ell-

established tim
e lim

its of eight or 13 w
eeks for determ

ining an application from
 validation  

Ì��`iV�Ã����Ã��Õ�`�Li�>�wÀ�
�`i>`���i�q���Ì�>��>Ã«�À>Ì����Ü

��V��V>��Li�}�Ì�>À�Õ�`�Ì�À�Õ}��
extensions of tim

e as routinely happens now
.

To achieve this, w
e propose:

•  the greater digitalisation of the application process to m
ake it easier for applicants, especially 

those proposing sm
aller developm

ents, to have certainty w
hen they apply and engage w

ith 

local planning authorities. In particular, the validation of applications should be integrated w
ith 

the subm
ission of the application so that the right inform

ation is provided at the start of the 
«À�ViÃÃ°���À�-«i�`��}�,iÛ�iÜ

]�Ì�i��
�ÛiÀ��

i�Ì�Ü
����«Ài«>Ài�>�Ã«iV�wV]���ÛiÃÌ>L�i�«À�«�Ã>�� 

for m
odernising planning system

s in local governm
ent;

•   a new
, m

ore m
odular, softw

are landscape to encourage digital innovation and provide access 
to underlying data. This w

ill help autom
ate routine processes, such as know

ing w
hether new

 
applications are w

ithin the rules, w
hich w

ill support faster and m
ore certain decision-m

aking. 
W

e w
ill w

ork w
ith tech com

panies and local planning authorities to m
odernise the softw

are 
used for case-m

anaging a planning application to im
prove the user-experience for those 

applying and reduce the errors and costs currently experienced by planning authorities;
•  shorter and m

ore standardised applications. The am
ount of key inform

ation required as part 
of the application should be reduced considerably and m

ade m
achine-readable. A

 national 
data standard for sm

aller applications should be created. For m
ajor developm

ent, beyond 
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relevant draw
ings and plans, there should only be one key standardised planning statem

ent 
of no m

ore than 50 pages to justify the developm
ent proposals in relation to the Local Plan 

and N
ational Planning Policy Fram

ew
ork;

•  data-rich planning application registers w
ill be created so that planning application 

inform
ation can be easily found and m

onitored at a national scale, and new
 digital services 

can be built to help people use this data in innovative w
ays;

•  data sets that underpin the planning system
, including planning decisions and developer 

contributions, need to be standardised and m
ade open and digitally accessible;

•  a digital tem
plate for planning notices w

ill be created so that planning application 
inform

ation can be m
ore effectively com

m
unicated and understood by local com

m
unities 

and used by new
 digital services;

•  greater standardisation of technical supporting inform
ation, for instance about local highw

ay 
��
«>VÌÃ]�y��`�À�Ã��>�`��iÀ�Ì>}i��

>ÌÌiÀÃ°�7
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national data standards and tem

plates developed in conjunction w
ith statutory consultees;

•  clearer and m
ore consistent planning conditions, w

ith standard national conditions to cover 
com

m
on issues;

•  a stream
lined approach to developer contributions, w

hich is discussed further under Pillar Three;
• �Ì�i�`i�i}>Ì�����v�`iÌ>��i`�«�>����}�`iV�Ã���Ã�Ì��«�>����}��vwViÀÃ�Ü

�iÀi�Ì�i�«À��V�«�i��v�
developm

ent has been established, as detailed m
atters for consideration should be principally 

a m
atter for professional planning judgm

ent.

W
e also believe there should be a clear incentive on the local planning authority to determ

ine 
an application w

ithin the statutory tim
e lim

its. This could involve the autom
atic refund of the 

planning fee for the application if they fail to determ
ine it w

ithin the tim
e lim

it. B
ut w

e also 
w

ant to explore w
hether som

e types of applications should be deem
ed to have been granted 

planning perm
ission if there has not been a tim

ely determ
ination, to ensure targets are m

et 
and local authorities keep to the tim

e lim
it in the m

ajority of cases. W
e particularly w

ant to 
ensure that the facilities and infrastructure that com

m
unities value, such as schools, hospitals 

and G
P surgeries, are delivered quickly through the planning system

.

There w
ill rem

ain a pow
er to call in decisions by the Secretary of State and for applicants to 

appeal against a decision by a local planning authority. H
ow

ever, by ensuring greater certainty 
about the principle of developm

ent in Local Plans, w
e expect to see few

er appeals being 
considered by the Planning Inspectorate. For those that do go to appeal, w

e w
ant to ensure the 
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prom
ote proper consideration of applications by planning com

m
ittees, w

here applications are 
refused, w

e propose that applicants w
ill be entitled to an autom

atic rebate of their planning 
application fee if they are successful at appeal.

Q
uestion

10.  D
o you agree w

ith our proposals to m
ake decision-m

aking faster 
and m

ore certain? 
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.]
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com
m

unity engagem
ent.

Proposal 7: Local Plans should be visual and m
ap-based, standardised, 

based on the latest digital technology, and supported by a new
 tem

plate.

Interactive, m
ap-based Local Plans w

ill be built upon data standards and digital principles. To 

support local authorities in developing plans in this new
 form

at, w
e w

ill publish a guide to the 

new
 Local Plan system

 and data standards and digital principles, including clearer expectations 

around the m
ore lim

ited evidence that w
ill be expected to support “sustainable” Local Plans, 

accom
panied by a “m

odel” tem
plate for Local Plans and subsequent updates, w

ell in advance 

of the legislation being brought into force. This w
ill support standardisation of Local Plans across 

Ì�i�V�Õ�ÌÀÞ°�/�i�ÌiÝÌ�L>Ãi`�V��
«��i�Ì��v�«�>�Ã�Ã��Õ�`�Li����

�Ìi`�Ì��Ã«>Ì�>��Þ�Ã«iV�wV��
>ÌÌiÀÃ�

and capable of being accessible in a range of different form
ats, including through sim

ple digital 

services on a sm
artphone. 

To support open access to planning docum
ents and im

prove public engagem
ent in the plan-

m
aking process, plans should be fully digitised and w

eb-based follow
ing agreed w

eb standards 

rather than docum
ent based. This w

ill allow
 for any updates to be published instantaneously and 

m
akes it easier to share across all parties and the w

ider public. Those digital plans should be 

carefully designed w
ith the user in m

ind and to ensure inclusivity, so that they can be accessed in 

different form
ats, on different devices, and are accessible and understandable by all. G

eospatial 

inform
ation associated w

ith plans, such as sites and areas, should also be standardised and 

m
ade openly available online. Taken together, these changes w

ill enable a digital register of 

planning policies to be created so that new
 digital services can be built using this data, and this 

w
ill also enable any existing or future m

apping platform
s to access and visualise Local Plans.  

This w
ill m

ake it easier for anyone to identify w
hat can be built w

here. The data w
ill be accessed 

by softw
are used across the public sector and also by external PropTech entrepreneurs to 

im
prove transparency, decision-m

aking 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 

m
achine-readable form

at and linked to the relevant policies and areas.

38
  |  Planning For The Future



By shifting plan-m
aking processes from

 docum
ents to data, new

 digital civic engagem
ent 

processes w
ill be enabled, m

aking it easier for people to understand w
hat is being proposed 

w
here and how

 it w
ill affect them

. These tools have the potential to transform
 how

 com
m

unities 

engage w
ith Local Plans, opening up new

 w
ays for people to feed their view

s into the system
, 

including through social netw
orks and via m

obile phones. Early pilots from
 local planning 

authorities using em
erging digital civic engagem

ent tools have show
n increased public 

participation from
 a broader audience, w

ith one PropTech SM
E reporting that 70%

 of their  

users are under the age of 45. 18

To encourage this step-change, w
e w

ant to support local authorities to radically rethink how
 they 

produce their Local Plans, and profoundly re-invent the am
bition, depth and breadth w

ith w
hich 

they engage w
ith com

m
unities. W

e w
ill set up a series of pilots to w

ork w
ith local authorities and 

tech com
panies (the em

erging ‘PropTech’ sector) to develop innovative solutions to support 

plan-m
aking activities and m

ake com
m

unity involvem
ent m

ore accessible and engaging. This 

could include m
easures to im

prove access to live inform
ation and data or the use of 3D

 

visualisations and other tools to support good com
m

unity engagem
ent.

Q
uestion

11.  D
o you agree w

ith our proposals for accessible, w
eb-based  

Local Plans? 
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.]
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CESS

The average tim
e 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 requirem
ent around tim

escales 

for key stages of the plan-m
aking process.

Proposal 8: Local authorities and the Planning Inspectorate w
ill be 

required through legislation to m
eet a statutory tim

etable for key 
stages of the process, and w

e w
ill consider w

hat sanctions there  
w

ould be for those w
ho fail to do so.

U
nder the current system

, it regularly takes over a decade for developm
ent sites to go through 

the Local Plan process and receive outline perm
ission. U

nder our proposals, this w
ould be 

shortened to 30 m
onths, although w

e expect m
any local authorities could do this in a shorter 

tim
e and w

e w
ould encourage them

 to do so w
here this is practicable. W

e propose that the 

«À�ViÃÃ�V�ÛiÀÃ�wÛi�ÃÌ>}iÃ]�Ü
�Ì���

i>���}vÕ��«ÕL��V�i�}>}i�
i�Ì�>Ì�ÌÜ

��ÃÌ>}iÃ\

•  Stage 1 [6 m
onths]: The local planning authority “calls for” suggestions for areas under the 

three categories, including com
prehensive “best in class” w

ays of achieving public involvem
ent 

at this plan-shaping stage for w
here developm

ent should go and w
hat it should look like.

•  Stage 2 [12 m
onths]: The local planning authority draw

s up its proposed Local Plan, and 

produces any necessary evidence to inform
 and justify the plan. “H

igher-risk” authorities w
ill 

receive m
andatory Planning Inspectorate advisory visits, in order to ensure the plan is on track 

prior to subm
ission.

•  Stage 3 [6 w
eeks]: The local planning authority sim

ultaneously

 
(i)  subm

its the Plan to the Secretary of State for Exam
ination together w

ith a Statem
ent  

of Reasons to explain w
hy it has draw

n up its plan as it has; and

 
(ii)  publicises the plan for the public to com

m
ent on. C

om
m

ents seeking change m
ust explain 

how
 the plan should be changed and w

hy. A
gain, this process w

ould em
body ‘best in class’ 

w
ays of ensuring public involvem

ent. Responses w
ill have a w

ord count lim
it.

•  Stage 4 [9 m
onths]: A

 planning inspector appointed by the Secretary of State considers w
hether 

the three categories show
n in the proposed Local Plan are “sustainable” as per the statutory test 

and accom
panying national guidance and m

akes binding changes w
hich are necessary to satisfy 

the test. The plan-m
aking authority and all those w

ho subm
itted com

m
ents w

ould have the right 

to be “heard” by the inspector (w
hether face to face, by video, phone or in w

riting –all at the 

inspector’s discretion). The inspector’s report can, as relevant, sim
ply state agreem

ent w
ith the 

w
hole or parts of the council’s Statem

ent of Reasons, and/or com
m

ents subm
itted by the public.

• �-Ì>}i�x�QÈ�Ü
ii�ÃR\���V>��*�>���

>«]��iÞ�>�`�ÌiÝÌ�>Ài�w�>��Ãi`]�>�`�V��
i���Ì��v�ÀVi°
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A
lternative options: The existing exam

ination process could be reform
ed in order to speed up 

the process. For instance, the autom
atic ‘right to be heard’ could be rem

oved so that participants 

are invited to appear at hearings at the discretion of the inspector. C
ertain Local Plans, that are 

less com
plex or controversial, could also be exam

ined through w
ritten representations only, 

as is usually the case w
ith N

eighbourhood Plans at present.

A
 further alternative could be to rem

ove the Exam
ination stage entirely, instead requiring  

Local Planning A
uthorities to undertake a process of self-assessm

ent against set criteria and 

guidance. To supplem
ent this, the Planning Inspectorate could be utilised to audit a certain 

num
ber of com

pleted plans each year in order to assess w
hether the requirem

ents of the  

statutory sustainability test had been m
et. H

ow
ever, there is a risk that this option w

ouldn’t 

«À�Û�`i�ÃÕvwV�i�Ì�ÃVÀÕÌ��Þ�>À�Õ�`�Ü
�iÌ�iÀ�«�>�Ã��

iiÌ�Ì�i��iViÃÃ>ÀÞ��i}>��>�`�«���VÞ�ÌiÃÌÃ°

Q
uestion

12.  D
o you agree w

ith our proposals for a 30 m
onth statutory tim

escale 
for the production of Local Plans?  
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.]
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Taken together, the effect of these reform
s w

ould be to greatly sim
plify and shorten the plan-m

aking 

and developm
ent process, ensuring m

ore land com
es through the system

 and does so at pace.

