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Appendix A:

Response by Dartford Borough Council to DRAFT NPPF 2018

Chapter 1 Introduction
Q1 Do you have any 
comments on the text 
of Chapter 1?

Chapter 1 is supported, including confirming the materiality of 
endorsed recommendations of the National Infrastructure 
Commission.

Chapter 2 Achieving Sustainable Development
Q2 Do you agree with 
the changes to the 
sustainable 
development 
objectives and the 
presumption in favour 
of sustainable 
development?

This is not supported.  The NPPF as proposed is unlikely to 
achieve the social and environmental dimensions of sustainability, 
as set out, as much economic aspects. Highly valid issues such 
as the capacity and quality of infrastructure, of great concern to 
existing and emerging communities, are not clearly grappled with 
in the NPPF. There is objection to accommodating objectively 
assessed needs in plans “unless… policies in this Framework that 
protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a strong 
reason for restricting… development” given draft NPPF content. 
Dartford is also disappointed that the footnote (#7) explaining the 
applicable restrictive national policies that Local Plans may utilise 
in this respect now precludes severe highways impact.  
The approach promoted in the draft NPPF has the potential to 
undermine the co-ordinated planning of housing and 
infrastructure and lead to an increased imbalance in the provision 
of infrastructure to support development and should be strongly 
objected to.  There is objection to para 11b, for example provision 
for ‘minimum’ housing need, where it is unclear that Local Plans 
have flexibility to respond with housing targets that are justified as 
a range or cap (not just a minimum). 
Future Local Plan housing requirements are to be determined 
after consideration of unmet needs from elsewhere. This is of 
major concern given practical issues, including for prospective 
recipients of need from elsewhere (see answer Q6 below), and 
particularly where an authority cannot sustainably meet this 
additional requirement, for example where there is no prospect of 
the timely delivery of supporting infrastructure. 

Q3 Do you agree that 
the core principles 
section should be 
deleted, given its 
content has been 
retained and moved to 
other appropriate parts 
of the Framework? 

This is not supported. Given concerns over the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development as outlined above, it was 
useful having the practical and balanced set of principles 
immediately after in a prominent part of the document. The 
existing document benefits from an ‘up-front’ focus on principles 
such as:

 “empowering local people”, 
 [planning as] “ a creative exercise”, 
 “always seek to secure good design”, 
 “take account of the different roles and character of 

different areas, promoting the vitality of our main urban 
areas, protecting the Green Belts around them, 
recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside….”

 “Promote mixed use developments”
 “actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest 

possible use of public transport, walking and cycling”.
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Q4 Do you have any 
other comments on the 
text of Chapter 2, 
including the approach 
to providing additional 
certainty for 
neighbourhood plans in 
some circumstances?

Paragraph 13 now recognises “The application of the presumption 
[in favour of sustainable development] has implications for the 
way communities engage in neighbourhood planning”. This is 
interpreted as accepting that this focus of national policy, the 
presumption, results in Local Plans and local development 
decisions being overturned, providing a disincentive for local 
engagement. However the paragraph only seeks to address this 
for neighbourhood plans. This same logic means that the 
disincentive impacts on Local Authorities as they strive to get 
engagement in their statutory Local Plans – yet the government 
fails to address this. 

Chapter 3 Plan-Making
Q5 Do you agree with 
the further changes 
proposed to the tests of 
soundness, and to the 
other changes of policy 
in this chapter that 
have not already been 
consulted on? 

The chapter on Local Plans as now written is not supported; 
although having this chapter early in the document is 
advantageous. 
The further changes do not help produce a simplified plan-led 
system that allows efficient production of Local Plans. However 
there is a general approach taken that Local Plans over five years 
old are out of date, which is unjustified against the performance 
of Dartford’s 2011 Core Strategy against key government 
objectives e.g. housing delivery, and therefore is a source of 
objection. 
The tests of soundness for a Local Plan to be adopted have been 
expanded further comparted to the existing NPPF. The bar has 
been raised even higher; and despite talk around potentially 
emphasising how the (highly resource intensive process) 
gathering of technical evidence should only be required to be truly 
“proportionate” the government have failed to address this in draft 
NPPF. This is necessary to deliver the objective of up to date 
Local Plans reviewed every five years. Also the Planning 
Inspectorate should have the resources to appoint Inspectors with 
sufficiently in-depth understanding and experience of Local Plans 
and strategic planning. This would help promote examinations 
that are more focused. 
Moreover, a clear commitment should now be made by 
government that another round of changes to Local Plans/ NPPF 
will not occur until sufficient time has elapsed for changes to bed 
in. 

