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CONSULTATION ON THE HOUSING WHITE PAPER “FIXING 
OUR BROKEN HOUSING MARKET” 

1.   Summary

1.1 This report is produced in response to the Government’s consultation on the 
document ‘Fixing our Broken Housing Market’ (February 2017), known as the 
Housing White Paper.

1.2   A summary of proposed further actions are listed in Appendix A to this report, 
and the proposed response to the consultation questions forms Appendix B.

2. RECOMMENDATION 

2.1 That the Council’s response to the Government’s White Paper ‘Fixing our 
Broken Housing Market’ (February 2017)’ consultation, as set out in 
Appendix B to the report, be agreed.

3. Background

Outline of the White Paper 

3.1 The initial part of the Government’s White Paper ‘Fixing our Broken Housing 
Market’ (February 2017)’ document illustrates prominent issues of housing 
demand and supply. Throughout much of the country the cost of purchasing 
or renting a house is very high compared to incomes, and house building 
rates are sometimes much lower than the rate required to meet local needs. 

3.2 The introductory chapter also sets out a selection of major challenges in 
increasing new housing delivery:
 Some authorities do not have a Local Plan to tackle the growth in 

households (this does not include Dartford).
 The rate of construction of new homes is too slow (Dartford is however 

achieving record rates of delivery). A large volume of planning 
permissions are not being built out, despite generally favourable 
economic conditions in recent years.

 The structure of the housebuilding market causes difficulties in 
increasing housing supply. Large developers dominate, but the industry 
has lagged behind in becoming more productive, and there has been 
very limited innovation in construction methods.

3.3 The discussion of issues and ideas in the White Paper is balanced over four 
steps/sections of the document:
 Planning for the right homes in the right places.
 Building homes faster.
 Diversifying the market.
 Helping people now.
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The Government however state they are not consulting on the latter two 
themes (save for one proposal). This latter part of the main document 
includes options to open up the housing market, promoting innovation, 
encouraging institutional and Housing Association investment; and initiatives 
looking at dealing with the varying problems that arise for those seeking 
accommodation.

3.4 The consultation questions therefore focus on a series of new and previously 
proposed refinements to the planning system, and potential changes to the 
2012 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Many ideas are outlined, 
although few proposals are yet at a detailed stage.

3.5 To help understand the range of ideas and initiatives, these have been listed 
and categorised here in Appendix A. The proposed consultation response is 
Appendix B.

4. Overview of Proposed Response to Consultation Questions

4.1 The consultation questions are too numerous and varied for Appendix B to 
be fully summarised. The most common proposed response is ‘agree’, but 
often the issues require more than a simple binary response. 

4.2 General areas of agreement and disagreement with the White Paper are 
outlined below. However it is considered that for some key questions we are 
unable to agree at present on the basis of the information currently available. 
Whilst the White Paper engages with many important technical and 
implementation issues, it defers production of several essential details to 
future consultations. In these instances, it is recommended that Dartford 
reserves its position pending the necessary information being made 
available for consideration of their implications. 

 Areas of agreement
4.3 The need for co-ordinated action to tackle the root causes of national 

housing under-supply and un-affordability is recognised. There is particular 
support for the growing government focus on the inability of the house-
building industry to bring forward sufficient homes of decent quality 
nationally. The proposals for ‘Diversifying the Market’ are overall very 
welcome, including support for local authorities, Housing Associations and 
others, to bring forward more homes. Similarly, the new attention being 
directed towards the structural problems in the housebuilding sector is a 
positive major opportunity. 

  The limited diversity of supply, and the decline in the role of small/ medium 
sized housebuilders over the last decade, are concerning. However it should 
also be recognised from Dartford’s experience that the availability of small 
development sites is only one potentially relevant factor that could help 
speed up delivery (see para 4.7 below).  

4.4 It is considered modern methods of construction and innovation can 
complement and help drive forward the traditional practices of residential 
builders and large housing developers. Unfortunately, few clear details/ 
consultation questions have yet been put forward on this. 
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4.5 Areas where specific proposals have been put forward that are 
recommended to be largely supported are:
 The measures in support of neighbourhood planning (Questions 12/ 

17).
 The general reiteration of the focus on brownfield land, where not 

undermining the character of the Green Belt (various questions).
 Those ideas in relation to Local Plans that have the impact of 

simplifying the process (Question 1 for example).
 The consideration given to shortening planning permissions, and 

refinements to the planning applications process (Questions 25/ 26 for 
example).

4.6 There is also support for the approach taken to introducing some proposals 
through making provision for transitional arrangements. This approach is 
necessary and should be taken at every opportunity to avoid a hiatus in 
Local Plan preparation and decision making, which would be counter to the 
aims of the White Paper.

 Areas of disagreement

4.7 There are two general reasons for concern over the potential impact of some 
of the proposals. These are:
 Possible impacts of some the more prescriptive changes in policy that 

may undermine the potential for local communities to plan for housing 
needs in the light of local circumstances.

 Potential for aspects of the proposals to embed further complexity in 
development management, and Local Plan production.

4.8 On this basis, it is recommended objection be raised to measures that 
promote applications on small sites and, in particular, the proposal that a 
specified proportion of Local Plan sites be below a certain size. The 
promotion of “windfall” or unplanned sites is also objected to (Question 8).