To support the transition to the new
 system

, w
e propose a statutory duty for local authorities to 

>`�«Ì�>��iÜ
���V>��*�>��LÞ�>�Ã«iV�wi`�`>Ìi�q�i�Ì�iÀ�Îä��

��Ì�Ã�vÀ��
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into force, or 42 m
onths for local planning authorities w

ho have adopted a Local Plan w
ithin the 

previous three years or w
here a Local Plan has been subm

itted to the Secretary of State for 

exam
ination. In the latter case, the 42 m

onth period w
ould com

m
ence from

 the point at w
hich  

the legislation is brought into force, or upon adoption of the m
ost recent plan, w

hichever is later.

This should be accom
panied by a requirem

ent for each planning authority to review
 its Local Plan 

>Ì��i>ÃÌ�iÛiÀÞ�wÛi�Þi>ÀÃ°�,iÛ�iÜ
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the sam
e 30-m

onth deadline w
ould apply although there w

ould be an expectation that in m
any 

cases an update could be com
pleted m

ore quickly.

Local planning authorities that fail to do w
hat is required to get their plan in place, or keep it up 

to date, w
ould be at risk of governm

ent intervention. A
 range of intervention options w

ill be 

available, including the issuing of directions and preparation of a plan in consultation w
ith local 

people. D
ecisions on intervention w

ould also have regard to:

•  the level of housing requirem
ent 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 circum
stances presented by the local planning authority.



Proposal 9: N
eighbourhood Plans should be retained as an im

portant 
m

eans of com
m

unity input, and w
e w

ill support com
m

unities to m
ake 

better use of digital tools

Since statutory N
eig

hb
ourhood

 Plans b
ecam

e p
art of the system

 in 2011, over 2,600 

com
m

unities have started
 the p

rocess of neig
hb

ourhood
 p

lanning
 to take ad

vantag
e 

of the opportunity to prepare a plan for their ow
n areas – and over 1,000 plans have been 

successfully passed at referendum
. They have becom

e an im
portant tool in helping to ‘bring 

the dem
ocracy forw

ard’ in planning, by allow
ing com

m
unities to think proactively about how

 

they w
ould like their areas to develop.

Therefore, w
e think N

eig
hb

ourhood
 Plans should

 b
e retained

 in the reform
ed

 p
lanning 

system
, but w

e w
ill w

ant to consider w
hether their content should becom

e m
ore focused to 

ÀiyiVÌ��ÕÀ�«À�«�Ã>�Ã�v�À���V>��*�>�Ã]�>Ã�Ü
i���>Ã�Ì�i��««�ÀÌÕ��Ì�iÃ�Ü
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offer to support their developm
ent and im

prove accessibility for users. B
y m

aking it easier to 

develop N
eighbourhood Plans w

e w
ish to encourage their continued use and indeed to help 

spread their use further, particularly in tow
ns and cities. W

e are also interested in w
hether 

there is scope to extend and adapt the concept so that very sm
all areas – such as individual 

streets – can set their ow
n rules for the form

 of developm
ent w

hich they are happy to see.

�
�}�Ì>��Ì���Ã��>Ûi�Ã�}��wV>�Ì�«�Ìi�Ì�>��Ì��>ÃÃ�ÃÌ�Ì�i�«À�ViÃÃ��v� 
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including through new
 digital co-creation platform

s and 3D
 visualisation technologies to 

explore proposals w
ithin the local context. W

e w
ill develop pilot projects and data standards 

w
hich help neighbourhood planning groups m

ake the m
ost of this potential.

42
  |  Planning For The Future



Q
uestions

13(a).  D
o you agree that N

eighbourhood Plans should be retained  
in the reform

ed planning system
?  

[Yes / N
o / N

ot sure. Please provide supporting statem
ent.] 

13(b).  H
ow

 can the neighbourhood planning process be developed  
to m

eet our objectives, such as in the use of digital tools and 
TGƃGEVKPI�EQO

O
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SPEED
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T

O
ur plans for a sim

pler and faster planning process need to be accom
panied by a stronger 

em
phasis on the faster delivery of developm

ent, especially for G
row

th areas w
here substantial 

developm
ent has been perm

itted. If local com
m

unities through the new
 Local Plan process 
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secured planning consents, there should be a presum
ption that these sites w

ill be built out 

quickly. B
ut as Rt. H

on. Sir O
liver Letw

in found in his Independent Review
 of B

uild O
ut Rates in 

2018, the build out of large residential developm
ents can be slow

 due to low
 m

arket absorption 

rates, w
ith som

e sites taking over 20 years to com
plete.

Proposal 10: A
 stronger em

phasis on build out through planning

To address this, w
e propose to m

ake it clear in the revised N
ational Planning Policy Fram

ew
ork 

that the m
asterp

lans and
 d

esig
n cod

es for sites p
rep

ared
 for sub

stantial d
evelop

m
ent 

(discussed under Pillar Tw
o) should seek to include a variety of developm

ent types by different 

builders w
hich allow

 m
ore phases to com

e forw
ard together. W

e w
ill explore further options to 

support faster build out as w
e develop our proposals for the new

 planning system
.

Q
uestion

14.  D
o you agree there should be a stronger em

phasis on the build  
out of developm

ents? A
nd if so, w

hat further m
easures w

ould  
you support? 
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.]
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Pillar Tw
o

 – Planning
 fo

r b
eautiful  

and
 sustainab

le p
laces

O
verview

W
e have set out how

 a sim
pler planning process could im

prove certainty about w
hat can  

Li�LÕ��Ì�Ü
�iÀi]�>Ã�Ü

i���>Ã��vviÀ��}�}Ài>ÌiÀ�yiÝ�L���ÌÞ����Ì�i�ÕÃi��v��>�`�Ì���
iiÌ��ÕÀ�V�>�}��}�

econom
ic and social needs. B

ut im
proving the process of planning is only the starting point 

– w
e w

ant to ensure that w
e have a system

 in place that enables the creation of beautiful 

places that w
ill stand the test of tim

e, protects and enhances our precious environm
ent,  

and supports our efforts to com
bat clim

ate change and bring greenhouse gas em
issions  

to net-zero by 2050. Recent research from
 the Royal Tow

n Planning Institute has set out 

the vital contribution that planning can m
ake to a sustainable and inclusive recovery. 12

To do this, planning should be a pow
erful tool for creating visions of how

 places can be, 

engaging com
m

unities in that process and fostering high quality developm
ent: not just 

beautiful buildings, but the gardens, parks and other green spaces in betw
een, as w

ell as 

the facilities w
hich are essential for building a real sense of com

m
unity. It should generate 

net gains for the quality of our built and natural environm
ents - not just ‘no net harm

’.

A
s the report of the B

uilding B
etter, B

uilding B
eautiful C

om
m

ission has show
n, all too often 

Ì�>Ì�«�Ìi�Ì�>���>Ã�v>��i��Ã��ÀÌ°�/����
>�Þ�«�>ViÃ�LÕ��Ì�`ÕÀ��}�ÀiVi�Ì�`iV>`iÃ�v>���Ì��ÀiyiVÌ�

w
hat is special about their local area or create a high quality environm

ent of w
hich local 

people can be proud. The C
om

m
ission has played an invaluable role not just in highlighting 

Ì�i�`iwV�i�V�iÃ]�LÕÌ����ÃiÌÌ��}��ÕÌ�>�Ü
�`i�À>�}i��v�ÀiV��

�
i�`>Ì���Ã�v�À�>``ÀiÃÃ��}�Ì�i�

°�

W
e w

ill respond fully to the C
om

m
ission’s report in the autum

n, but there are im
portant 

aspects that w
e w

ant to highlight now
, as being integral to our proposals for w

hat a revised 

planning system
 can achieve.

Q
uestions

15.  W
hat do you think about the design of new

 developm
ent that has 

happened recently in your area?  
[N

ot sure or indifferent / Beautiful and/or w
ell-designed / U

gly and/
or poorly-designed / There hasn’t been any / O

ther – please specify] 

16.  Sustainability is at the heart of our proposals. W
hat is your priority 

for sustainability in your area? 
[Less reliance on cars / M

ore green and open spaces / Energy 
GHƂEKGPE[�QH�PGY

�DWKNFKPIU���/
QTG�VTGGU���1

VJGT�s�RNGCUG�URGEKH[?
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A
s the report of the B

uilding B
etter, 

B
uilding B

eautiful C
om

m
ission has 

show
n, all too often that potential  

has fallen short.



Proposals

CREATIN
G

 FRA
M

EW
O

RK
S FO

R Q
U

A
LITY

To deliver our vision, it is im
portant for the planning system

 to set clear expectations for the 

form
 of developm

ent w
hich w

e expect to see in different locations. It should do so in w
ays 

Ü
��V��ÀiyiVÌ���V>��V�>À>VÌiÀ�>�`�V��

�
Õ��ÌÞ�«ÀiviÀi�ViÃ]�>�`�Ì�i�ÌÞ«iÃ��v�LÕ��`��}Ã�>�`�

places that have stood the test of tim
e; but it should also address m

odern lifestyles, facilitate 

�
�`iÀ���

iÌ��`Ã��v�V��ÃÌÀÕVÌ����>�`��ÌÃ�>ÃÃ�V�>Ìi`�Li�iwÌÃ�v�À�ivwV�i�VÞ]�LÕ��`�µÕ>��ÌÞ�>�`�

the environm
ent) and the need to create places that are both durable and sustainable. 

H
istory provides m

any exam
ples of how

 w
e can do this w

ell – including G
eorgian terraces 

and V
ictorian m

ansion blocks – and w
e should learn from

 w
hat has w

orked in the past.

O
ur N

ational D
esign G

uide, published in O
ctober last year, illustrates how

 w
ell-designed 

places that are beautiful, enduring and successful can be achieved in practice. It is a vital 

ÃÌ>ÀÌ��}�«���Ì]�`iw���}�Ìi��V�>À>VÌiÀ�ÃÌ�VÃ��v�ÃÕVViÃÃvÕ��«�>ViÃ�>�`�Ì�i���}Ài`�i�ÌÃ�Ü
��V�� 

can deliver these. H
ow

ever, to provide as m
uch clarity as possible for applicants and 

com
m

unities and provide the basis for ‘fast-tracking’ decisions on design, broad principles 

�ii`�Ì��Li�ÌÕÀ�i`���Ì���
�Ài�Ã«iV�wV�ÃÌ>�`>À`Ã°

To address this challenge, this autum
n w

e w
ill publish a N

ational M
odel D

esign C
ode to 

supplem
ent the guide, setting out m

ore detailed param
eters for developm

ent in different 

types of location: issues such as the arrangem
ent and proportions of streets and urban 

blocks, positioning and hierarchy of public spaces, successful parking arrangem
ents, 

placem
ent of street trees, and high quality cycling and w

alking provision, in line w
ith  

our w
ider vision for cycling and w

alking in England. 13 It w
ill be accom

panied by w
orked 

exam
ples, and com

plem
ent a revised and consolidated M

anual for Streets.
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To deliver our vision, it is im
portant for the planning system

 
to set clear expectations for the form

 of developm
ent 

w
hich w

e expect to see in different locations.



Proposal 11: To m
ake design expectations m

ore visual and predictable, 
w

e w
ill expect design guidance and codes to be prepared locally w

ith 
com

m
unity involvem

ent, and ensure that codes are m
ore binding on 

decisions about developm
ent.