Q6 Do you have any 
other comments on the 
text of Chapter 3?

 Dartford supports the recognition in para 15 re. a ‘genuinely’ plan-
led system. However, it should be not be the case that that Local 
Plans making sufficient housing supply provisions (above the 
national methodology) are discarded simply because of the date 
of their production. Objection is maintained to this approach.
It is considered that the draft NPPF disappoints in failing to 
oversee a workable system of cross boundary planning. 
Supporting guidance does not streamline the strategic plan-
making process by confirming the extent of Housing Market 
Areas. This would have provided clarity and certainty to plan-
makers as to the relevant partner authorities involved.
Moreover, there is no government guidance on the practicalities 
of successful re-distribution of housing need across boundaries. 
These include, for example, recompense to the ‘receiving’ 
authority through funding of infrastructure to support the additional 
growth, and confirmation from government that ‘receiving’ 
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authorities will not be penalised for under-delivery which relates 
to the ‘additional’ growth. This could have been recognised in the 
NPPF and Statement of Common Ground to this helped to 
materialise by including national guidance to explicitly recognise 
this principle. 
Dartford consider that there are currently a lack of incentives for 
authorities who may opt to receive additional housing 
development, but have to endure delayed infrastructure provision 
to meet the needs of an even higher level of growth. There 
appears to be a lack of practical guidance from government as to 
how the re-distribution of housing across boundaries can be 
effected. Addressing these issues could help to speed up Plan 
making. 
Furthermore, Dartford reiterates there are several unresolved 
practical development management issues that arise in the 
expected ‘solution’ of Statements of Common Ground when 
considered alongside new national housing policies/tests. 
Particularly with the introduction of the Housing Delivery Test, and 
the issue of which authority suffers from non-delivery of 
development where it is proposed in one authority to meet the 
needs of another, another dis-incentive (or major uncertainty) is 
provided when a council may consider agreeing to take unmet 
need.

Chapter 4 Decision-Making
Q7 The revised draft 
Framework expects all 
viability assessments 
to be made publicly 
available. Are there any 
circumstances where 
this would be 
problematic? 

Circumstances where this may be problematic where the viability 
relates to a specific development, probably related to enabling 
development cases. Eg.the cost of the work which the housing 
development is to enable is included with the VA but the owner 
has not gone out to tender and simply used a QS. This will raise 
tender prices and therefore further undermine viability. So yes in 
some circumstances some elements of the VA should be 
redacted.

Q8 Would it be helpful 
for national planning 
guidance to go further 
and set out the 
circumstances in which 
viability assessment to 
accompany planning 
applications would be 
acceptable? 

Unhelpful: further guidance is probably unnecessary and likely to 
result in a framework that is too rigid and will simply enable 
developers to find ways to avoid these standardised approaches. 
Developers need to respond in full to site specific issues and this 
won’t, it is considered, occur with an overly simplistic approach 
that cannot vary locally or is prone to widespread manipulation. 
National decisions must not exacerbate the situation.  No 
comprehensive trialling or grounds for major simplification that are 
robust have been demonstrated. 
It should be a local decision related to site specific issues, as a 
wholly national specification creates a strong opportunity and 
incentive to be exploited to diminish developer contributions.

Q9 What would be the 
benefits of going further 
and mandating the use 
of review mechanisms 
to capture increases in 
the value of a large or 
multi-phased 
development? 

Benefits are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed. A review 
mechanism on a scheme that has not met the policy requirements 
is acceptable, but has to be effective and worthwhile.   

