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1. Purpose of the Report 
 
1.1 To summarise proposals put forward in the Government’s Planning White Paper 

which are most relevant to the Planning role of the NPA. 
 
1.2 To request views from Members on these areas, and the Paper more generally, 

so that they can be incorporated into the Authority’s response to the 
consultation either independently or fed into a National Parks England joint 
response.  

 
1.3 To delegate authority to the Director of Planning to approve and submit the final 

response.  
 
 
2. Background 
 
2.1 The White Paper ‘Planning for the Future’ was published on 6 August 2020. It is 

available here: 
 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachm
ent_data/file/907956/Planning_for_the_Future_web_accessible_version.pdf 
 

2.2 The Paper proposes substantial reforms to the planning system. To quote the Prime 
Minister in the foreword to the document; the Government intends to “tear it down and 
start again…Radical reform unlike anything we have seen since the Second World 
War... Building, from the ground up, a whole new planning system for England”.   

 
2.3 The justification for radical change is set out in the introduction of the Paper, which 

sets out what the Government sees as problems with the current system – namely 
complexity, a discretionary rather than “rule-based” decision making system, the 
length of time taken in plan-making, the complexity and opaqueness of establishing 
estimates of housing need, a lack of public engagement, a failure to adopt new data 
collection and consultation methods, lack of certainty over infrastructure and 
affordable housing contributions, not enough focus on design, and insufficient homes 
being built. Specifically the planning system is blamed for: 
 

 An under supply of housing 
 Delivering housing in the wrong places 
 High house prices 
 Restraining business growth and reducing jobs 

 
2.4 Whilst these sorts of claims are not new, they are not backed up by evidence in the 

White Paper. Indeed the numbers of unimplemented planning permissions for houses 
nationally would point to a failure of delivery of housing by developers rather than too 
few permissions granted.  Although this is an argument that others will make, it does 
question the effectiveness of putting forward solutions to problems which in many 
cases arise from elsewhere.  



  

2.5 The Government’s intention is to streamline and modernise the planning process, 
primarily by bringing in a new style of local plan based on designation of areas, and 
by introducing what is billed as a ‘less discretionary’ approach to deciding planning 
applications. The paper also places emphasis on the need for good design, and 
proposes replacing Section 106 agreements with a new ‘infrastructure levy’. The 
consultation ends on the 29 October 2020.  
 

2.6 Officers have been engaged with broader debate around the White Paper within the 
National Park family, and have held in-depth meetings with the other English National 
Parks in order to inform a joint response from the National Parks through National 
Parks England (NPE). Other discussions have been held with our neighbouring local 
authorities through the network of Chief Planning and Policy Officers and a response 
will also be sent on behalf of York and North Yorkshire through the Directors of 
Development Group which reports to the Chief Executives. Officers also propose that 
a separate response is sent from this Authority. This paper contains officer’s own 
views on the likely content of this response, and Member’s views are now sought. 
 

2.7 In short, whilst some aspects of the White Paper area positive suggestions for 
improvements which should be supported, there are key points where clarification of 
the potential impacts for National Parks are needed: 

 Concerns over the proposed simplicity of the ‘zoning’ system in plans, and how to 
deal with areas where some local development needs to take place; 

 How housing numbers will be generated and distributed across authority areas, 
and what mechanism will be put in place to ensure this; 

 The potential for a ‘planning vacuum’ to exist within National Parks should policy 
only be articulated through the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF); 

 The need for key aspects of current policy to be retained (possibly through a new 
Circular); 

 The potential lack of public and member engagement should the system adopt a 
much simplified approach to development management decision-making; 

 The need for the new system to be adequately resourced. 

3. Summary of the White Paper proposals (See Appendix 1 for more detail) 
 
3.1 A more detailed summary of the Planning White Paper proposals is set out at 

Appendix 1. However, in brief: 
 

 Local plans are to be replaced by much shorter ‘rule based’ plans based on 
standards and requirements for development, rather than generic development 
management policies. They will identify three types of land as follows:  
 
a. ‘Growth areas’ – areas suitable for substantial development, such as new 

settlements, urban expansions or industrial regeneration sites. Outline planning 
permission would be automatically granted within these areas; 

b. ‘Renewal areas’ – existing built up areas suitable for some development – for 
example for ‘gentle densification’ and infill, and development in rural areas 
(such as small sites within or on the edge of villages) that are not designated as 
growth or protected areas. Within these areas there would be a statutory 
presumption in favour of development for the uses specified as being suitable in 
these areas; 



  

c. ‘Protected areas’ – e.g. Green Belts, AONBs, Conservation Areas and other 
constrained areas such as flood risk or important green spaces. The White 
Paper oddly does not include National Parks within its suggested examples of 
such areas but the assumption is that this would be the predominant 
designation in the National Park. In such areas planning permission through 
planning applications would still be required. 

The Paper does however seek alternative suggestions on how land could be 
categorised. 