A
s national guidance, w

e w
ill expect the N

ational D
esign G

uide, N
ational M

odel D
esign 

C
ode and the revised M

anual for Streets to have a direct bearing on the design of new
 

V��
�
Õ��Ì�iÃ°�	

ÕÌ�Ì��i�ÃÕÀi�Ì�>Ì�ÃV�i�
iÃ�ÀiyiVÌ�Ì�i�`�ÛiÀÃi�V�>À>VÌiÀ��v��ÕÀ�V�Õ�ÌÀÞ]�>Ã�Ü

i���

as w
hat is provably popular locally, it is im

portant that local guides and codes are prepared 

w
herever possible. These play the vital role of translating the basic characteristics of good 

places into w
hat w

orks locally, and can already be brought forw
ard in a num

ber of w
ays:  

by local planning authorities to supplem
ent and add a visual dim

ension to their Local Plans; 

through the w
ork of neighbourhood planning groups; or by applicants in bringing forw

ard 

«À�«�Ã>�Ã�v�À�Ã�}��wV>�Ì��iÜ
�>Ài>Ã��v�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì°

W
e propose that these different routes for bringing forw

ard design guides and codes  

should rem
ain, although in all cases it w

ill be essential that they are prepared w
ith effective 

inputs from
 the local com

m
unity, considering em

pirical evidence of w
hat is popular and 

characteristic in the local area. To underpin the im
portance of this, w

e intend to m
ake 

clear that designs and codes should only be given w
eight in the planning process if they 

can dem
onstrate that this input has been secured. A

nd, w
here this is the case, w

e w
ill also  

m
ake clear that decisions on design should be m

ade in line w
ith these docum

ents. W
here 

locally-produced guides and codes are not in place, w
e also propose to m

ake clear in policy 

that the N
ational D

esign G
uide, N

ational M
odel D

esign C
ode and M

anual for Streets should 

guide decisions on the form
 of developm

ent.
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Q
uestion

17.  D
o you agree w

ith our proposals for im
proving the production and 

use of design guides and codes? 
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.]

The B
uilding B

etter, B
uilding B

eautiful C
om

m
ission recom

m
ended several other changes  

to the N
ational Planning Policy Fram

ew
ork that can support the planning system

’s role in 

fostering better buildings, places and settlem
ents, and w

e w
ill consult on changes w

hich 

ÀiyiVÌ�Ì�iÃi�ÀiV��
�
i�`>Ì���Ã����Ì�i�>ÕÌÕ�

�°

Proposal 12: To support the transition to a planning system
 w

hich is 
m

ore visual and rooted in local preferences and character, w
e w

ill set 
up a body to support the delivery of provably locally-popular design 
EQFGU��CPF�RTQRQUG�VJCV�GCEJ�CWVJQTKV[�UJQWNF�JCXG�C�EJKGH�QHƂEGT�HQT�
design and place-m

aking.

The vision w
hich w

e have set out w
ill require a step-change in the design skills available to m

any 

local planning authorities, as w
ell as the right prioritisation and leadership across the sector.  

W
e recognise that this w

ill not happen overnight, and that authorities w
ill need support.

W
W

e w
ill explore the options for establishing a new

 expert body w
hich can help authorities 

m
ake effective use of design guidance and codes, as w

ell as perform
ing a w

ider m
onitoring 

and challenge role for the sector in building better places. D
ifferent m

odels exist for how
 

this could be taken forw
ard - such as a new

 arm
s-length body reporting to G

overnm
ent, a 

new
 centre of expertise w

ithin H
om

es England, or reinforcing the existing netw
ork of 

architecture and design centres. W
hatever m

odel is adopted, w
e envisage that it w

ould be 

able to draw
 on the expertise of recognised experts w

ith a range of skills, draw
n from

 across 

Ì�i�LÕ��Ì�i�Û�À���
i�Ì�ÃiVÌ�À°�-��Õ�`�Ì�i�w�>��«À�«�Ã>�Ã��i>`�Ì��Ì�i�VÀi>Ì�����v��iÜ

�Vi�ÌÀ>��

governm
ent arm

’s-length body, then the usual, separate governm
ent approval process 

w
ould apply for such entities.

W
e w

ill also bring forw
ard proposals later this year for im

proving the resourcing of planning 

departm
ents m

ore broadly; and our suggestions in this paper for stream
lining plan-m

aking  

w
ill allow

 som
e re-focusing of professional skills. H

ow
ever, effective leadership w

ithin 

authorities w
ill also be crucial. To drive a strong vision for w

hat each place aspires to,  

and ensure this is integrated across council functions, w
e believe that each authority should 

>««���Ì�>�V��iv��vwViÀ�v�À�`iÃ�}��>�`�«�>Vi��
>���}]�>Ã�ÀiV��

�
i�`i`�LÞ�Ì�i�	

Õ��`��}�	
iÌÌiÀ]�

B
uilding B

eautiful C
om

m
ission.

Q
uestion

18.  D
o you agree that w

e should establish a new
 body to support 

design coding and building better places, and that each authority 
UJQWNF�JCXG�C�EJKGH�QHƂEGT�HQT�FGUKIP�CPF�RNCEG�O

CMKPI! 
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.]
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Proposal 13: To further em
bed national leadership on delivering better 

places, w
e w

ill consider how
 H

om
es England’s strategic objectives can 

give greater em
phasis to delivering beautiful places.

W
e are com

m
itted to taking a leadership role in the delivery of beautiful and w

ell-designed 

hom
es and places, w

hich em
bed high environm

ental standards. The Building Better, Building 

	i>ÕÌ�vÕ��

��
�
�ÃÃ����ÀiV��

�
i�`i`�Ì�>Ì��

��
iÃ��}�>�`�Ã��Õ�`�>ÌÌ>V��ÃÕvwV�i�Ì�Û>�Õi�Ì��

design as w
ell as price, and give greater w

eight to design quality in its w
ork.

The G
overnm

ent supports this recom
m

endation and recognises that the w
ork of H

om
es 

England is an im
portant route through w

hich w
e can lead by exam

ple. H
om

es England have 

already taken steps to cham
pion design quality in their land disposals program

m
e, through 

im
plem

entation of a design quality assessm
ent approach, w

ith a m
inim

um
 standard w

hich  

m
ust be achieved for a proposal to progress.

H
ow

ever, w
e recognise that there is an opportunity to go further, and w

e w
ill engage H

om
es 

England, as part of the forthcom
ing Spending Review

 process, to consider how
 its objectives 

m
ight be strengthened to give greater w

eight to design quality, and assess how
 design quality 

and environm
ental standards can be m

ore deeply em
bedded in all H

om
es England’s activities 

and program
m

es of w
ork.
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Q
uestion

19.  D
o you agree w

ith our proposal to consider how
 design  

m
ight be given greater em

phasis in the strategic objectives  
for H

om
es England? 

[Yes / N
o / N

ot sure. Please provide supporting statem
ent.]



The vision w
hich w

e have set out w
ill require a step-change in the 

design skills available to m
any local planning authorities, as w

ell 
as the right prioritisation and leadership across the sector.



A
 FA

ST-TRA
CK FO

R BEA
U

TY

O
ne of the im

portant propositions of the B
uilding B

etter, B
uilding B

eautiful C
om

m
ission is 

that there should be a ‘fast-track for beauty’. W
here proposals com

e forw
ard w

hich com
ply 

w
ith pre-established principles of w

hat good design looks like (inform
ed by com

m
unity 

preferences), then it should be possible to expedite developm
ent through the planning 

process. This should incentivise attractive and popular developm
ent, as w

ell as helping to 

relieve pressure on planning authorities w
hen assessing proposals.

Proposal 14: W
e intend to introduce a fast-track for beauty through 

changes to national policy and legislation, to incentivise and accelerate 
JKIJ�SWCNKV[�FGXGNQRO

GPV�Y
JKEJ�TGƃGEVU�NQECN�EJCTCEVGT�CPF�RTGHGTGPEGU�

7
i�«À�«�Ãi�Ì��`��Ì��Ã����Ì�Àii�Ü

>ÞÃ°����Ì�i�wÀÃÌ���ÃÌ>�Vi]�Ì�À�Õ}��Õ«`>Ì��}�Ì�i� 
>Ì���>��

Planning Policy Fram
ew

ork, w
e w

ill m
ake clear that schem

es w
hich com

ply w
ith local design 

guides and codes have a positive advantage and greater certainty about their prospects  

of sw
ift approval.

-iV��`]�Ü
�iÀi�«�>�Ã��`i�Ì�vÞ�>Ài>Ã�v�À�Ã�}��wV>�Ì�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì�G
row

th areas), w
e w

ill 

�i}�Ã�>Ìi�Ì��ÀiµÕ�Ài�Ì�>Ì�>��
>ÃÌiÀ«�>��>�`�Ã�Ìi�Ã«iV�wV�V�`i�>Ài�>}Àii`�>Ã�>�V��`�Ì���� 

of the perm
ission in principle w

hich is granted through the plan. This should be in place 

prior to detailed proposals com
ing forw

ard, to direct and expedite those detailed m
atters.

These m
asterplans and codes could be prepared by the local planning authority alongside 

or subsequent to preparing its plan, at a level of detail com
m

ensurate w
ith the size of site 

and key principles to be established. For exam
ple, a set of sim

ple ‘co-ordinating codes’  

of the sort endorsed by the B
uilding B

etter, B
uilding B

eautiful C
om

m
ission could set som

e 

initial key param
eters for the site layout. W

here sites are expected to com
e forw

ard in the 

near future, m
ore developed m

asterplans or codes, prepared by the local planning authority 

or site prom
oter, w

ill provide greater certainty.

Third, w
e also propose to legislate to w

iden and change the nature of perm
itted 

developm
ent, so that it enables popular and replicable form

s of developm
ent to be 

>««À�Ûi`�i>Ã��Þ�>�`�µÕ�V��Þ]��i�«��}�Ì��ÃÕ««�ÀÌ�¼}i�Ì�i���Ìi�Ã�wV>Ì���½��v��ÕÀ�Ì�Ü
�Ã�>�`�

cities, but in accordance w
ith im

portant design principles. There is a long history – in this 

country and elsew
here – 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 

som
e of our m

ost popular and successful places, and in a w
ay w

hich m
akes it relatively easy 

for sm
aller developm

ent com
panies to enter the m

arket. W
e w

ant to revive this tradition,  

in areas suitable for developm
ent (Renew

al areas), by allow
ing the pre-approval of popular 

>�`�Ài«��V>L�i�`iÃ�}�Ã�Ì�À�Õ}��«iÀ�
�ÌÌi`�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì°�/�i�Li�iwÌÃ�>Ài��
ÕV���

�Ài�Ì�>��

fast delivery of proven popular designs – it w
ill foster innovation and support 

industrialisation of housebuilding, enabling m
odern m

ethods of construction to be 

developed and deployed at scale.
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O
ne of the central propositions of the 

B
uilding B

etter, B
uilding B

eautiful 
C

om
m

ission is that there should be 
a ‘fast-track for beauty’.



To take this approach forw
ard, w

e intend to develop a lim
ited set of form

-based developm
ent 

types that allow
 the redevelopm

ent of existing residential buildings w
here the relevant 

V��`�Ì���Ã�>Ài�Ã>Ì�Ãwi`�q�i�>L���}���VÀi>Ãi`�`i�Ã�Ì�iÃ�Ü
���i��

>��Ì>����}�Û�ÃÕ>���>À�
��Þ� 

in a range of com
m

on developm
ent settings (such as sem

i-detached suburban developm
ent). 

/�iÃi�Ü
�Õ�`�Li�iwÌ�vÀ��

�«iÀ�
�ÌÌi`�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì�À�}�ÌÃ�Ài�>Ì��}�Ì��Ì�i�ÃiÌÌ��}Ã����Ü
��V��Ì�iÞ�

apply. Prior approval from
 the local planning authority w

ould still be needed for aspects of the 

design to ensure the developm
ent is right for its context (such as m

aterials), as w
ell as for 

�Ì�iÀ���
«�ÀÌ>�Ì�«�>����}�V��Ã�`iÀ>Ì���Ã�ÃÕV��>Ã�>Û��`>�Vi��v�y��`�À�Ã��>�`�ÃiVÕÀ��}�Ã>vi�

access. To enable further tailoring of these patterns to local character and preferences,  

w
e also propose that local planning authorities or neighbourhood planning groups w

ould be 

able to use local orders to m
odify how

 the standard types apply in their areas, based on local 

evidence of w
hat options are m

ost popular w
ith the w

ider public.

This proposal w
ill require som

e technical developm
ent and testing, so w

e w
ill develop a pilot 

program
m

e to test the concept. W
here w

e are taking forw
ard existing schem

es to expand 

the scope of perm
itted developm

ent through upw
ards extensions and dem

olition/rebuilding, 

w
e also intend to legislate so that prior approval for exercising such rights takes into account 

design codes w
hich are in place locally (or, in the absence of these, the N

ational M
odel 

D
esign C

ode).