Q10 Do you have any LPA advice is inextricably linked with statutory pre-app advice. It 
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comments on the text 
of Chapter 4?

is increasingly difficult to provide accurate and co-ordinated 
planning advice when the statutory agencies are charging for their 
own advice. It would be better if this could be more joined up at 
pre-app stage to avoid issues only coming to light later. Joint 
participation in pre-application discussions should therefore be 
encouraged. 
Due to the need for viability assessments to take into account site 
and locality specific parameters it may not be possible to set out 
a fully standardised report. However, it would be reasonable to 
set out the key elements such as land value not being based on 
historic values. Values should reflect planning policy compliant 
alternative land use and a reasonable return to the landowner; 
and ensure uplift in value through development provides for the 
delivery of policy and infrastructure identified through the Local 
Plan. 
Certainly the guidance should set out that components of cost and 
development value must be clear and justified using objective, 
recognised data sources. Indication of a justified and reasonable 
buffer to cover investment risk will also be an important 
component of the viability assessment and should be noted in 
guidance. Acceptance of risk featuring in the assessment could 
encourage greater transparency of development viability 
assessments.
Additionally, Dartford supports the proposals in paragraphs 50-51 
for prematurity considerations to be strengthened through the 
NPPF as set out in the consultation document. This will help 
ensure that emerging plans are not undermined by speculative 
development proposals prior to plan finalisation.

Chapter 5 Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes
Q11 What are your 
views on the most 
appropriate 
combination of policy 
requirements to ensure 
that a suitable 
proportion of land for 
homes comes forward 
as small or medium 
sized sites?

The draft NPPF is too prescriptive, whereas it is instead 
necessary to allow local solutions to be found to the complex 
range of challenges already set out for Local Plans to address. 
There is no recognition of impact of larger windfall sites, the sole 
focus should be on sites which necessarily will not be pre-
identified (e.g. 4 homes or less) and are not by-passing forward 
planning. National policy can include appropriate encouragement 
for a range of sites, including smaller sites alongside large 
developments (incorporating new towns and urban extensions). 
This should optimise the range of spatial options available for 
Local Plans to meet housing needs, it must allow local 
circumstances to be reflected; and not set out specific 
requirements for every Local Plan on a proportion of housing 
supply to come for a particular sized site (small or large). 
There are particular infrastructure problems arising from large 
windfall sites, or when smaller unplanned sites have a major 
cumulative impact. Strong objection is therefore made to 
paragraph 69.
There are genuine sustainable development problems that arise 
from non-identified unplanned sites in circumstances, such as 
Dartford’s, where there is an extremely large supply of identified 
land much of it with planning consent is coming forward at great 
pace. However, infrastructure delivery is not keeping up.  
Residents and elected representatives in Dartford are aware of 
the adverse cumulative impacts of unplanned developments, 
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including on planning for necessary infrastructure, and on the 
delivery of brownfield or large sites. Small sites often have unfair 
competitive advantages over sites that naturally take longer to 
prepare but once they are under construction address housing 
need at a great pace. It cannot be assumed that where large sites 
are identified, small sites are entirely ‘additional’: they have the 
potential to delay and even potentially undermine delivery of large 
sites. Whilst small sites are often exempted from any contribution 
towards affordable housing or infrastructure, large sites can make 
a contribution to infrastructure which exceeds its own needs.
In summary, both large and small sites have their advantages and 
disadvantages.  It is a matter to be determined at the local level: 
what is the most appropriate approach in the local circumstances 
and which can best deliver housing requirements in a sustainable 
and timely way.

Q12 Do you agree with 
the application of the 
presumption in favour 
of sustainable 
development where 
delivery is below 75% 
of the housing required 
from 2020?

This is not supported. Undue complexity and greater local 
uncertainty is introduced as the draft NPPF proposes to trigger 
the presumption either through the new test or the existing Five 
Year Supply test. There are serious concerns about the principle 
of introducing additional tests. Objection is therefore raised to 
paragraph 75.
There is a failure to recognise that the non-implementation of 
planning permissions is not in the control of local authorities. The 
new housing delivery test, based purely on recent residential 
completions, is very susceptible to this.
Dartford’s 2011 Core Strategy is delivering housing at levels 
above national household projections, as part of its local 
regeneration strategy. We are now achieving very high levels of 
delivery but recognise that there were periods where slow delivery 
occurred- but for national economic reasons wholly outside of our 
control.
This policy proposal is completely inflexible in dealing with 
national economic fluctuations over time, and the possibility of a 
recession killing off private delivery. In this event, the LPA and 
local community will be punished by the prospect of unplanned 
development coming forward i.e. housing being permitted on land 
that was not found to be suitable for new homes. The government 
has not committed to any meaningful tools to stimulate private 
sector delivery that can be actioned by LPAs.