 Local plans will not contain policies (which are categorised as vague verbal 
statements), instead design codes will be established for each ‘area’ based on 
pre-established principles of what is considered locally popular good design).  
Decisions will be made according to compliance with the land designation and 
this design code. Where land is not identified for growth or renewal, policy for 
assessing applications will be contained in a revised National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF), rather than the local plan. Again, views are sought on 
whether as an alternative there could some local discretion to develop policy at a 
local level. 

 Local plan consultation will be ‘frontloaded’ using digital methods. Following a 
‘call for sites’ there will be a single round of consultation on the local plan upon 
submission of the local plan to Government; 

 The current local plan examination ‘tests’ of soundness and the ‘Duty to 
Cooperate’ with other authorities would be abolished.  The White Paper does not 
contain any suggestions on how authorities would address cross boundary 
issues, other than to say that the strategic distribution of housing could be 
‘overseen’ by the Mayor in a combined authority area; 

 Instead, the plan would be tested at examination against a single “sustainable 
development” test. No details of this test are yet available; 

 Local plans would then be subject to a statutory (enforceable) 30 month 
timetable;  

 There will be a new “nationally-determined binding” housing requirement for each 
local planning authority that will take account of affordability and planning 
constraints.  National Park Authorities are local planning authorities and are 
currently excluded from the ‘standard method’ of calculating and delivering 
housing need. It is unclear from the White Paper as to whether the Government 
intends to establish a housing number or target for each National Park Authority, 
as this part of the white paper would seem to suggest; 

 A national ‘Infrastructure Levy’ is proposed which will be a single nationally set, 
value-based flat rate charge replacing Section 106 agreements; 

 There will be more emphasis on enforcement of planning standards and 
decisions, The Paper envisages local authorities will be freed up through these 
reforms and can therefore reassign resources and focus more fully on 
enforcement (no detail is provided at present). There is an opportunity here for 
suggesting the enforcement process is strengthened through the use of 
Enforcement Cost Recovery, which as Members will be aware was highly 
effective in deterring unauthorised development 

 The cost of operating the new planning system will be principally funded by 
landowners and developers whom it regards as the beneficiaries of planning 
gain, rather than the national or local taxpayer; 

 Successful appeals would have their fees refunded. 



  

 Neighbourhood Plans would continue to be a feature of the new system; however 
no detail is provided on their scope or possible content. 

 
4. Discussion  
 
4.1 Inevitably, given that the White Paper suggests a radical review of a system that has 

now been in place for 73 years, there are many gaps in detail. This is an overarching 
“visionary” document which will need a great deal more detail eventually in the form of 
primary and secondary legislation to bring about its ambitions. In many cases, the 
evidence for the criticisms of the current system is not there and proposals to remove 
various pillars and long standing concepts are not accompanied by alternatives to put 
in their place. It is therefore difficult to provide constructive comment on specific 
proposals without knowing more about what is intended. In particular there is a lack of 
detail on: 

 What a Local Plan would ‘look like’, and in particular how areas would be divided 
into the three categories of land use (growth, renewal and protected areas) This 
appears to be an oversimplification which would be too blunt a tool for the 
sensitive and detailed planning required in a National Park. For example, the 
whole area cannot simply be a protected area with no site proposals and no 
criteria based policies either. Such a plan would be pointless. To allow for our 
communities to development their local housing and employment needs have to 
follow a spatial framework. It could be possible to zone settlements in the 
“renewal” category; however, this then assumes permission in principle and there 
is a need for detailed further scrutiny of the details of such development which 
the planning application process currently affords. How would we be able to zone 
sites for Rural Exception Housing in advance, as the whole concept of such 
development is that they are on areas that would not normally be acceptable for 
housing development? 

 How national policy would articulate the wide range of policy needed to influence 
local decision-making in all circumstances – it is difficult to comment on the 
efficacy of this approach when we have no details on what national policy might 
say. The argument put forward in the Paper that generic development 
management policies are vague and discretionary and should be replaced by 
binding codes and rules is then contradicted if such policy is simply transferred to 
the NPPF; 

 The role of members within the new system – there is no mention in the Paper of 
how and if Local Planning Authority members would interact with this new 
system, particularly at the planning application stage and there is clearly a 
significant change envisaged shifting the planning focus from development 
management to policy; 

 How housing numbers would be distributed according to a new nationally binding 
system that takes into account land use constraints such as National Parks. 
Again, this is a fundamental shift for National Parks as the current National Parks 
Circular (2010) which sets out the government’s vision for National Parks and the 
Broads makes it clear that the government recognises that National Parks are not 
suitable locations for unrestricted housing and therefore does not provide general 
housing targets for them. The question needs to be asked has the government 
changed this view, and if so is there a proposal for updating/replacing the 
Circular? 