Q
uestion

20.  D
o you agree w

ith our proposals for im
plem

enting a fast-track 
for beauty? 
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.]
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EFFECTIVE STEW
A

RD
SH

IP A
N

D
 EN

H
A

N
CEM

EN
T O

F O
U

R N
ATU

RA
L 

A
N

D
 H

ISTO
RIC EN

VIRO
N

M
EN

T

The reform
ed planning system

 w
ill continue to protect the places of environm

ental and cultural 

Û>�Õi�Ü
��V���

>ÌÌiÀ�Ì��ÕÃ°�*�>�Ã�Ü
����ÃÌ����«�>Þ�>�Û�Ì>��À��i�����`i�Ì�vÞ��}���Ì��ÕÃÌ�>Ài>Ã��v�`iw�i`�

�>Ì���>��>�`���ÌiÀ�>Ì���>����
«�ÀÌ>�Vi�ÃÕV��>Ã� 

>Ì���>��*>À�Ã�>�`�-�ÌiÃ��v�-«iV�>��-V�i�Ì�wV�

��ÌiÀiÃÌ®]�LÕÌ�>�Ã��Ì��Ãi�Ü
��V��>Ài�Û>�Õi`�>�`�`iw�i`���V>��Þ�ÃÕV��>Ã�


��ÃiÀÛ>Ì����Ƃ
Ài>Ã�>�`�

Local W
ildlife Sites).

H
ow

ever, the planning system
 can and should do m

uch m
ore than this. In line w

ith the am
bitions 

in our 25 Year Environm
ent Plan, w

e w
ant the reform

ed system
 to play a proactive role in 

prom
oting environm

ental recovery and long-term
 sustainability. In doing so, it needs to play a 

strong part in our efforts to m
itigate and adapt to clim

ate change and reduce pollution as w
ell as 

m
aking our tow

ns and cities m
ore liveable through enabling m

ore and better green spaces and 

tree cover. Several initiatives are already laying the foundations for this. N
ationally, the 

Environm
ent Bill currently before Parliam

ent w
ill legislate for m

andatory net gains for biodiversity 

as a condition of m
ost new

 developm
ent. A

nd the Local N
ature Recovery Strategies w

hich it w
ill 

also introduce w
ill identify opportunities to secure enhancem

ents through developm
ent schem

es 

and contributions. W
e w

ill also deliver our com
m

itm
ent to m

ake all new
 streets tree-lined, by 

setting clear expectations through the changes to the N
ational Planning Policy Fram

ew
ork w

hich 

w
ill be consulted on in the autum

n, and inform
ed by the outcom

e of this sum
m

er’s consultation 

on the England Tree Strategy. 14 A
nd w

e are also assessing the extent to w
hich our planning 

«���V�iÃ�>�`�«À�ViÃÃiÃ�v�À��
>�>}��}�y��`�À�Ã���

>Þ��ii`�Ì��Li�ÃÌÀi�}Ì�i�i`�>���}�Ü
�Ì��

developing a national fram
ew

ork of green infrastructure standards.

O
nce the proposals in this paper for reform

ed Local Plans begin to be im
plem

ented, it w
ill be 

��
«�ÀÌ>�Ì�v�À�>ÕÌ��À�Ì�iÃ�Ì��V��Ã�`iÀ���Ü

�Ì�i��`i�Ì�wV>Ì�����v�`�vviÀi�Ì�V>Ìi}�À�iÃ��v��>�`]�>�`�>�Þ�
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sub-areas w
ithin them

, can m
ost effectively support clim

ate change m
itigation and adaptation. 

For exam
ple, in identifying land for inclusion w

ithin the G
row

th area, or the densities of 

developm
ent appropriate in different locations, the ability to m

axim
ise w

alking, cycling and 

public transport opportunities w
ill be an im

portant consideration.

Proposal 15: W
e intend to am

end the N
ational Planning Policy 

Fram
ew

ork to ensure that it targets those areas w
here a reform

ed 
planning system

 can m
ost effectively play a role in m

itigating and 
CFCRVKPI�VQ�ENKO

CVG�EJCPIG�CPF�O
CZKO

KUKPI�GPXKTQPO
GPVCN�DGPGƂVU�

These m
easures, and reform

 of our policy fram
ew

ork, provide im
portant opportunities to 

strengthen the w
ay that environm

ental issues are considered through the planning system
. 

H
ow

ever, w
e also think there is scope to m

arry these changes w
ith a sim

pler, effective 

approach to assessing environm
ental im

pacts.

���`���}�Ã�]�Ü
i�Ü
����Ü

>�Ì�Ì��Li�V�i>À�>L�ÕÌ�Ì�i�À��i�Ì�>Ì���V>�]�Ã«>Ì�>��Þ�Ã«iV�wV�«���V�iÃ�V>��

continue to play, such as in identifying im
portant view

s, opportunities to im
prove public 

access or places w
here renew

able energy or w
oodland and forestry creation could be 

accom
m

odated. In review
ing the Fram

ew
ork, w

e w
ill also w

ant to ensure that it provides a 

clear and robust basis for developm
ent m

anagem
ent decisions m

ore generally, so that 

reliance no longer needs to be placed on generic policies contained in Local Plans.

Proposal 16: W
e intend to design a quicker, sim

pler fram
ew

ork for 
assessing environm

ental im
pacts and enhancem

ent opportunities, 
that speeds up the process w

hile protecting and enhancing the m
ost 

valuable and im
portant habitats and species in England.
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It is vital that environm
ental considerations are considered properly as part of the planning and 

developm
ent process. H

ow
ever, the current fram

ew
orks for doing so – w

hich include Strategic 

Environm
ental A

ssessm
ent, Sustainability A

ppraisal, and Environm
ental Im

pact A
ssessm

ent – 

can lead to duplication of effort and overly-long reports w
hich inhibit transparency and add 

unnecessary delays. O
utside of the European U

nion, it is also im
portant that w

e take the 

opportunity to strengthen protections that m
ake the biggest difference to species, habitats and 

ecosystem
s of national im

portance, and that m
atter the m

ost to local com
m

unities .

To succeed, a new
 system

 w
ill need to m

eet several objectives:

•  Processes for environm
ental assessm

ent and
 m

itig
ation need

 to b
e q

uicker and
 sp

eed  

up decision-m
aking and the delivery of developm

ent projects. The environm
ental aspects  

of a plan or project should be considered early in the process, and to clear tim
escales. 

N
ational and local level data, m

ade available to authorities, com
m

unities and applicants  

in digital form
, should m

ake it easier to re-use and update inform
ation and reduce the 

�ii`�v�À�Ã�Ìi�Ã«iV�wV�ÃÕÀÛiÞÃ°

•  Requirem
ents for environm

ental assessm
ent and m

itigation need to be sim
pler to understand 

and consolidated in one place so far as possible, so that the sam
e im

pacts and opportunities  

do not need to be considered tw
ice.

•  A
ny new

 system
 w

ill need to ensure that w
e take advantage of opportunities for environm

ental 

im
provem

ents w
hile also m

eeting our dom
estic and international obligations for environm

ental 

protection. This w
ill be the subject of a separate and m

ore detailed consultation in the autum
n.

Proposal 17: Conserving and enhancing our historic buildings and areas 
in the 21st century.

The planning system
 has played a critical role ensuring the historic buildings and areas w

e cherish 

are conserved and, w
here appropriate, enhanced by developm

ent. The additional statutory 

protections of listed building consent and conservation area status have w
orked w

ell, and the 

N
ational Planning Policy Fram

ew
ork already sets out strong protections for heritage assests w

here 

planning perm
ission or listed building consent is needed. W

e w
ant to build on this fram

ew
ork as 

w
e develop the new

 planning system
. W

e envisage that Local Plans w
ill clearly identify the location 

of internationally, nationally and locally designated heritage assets, such as W
orld H

eritage Sites 

and conservation areas, as w
ell locally im

portant features such as protected view
s.
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W
e also w

ant to ensure our historic buildings play a central part in the renew
al of our cities, 

tow
ns and villages. M

any w
ill need to be adapted to changing uses and to respond to new

 

challenges, such as m
itigating and adapting to clim

ate change. W
e particularly w

ant to see 

�
�Ài���ÃÌ�À�V>��LÕ��`��}Ã��>Ûi�Ì�i�À�}�Ì�i�iÀ}Þ�ivwV�i�VÞ��

i>ÃÕÀiÃ�Ì��ÃÕ««�ÀÌ��ÕÀ�âiÀ��

V>ÀL����L�iVÌ�ÛiÃ°��
iÞ�Ì��Ì��Ã�Ü

����Li�i�ÃÕÀ��}�Ì�i�«�>����}�V��Ãi�Ì�vÀ>�
iÜ
�À���Ã�ÃÕvwV�i�Ì�Þ�

responsive to sym
pathetic changes, and tim

ely and inform
ed decisions are m

ade.

W
e w

ill, therefore, review
 and update the planning fram

ew
ork for listed buildings and 

V��ÃiÀÛ>Ì����>Ài>Ã]�Ì��i�ÃÕÀi�Ì�i�À�Ã�}��wV>�Vi��Ã�V��ÃiÀÛi`�Ü
���i�>���Ü

��}]�Ü
�iÀi�>««À�«À�>Ìi]�

sym
pathetic changes to support their continued use and address clim

ate change. In doing so, 

w
e w

ant to explore w
hether there are new

 and better w
ays of securing consent for routine 

w
orks, to enable local planning authorities to concentrate on conserving and enhancing the 

m
ost im

portant historic buildings. This includes exploring w
hether suitably experienced 

architectural specialists can have earned autonom
y from

 routine listed building consents.

Proposal 18: To com
plem

ent our planning reform
s, w

e w
ill facilitate 

CO
DKVKQWU�KO

RTQXGO
GPVU�KP�VJG�GPGTI[�GHƂEKGPE[�UVCPFCTFU�HQT�DWKNFKPIU�

to help deliver our w
orld-leading com

m
itm

ent to net-zero by 2050.

The planning system
 is only one of the tools that w

e need to use to m
itigate and adapt to clim

ate 

change. Last year w
e consulted on our proposals to m

ove tow
ards a Future H

om
es Standard, 

Ü
��V��Ü

>Ã�>�wÀÃÌ�ÃÌi«�Ì�Ü
>À`Ã��iÌ�âiÀ�����

iÃ°��À��
�ÓäÓx]�Ü

i�iÝ«iVÌ��iÜ
����

iÃ�Ì��«À�`ÕVi�

75-80 per cent low
er C

O
2  em

issions com
pared to current levels. These hom

es w
ill be ‘zero carbon 

ready’, w
ith the ability to becom

e fully zero carbon hom
es over tim

e as the electricity grid 

`iV>ÀL���ÃiÃ]�Ü
�Ì��ÕÌ�Ì�i��ii`�v�À�vÕÀÌ�iÀ�V�ÃÌ�Þ�ÀiÌÀ�wÌÌ��}�Ü

�À�°

W
e w

elcom
e the C

om
m

ittee on C
lim

ate C
hange’s response to the consultation and w

e have 

considered the points they raised. W
e w

ill respond to the Future H
om

es Standard consultation in 

full in the autum
n. A

s part of this, w
e intend to review

 the roadm
ap to the Future H

om
es Standard 

to ensure that im
plem

entation takes place to the shortest possible tim
eline. O

ur am
bition is that 

���
iÃ�LÕ��Ì�Õ�`iÀ��ÕÀ��iÜ

�«�>����}�ÃÞÃÌi�
�Ü
������Ì��ii`�ÀiÌÀ�wÌÌ��}����Ì�i�vÕÌÕÀi°�/��Ü

�À��Ì�Ü
>À`Ã�

i�ÃÕÀ��}�Ì�>Ì�>����iÜ
����

iÃ�>Ài�wÌ�v�À�>�âiÀ��V>ÀL���vÕÌÕÀi�Ü
i�Ü
����>�Ã��iÝ«��Ài��«Ì���Ã�v�À�Ì�i�

vÕÌÕÀi��v�i�iÀ}Þ�ivwV�i�VÞ�ÃÌ>�`>À`Ã]�LiÞ��`�ÓäÓx°�

A
ll levels of G

overnm
ent have a role to play in m

eeting our net zero goal, and Local A
uthorities are 

rising to this challenge. Local Planning A
uthorities, as w

ell as central G
overnm

ent, should be 

accountable for the actions that they are taking, and the consultation response w
ill look to clarify 

Ì�i�À��i�Ì�>Ì�Ì�iÞ�V>��«�>Þ����ÃiÌÌ��}�i�iÀ}Þ�ivwV�i�VÞ�ÃÌ>�`>À`Ã�v�À��iÜ
�LÕ��`�`iÛi��«�

i�ÌÃ°

W
e w

ill also w
ant to ensure that high standards for the design, environm

ental perform
ance and 

safety of new
 and refurbished buildings are m

onitored and enforced. A
s local authorities are freed 

from
 m

any planning obligations through our reform
s, they w

ill be able to reassign resources and 

focus m
ore fully on enforcem

ent. Ensuring that planning standards and building regulations are 

�
iÌ]�Ü

�iÌ�iÀ�v�À��iÜ
����

iÃ��À�v�À�ÀiÌÀ�wÌÌ��}���`����
iÃ]�Ü

�����i�«�Ì��i�ÃÕÀi�Ì�>Ì�Ü
i�`i��ÛiÀ�

���
iÃ�Ì�>Ì�>Ài�wÌ�v�À�Ì�i�vÕÌÕÀi�>�`�V�i>«iÀ�Ì��ÀÕ� .
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Pillar Three – Planning
 fo

r infrastructure and
 

co
nnected

 p
laces

O
verview

N
ew

 developm
ent brings w

ith it new
 dem

and for public services and infrastructure. 