Q13 Do you agree with 
the new policy on 
exception sites for 
entry-level homes?

Although there is concern over the current overall approach to 
affordable housing, there is agreement to this as a principle, 
however its operation should be improved through changes in 
phrasing in the final NPPF, or clear guidance introduced. It needs 
to be confirmed that these are exceptions for planning 
applications in suitable circumstances, and particularly where 
including a “very” high proportion of entry levels, which must be 
well related to local housing needs. 

Q14 Do you have any 
other comments on the 
text of Chapter 5?

Dartford objects to paragraph 65. This a particular concern over 
the range of largely unhelpful changes to affordable housing 
definition and policies. Local circumstances must be allowed for 
in national policy for affordable housing policies. Prescribing 
nationally a set proportion for specific tenures within the local 
site’s housing mix is simply inappropriate and counter-productive 
to efficiently addressing needs. It should only be determined by 
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local housing need. See also the objection to affordable housing 
as defined in the Glossary.
National policy as proposed fails to address the aspirations of the 
White Paper that featured a clear analysis of problems associated 
with house building industry – no meaningful action has emerged 
from government.
The concept of charging Council Tax on unbuilt extant planning 
permissions would be welcomed by Dartford. This principle of 
proportionately modest financial disincentives for not 
implementing permission should be inserted in the NPPF. There 
should be a better balance between ‘carrots’ and ‘sticks’ in order 
to ensure development goes ahead and new homes are 
delivered.  

Chapter 6 Building a strong, competitive economy 
Q15 Do you agree with 
the policy changes on 
supporting business 
growth and 
productivity, including 
the approach to 
accommodating local 
business and 
community needs in 
rural areas? 

This is generally supported but should allow local discretion to be 
maintained and proposals not supported where rural enterprises 
put forward wholly unacceptable and remote new locations, 
especially in the Green Belt.

Q16 Do you have any 
other comments on the 
text of chapter 6?

The chapter as a whole is supported, but please also see the 
comments on supporting major employers in the following 
chapter.

Chapter 7 Ensuring the vitality of town centres 
Q17 Do you agree with 
the policy changes on 
planning for identified 
retail needs and 
considering planning 
applications for town 
centre uses? 

The proposals are relatively minor, but practical, technical 
changes that are accepted and supported.

Q18 Do you have any 
other comments on the 
text of Chapter 7?

Dartford is very disappointed that the important economic role of 
existing regional shopping centres, or even their very existence, 
is not recognised in any national policy or guidance. It is accepted 
that the government may not want to give undue support to new 
unplanned regional centres that may have adverse impacts on 
town centres, however Chapter 7 is not effective in providing 
clarity for regional centres, local town centres, investors or 
individual retailers for proposals put forward in existing regional 
centres. 
The reality is that these play a major function, and can provide 
‘city centre quality’ comparison retail opportunities that would not 
exist in the many regions that are without a single dominant 
traditional city/ town centre.  Regional centres act as economically 
vibrant large town centres but are not immune to the changes 
impacting the retailing sector. The option for Local Plans to plan 
for their future should be explicit from national policy, which would 
help avoid spurious objections from administrative areas that do 
not host the regional centre under the Duty to Cooperate. 
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Dartford’s experience at previous Examinations in Public in 
relation to planning for Bluewater suggest that could save 
substantial efforts require by the local authority and the Planning 
Inspector considering plans by regional centre host authorities.
Their economic value is not recognised in national policy, which 
should be explicit in confirming the potential legitimacy of Local 
Plans recognising them as centres established in the network/ 
hierarchy (and not automatically regarded as out of centre simply 
because of ambiguity in national policy). 
It would be appropriate for national policy to indicate Local Plans 
can and should plan for their future.  It is suggested this could be 
subject to relevant impact considerations, and where appropriate 
allow policies to guide the nature of change, scale and nature of 
appropriate uses and mitigations and safeguarding mechanisms 
for smaller centres as applicable.