 



  

4.2 It should however be recognised that this is the beginning of the process of planning 
reform, and it will be important to engage continuously with government as relevant 
legislation and policy is formulated. It is the view of officers that at this initial stage the 
Authority should indicate areas which could be supported, and then identify areas on 
which further detail is needed, or where there may be complexities or uncertainties 
that could undermine the ‘high level’ proposals in the White Paper when it comes to 
operating the new system. The National Parks England joint response, currently 
being prepared has already indicated a need to take a constructive approach, and 
although the reasoning for this is understood, officers also feel that where the 
planning system is being held to account for failings that are not evidenced or clearly 
lie elsewhere, there is a need to point out that so called fixes may not achieve the 
desired effect and could in some cases result in harm to public trust in a system that 
has already been subject to numerous changes.  It is vital that such fundamental 
change does not impact adversely on the ability of National Park Authorities to 
support National Park purposes through the effective implementation of their planning 
powers as originally intended by Parliament. Seeking to change a system that overall 
has been successful in protecting National Parks and delivering for their local needs 
over seven decades because of perceived failings in the system elsewhere would be 
extremely regrettable and conflict with the main conclusions of the Glover Review 
regarding National Parks’ planning roles.  

 
General Comments 

 
4.3 Our starting point would be that, as an Authority we do not necessarily recognise 

many of the perceived failures of the current system detailed in the White Paper.  In 
particular (and in common with other National Parks) this Authority: 

 
 Has an up to date Local Plan which was prepared in substantially less time than 

the national average for plan-making; 
 
 Works carefully with applicants through its development management service to 

improve and refine proposals to the point they can be permitted. To illustrate the 
efficacy of this approach, the Authority consistently grants permission for 
between 92% and 95% of all planning applications and exceeds the 80% target 
of determination within the statutory eight week period; 

 
 Has a very strong record of either not receiving appeals, or where it has done so 

in successfully defending them; 
 
 Has over the past decade or so delivered housing numbers above historic levels. 

It has allocated major housing sites at Helmsley and has delivered around 40% 
or all new homes as affordable units. It also has a strong track record of working 
with neighbouring authorities to help meet identified housing need; 

 
 Has taken a pragmatic approach to decision making and, using local discretion, 

permitted development on occasions where it is not in accordance with 
development plan policy using legal obligations imaginatively to mitigate against 
residual harm whilst delivering wider economic benefits. 

 
 In summary we believe that the planning role of the National Park Authority can 

demonstrate with evidence that it has delivered the spatial elements of the 
Government’s “Vision” for National Parks detailed in the National Parks Circular. 

 
 
 



  

4.4 Our perception (and one bolstered by knowledge and work with other authorities) is 
that it may be the case that reforms are being driven by a perception of what is 
happening across the south of the country in terms of housing delivery rather than the 
north. 
 

4.5 We would therefore start by questioning the  White Paper’s assumption that the 
current system is ‘ineffective’ – whilst there is undoubtedly room for improvements we 
would urge the Government to reject the simplistic notion that the current system is 
‘broken’, and instead consider how it could be refashioned and reformed to retain its 
‘positives’ whilst removing it’s ‘negatives’ in a way that avoids years of transition to a 
completely new system. Certainly the view of our neighbouring authorities is that the 
picture of poor local plan coverage and under delivery of housing or housing in the 
“wrong place” is not one that they recognise in the Yorkshire sub-region. 
 

4.6 We would also urge the Government to consider reforms in terms of the question - 
what are these reforms aiming to do? It is clear from the Prime Minister’s and 
Secretary of State’s forewords that the White Paper is almost solely driven by the 
need to increase housing completions across the country. We would not dispute the 
need for this to happen, however we do sense that the proposals set out stem from 
this single objective, to the detriment of the multiplicity of wider objectives that the 
planning system has sought to balance since its inception in 1947. We note, for 
example that the Paper makes no reference to the important land use implications 
that will result from enactment of the Environment Bill, to the role of rural areas 
beyond them being ‘protected’, or to the health benefits of the planning system (the 
main reason for its original introduction). In our view this is a missed opportunity and 
points to a fundamental lack of awareness of the wider role of the planning system, 
including importantly for us, its ability to help deliver our purposes. 
 
Areas of Support 

 
4.7 Notwithstanding the above critique, there are some proposals set out in the White 

Paper to which the Authority would wholeheartedly support: 

 Reforms to speed up the local plan preparation cycle. Although this Authority (in 
common with the most of the rest of the National Park family) is covered by an up 
to date development plan, we accept that the national average time of seven 
years for plan preparation is far too long. Experience in delivering the joint 
minerals  and waste local plan which is now in its eighth year of preparation 
clearly points to the need for fundamental change to the system, though this 
needs to include the role of PINS and indeed successive government changes of 
policy which in this case have contributed significantly to the delay. Officers 
however question whether the proposals put forward in relation to the nature of 
local plans will achieve this as the need to survey, assess and consult on a 
variety of land use zones will not be a swift process. This is particularly the case 
where the local plan is the only opportunity in growth and renewal areas that is 
likely to be afforded for public input, without the further consultation process 
offered through the submission of planning applications. Debates at Examination 
are therefore likely to be even more legalistic and adversarial as objections are 
more likely to flow from land use allocations than from generically worded 
policies. 