M
itigating these im

pacts – by securing contributions from
 developers and capturing m

ore 

land value uplift generated by planning decisions to deliver new
 infrastructure provision – is 

key for both new
 and existing com

m
unities. It is also central to our vision for renew

al of the 

planning system
.

A
t present, there are tw

o broad routes for local planning authorities to secure developer 

contributions, both of w
hich are discretionary for authorities: planning obligations and the 

C
om

m
unity Infrastructure Levy. Planning obligations – through Section 106 agreem

ents – are 

negotiated w
ith developers, and in 2018/19 w

ere w
orth a total of £7bn, of w

hich £4.7bn w
as 

in the form
 of affordable housing contributions – supporting delivery of 30,000 affordable 

���
iÃ°����V��ÌÀ>ÃÌ]�Ì�i�


��
�
Õ��ÌÞ���vÀ>ÃÌÀÕVÌÕÀi��iÛÞ��Ã�>�wÝi`�V�>À}i]��iÛ�i`����Ì�i�>Ài>�

y��ÀÃ«>Vi®��v��iÜ
�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì]�>�`�ÃiVÕÀiÃ���vÀ>ÃÌÀÕVÌÕÀi�Ì�>Ì�>``ÀiÃÃiÃ�Ì�i�VÕ�
Õ�>Ì�Ûi�

im
pact of developm

ent in an area. The C
om

m
unity Infrastructure Levy is not m

andatory for 

local planning authorities, and around half of authorities currently charge it. Levy rates are 

discretionary, established by assessm
ents of infrastructure need and viability.

There are several problem
s w

ith 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 assessm
ent of viability. This creates uncertainty for com

m
unities about 

the level of affordable housing and infrastructure that developm
ent w

ill bring. In turn, this 

brings cost, delay and inconsistency into the process. O
ver 80 per cent of local authorities 

agree that such negotiations create delay, despite the planning application being 

acceptable in principle. 15 This acts as a barrier to entry to the m
arket, and m

ajor developers 

are better placed to devote the legal and valuation resource needed to negotiate 

ÃÕVViÃÃvÕ��Þ°�/��Ã�Õ�iÛi��iÃÃ��Ã�>�«À�L�i�
�Ì���v�À���V>��>ÕÌ��À�Ì�iÃ]�Ü

�Ì��Ã�}��wV>�Ì�Û>À�>Ì����

in skill and negotiation in negotiating viability across authorities.

/�i�

��
�
Õ��ÌÞ���vÀ>ÃÌÀÕVÌÕÀi��iÛÞ�>``ÀiÃÃiÃ��

>�Þ��v�Ì�iÃi�«À�L�i�
Ã�>Ã��Ì��Ã�>�y>Ì�À>Ìi�>�`�

non-negotiable tariff, and developers and local authorities have, in general, w
elcom

ed the 

certainty it brings. H
ow

ever, as paym
ent is set at the point planning perm

ission is granted, 

>�`�«>Þ�
i�Ì�`Õi���Vi�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì�V��
�
i�ViÃ]��Ì��Ã���yiÝ�L�i����Ì�i�v>Vi��v�V�>�}��}�

m
arket conditions. Paym

ent before a single hom
e has been built increases the developer’s 

À�Ã��>�`�V�ÃÌ��v�w�>�Vi]�VÀi>Ì��}�V>Ã�y�Ü
�V�>��i�}iÃ�Ü

��V��>Ài��
�Ài�>VÕÌi�v�À�Ã�

>��iÀ�

developers. A
nd despite early paym

ent, m
any local authorities have been slow

 to spend 



��
�
Õ��ÌÞ���vÀ>ÃÌÀÕVÌÕÀi��iÛÞ�ÀiÛi�Õi����i>À�Þ���vÀ>ÃÌÀÕVÌÕÀi�`i��ÛiÀÞ]�ÀiyiVÌ��}�v>VÌ�ÀÃ�

including indecision, com
peting spending priorities, and uncertainty over other 

infrastructure funding stream
s.

Securing necessary infrastructure and affordable housing alongside new
 developm

ent is 

central to our vision for the planning system
. W

e w
ant to bring forw

ard reform
s to m

ake sure 

that developer contributions are:

•  responsive to local needs, to ensure a fairer contribution from
 developers for local 

com
m

unities so that the right infrastructure and affordable housing is delivered;

•  transparent, so it is clear to existing and new
 residents w

hat new
 infrastructure w

ill 

accom
pany developm

ent;

•  V��Ã�ÃÌi�Ì�>�`�Ã��
«��wi`]�Ì��Ài�

�Ûi�Õ��iViÃÃ>ÀÞ�`i�>Þ�>�`�ÃÕ««�ÀÌ�V��
«iÌ�Ì�������Ì�i�

housebuilding industry;

•  LÕ�Þ>�Ì]�Ã��Ì�>Ì�Ü
�i��«À�ViÃ�}��Õ«�Ì�i�Li�iwÌÃ�>Ài�Ã�>Ài`�v>�À�Þ�LiÌÜ

ii��`iÛi��«iÀÃ�>�`�

the local com
m

unity, and w
hen prices go dow

n there is no need to re-negotiate agreem
ents.

60
  |  Planning For The Future



The G
overnm

ent could also seek to use developer contributions to capture a greater 

proportion of the land value uplift that occurs through the grant of planning perm
ission, and 

use this to enhance infrastructure delivery. There are a range of estim
ates for the am

ount of 

land value uplift currently captured, from
 25 to 50 per cent. 19 The value captured w

ill 

depend on a range of factors including the developm
ent value, the existing use value of the 

land, and the relevant tax structure – for instance, w
hether capital gains tax applies to the 

land sale. Increasing value capture could be an im
portant source of infrastructure funding 

but w
ould need to be balanced against risks to developm

ent viability.

Q
uestion

21.  W
hen new

 developm
ent happens in your area, w

hat is your priority 
for w

hat com
es w

ith it? 
[M

ore affordable housing / M
ore or better infrastructure (such as 

transport, schools, health provision) / D
esign of new

 buildings /  
M

ore shops and/or em
ploym

ent space / G
reen space / D

on’t know
 / 

O
ther – please specify]
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Proposals

A
 CO

N
SO

LID
ATED

 IN
FRA

STRU
CTU

RE LEVY

W
e propose that the existing parallel regim

es for securing developer contributions are 

replaced w
ith a new

, consolidated ‘Infrastructure Levy’.

Proposal 19: The Com
m

unity Infrastructure Levy should be reform
ed 

VQ�DG�EJCTIGF�CU�C�ƂZGF�RTQRQTVKQP�QH�VJG�FGXGNQRO
GPV�XCNWG�CDQXG� 

a threshold, w
ith a m

andatory nationally-set rate or rates and the 
current system

 of planning obligations abolished.

W
e believe that the current system

 of planning obligations under Section 106 should 

be consolidated under a reform
ed, extended ‘Infrastructure Levy’.

/��Ã�Ü
�Õ�`�Li�L>Ãi`�Õ«���>�y>Ì�À>Ìi]�Û>�Õi`�L>Ãi`�V�>À}i]�ÃiÌ��>Ì���>��Þ]�>Ì�i�Ì�iÀ�>�Ã��}�i�

À>Ìi]��À�>Ì�>Ài>�Ã«iV�wV�À>ÌiÃ°�/��Ã�Ü
�Õ�`�>``ÀiÃÃ��ÃÃÕiÃ����Ì�i�VÕÀÀi�Ì�ÃÞÃÌi�

�>Ã��Ì�Ü
�Õ�`\

•  Li�V�>À}i`����Ì�i�w�>��Û>�Õi��v�>�`iÛi��«�
i�Ì��À�Ì��>��>ÃÃiÃÃ�

i�Ì��v�Ì�i�Ã>�iÃ�Û>�Õi�

w
here the developm

ent is not sold, e.g. for hom
es built for the rental m

arket), based on 

the applicable rate at the point planning perm
ission is granted;

•  be levied at point of occupation, w
ith prevention of occupation being a potential sanction 

for non-paym
ent;

•  include a value-based m
inim

um
 threshold below

 w
hich the levy is not charged, to prevent 

��Ü
�Û�>L���ÌÞ�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì�LiV��
��}�Õ�Û�>L�i]�ÀiyiVÌ��}�>ÛiÀ>}i�LÕ��`�V�ÃÌÃ�«iÀ�ÃµÕ>Ài�

�
iÌÀi]�Ü

�Ì��>�Ã�
>��]�wÝi`�>���Ü

>�Vi�v�À��>�`�V�ÃÌÃ°�7
�iÀi�Ì�i�Û>�Õi��v�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì��Ã�

below
 the threshold, no Levy w

ould be charged. W
here the value of developm

ent is 

above the threshold, the Levy w
ould only be charged on the proportion of the value that 

exceeded the threshold ; and

•  provide greater certainty for com
m

unities and developers about w
hat the level of developer 

contributions are expected alongside new
 developm

ent.

/�i�Ã��}�i�À>Ìi]��À�>Ài>�Ã«iV�wV�À>ÌiÃ]�Ü
�Õ�`�Li�ÃiÌ��>Ì���>��Þ°��Ì�Ü

�Õ�`�>��
�Ì����VÀi>Ãi�ÀiÛi�Õi�

levels nationally w
hen com

pared to the current system
. Revenues w

ould continue to be collected 

and spent locally.

A
s a value-based charge across all use classes, w

e believe it w
ould be both m

ore effective at 

capturing increases in value and w
ould be m

ore sensitive to econom
ic dow

nturns. It w
ould 

Ài`ÕVi�À�Ã��v�À�`iÛi��«iÀÃ]�>�`�Ü
�Õ�`�Ài`ÕVi�V>Ã�y�Ü

�`�vwVÕ�Ì�iÃ]�«>ÀÌ�VÕ�>À�Þ�v�À�-�
�`iÛi��«iÀÃ°

���>Ài>Ã�Ü
�iÀi��>�`�Û>�Õi�Õ«��vÌ��Ã���ÃÕvwV�i�Ì�Ì��ÃÕ««�ÀÌ�Ã�}��wV>�Ì��iÛi�Ã��v��>�`�Û>�Õi�V>«ÌÕÀi]�

som
e or all of the value generated by the developm

ent w
ould be below

 the threshold, and  

so not subject to the levy. In higher value areas, a m
uch greater proportion of the developm

ent 

value w
ould be above the exem

pt am
ount, and subject to the levy.

To better support the tim
ely delivery of infrastructure, w

e w
ould also allow

 local authorities 

to borrow
 against Infrastructure Levy revenues so that they could forw

ard fund infrastructure. 

Enabling borrow
ing com

bined w
ith a shift to levying developer contributions on com

pletion, 

w
ould incentivise local authorities to deliver enabling infrastructure, in turn helping to ensure 

developm
ent can be com

pleted faster. A
s w

ith all volatile borrow
ing stream

s, local authorities 

should assure them
selves that this borrow

ing is affordable and suitable.