Chapter 8 Promoting healthy and safe communities
Q19 Do you have any 
comments on the new 
policies in Chapter 8 
that have not already 
been consulted on? 

The recasting of paragraph 92 about principles for healthy and 
inclusive placed is supported.
It is accepted that national policy may seek to ensure security 
issues are part of local planning decisions where appropriate. 
Similarly the mention of estate regeneration is supported.

Q20 Do you have any 
other comments the 
text of Chapter 8?

The chapter is supported.

Chapter 9 Promoting sustainable transport 
Q21 Do you agree with 
the changes to the 
transport chapter that 
point to the way that all 
aspects of transport 
should be considered, 
both in planning for 
transport and 
assessing transport 
impacts? 

Overall the revised chapter on transport is welcome as a step in 
the right direction. The crisper focus in early paragraphs on the 
full range of transport options is supported, however the wording 
in the final NPPF must be as tight as possible for development 
management purposes. 

Q22 Do you agree with 
the policy change that 
recognises the 
importance of general 
aviation facilities? 

This is supported by Dartford.

Q23 Do you have any 
other comments on the 
text of Chapter 9?

Dartford is concerned that there is not clear enough support for 
local circumstances to lead to Local Plan policies to assist 
authorities make the necessary development management 
decisions to promote sustainable growth. For instance, the test of 
“severe” residual cumulative impacts for refusal of a development 
(paragraph 109) does not necessarily support sustainable travel, 
and neither does stating that only “significant” development 
should be focused on locations that are (or can be made) 
sustainable (paragraph 104). As a minimum, the word “only” is 
unnecessary to include in paragraph 109 and should be removed.
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Chapter 10 Supporting high quality communications 

Q24 Do you have any 
comments on the text 
of Chapter 10?

Supported.

Chapter 11 Making Effective use of Land
Q25 Do you agree with 
the proposed 
approaches to under-
utilised land, 
reallocating land for 
other uses and making 
it easier to convert land 
which is in existing 
use? 

The central principles behind this new chapter are supported. It 
is however not considered that in practice the impact in terms of 
additional housing supply will be high. Many of the policies are 
not wholly new, and fundamental issues of development viability 
will remain and inhibit the appropriate re-use of brownfield land.
There is support for a clear focus on brownfield land, Dartford is 
achieving a very high proportion of its strong housing delivery by 
reusing land. However we are aware of the complexity of such 
sites, and national policy should accept the need for flexibility by 
landowners on the real value of sites in order for developers to 
viably provide sufficient infrastructure and affordable housing, 
which must not be compromised. Please see comments on the 
Glossary in relation to an aspect of the current definition that has 
been held legally to create (what is considered) perverse 
outcomes for development decisions.

Q26 Do you agree with 
the proposed approach 
to employing minimum 
density standards 
where there is a 
shortage of land for 
meeting identified 
housing needs?

This is not supported. The draft NPPF is too prescriptive overall 
and setting minima or maxima are to be avoided.  
Although avoiding low density housing can help deliver decent 
quality and quantity (including amenity space) there is some 
concern over how minima may work. A shortage of land should 
not drive and potentially over-ride how the most suitable density 
of development is considered. There is also a lack of clarity over 
the circumstances in paragraph 123, “existing or anticipated 
shortage of land for meeting identified housing need”, as 
expressed elsewhere. 
It is additionally questioned whether the development industry is 
fit for purpose to deliver good quality higher density development 
in many parts of the country. In some areas, there is not a 
competitive market of housebuilders willing to switch away from 
standardised, predominantly small, ‘family’ homes at fairly low 
density even in locations very well served by public transport (for 
example). 
Decisions should be based on their individual quality, based on 
developer interest in expanding the range of housing products in 
an area. As part of the focus on quality and efficient land use, 
which should not compromise on residential amenity the 
provision within paragraph 123c is nevertheless welcomed in so 
far as inadequate efficiency in the use of land may lead to 
refusal.