 Proposals to replace sustainability appraisal with a less complicated ‘sustainable 
development test of the local plan’; 

 Proposals to improve and make  use of information technology in plan making 
and when dealing with planning applications in order to seek to engage greater 
public involvement. 



  

Areas of concern, with some suggestions 
 

4.8 Officers believe the following are the areas over which further thought and detail is 
needed. We fully accept that as a high level document the White Paper is not able to 
provide this detail at present, hence these areas are presented as suggestions of 
areas where further clarity of changes are needed. We have tried to be constructive 
and have suggested a way forward where possible.   
 
Identification of ‘areas’ and the arrangements for deciding applications within 
them. 
 

4.9 We note that much of the discussion about the White Paper has been around its 
move to a ‘zoning’ system – although we note that this term is not used in the White 
Paper - what is proposed is intended to be much simpler that zoning systems used in 
other countries.  
 

4.10 The approach is based upon three areas - growth areas, renewal areas and protected 
areas. The question therefore arises - “where do National Parks – 10% of the area of 
England - fit it to this system?” Reading the White Paper would seem to indicate that 
they could comprise solely ‘protected areas’ – where applications for development 
would need to be assessed against NPPF policy and ‘more stringent controls’ on 
development would apply. Without knowing more about how national policy may be 
articulated for these areas it is difficult to comment; however there is a risk that any 
‘presumption against’ would potentially prevent new development coming forward. 
This would not only undermine the ability of small communities to evolve and change 
over time, it would undermine the ability of National Park Authorities to meet their 
‘statutory duty’1 to foster the economic and social needs of local communities. It 
would also mean we would be unable to “positively plan” for our area – a fundamental 
purpose of the spatial planning process.  
 

4.11 The alternative for National Park Authorities under the proposals would then be to 
designate some of their area as ‘renewal areas’. However, the question then is ‘how’? 
Either the Authority would draw a line round some of its settlements, or it could try 
and identify particular sites. In the case of the former, most settlements within a 
National Park have a) significant value in terms of built heritage b) significant 
landscape value and c) statutory protection as a National Park. Designation as a 
renewal area could substantially undermine this if a ‘strong presumption in favour of 
development’ is then applied. The two designations, Renewal and Protected, do not 
sit easily together in the context of National Park planning. 
 

4.12 This alternative, to identify particular areas of land for specific purposes is also 
extremely difficult and time consuming if not impossible in a National Park context. A 
large proportion of new development comes from unidentified sites (windfalls) – often 
as single units, or through conversions. It is not possible for the local planning 
authority to identify every particular small site of this scale. National Park areas often 
do not have ‘speculative housing land markets’ – no larger scale developers operate 
and land is often suggested in very small quantities by local people or businesses. 
Experience of ‘call for sites’ exercises in the past tends to yield very little in terms of 
acceptable developable sites coming forward. The additional issue is that if it is 
assumed that areas are ‘protected’ the only option for someone wishing to build in a 
National Park (for example for a new dwelling to allow family succession on farms or 
a new home for an elderly relative) would be to wait for the next plan review – which 
could take up to five years. 

                                                      
1 1949 National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act as amended by the 1995 Environment Act. 



  

4.13 We would therefore strongly caution the Government from adopting a ‘binary’ 
(protected = no planned development, renewal = strong presumption in favour) 
approach in National Parks. We would strongly argue that there either needs to be a 
more sophisticated/nuanced system of area identification or that some local discretion 
is allowed for in national policy and guidance so that development could still come 
forward where not supported by any national policy solely aimed at ‘protection.’  This 
brings us on to our next point.  

The scope for local policy  

4.14 The White Paper proposes that in the case of protected areas, applications for 
development will be decided against development management policy in the NPPF. 
Although we understand the need to avoid policy duplication, we see three potential 
issues with this approach: 