U
nder this approach the London M

ayoral C
om

m
unity Infrastructure Levy, and sim

ilar strategic 

C
om

m
unity Infrastructure Levies in com

bined authorities, could be retained as part of the 

Infrastructure Levy to support the funding of strategic infrastructure.
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In bringing forw
ard the reform

ed Infrastructure Levy, w
e w

ill need to consider its scope. W
e 

w
ill also consider the im

pact of this change on areas w
ith low

er land values.

A
lternative option: The Infrastructure Levy could rem

ain optional and w
ould be set by 

individual local authorities. H
ow

ever, as planning obligations w
ould be consolidated into the 

Ã��}�i���vÀ>ÃÌÀÕVÌÕÀi��iÛÞ]�Ü
i�>�Ì�V�«>Ìi�Ì�>Ì�Ì�iÀi�Ü

�Õ�`�Li�>�Ã�}��wV>�Ì�Þ�}Ài>ÌiÀ�Õ«Ì>�i°�

The aim
 of the de m

inim
is threshold w

ould be to rem
ove the viability risk, sim

plifying the 

rate setting process, as this w
ould rem

ove the need for m
ultiple charging zones w

ithin an 

authority. It w
ould be possible to sim

plify further – for instance, for the G
overnm

ent to set 

param
eters. There w

ould be a stronger incentive for local authorities to introduce the new
 

Levy, as they w
ould not be able to use Section 106 planning obligations to secure 

infrastructure or affordable housing. In addition, som
e local authorities have chosen not to 

introduce the C
om

m
unity Infrastructure Levy out of concern for the im

pact on viability of 

developm
ent. B

ecause the new
 Infrastructure Levy w

ould only be charged above a set 

threshold, these im
pacts w

ould be m
itigated.

This option w
ould address issues around transparency, responsiveness to local needs and 

consistency. H
ow

ever, the G
overnm

ent’s levers over levels of land value capture w
ould be 

less strong, w
ith decisions about levy rates being taken at the local level.

A
lternatively, the national rate approach could be taken, but w

ith the aim
 of capturing m

ore 

land value than currently, to better support the delivery of infrastructure. W
hile developers 

w
ould be liable for paying the levy, the cost of this w

ould be capitalised into land value. This 

Ü
�Õ�`�i�ÃÕÀi�Ì�>Ì�Ì�i��>�`�Ü

�iÀÃ�Ü
���Li�iwÌ�vÀ��

���VÀi>ÃiÃ����Û>�Õi�>Ã�>�ÀiÃÕ�Ì��v�Ì�i�

grant of planning perm
ission contribute to the infrastructure and affordable housing that 

m
akes developm

ent acceptable.

Q
uestions

22(a).  Should the G
overnm

ent replace the Com
m

unity Infrastructure 
Levy and Section 106 planning obligations w

ith a new
 

EQPUQNKFCVGF�+PHTCUVTWEVWTG�.GX[��Y
JKEJ�KU�EJCTIGF�CU�C�ƂZGF�

proportion of developm
ent value above a set threshold?  

[Yes / N
o / N

ot sure. Please provide supporting statem
ent.] 

22(b).  Should the Infrastructure Levy rates be set nationally at a single 
TCVG��UGV�PCVKQPCNN[�CV�CP�CTGC�URGEKƂE�TCVG�QT�UGV�NQECNN[!� 
=0
CVKQPCNN[�CV�C�UKPING�TCVG���0

CVKQPCNN[�CV�CP�CTGC�URGEKƂE�TCVG���.QECNN[?�

22(c).  Should the Infrastructure Levy aim
 to capture the sam

e am
ount  

of value overall, or m
ore value, to support greater investm

ent  
in infrastructure, affordable housing and local com

m
unities?  

[Sam
e am

ount overall / M
ore value / Less value / N

ot sure. 
Please provide supporting statem

ent.] 

22(d).  Should w
e allow

 local authorities to borrow
 against the 

Infrastructure Levy, to support infrastructure delivery in their area?  
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.]
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To better support the tim
ely delivery of infrastructure, w

e w
ould 

also allow
 local authorities to borrow

 against Infrastructure Levy 
revenues so that they could forw

ard fund infrastructure. 



Proposal 20: The scope of the Infrastructure Levy could be extended  
to capture changes of use through perm

itted developm
ent rights

In m
aking this change to developer contributions for new

 developm
ent, the scope of the 

Infrastructure Levy w
ould be extended to better capture changes of use w

hich require 

«�>����}�«iÀ�
�ÃÃ���]�iÛi��Ü

�iÀi�Ì�iÀi��Ã����>``�Ì���>��y��ÀÃ«>Vi]�>�`�v�À�Ã��
i�«iÀ�

�ÌÌi`�

`iÛi��«�
i�Ì�À�}�ÌÃ���V�Õ`��}��vwVi�Ì��ÀiÃ�`i�Ì�>��V��ÛiÀÃ���Ã�>�`��iÜ

�`i�
���Ì����>�`�ÀiLÕ��`�

perm
itted developm

ent rights. This approach w
ould increase the levy base, and w

ould allow
 

these developm
ents to better contribute to infrastructure delivery and m

aking developm
ent 

acceptable to the com
m

unity. H
ow

ever, w
e w

ill m
aintain the exem

ption of self and custom
-

build developm
ent from

 the Infrastructure Levy.

Q
uestion

23.  D
o you agree that the scope of the reform

ed Infrastructure Levy 
should capture changes of use through perm

itted developm
ent rights? 

[Yes / N
o / N

ot sure. Please provide supporting statem
ent.]

Proposal 21: The reform
ed Infrastructure Levy should deliver 

affordable housing provision 

D
eveloper contributions currently deliver around half of all affordable housing, m

ost of 

w
hich is delivered on-site. It is im

portant that the reform
ed approach w

ill continue to deliver 

on-site affordable housing at least at present levels.

A
ffordable housing provision is currently secured by local authorities via Section 106, but the 

C
om

m
unity Infrastructure Levy cannot be spent on it. W

ith Section 106 planning obligations 

rem
oved, w

e propose that under the Infrastructure Levy, authorities w
ould be able to use 

funds raised through the levy to secure affordable housing.

This could be secured through in-kind delivery on-site, w
hich could be m

ade m
andatory 

w
here an authority has a requirem

ent, capability and w
ishes to do so. Local authorities 

w
ould have a m

eans to specify the form
s and tenures of the on-site provision, w

orking w
ith  

a nom
inated affordable housing provider. U

nder this approach, a provider of affordable 

housing could purchase the dw
elling at a discount from

 m
arket rate, as now

. H
ow

ever, rather 

than the discount being secured through Section 106 planning obligations, it w
ould instead 

be considered as in-kind delivery of the Infrastructure Levy. In effect, the difference betw
een 

the price at w
hich the unit w

as sold to the provider and the m
arket price w

ould be offset 

vÀ��
�Ì�i�w�>��V>Ã����>L���ÌÞ�Ì��Ì�i��iÛÞ°�/��Ã�Ü

�Õ�`�VÀi>Ìi�>����Vi�Ì�Ûi�v�À�Ì�i�`iÛi��«iÀ�Ì��

build on-site affordable housing w
here appropriate. 16 First H

om
es, w

hich are sold by the 

developer direct to the custom
er at a discount to m

arket price, w
ould offset the discount 

against the cash liability.
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proportion w
ould be set nationally, and the developer w

ould have discretion over w
hich units 

w
ere sold in this w

ay. A
 threshold w

ould be set for sm
aller sites, below

 w
hich on-site delivery 

w
as not required, and cash paym

ent could be m
ade in lieu. W

here on-site units w
ere purchased, 

these could be used for affordable housing, or sold on (or back to the developer) to raise 

m
oney to purchase affordable housing elsew

here. The local authority could use Infrastructure 

Levy funds, or other funds, in order to purchase units.

Q
uestions

24(a).  D
o you agree that w

e should aim
 to secure at least the sam

e 
am

ount of affordable housing under the Infrastructure Levy, 
and as m

uch on-site affordable provision, as at present?  
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.] 

24(b).  Should affordable housing be secured as in-kind paym
ent tow

ards 
the Infrastructure Levy, or as a ‘right to purchase’ at discounted 
rates for local authorities?  
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.] 

24(c).  If an in-kind delivery approach is taken, should w
e m

itigate 
against local authority overpaym

ent risk?  
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.] 

24(d).  If an in-kind delivery approach is taken, are there additional steps 
that w

ould need to be taken to support affordable housing quality?  
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.]
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U
nder this approach w

e recognise that som
e risk is transferring to the local planning authority, 

and that w
e w

ould need to m
itigate that risk in order to m

aintain existing levels of on-site 

affordable housing delivery. W
e believe that this risk can be fully addressed through policy 

design. In particular, in the event of a m
arket fall, w

e could allow
 local planning authorities 

Ì��¼y�«½�>�«À�«�ÀÌ�����v�Õ��ÌÃ�L>V��Ì���
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Ü
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liability, then the developer has no right to reclaim
 overpaym

ents. G
overnm

ent could 

provide standardised agreem
ents, to codify how

 risk sharing w
ould w

ork in this w
ay.

W
e w

ould also need to ensure the developer w
as incentivised to deliver high build and 

design quality for their in-kind affordable hom
es. C

urrently, if Section 106 hom
es are not  

�v�ÃÕvwV�i�Ì�µÕ>��ÌÞ]�`iÛi��«iÀÃ��
>Þ�Li�Õ�>L�i�Ì��Ãi����Ì�Ì��>�«À�Û�`iÀ]��À��>Ûi�Ì��Ài`ÕVi�Ì�i�

price. To ensure developers are not rew
arded for low

-standard hom
es under the Levy, local 

authorities could have an option to revert back to cash contributions if no provider w
as 

w
illing to buy the hom

es due to their poor quality. It is im
portant that any approach taken 

m
aintains the quality of affordable housing provision as w

ell as overarching volum
es, and 

incentivises early engagem
ent betw

een providers of affordable housing and developers. 

Local authorities could also accept Infrastructure Levy paym
ents in the form

 of land w
ithin or 

adjacent to a site. Through borrow
ing against further Infrastructure Levy receipts, other 

sources of funding, or in partnership w
ith affordable housing providers, they could then 

build affordable hom
es, enabling delivery at pace.

A
lternative option: W

e could seek to introduce further requirem
ents around the delivery  

�v�>vv�À`>L�i���ÕÃ��}°�/��`��Ì��Ã�Ü
i�Ü
�Õ�`�VÀi>Ìi�>�¼wÀÃÌ�ÀivÕÃ>�½�À�}�Ì�v�À���V>��>ÕÌ��À�Ì�iÃ��À�

any affordable housing provider acting on their behalf to buy up to a set proportion of on-site 

units (on a square m
etre basis) at a discounted price, broadly equivalent to build costs. The 



Proposal 22: M
ore freedom

 could be given to local authorities over 
how

 they spend the Infrastructure Levy

It is im
portant that there is a strong link betw

een w
here developm

ent occurs and w
here 

funding is spent. C
urrently, the N

eighbourhood Share of the C
om

m
unity Infrastructure Levy 

ensures that up to 25 per cent of the levy is spent on priorities in the area that developm
ent 

occurred, w
ith funding transferred to parish councils in parished areas. There are few

er 

restrictions on how
 this funding is spent, and w

e believe it provides an im
portant incentive 

to local com
m

unities to allow
 developm

ent in their area. W
e therefore propose that under 

this approach the N
eighbourhood Share w

ould be kept, and w
e w

ould be interested in w
ays 

to enhance com
m

unity engagem
ent around how

 these funds are used, w
ith scope for digital 

innovation to prom
ote engagem

ent.

/�iÀi��Ã�ÃV�«i�v�À�iÛi���
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infrastructure obligations have been m
et. In addition to the provision of local infrastructure, 

including parks, open spaces, street trees and delivery or enhancem
ent of com

m
unity 

facilities, this could include im
proving services or reducing council tax. The balance of 

affordable housing and infrastructure m
ay vary depending on a local authority’s 

circum
stances, but under this approach it m

ay be necessary to consider ring-fencing a 

certain am
ount of Levy funding for affordable housing to ensure that affordable housing 

continues to be delivered on-site at current levels (or higher).There w
ould also be 

opportunities to enhance digital engagem
ent w

ith com
m

unities as part of decision m
aking 

around spending priorities. A
lternatively, the perm

itted uses of the Levy could rem
ain 

focused on infrastructure and affordable housing, as they are broadly are at present. Local 

authorities w
ould continue to identify the right balance betw

een these to m
eet local needs, 

as they do at present.