  
4.9 Such a ‘one size fits all’ solution, does not recognise the diversity of local 

circumstances. It takes away the choice for local communities to determine 
how best to meet local housing needs through the Local Plan in the light of 
their own circumstances, with sites such as minor infill developments not 
always being the preferred option. Smaller sites are less able to contribute 
towards infrastructure requirements and those under 10 units do not support 
provision of affordable housing. With appropriate national policy, Local Plans 
can identify and plan positively for housing, with only the very smallest sites 
left to be identified at the planning application stage.  

4.10 In the case of windfall or unplanned sites, the cumulative impact of these 
can result in undue pressure on infrastructure, since these sites have not 
been taken account of in planning for infrastructure over the lifetime of the 
Local Plan.  
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4.11 Similarly, whilst well designed higher densities can potentially help avoid 
urban sprawl and reduce pressure in Green Belt areas, this matter should be 
led by Local Plan policy, not national standards (Question 14).

4.12 Elsewhere in the White Paper, there are potential concerns over the 
principle and practicality of introducing a complex Housing Delivery Test, in 
addition to the existing Five Year Deliverable Supply requirement. The 
proposal (Questions 28/29) is based on using existing factors and 
approaches but introduces set thresholds and new planning penalties over 
time. Arguably, the main issue arises that whilst the White Paper refers to 
holding the range of parties involved in housing construction to account, this 
blunt tool essentially focuses the impact of reduced delivery due to economic 
downturns (for example) onto local authorities and communities only.

4.13 It is considered that local circumstances must be allowed to be reflected in 
affordable housing policies. An underlying principle of plans for Dartford has 
been to aim to provide a range of affordable residential tenures. If the 
definition of affordable housing needs updating, this should be based on 
clear principles (Question 31) with further elaboration primarily done locally 
focusing on the most locally relevant forms of affordable housing. It is not 
considered that the notion of prescribing the proportion of some specific 
tenures (Question 32) be agreed.

5. Conclusion

5.1 The White Paper puts forward a variety of ideas, principally for further reform 
to planning policy, to increase the pace of housing delivery.  It is considered 
important the Council responds accordingly, reflecting its recent success in 
securing development to address local housing needs.

5.2 Strong support can be afforded to the White Paper objectives and the 
themes identified to be addressed. There are multiple and long-standing 
causes of the undersupply of housing in the country that all need to be 
addressed. 

5.3 Cabinet resolved on 21 January 2016 to submit concerns over previous 
proposed changes to national planning policy. Some of these concerns 
appear to have been taken on board and the White Paper sets out more a 
pragmatic approach, with previous inflexible proposals (for example, quotas 
for Starter Homes delivery, and requirements for authorities to produce a 
‘small sites register’) no longer being  pursued. There remain some concern 
over the potential implications of some planning measures; however the 
White Paper’s ‘direction of travel’ is considered to be generally positive.

5.4 Further information (particularly on the financial and legislative measures to 
diversify and update the housing industry) and the associated details of 
some aspects are keenly awaited. In particular, it is important that full 
consultation occurs on the revised National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF), and amended methodologies for deriving housing need. Dartford 
has been seeking amendment to the NPPF to clarify the definition of 
previously-developed land. This has now been held in the Court of Appeal to 
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include garden land in non-built up areas, which amongst other things 
encourages development in potentially unsustainable/ inaccessible non built 
up areas. This is not included within the White Paper, and perverse 
outcomes will remain unless the NPPF is amended.

5.5 It should also be noted that proposals to amend the Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL)/ Section 106 developer contributions system are 
also expected.

5.6 Overall it is considered the White Paper’s measures would likely increase 
national housing supply, and increased supply can help address affordability 
issues. This will best occur if the Government takes note of the lessons of 
plan-led growth in Dartford to meet housing needs; and moreover if it 
ensures incentives as well as penalties are available. In particular, a 
framework for addressing where housing delivery is insufficient should cover 
not just planning authorities, but those parties primarily responsible for 
constructing new homes. Therefore, it is imperative that Government  
speedily brings forward and consults on its specific proposals to challenge 
the private sector as set out as  initial ideas in the White Paper.

5.7 Some significant implications arise from the proposals as a whole, including 
through increasingly prescriptive national policies and of eroding local 
decision making. This is understandable in the context of the failure of many 
local authorities to deliver sufficient housing to meet local needs.  However, 
it is vital local flexibility remains, including maintaining a Local Plan-led 
system that is allowed to respond to the circumstances of Boroughs in 
setting the amount, location and type of housing development.  Accordingly, 
the proposed response in Appendix B is recommended.

6.  Relationship to the Corporate Plan

6.1 To ensure that regeneration in Dartford is sustainable and of benefit to all of 
our communities. 

6.2 To facilitate quality, choice and diversity in the housing market, to create 
strong and self- reliant communities and deliver high quality services to 
service users. 

7. Financial, legal, staffing and other implications and risk assessments

Financial Implications No implications of responding to the consultation. 

Legal Implications No implications of responding to the consultation.

Staffing Implications No implications of responding to the consultation.

Administrative Implications No implications of responding to the consultation.

Risk Assessment No uncertainties and/or constraints

8. Details of Exempt Information Category

Not applicable
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9. Appendices

Appendix A: A summary of proposed further actions in the White Paper
Appendix B: Proposed response to consultation questions
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