1. There would not (depending on what the NPPF said) be any scope to apply a 
degree of ‘local discretion’ to allow proposals to be built that may be suitable and 
desirable within a National Park. It is always the case with planning policy that it 
cannot anticipate every scheme for which it will have to take a view upon – at 
present there is scope for members to take the view that development may be 
acceptable as a ‘departure from the plan’ where it is justified on material 
consideration grounds. This ability to bring forward new development may be 
stymied if the NPPF contains a single national ‘presumption against’ policy. It is 
notable that the Planning White Paper is silent on whether the Government 
wishes to remove the current statutory ‘plan-led’ approach, which allows material 
considerations to be taken into account. The White Paper does indicate that the 
planning decision process will change fundamentally from a flexible, balanced 
process where, although policy is the starting point, other factors (material 
considerations) can be given weight which in some cases can override the policy 
presumption.  This reasoned and balanced approach which gives discretion to 
the decision maker in terms of weight to be allocated to relevant matters is a 
fundamental part of the quasi-legal planning process. It is however criticised in 
the White Paper as it inevitably imparts a degree of subjectivity and judgment, 
which is referred to as discretionary, i.e. delivering sometimes inconsistent 
decisions and ones that can be changed through the appeal system. Rather it 
proposes a clear rules-based system where binding codes dictate what can and 
cannot be done. Again, there is uncertainty in the White Paper in terms of why 
generic policies are to be removed from local plans if they are vague and 
discretionary, yet they are to be reinstated in national policy instead. It is not clear 
what the intended relationship between local plans binding “codes” and national 
generic development management policy is. At present the NPPF is an important 
material planning consideration, however it is not part of the statutory 
development plan, which is currently the legal basis for decision making.  More 
clarity is needed here in terms of the so called plan-led system and whether there 
is an intention to make the NPPF part of the development plan. 

 
2. Whether National Policy will be capable of providing policy for all areas in 

England; given their local differences. There are for example some areas where 
some current NPPF policies (for example tranquillity) would apply, and other 
areas where they would not. There is also an issue around some areas where 
policies are ‘subjective’ (tranquillity would be one, as would design) where the 
lack of local discretion in decision making makes it difficult to implement national 
policy.  It is also difficult to see how national policy can provide workable policy 
on issues such as development on ‘infill sites’ given the huge range of locations 
and settlement patterns that they would have to operate within.  
 



  

There are many other similar issues such as farm diversification, affordable 
housing and thresholds, minerals planning, re-use of barns, visitor facilities etc, 
and the wide range of different ways National Parks apply local occupancy 
criteria to new housing according to local circumstances. Policy on all these 
issues differs between National Parks according their geography and it is difficult 
to see how national policy can apply a single policy line without there being 
unintended consequences or indeed a lack of detailed policy. 

 
3. There is a point around how policy (or lack of) would apply to ‘windfall’ 

development in terms of design. At present most National Parks (including the 
North York Moors) have adopted design guides – these are highly useful when it 
comes to working with applicants to improve and refine proposals that are 
submitted. The White Paper as it stands foresees the use of design codes in 
Growth and Renewal areas – however it is silent on how design considerations 
would apply in protected areas, other than saying that applications would be 
considered against NPPF policy. There appears to be no mechanism for local 
planning authorities to address design issues in protected areas (including 
protected landscapes).       

 
4.15 We would offer two suggestions for surmounting these issues: 

 
1. The new planning system continues to offer some scope for new policy to be 

included within local plans, provided, that policy does not duplicate policy in the 
NPPF, that it would apply in protected areas only or that that it needs to be locally 
justified.  

 
2. Government could consider also producing, through a replacement to the 2010 

National Parks circular a ‘bespoke’ set of national planning policies that would 
apply to National Parks only, with these policies forming the basis for decision 
making rather than the NPPF. This would allow the Government to take a ‘joined 
up’ approach to the future of National Parks in light of not just the planning 
system but also issues stemming from the Environment Act (and 25 year 
Environment Plan) and the Glover Review of national landscapes. It is notable 
that the Planning White Paper is silent on its intentions for National Parks, which 
as mentioned above make up 10% of the land area of England. In any case, 
there is a need for the 2010 Circular to be renewed as it was intended to have a 
five year life, yet it is still cross referenced in the latest review of the NPPF 
(2019). A new Circular would set out clearly the government’s vision for National 
Parks and as outlined above could be used as the national planning policy 
framework for National Park planning decisions under a new system. If the 
existing NPPF coverage of National Parks is relied upon solely to provide this 
framework (i.e. a single paragraph), without either a new circular or local plan 
policies there would be a significant policy vacuum for planning in the most 
scenically important 10% of the country. 

 
4.16 If the intention to limit generic development management policies to the NPPF is 

carried through it is vitally important that specific and long standing policy approaches 
relevant to National Parks are captured. The following is a list of what officers 
consider to be the most significant long standing policy areas that we would ask to be 
incorporated in a revised national policy framework: 

 The key aspects of current national planning policy on National Parks in 
paragraph 172 of the NPPF – that National Park purposes should be given great 
weight in planning decisions and confirmation these areas are the highest level of 
landscape protection; 



  

 The “Major Development Test” as set out in NPPF pp 172, maintaining the 
original Silkin principle that major developments in National Parks should be 
refused; 

 Recognition of the need to safeguard the setting of National Parks – as currently 
set out in national Planning Practice Guidance; 

 Maintaining (and re-establishing) more restrictive permitted development rights in 
National Parks (including reviewing those that have been relaxed, as proposed in 
the Glover Review) so that there isn’t an inherent conflict in the government’s 
intention to maintain the overall development restriction in protected areas; 

 That housing development in National Parks is focused on delivering for local 
affordable housing needs rather than external market demand and that the long 
standing Rural Exception Site approach is retained. 