Q27 Do you have any 
other comments on the 
text of Chapter 11?

It must be recognised by government that the Courts have held 
that, as defined, previously developed “brownfield” land can 
include residential gardens outside of built up areas. This is not 
considered a sustainable form of development, usually being 
remote from public transport and other facilities. The draft NPPF 
should ensure countryside gardens are not inadvertently 
promoted for inappropriate development. See comments on 
Glossary.
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Chapter 12 Achieving well-designed Places
Q28 Do you have any 
comments on the 
changes of policy in 
Chapter 12 that have 
not already been 
consulted on? 

The concept that innovative design should also be seen in the 
context of local design sensitivities or policy is welcomed.

Q29 Do you have any 
other comments on the 
text of Chapter 12?

Supported.

Chapter 13 Protecting the Green Belt
Q30 Do you agree with 
the proposed changes 
to enable greater use of 
brownfield land for 
housing in the Green 
Belt, and to provide for 
the other forms of 
development that are 
‘not inappropriate’ in 
the Green Belt? 

This is not supported. Openness and permanence will be 
cumulatively eroded. 
Sources of what would be categorised as brownfield land are 
scattered across the countryside and may be present for purely 
historical reasons. Promoting redevelopment would lead to 
potential significant landscape impacts and the loss of facilities 
such as rural employment centres.  It will potentially result in 
sporadic and dispersed development resulting in suburbanisation 
of the countryside.
Genuine affordable housing rural exceptions sites should be 
supported. However undermining the principle of affordable 
exceptions through introducing open market tenure housing on 
the sites is not supported; especially when it could be used to 
over-ride Green Belt policy.
There is therefore particular concern over the phrasing of 
paragraph 144g, looking for “re-use previously developed land 
and [developments that] contribute to meeting an identified local 
affordable housing need, [and] not cause substantial harm to the 
openness of the Green Belt.” This is of concern as it allows harm 
to openness (provided not judged “substantial”), and very real 
development pressures as proposals do not have to be wholly for 
affordable housing but instead just “contribute” to these meeting 
these needs. Dartford considers this should be wholly focussed 
on affordable housing to meet rural needs. 
The removal of the proviso on maintaining the openness of Green 
Belt in the case of infill development in villages is objected to, 
where this is through planning decisions rather than assessed and 
planned through the Local Plan preparation process.   This can 
undermine the character of villages set in the Green Belt.

Q31 Do you have any 
other comments on the 
text of Chapter 13? 

There is objection to changes to the Green Belt chapter of the 
NPPF proposed. Overall with specific changes as outlined above 
and over matters such as changes of use, Green Belt policy is at 
risk of incremental erosion, with the possibility of greater pressure 
for development of an inappropriate character. Other aspects of 
national Green Belt policy should instead be sharpened to assist 
in development control and maintenance of openness.

Chapter 14 Meeting the challenge of climate change, Flooding 
and Coastal Change
Q32 Do you have any In general the chapter is supported, for example the expectation 
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comments on the text 
of Chapter 14? 

in paragraph 163 that developments will include Sustainable 
Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) as appropriate.

Q33 Does paragraph 
149b need any further 
amendment to reflect 
the ambitions in the 
Clean Growth Strategy 
to reduce emissions 
from buildings? 

This paragraph is not supported given the continuing restriction of 
local discretion for setting higher sustainability policies by 
government.

Chapter 15 Conserving and enhancing the Natural Environment
Q34 Do you agree with 
the approach to 
clarifying and 
strengthening 
protection for areas of 
particular 
environmental 
importance in the 
context of the 25 Year 
Environment Plan and 
national infrastructure 
requirements, including 
the level of protection 
for ancient woodland 
and aged or veteran 
trees? 

This is supported. 

Q35 Do you have any 
other comments on the 
text of Chapter 15?

The greater recognition of air quality issues (paragraph 179) 
especially at plan-making stage; and the recognition of the ‘agent 
of change principle’ (paragraph 180) are supported.

Chapter 16 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 
Q36 Do you have any 
comments on the text 
of Chapter 16?

The strengthening of the operation of certain historic environment 
protections is supported. 