Q
uestions

25.  Should local authorities have few
er restrictions over how

 they spend 
the Infrastructure Levy?  
[Yes / N

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.] 

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

o / N
ot sure. Please provide supporting statem

ent.]

It is im
portant that there is a strong link 

betw
een w

here developm
ent occurs and 

w
here funding is spent. 
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D
elivering

 chang
e

H
ow

 w
e m

ove into the new
 system

It is im
portant that in bringing forw

ard reform
 to im

prove the operation of the planning 

system
, w

e do not cause delays to developm
ent that is currently planned.

Subject to responses to this consultation, w
e w

ill consider the arrangem
ents for im

plem
enting 

these changes to m
inim

ise disruption to existing plans and developm
ent proposals and 

ensure a sm
ooth transition. This includes m

aking sure that recently approved plans, existing 

perm
issions and any associated planning obligations can continue to be im

plem
ented as 

intended; and that there are clear transitional arrangem
ents for bringing forw

ard new
 plans 

and developm
ent proposals as the new

 system
 begins to be im

plem
ented.

N
evertheless, w

e do w
ant to m

ake rapid progress tow
ard this new

 planning system
. W

e are 

already introducing a new
 U

se C
lass O

rder, w
ith associated perm

itted developm
ent rights, 

to m
ake easier for businesses to change use w

ithout the need for planning perm
ission to 

support our high streets and tow
n centres bounce back follow

ing the C
O

VID
-19 pandem

ic. 

W
e have also created new

 perm
itted developm

ent rights to enable m
ore new

 hom
es to be 

built on top of buildings and the dem
olition and rebuild of vacant buildings for housing, 

w
ithout the need for usual planning perm

ission.

Today, w
e are also publishing a consultation on four shorter-term

 m
easures w

hich w
ill 

im
prove the im

m
ediate effectiveness of the current system

:

•  changes to the standard m
ethod for assessing local housing need, w

hich as w
ell as being 

a proposal to change guidance in the short term
 has relevance to proposals for land 

supply reform
s set out in this paper;

•  ÃiVÕÀ��}��v���ÀÃÌ��
��
iÃ]�Ã��`�>Ì�>�`�ÃV�Õ�Ì�Ì���

>À�iÌ�«À�Vi�v�À�wÀÃÌ�Ì��
i�LÕÞiÀÃ]���V�Õ`��}�

key w
orkers, through developer contributions in the short term

 until the transition 

to a new
 system

;

•  tem
porarily lifting the sm

all sites threshold, below
 w

hich developers do not need  

to contribute to affordable housing, to up to 40 or 50 units;

•  extending the current Perm
ission in Principle to m

ajor developm
ent so landow

ners and 

developers now
 have a fast route to secure the principle of developm

ent for housing  

���Ã�ÌiÃ�Ü
�Ì��ÕÌ��>Û��}�Ì��Ü

�À��Õ«�`iÌ>��i`�«�>�Ã�wÀÃÌÆ

This consultation docum
ent can be found at:  

w
w

w
.gov.uk/governm

ent/consultations/changes-to-the-current-planning-system
 .

To provide better inform
ation to local com

m
unities, to prom

ote com
petition am

ongst 

developers, and to assist SM
Es and new

 entrants to the sector, w
e w

ill consult on options  

for im
proving the data held on contractual arrangem

ents used to control land. This can be 

found at: w
w

w
.gov.uk/governm

ent/consultations/transparency-and-com
petition-a-call-for-

evidence-on-data-on-land-control .

Public assets and investm
ent

Ƃ
Ã�Ü
i�wÝ��ÕÀ�«�>����}�ÃÞÃÌi�

]�Ü
i�>�Ã��Ü

>�Ì�Ì���
>�i�LiÌÌiÀ�ÕÃi��v�ÃÕÀ«�ÕÃ��>�`��Ü

�i`�LÞ�

the public sector, and to level up public investm
ent in developm

ent to support renew
al  

of tow
ns and cities across the country, giving pow

er to com
m

unities to shape its future use 

and bringing investm
ent to places across the country. W

e w
ill do this by:

•  Ensuring investm
ent in new

 public buildings supports renew
al and regeneration of tow

n 

and city centres across the country. The G
overnm

ent Estate Strategy (G
ES), w

hich w
as 
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published in 2018, sets out how
 w

e w
ill use the estate as an enabler to deliver better 

outcom
es for the public, across all four nations of the U

K
. A

s part of this, the G
overnm

ent 

�
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strategic hubs across the U
K

 in m
ajor city centre conurbations and in secondary tow

ns and 

cities. W
e w

ill continue to look at how
 the G

overnm
ent can ensure investm

ent in its estate 

`i��ÛiÀÃ�Ü
�`iÀ�Li�iwÌÃ�v�À�«�>ViÃ�>VÀ�ÃÃ�Ì�i�V�Õ�ÌÀÞ°

•  Exploring how
 disposal of publicly-ow

ned land can support the SM
E and self-build sectors. 

A
s announced by the Prim

e M
inister last m

onth in ‘A
 N

ew
 D

eal for B
ritain’, the G

overnm
ent 

w
ill produce a new

 cross-governm
ent strategy on how

 land ow
ned by the G

overnm
ent can 

be m
anaged and released m

ore effectively and put to better use. A
s part of this review

,  

w
e w

ill explore how
 w

e can support SM
E housebuilders, com

m
unity land trusts and 

self-builders to identify public land opportunities.

Supporting innovation in delivery

A
s w

e bring forw
ard planning reform

, w
e also w

ant to ensure w
e have in place the right 

delivery m
echanism

s, including developm
ent corporations. A

 good exam
ple that w

e are 

already progressing is developm
ent at Toton in the East M

idlands, w
here w

e have 

announced our intention to support the establishm
ent of a developm

ent corporation to 

m
axim

ise the area’s international links and create tens of thousands of new
 hom

es and jobs. 

W
e w

ant to see m
ore schem

es of this kind, backed by m
odern delivery m

odels, around 

the country.

That is w
hy w

e consulted at the end of last year on changes to the legislative fram
ew

ork for 

developm
ent corporations. This includes exploring w

hether w
e need to m

ake changes to 

i�>L�i��
�Ài�yiÝ�L�i�`iÛi��«�

i�Ì�V�À«�À>Ì�����
�`i�Ã�Ì�>Ì�V>��`À�Ûi���ÕÃ��}]�Ài}i�iÀ>Ì����

and em
ploym

ent. W
e are currently considering responses to the consultation and w

ill 

respond to it shortly.
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M
aking sure the system

 has the right people and skills

Local planning authorities rem
ain at the heart of our am

bitious reform
s. W

e w
ant to free up 

planners to focus on w
hat they w

ere trained for – creating great com
m

unities through w
orld-class 

civic engagem
ent and proactive plan-m

aking,rather than reactive developm
ent m

anagem
ent.

W
e recognise that local planning departm

ents need to have the right people w
ith the right skills, 

as w
ell as the necessary resources, to im

plem
ent these reform

s successfully. M
any local authorities 

are delivering great services, and through the C
O

VID
-19 pandem

ic have been able to transform
 

the w
ay they w

ork to a m
ore digital and m

odern service. W
e look forw

ard to seeing evaluations 

and lessons learned so that w
e can use this as a catalyst for m

odernisation of our planning services.

But w
e know

 that local authority planning departm
ents are under great pressure – w

ith spending 

per person on planning and developm
ent dow

n 60 per cent and shortages of specialist skills 

such as design and ecology. 17 A
nd the technology in local planning authorities to support 

�
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services that enable com
m

unities to engage w
ith developm

ent in new
 w

ays, in few
 places can 

this be captured by the local authority. Instead, docum
ents are subm

itted electronically, but not 

in the w
ay of m

odern digital services such as those now
 supporting tax services.

The preparation of reform
ed Local Plans, developm

ent of new
 design codes, a m

ajor overhaul 

of developm
ent contributions, and a new

 stream
lined approach to decision-m

aking w
ill have 

profound im
plications for how

 local planning authorities operate in future. They w
ill need to 
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iÀÃ��«

]�>�ÃÌÀ��}
�V>`

Ài��v�«
À�viÃÃ���>��«

�>��iÀÃ�>�`
�}
��`

�>VViÃÃ�Ì��

technical expertise, as w
ell as transform

ed system
s w

hich utilise the latest digital technology. 

B
ut eq

ually im
p

ortantly, there m
ust b

e a fund
am

ental cultural chang
e on how

 p
lanning 

departm
ents operate. They need to be m

ore outw
ard looking, proactively engaging w

ith 

developers, businesses, architects and designers, as w
ell as a w

ider cross-section of their 

local com
m

unities.

In particular, w
e envisage the focus of local planning authorities shifting tow

ards the 

developm
ent of clear Local Plans and high-quality design codes w

hich set the param
eters 

for developm
ent – rather than m

aking discretionary decisions based on vague policies.  

In doing so, there is a real opportunity for planners to redesign their individual roles and 

change perceptions of their profession. W
e w

ill consider how
 best to support the planning 

profession in m
aking this adjustm

ent, in a w
ay w

hich supports culture change, im
proves 

recruitm
ent and changes perceptions of planning.

In addition, other key players, including the Planning Inspectorate and statutory consultees, 

w
ill have to transform

 the w
ay they operate in response to these reform

s, given their critical 

role supporting the preparation of Local Plans and decision-m
aking. They too w

ill need  

to be m
ore responsive and outw

ard looking, and have the necessary skills and resources  

to undertake their new
 roles.

W
e understand w

hy m
any participants – not just local authorities, but statutory consultees and 

the Planning Inspectorate – are risk averse. Judicial review
 is expensive, and to lose a judicial 

review
 in the courts is bad for the reputation of either. A

nd judicial review
s can be precedent 

setting, establishing a new
 interpretation of the law

. W
e think the proposals set out in the 

docum
ent should rem

ove the risk of judicial review
 substantially. M

ost judicial review
s are 

about im
precise and unclearly w

orded policies or law
. O

ur plans for an overhaul of planning 

law
 to create sim

ple and clear processes and for plans that set out clear requirem
ents and 

standards w
ill substantially rem

ove the scope for am
biguity and therefore challenge.
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system
, w

e w
ill develop a com

prehensive resources and skills strategy 
for the planning sector to support the im

plem
entation of our reform

s. 
In doing so, w

e propose this strategy w
ill be developed including the 

follow
ing key elem

ents:
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of planning gain – landow
ners and developers – rather than the national or local taxpayer. 

C
urrently, the cost of developm

ent m
anagem

ent activities by local planning authorities is to  

a large extent covered by planning fees, although the current fee structure m
eans the cost 

�v�«À�ViÃÃ��}�Ã��
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the cost of preparing Local Plans and enforcem
ent activities is now

 largely funded from
 the local 

planning authority’s ow
n resources.

Planning fees should continue to be set on a national basis and cover at least the full cost of 

processing the application type based on clear national benchm
arking. This should involve the 

greater regulation of discretionary pre-application charging to ensure it is fair and proportionate.

If a new
 approach to developm

ent contributions is im
plem

ented, a sm
all proportion of the 

incom
e should be earm

arked to local planning authorities to cover their overall planning costs, 

including the preparation and review
 of Local Plans and design codes and enforcem

ent activities.

Reform
 should be accom

panied by a deep dive regulatory review
 to identify and elim

inate 

outdated regulations w
hich increase costs for local planning authorities, especially to the 

decision-m
aking process.

Som
e local planning activities should still be funded through general taxation given the 

«ÕL��V�Li�iwÌÃ�vÀ��
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�Ìi`�vÕ�`��}�Ü

����Li��
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the G
overnm

ent in line w
ith the new

 burdens principle to support local planning authorities  

to transition to the new
 planning system

 as part of the next Spending Review
.

Local planning authorities should be subject to a new
 perform

ance fram
ew

ork w
hich ensures 

continuous im
provem

ent across all planning functions from
 Local Plans to decision-m

aking and 

enforcem
ent – and enables early intervention if problem

s em
erge w

ith individual authorities.
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through new
 charging m

echanism
s and be subject to new

 perform
ance targets to im

prove 

their perform
ance.