Local democratic input 
 

4.17 The Paper: 

1) Does not explicitly reference any decision-making role for members.  As outlined 
above, we have some concerns that a ‘non-discretionary’ approach could prevent 
perfectly good development from coming forward.  In addition, members are well 
placed to pick up any concerns or wishes from their local communities;  

2) There is also the question of the role that members would play in producing a 
local plan, as well as the arrangements proposed. The White Paper sets out a 
single ‘consultation’ stage for local plans prior to submission of the plan to 
Government. The first draft of the plan is therefore the one submitted. We would 
argue that there is a risk here that plan produced at this stage and without any 
opportunity for amendment prior to examination will be seen by local 
communities as a ‘done deal’, furthermore the only chance for a member of the 
public to challenge the plan’s contents will be within a formal examination 
process. This may be off-putting for some, whereas for others it represents the 
main opportunity to challenge its contents, which could elongate the examination. 
In practice, our experience is public engagement tends to ‘take off’ once lines are 
put on maps – and this engagement would then be funnelled into the formal 
examination stage under current proposals. Our view is that adding a six week 
consultation period with amendments made prior to submission (equivalent to the 
current Regulation 20) stage, whilst adding in some time would have the 
advantage of allowing the local planning authority to ‘iron out’ any issues that 
could lengthen or derail a subsequent examination;  

3) The Paper refers to a ‘streamlined’ public consultation at application stage but 
there are no details. This has the potential to disenfranchise communities who 
are more than accustomed to commenting on development at an application 
stage. It is unclear what engagement at application stage would exist, though 
potentially it would only exist for development which is not consistent with the 
zoning/code and therefore needs a ‘traditional’ planning application; 

4) Officers feel that the idea that the public would suddenly engage far more in a 
local plan process if they were able to through the use of IT is somewhat naive. 
Engagement can be made currently through the use of say “smart phones” but 
experience shows that most people will only engage with a very specific proposal 
close by, that comes through a planning application rather than to take a longer 
term strategic view about what may or may not be built in their area in several 
years’ time.  



  

Relying almost entirely on public engagement at the policy making stage we feel 
will effectively disenfranchise the vast majority of the public from the planning 
system. Furthermore, reliance on engagement through IT assumes communities 
have full access to high speed broadband and at least 4G mobile phone cover – 
a situation that we know only too well does not exist across our area. 

 
Housing need /strategic planning 

 
4.18 It is not clear from the Paper (2.25) whether a housing need figure would be 

established separately for National Parks – it mentions that under the standard 
method they would be factored in as a constraint, whereas at 1.20 it states that a 
binding figure will be provided for all local planning authorities. We understand  that 
under the new system, as now, a figure would be established for the whole Local 
Authority area - including that within a National Park. The issue then remains is how it 
is then divided up between the two areas. At present this is a matter for local 
discussion under the current statutory duty to co-operate, however this is proposed 
for removal by the White Paper with no alternative suggested.  

 
4.19 In practice, should be government continue to use household projections as a proxy  

for need across a local authority area (and there is no alternative as this is the 
geography against which they are generated), the issue of how then the Government 
distributes binding housing numbers to areas outside the National Parks (or other 
constraints) arises. This is a complicated matter and one understandably outside the 
scope of a high level white paper. In common with other National Park Authorities we 
are happy to help advise on some of the practical difficulties of disaggregating 
housing numbers and possible ways forward at a later time.    

 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) 
 

4.20 We fully support the move to amend current SA arrangements to simplify the process 
and move away from the current ‘tick box’ system. The Paper is however 
(understandably) silent on the nature of its replacement. We would suggest that one 
of the key issues for this review is whether ‘reasonable alternatives’ will need to be 
tested – this is an area of potential challenge for plans. The proposed ‘sustainability 
test’ will presumably still be looking to balance environmental, economic and social 
objectives, however in practice this is difficult to do without some way of ‘weighting’ 
each. We would welcome any opportunity to work with Government on a potential 
replacement. 
 

4.21 The paper is also silent on the role of Habitats Regulation Assessment. It is the view 
of this Authority that such assessments, whilst occasionally onerous have provided a 
robust means of assessing and protecting species and of international value. We 
would therefore urge the Government to either retain HRA or replace it with a similar 
approach which retains the ‘precautionary principle’ as part of statute.  

 
Resources 

 
4.22 The White Paper states the “cost of operating the new planning system should be 

principally funded by the beneficiaries of planning gain”. It does not state that this is a 
long term aim; however our concern is that the White Paper proposes a considerable 
change to the system which will require retraining and reskilling existing staff on new 
working methods and outputs.  Specifically, there would be a shift from development 
management skills to plan-making and IT skills, that needs to be recognised and 
planned for. The White Paper recognises an imbalance in resources where the level 
of development is likely to fall significantly short of drawing in the income necessary 
to resource a planning department. It is important this detail is addressed. 