Chapter 17 Facilitating the sustainable use of minerals
Q37 Do you have any 
comments on the 
changes of policy in 
Chapter 17, or on any 
other aspects of the 
text of this chapter? 

There is concern from Dartford’s practical experience of the 
operation of ‘safeguarding’ policies. This is acting as a constraint 
to development in a high growth area such as ours. The minerals 
planning authority are not alert/ or happy to disregard the adverse 
implications on the achievement of overall national and local 
growth priorities.
We note that some of the existing balancing text, around there 
being no assumption that defined areas are to be worked (just 
because of availability/geology) does not appear to have been 
maintained in full.

Q38 Do you think that 
planning policy on 
minerals would be 
better contained in a 

Minerals planning policies appear in Dartford to already challenge 
other local proposals which are wholly in compliance with national 
objectives to increase housing supply. Therefore the further 
segregation of national policy in this way would seem inadvisable.
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separate document? 
Q39 Do you have any 
views on the utility of 
national and sub-
national guidelines on 
future aggregates 
provision?

As a non-minerals planning authority, Dartford does not.

Transition
Q40 Do you agree with 
the proposed 
transitional 
arrangements? 

They are not supported. Only very limited arrangements are 
made, and the introduction of the new NPPF overall will occur 
suddenly.
The proposals are largely not to have transitional arrangements, 
which is unhelpful.

Q41 Do you think that 
any changes should be 
made to the Planning 
Policy for Traveller 
Sites as a result of the 
proposed changes to 
the Framework set out 
in this document? If so, 
what changes should 
be made? 

Greater clarity is required about how government aspirations are 
to be met in practice, given the anticipated finalisation of the 
NPPF.

Q42 Do you think that 
any changes should be 
made to the Planning 
Policy for Waste as a 
result of the proposed 
changes to the 
Framework set out in 
this document? If so, 
what changes should 
be made?

As a non-waste planning authority, Dartford cannot suggest 
specific changes.

Glossary 
The glossary has been 
amended to reflect 
changes throughout 
the Framework. 
Q43 Do you have any 
comments on the 
glossary?

Dartford would reiterate objections above; for instance to the lack 
of robust definitions addressing issues such as regional shopping 
centres (confirmation can operate as a “town centre”), and the 
need for rural exceptions housing developments to remain truly 
for local affordable housing needs.
Dartford would also request an amendment to the NPPF to clarify 
the definition of previously-developed land. As this has now been 
held in the Court of Appeal to include garden land in non-built up 
areas, which puts at risk aims to bring large brownfield sites into 
use, whilst also encouraging development in potentially 
unsustainable/ inaccessible non built up areas. This perverse 
outcome will remain unless the current definition in the NPPF is 
amended. The words “in built up areas” in the definition relating to 
residential gardens must be removed.
Finally, the further broadening and complexity of the definition of 
affordable housing is not supported. This will make it harder to 
achieve locally-sensitive affordable housing overall, particularly 
the most needed forms of provision. Whilst the principle of 
recognising the diverse demands for accommodation and housing 
is recognised, the proposed approach is considered to be unclear 
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to new models of affordable housing coming forward, and 
potentially unresponsive to future models. The structure and 
wording proposed is unfortunately likely to lead to problems in its 
operation. It is recognised there is a need for policy to address the 
wide range of non- (and sub-) open market housing tenures. 
However, this is best achieved by providing an overarching 
definition of affordable housing based on clear principles.
The basic features should be defined nationally, leaving scope for 

local determination of which specific tenures are likely to be
relevant locally. This would enable the LPA through its Local Plan 
to guide the level and tenure of affordable housing to be provided 
according to local housing need and viability, as determined by 
robust assessment as well as housing waiting lists. This would be 
flexible enough to respond to the differing needs of areas and 
responsive enough to allow for new models of affordable housing 
coming forward.
It would be useful if Government set out how certain products 
would be provided and by whom; for example Build to Rent 
products and private rented housing and what grant, if any would 
be made available.
The government’s intention is presumably to respond to 
increasing flexibility in provision, but the better way to deal with 
this dynamic would be to focus in the definition only on the 
essential and unique requirements e.g. specified levels below 
market cost and available in perpetuity. 