W
orkforce planning and skills developm

ent, including training, should be principally for the local 

governm
ent sector to lead on, w

orking closely w
ith G

overnm
ent, statutory consultees, planning 

consultancies and universities.

,iv�À�
�Ã��Õ�`�Li�>VV��
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and capacity across the planning sector to support high-quality new
 digital Local Plans and 

digitally enabled decision-m
aking. W

e think the English planning profession has the potential 

to becom
e an international w

orld-leader in digital planning, capable of exporting w
orld class 

planning services around the w
orld.
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In developing this strategy, w
e recognise different local planning authorities face different 

pressures and issues, and it w
ill be im

portant to develop a resourcing and skills fram
ew

ork 

w
hich w

orks for all authorities across the country. W
e w

ill w
ork w

ith local planning 

authorities, professional bodies and the w
ider planning sector to ensure view

s about 

im
plem

entation are considered. W
e w

ould particularly w
ant to see innovative solutions 

w
hich can transform

 practice

A
t the sam

e tim
e, w

e also w
ant to enable a thriving PropTech sector. B

y unlocking the data 

that underpins the planning system
 so that it is open, w

e w
ant to enable the PropTech 

sector to transform
 housing, land, and planning industries w

ith innovative products that are 

interoperable w
ith others. This w

ill m
ake use of process im

provem
ent insights and data to 

offer services for m
any different clients, including for im

proved public consultation 

opportunities for citizens and developers to identify sites on w
hich to build, helping to 

reduce investm
ent risks. W

e w
ill continue to engage w

ith the innovators and the U
K

 

PropTech sector through a M
inister-led PropTech Innovation C

ouncil (announced in 

N
ovem

ber 2019) to m
ake the m

ost of innovative new
 approaches to m

eet public policy 

objectives, help this em
erging sector to boost productivity in the w

ider planning and 

housing sectors, and ensure governm
ent data and decisions support the sector’s grow

th in 

the U
K

 and internationally.

Stronger enforcem
ent

A
s part of the im

plem
entation of our planning reform

s, w
e w

ant to see local planning authorities 

place m
ore em

phasis on the enforcem
ent of planning standards and decisions. Planning 

enforcem
ent activity is too often seen as the ‘C

inderella’ function of local planning services. 

B
ut local com

m
unities w

ant new
 developm

ent to m
eet required design and environm

ental 

standards, and robust enforcem
ent action to be taken if planning rules are broken. A

s local 

planning authorities are freed from
 m

any planning requirem
ents through our reform

s, they w
ill  

be able to focus m
ore on enforcem

ent across the planning system
.

Proposal 24: W
e w

ill seek to strengthen enforcem
ent pow

ers  
and sanctions

W
e w

ill review
 and strengthen the existing planning enforcem

ent pow
ers and sanctions available 

to local planning authorities to ensure they support the new
 planning system

. W
e w

ill introduce 

�
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to w
ays of supporting m

ore enforcem
ent activity.

This w
ill include im

plem
enting our com

m
itm

ents from
 the G

overnm
ent’s response to the 

consultation on unauthorised developm
ent and encam

pm
ents, to strengthen national 

planning policy against intentional unauthorised developm
ent and ensure tem

porary stop 

notices are m
ore effective. A

nd w
ill also consider w

hat m
ore can be done in cases w

here the 
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W
e w

ill seek to strengthen enforcem
ent  

pow
ers and sanctions



Im
plem

enting reform

The proposals in this paper apply to England only. Planning is devolved in Scotland, W
ales  

and N
orthern Ireland.

Subject to the outcom
e of this consultation, w

e w
ill seek to bring forw

ard legislation and  

policy changes to im
plem

ent our reform
s. This consultation sets out our vision for the basis  

of a reform
ed planning system

. W
e have not com

prehensively covered every aspect of the 

system
, and the detail of the proposals w

ill need further developm
ent pending the outcom

e  

of this consultation. W
e w

ill continue to develop the proposals as w
e gather feedback and  

view
s on them

.

O
ur proposals for Local Plan reform

, changes to developer contributions and developm
ent 

m
anagem

ent w
ould require prim

ary legislation follow
ed by secondary legislation. The proposals 

allow
 30 m

onths for new
 Local Plans to be in place so a new

 planning fram
ew

ork, so w
e w

ould 

exp
ect new

 Local Plans to b
e in p

lace b
y the end

 of the Parliam
ent.

W
e w

ould im
plem

ent any policy changes, including to set a new
 housing requirem

ent,  

by updating the N
ational Planning Policy Fram

ew
ork in line w

ith the new
 legislation.

Responding to this consultation

EQ
U

A
LITIES IM

PA
CTS

W
e w

ant all com
m

unities, fam
ilies, groups and individuals to have a say in the future of the 

places w
here they live. For too long, planning and planning decisions have felt out of reach 

from
 too m

any people. The G
overnm

ent has heard how
 the com

bination of technical jargon 

W
hat hap

p
ens next

and traditional m
odels of com

m
unity engagem

ent discourages people from
 having their say 

on decisions. A
t the sam

e tim
e, it disproportionately encourages engagem

ent from
 people 

from
 a narrow

 set of dem
ographic groups – typically older, better off and w

hite. W
e believe 

Ì�>Ì�Ì�i�Û��ViÃ��v�Ì��Ãi�Ü
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�ÃÌ�vÀ��

��iÜ
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the quietest in the planning process.

W
e are com

m
itted to delivering w

ider engagem
ent in planning, increasing the supply  

of land for developm
ent, and supporting inclusive and m

ixed com
m

unities. Som
e authorities 

and developers are pioneering new
 m

odels of engagem
ent that broaden this to different 

groups. W
e hope that the reform

s set out in this consultation – to m
ake the system

 m
ore 

accessible, accountable, digital and transparent – w
ill increase access and engagem

ent  

for all groups up and dow
n the country.

W
e w

ould w
elcom

e view
s on the potential im

pact on the proposals raised in this 

consultation on people w
ith protected characteristics and w

hether further reform
s  

could broaden access to planning for people in diverse groups.

Q
uestion

26.  D
o you have any view

s on the potential im
pact of the proposals 

raised in this consultation on people w
ith protected characteristics 

CU�FGƂPGF�KP�UGEVKQP�����QH�VJG�'SWCNKV[�#
EV�����!
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This consultation docum
ent and consultation process have been planned to adhere to the 



��ÃÕ�Ì>Ì����*À��V�«�iÃ��ÃÃÕi`�LÞ�Ì�i�


>L��iÌ�"
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Representative groups are asked to give a sum
m

ary of the people and organisations they 

represent, and w
here relevant w

ho else they have consulted in reaching their conclusions 

w
hen they respond. 

Inform
ation provided in response to this consultation, including personal data, m

ay be 

published or disclosed in accordance w
ith the access to inform

ation regim
es (these are 

prim
arily the Freedom

 of Inform
ation A

ct 2000 (FO
IA

), the D
ata Protection A

ct 2018 (D
PA

),  

the G
eneral D

ata Protection Regulation, and the Environm
ental Inform

ation Regulations 2004. 

�v�Þ�Õ�Ü
>�Ì�Ì�i���v�À�

>Ì����Ì�>Ì�Þ�Õ�«À�Û�`i�Ì��Li�ÌÀi>Ìi`�>Ã�V��w`i�Ì�>�]�«�i>Ãi�Li�>Ü
>Ài�

that, as a public authority, the D
epartm

ent is bound by the Freedom
 of Inform

ation A
ct and 

m
ay therefore be obliged to disclose all or som

e of the inform
ation you provide. In view

 of 

this it w
ould be helpful if you could explain to us w

hy you regard the inform
ation you have 

«À�Û�`i`�>Ã�V��w`i�Ì�>�°��v�Ü
i�ÀiVi�Ûi�>�ÀiµÕiÃÌ�v�À�`�ÃV��ÃÕÀi��v�Ì�i���v�À�
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IT system
 w

ill not, of itself, be regarded as binding on the D
epartm

ent. 

The M
inistry of H

ousing, C
om

m
unities and Local G

overnm
ent w

ill process your personal  

data in accordance w
ith the law

 and in the m
ajority of circum

stances this w
ill m

ean that your 

personal data w
ill not be disclosed to third parties. A

 full privacy notice is included at A
nnex A

.

A
b

o
ut this co

nsultatio
n

��`�Û�`Õ>��ÀiÃ«��ÃiÃ�Ü
������Ì�Li�>V���Ü

�i`}i`�Õ��iÃÃ�Ã«iV�wV>��Þ�ÀiµÕiÃÌi`°�

Your opinions are valuable to us. Thank you for taking the tim
e to read this docum

ent and respond.

Ƃ
Ài�Þ�Õ�Ã>Ì�Ãwi`�Ì�>Ì�Ì��Ã�V��ÃÕ�Ì>Ì�����>Ã�v����Ü

i`�Ì�i�
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have any other observations about how
 w

e can im
prove the process please contact us via 

the com
plaints procedure.
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A
nnex A

The follow
ing is to explain your rights and give you the inform

ation you are be entitled to 

under the data protection legislation. 

These rights apply to your personal data (your nam
e address and anything that could be used 

to identify you personally) not the content of your response to the consultation. 

����6JG�KFGPVKV[�QH�VJG�FCVC�EQPVTQNNGT�CPF�EQPVCEV�FGVCKNU�QH�QWT�&
CVC�2TQVGEVKQP�1

HƂEGT
The M

inistry of H
ousing, C

om
m

unities and Local G
overnm

ent (M
H

C
LG

) is the data controller. 
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2. W
hy w

e are collecting your personal data 
Your personal data is being collected as an essential part of the consultation process, so that 

w
e can contact you regarding your response and for statistical purposes. W

e m
ay also use it 

to contact you about related m
atters.

3. O
ur legal basis for processing your personal data

A
rticle 6(1)(e) of the G

eneral D
ata Protection Regulation 2016 (G

PD
R) provides  that 

processing shall be law
ful if processing is necessary for the perform

ance of a task carried out 

���Ì�i�«ÕL��V���ÌiÀiÃÌ��À����Ì�i�iÝiÀV�Ãi��v��vwV�>��>ÕÌ��À�ÌÞ�ÛiÃÌi`����Ì�i�V��ÌÀ���iÀ°�-iVÌ����

8(d) of the D
ata Protection A

ct 2018 further provides that this shall include processing of 

personal data that is necessary for the exercise of a function of the C
row

n, a M
inister of the 

C
row

n or a governm
ent departm

ent.

The processing is necessary for the perform
ance of a task carried out in the public interest or 

���Ì�i�iÝiÀV�Ãi��v��vwV�>��>ÕÌ��À�ÌÞ�ÛiÃÌi`����Ì�i��
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�
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G
overnm

ent. The task is consulting on departm
ental policies or proposals or obtaining 

opinion data in order to develop good effective governm
ent policies in relation to’ planning.

4. W
ith w

hom
 w

e w
ill be sharing your personal data

W
e w

ill not share your personal data w
ith organisations outside of M

H
C

LG
 w

ithout 

V��Ì>VÌ��}�Þ�Õ�v�À�Þ�ÕÀ�«iÀ�
�ÃÃ����wÀÃÌ°

 5. For how
 long w

e w
ill keep your personal data, or criteria used to determ

ine the 
retention period. 
Your personal data w

ill be held for tw
o years from

 the closure of the consultation.  

���;QWT�TKIJVU��G�I��CEEGUU��TGEVKƂECVKQP��GTCUWTG�
The data w

e are collecting is your personal data, and you have considerable say over w
hat 

happens to it. You have the right:

a. to see w
hat data w

e have about you

b. to ask us to stop using your data, but keep it on record

c. to ask to have all or som
e of your data deleted or corrected 

d. to lodge a com
plaint w

ith the independent Inform
ation C

om
m

issioner (IC
O

) if you think 

w
e are not handling your data fairly or in accordance w

ith the law
. You can contact the IC

O
 

at https://ico.org.uk/, or telephone 0303 123 1113.

7. Storage of your personal data
The D

ata you provide directly w
ill be stored by M

H
C

LG
’s appointed third-party on their 

servers. W
e have taken all necessary precautions to ensure that your rights in term

s of data 

protection w
ill not be com

prom
ised by this.

If you subm
it inform

ation to this consultation using our third-party survey provider, it w
ill be m

oved 

to our secure governm
ent IT system

s at a date follow
ing the consultation publication date.

8. Your personal data w
ill not be used for any autom

ated decision m
aking.
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