  

 
4.23 In addition an approach which also funds plan-making would be a significantly higher 

burden upon the applicant who would be required to provide robust information at the 
plan-making stage without any certainty that there is support from a plan for 
development.   
 

4.24 Of particular concern in this area is the proposal that successful appeals should have 
their fees refunded. As emphasised above the role of the planning system is to guide 
appropriate decisions by weighing relative merits of competing or conflicting issues. In 
a system where planning departments are dependent upon fee income for their 
existence, there is a significant danger that this influences decision making and 
creates a risk-averse ‘approval’ culture.  

 
5. Next Steps 
 
5.1 The closing date for comments is 29 October. It is recommended that a response 

containing the points set out in this report, together with any additional issues or 
comments brought up my members is submitted.   The Authority is also contributing to 
a combined National Park response through National Parks England. If this response 
generates additional comments not covered in this report and which officers consider 
should be in this Authority’s final response these will be added.  

 
6. Financial and Staffing Implications 
 
6.1 None. Time spent on responding to consultation is budgeted from existing staff 

resources. 
 
7. Risks and Legal Implications 
 
7.1 There are no significant risks or legal implications stemming from this Report. 
 
8. Recommendations 
 
8.1 That Members: 
 
a. Note the proposals put forward in the Government’s Planning White 

Paper 
 
b. Inform officers of any views on these proposals, and agree a National Park focused 

response to Government either directly or to feed through into a joint NPE response 
 
c. Delegate authority to approve and submit the final response to the Director of  
            Planning. 
 
Appendices for this Report 
 
Appendix 1 – Summary of the Planning White Paper proposals. 
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Appendix 1. Summary of the Planning White Paper proposals 
 

The White Paper is divided into three ‘Pillars’: 

1. Planning for development – focussing on local plans and decision-making 

2. Planning for beautiful and sustainable places – focussing on design, 
environmental impacts and climate change 

3. Planning for infrastructure and connected places – focussing on the infrastructure 
levy 

Pillar 1 - Planning for development 

Local Plans 
 
1.16/2.7 – Local Plans should be significantly shorter in length (around a third of current 
plans), and limited to no more than setting out types of land allocation and be ‘rules based;’ 
i.e. they will set out site- or area-specific parameters and opportunities. They will no longer 
contain their own policies – instead plans for protected areas will “clearly signpost the 
relevant development restrictions defined in the National Planning Policy Framework”. 
 
2.8 – Local Plans will allocate all land into: 
 

 Growth areas suitable for “substantial development”; a term which will be “defined in 
policy to remove any debate about this descriptor.” The White paper mentions new 
settlements, urban extensions, and major development. Local plans will set out what 
use classes, height and densities will be approved via the plan. Adoption of the plan 
then confers outline planning permission. Full permission will be via a reserved 
matters application, a Local Development Order or potentially a development consent 
order in the case of large developments; 

 
 Renewal areas - again, local plans set out the acceptable uses, heights and densities 

with a new statutory presumption in favour of permission for specified uses which 
meet the design code plus other prior approval requirements. Consent can be 
granted through permission in principle, a full planning application, or a Local / 
Neighbourhood Development Order (i.e. same as now);  

 
 Protected areas - the plan ‘key’ and accompanying text would explain what is 

permissible by cross-reference to the National Planning Policy Framework.’ Any 
development proposals would come forward as now through planning applications 
being made to the local authority (except where they are subject to permitted 
development rights or development orders), and judged against policies set out in the 
National Planning Policy Framework.  

 
In growth and renewal areas, schemes can be brought forward that are “different to the plan” 
through a full planning application (i.e. same as now).  
 
1.16 - Local Plans should be “visual and map-based, standardised, using digital 
technology, and a new standard template”.  
 
1.16 - Authorities “should radically and profoundly re-invent the ambition, depth and 
breadth with which they engage with communities” as they consult on Local Plans.  
 



  

1.16 - Consultation will be ‘streamlined’ at the planning application stage. Instead there 
will be one opportunity to influence where development can happen which will be at the 
zoning/ plan making stage (plus comments at submission). 
  
2.48 - Plans will be subject to a statutory 30 month preparation process. There will be 
sanctions for those who fail to meet this. After a ‘call for areas’ under the three categories 
stage (6 months) there would be only one consultation period after submission of the Plan (6 
weeks). There is a right to be heard (examination) – 9 months - but the format/means are at 
the discretion of the Inspector. 
 
2.23 - Local Plans will need to identify areas to meet a range of development needs – such 
as homes, businesses and community facilities – for a minimum period of 10 years.  

2.17 - Plans will be subject to a single statutory “sustainable development” test - existing 
tests of soundness will be abolished.  A slimmed down assessment of deliverability for the 
plan would be incorporated into this “sustainable development” test.  

2.19 - The Sustainability Appraisal system will be abolished and replaced by a simplified 
process for assessing the environmental impact of plans, which would continue to satisfy the 
requirements of UK law. 
 
2.19 - The Duty to Cooperate test would be removed - although further consideration will be 
given to the way in which strategic cross-boundary issues, such as major infrastructure or 
strategic sites, can be adequately planned for. 
 
2.25 - A standard method for establishing housing requirement figures is proposed 
which ensures enough land is released in the areas where affordability is worst. Housing 
requirements would also ‘blend’ in the number of homes that are already in an area with 
household projections (para - 20 of the Changes to the Current Planning System Paper) and 
land constraints and opportunities for densification/use of brownfield land, plus a buffer to 
compensate for non-deliverability. It is not clear whether methodology would be applicable to 
National Parks for the first time with the White Paper saying “the extent of land constraints in 
an area to ensure that the requirement figure takes into account the practical limitations that 
some areas might face, including the presence of designated areas of environmental and 
heritage value, the Green Belt and flood risk. For example, areas in National Parks are highly 
desirable and housing supply has not kept up with demand; however, the whole purpose of 
National Parks would be undermined by multiple large scale housing developments so a 
standard method should factor this in” – this could mean figures for National Parks are 
intended, however it could also mean that local council areas will be responsible for finding 
land to meet all need, factoring in National Park constraints as appropriate (as at present). 
 
2.27 – The Housing Delivery Test and presumption in favour of sustainable development is 
to be retained but five year housing land supply test to be abolished.  
 
Development management  
 
2.13 - Policies are to be set out nationally in NPPF, i.e. not in local plans which will adopt 
an allocation/rule format.  
 
2.39 – The system is to be digitised and standardised to make things quicker and easier, 
including new standard planning conditions, and a single maximum page planning 
statement for major development. For the Spending Review, the Government will prepare “a 
specific, investable proposal for modernising planning systems in local government”. 
 



  

2.38 – The current time limits of 8 or 13 weeks for determining an application from validation 
to decision “should be a firm deadline – not an aspiration which can be got around through 
extensions of time as routinely happens now”. 
 
2.40 - Planning fees would be refunded if deadlines are not met or where an appeal is 
successful. 
 
2.40 – Planning conditions are to be standardised. 

3.28 - There will be a quicker, simpler framework for assessing environmental impacts 
and enhancement opportunities. 

5.29 - There will be a strengthening of enforcement powers and sanctions (there are no 
details as yet).  

Pillar 2 – Planning for Beautiful and Sustainable Places 

3.6 - Design guidance and codes are to be prepared locally with community involvement. 

3.6 - A National Model Design Code is to be published this Autumn, setting out more 
detailed parameters for development in different types of location. It will include worked 
examples. 

3.11 - Government will explore the options for establishing a new expert body to help 
authorities make effective use of design guidance and codes. 

3.12 - Proposals are coming later this year for improving the resourcing of planning 
departments. 
 
3.12 - Each authority is to appoint a chief officer for design and place making. 
 
3.18 – In growth areas a masterplan and site-specific codes are to be agreed as a 
condition of the permission in principle which is granted through the plan.  
 
3.19 – Government will legislate to widen and change the nature of permitted development, 
so that it enables popular and replicable forms of development to be approved easily and 
quickly. It wishes to return to ‘pattern books’ being used to articulate standard building 
types, options and associated rules (such as heights and set-backs).  
 
3.31 – Government will review and update the planning framework for listed buildings and 
conservation areas, to allow, where appropriate, sympathetic changes to address climate 
change. They will also explore whether there are new and better ways of securing consent 
for routine works, including whether suitably experienced architectural specialists can have 
earned autonomy from routine listed building consents.  
 
3.33 - Government will respond to the Future Homes Standard consultation in the autumn. 
It will review the roadmap to the Future Homes Standard to ensure that implementation 
(towards zero carbon homes) takes place to the shortest possible timeline. They will also 
explore options for the future of energy efficiency standards, beyond 2025.  

Pillar 3 – Planning for Infrastructure and connected places 

4.7 - The Community Infrastructure Levy should be reformed to be charged as a fixed 
proportion of the development value above a threshold (a new ‘Infrastructure Levy’), with a 
mandatory nationally-set rate or rates and the current system of planning obligations 
abolished. This would be based upon a flat-rate, valued-based charge, set nationally, at 
either a single rate, or at area-specific rates.  



  

 
4.19 - The scope of the Infrastructure Levy could be extended to capture changes of use 
through permitted development rights. 
 
4.21 - Under the Infrastructure Levy, authorities would be able to use funds raised through 
the levy to secure affordable housing (rather than Section 106).  
 
Other Changes 
 
5.17 - The cost of operating the new planning system should be principally funded by the 
beneficiaries of planning gain – landowners and developers – rather than the national or 
local taxpayer. This will include allocated some ‘gain’ for local plan work. 
 
5.28 – Government wishes to see local planning authorities place more emphasis on the 
enforcement of planning standards and decisions.  
 


