
APPENDIX B

1

Housing White Paper 2017: 

Dartford Borough Council Response

Question Dartford Borough Council Response
Question 1 

Do you agree with the proposals to: 

a) Make clear in the National 
Planning Policy Framework that 
the key strategic policies that 
each local planning authority 
should maintain are those set out 
currently at paragraph 156 of the 
Framework, with an additional 
requirement to plan for the 
allocations needed to deliver the 
area’s housing requirement? 

b) Use regulations to allow 
Spatial Development Strategies to 
allocate strategic sites, where 
these strategies require 
unanimous agreement of the 
members of the combined 
authority? 

c) Revise the National Planning 
Policy Framework to tighten the 
definition of what evidence is 
required to support a ‘sound’ 
plan? 

1a) Agree. Consistency and clarity should also be ensured.  Proposals 
in the White Paper should be reviewed to ensure they do not cancel 
each other out. (For example see Question 10). 

1b) Agree

1c) Agree. To ensure evidence does not need continuous updating, a 
clear commitment should be made by government that another 
round of changes to Local Plans/NPPF will not occur until sufficient 
time has elapsed for benefits to materialise/ to allow a full and 
objective review of the impact of all changes already made to the 
system. 

Question 2 

What changes do you think would 
support more proportionate 
consultation and examination 
procedures for different types of 
plan and to ensure that different 
levels of plans work together?

2. 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 proportionate

In terms of different plans and working together, the White Paper 
disappoints in failing to recognise the lack of practical use and 
impact of current guidance on The Duty to Cooperate. The White 
Paper’s expectation of a Statement of Common Ground does not 
add to current guidance or address these issues. The White Paper is 
perhaps missing opportunities to promote a workable system of 
cross boundary planning.
 

Question 3 

Do you agree with the proposals to: 

3a) Unable* to agree (given available information): specific 
proposals would need to be put forward. National policy / PPG 
already includes a requirement to plan for the needs of older people 
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a) amend national policy so that 
local planning authorities are 
expected to have clear policies 
for addressing the housing 
requirements of groups with 
particular needs, such as older 
and disabled people? 

b) from early 2018, use a 
standardised approach to 
assessing housing requirements 
as the baseline for five year 
housing supply calculations and 
monitoring housing delivery, in 
the absence of an up-to-date 
plan?

and people with disabilities. It is considered that a higher level of 
prescription undermines the ability of local areas to respond to the 
issues which are most relevant to them. Overall, care has to be 
taken to allow local solutions to be found to the complex range of 
challenges already set out for Local Plans to address. 
*= We state “Unable to agree (given available information)” at some 
points in this consultation response as the White Paper lacks some 
key details to allow an informed response. It should not be assumed 
that the Borough Council necessarily does (or does not) object to 
these proposals, this would depend on further information.

3b)  Unable to agree (given available information): specific proposals 
would need to be put forward. National policy / PPG already 
includes extensive provisions, and a limited number of consultants 
undertake most SHMAs, and use models closely aligned with 
national policy i.e. it is largely standardised already. It is not 
apparent what the actual changes would be and therefore what 
implications arise and what advantages would accrue. 
It is the approach to the Duty To Cooperate with regard to accepting 
neighbouring housing need that needs some standardisation, 
consistency and more detailed guidance on how this would operate 
in a fair and effective way for both the donor and recipient 
authorities.  It is unclear what the outcome of the LPEG’s support for 
greater coordination of the ‘geography’ within which the 
calculations would operate is (clarity on Housing Market Areas).
Overall, the benefits of imposing a new approach have not been 
shown so far. And care has to be taken to allow local solutions to be 
found to the complex range of challenges already set out for Local 
Plans to address.  The White Paper mentions “deviating” approaches 
but  local areas must have the flexibility to respond to their own 
specific circumstances

Question 4 

Do you agree with the proposals to 
amend the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development so that: 

a) authorities are expected to have a 
clear strategy for maximising the 
use of suitable land in their 
areas?; 

b) it makes clear that identified 
development needs should be 
accommodated unless there are 
strong reasons for not doing so 
set out in the NPPF?; 

c) the list of policies which the 
Government regards as providing 
reasons to restrict development is 
limited to those set out currently 
in footnote 9 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (so 
these are no longer presented as 

4a)  Unable to agree (given available information): specific proposals 
would need to be put forward.  A revised wording for the 
Presumption is set out in the White Paper annex, but this does not 
include reference to this theme. Focus on the strategy of the local 
authority is welcome in principle, and may work better than a 
national presumption, but it is unclear how they would relate.

It is not apparent what the actual changes would be and therefore 
what implications arise. There is no detail/ indication of what “a 
clear strategy” may be, or what “maximising… land” means, if it is 
not referring to density (see views under 13).

4b) Disagree. The NPPF as it stands or with changes outlined in the 
White Paper does not fully reflect the social and environmental 
dimensions of sustainability 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. Therefore a change in wording on 
accommodating needs in plans “unless… specific policies in this 
Framework provide a strong reason for development to be 
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examples), with the addition of 
Ancient Woodland and aged or 
veteran trees? 

d) its considerations are re-ordered 
and numbered, the opening text is 
simplified and specific references 
to local plans are removed?

restricted” (changed wording highlighted) is unlikely to be consistent 
with achieving genuinely sustainable development.

4c) Agree. The clarification with regard to the specific policies 
restricting development would make decision-making much clearer 
and for Dartford Borough Council ensures that areas covered by 
these policies are protected from unplanned development.

4d) Agree.  Dartford would also request an amendment to the NPPF 
to clarify the definition of previously-developed land, as set out in 
Annex 2 of the NPPF.  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. 

Question 5 

Do you agree that regulations 
should be amended so that all local 
planning authorities are able to 
dispose of land with the benefit of 
planning consent which they have 
granted to themselves?

5. Agree. It is not necessary for the Secretary of State to approve of 
local authority land disposal.  Local authorities, as public 
accountable bodies, should be able to freely sell land with planning 
permission to speed up housing delivery. 

Question 6 

How could land pooling make a 
more effective contribution to 
assembling land, and what 
additional powers or capacity would 
allow local authorities to play a 
more active role in land assembly 
(such as where ‘ransom strips’ delay 
or prevent development)?

6. The principle of land pooling is considered a positive one, but the 
LPA does not have further comments to add based on experience.

Question 7 

Do you agree that national policy 
should be amended to encourage 
local planning authorities to 
consider the social and economic 
benefits of estate regeneration 
when preparing their plans and in 
decisions on applications, and use 
their planning powers to help deliver 
estate regeneration to a high 
standard?

7. Agree.

Question 8 

Do you agree with the proposals to 
amend the National Planning Policy 

8a) Agree, given the principle of localism. However there is serious 
concern over the ability of the neighbourhood planning system to 
deal with the cumulative infrastructure impacts of significant growth 
through a series of small sites unless the number of homes is 
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Framework to: 

a) highlight the opportunities that 
neighbourhood plans present for 
identifying and allocating small 
sites that are suitable for 
housing?; 

b) encourage local planning 
authorities to identify 
opportunities for villages to 
thrive, especially where this 
would support services and help 
meet the authority’s housing 
needs?; 

c) give stronger support for ‘rural 
exception’ sites – to make clear 
that these should be considered 
positively where they can 
contribute to meeting identified 
local housing needs, even if this 
relies on an element of general 
market housing to ensure that 
homes are genuinely affordable 
for local people?; 

d) make clear that on top of the 
allowance made for windfall 
sites, at least 10% of sites 
allocated for residential 
development in local plans should 
be sites of half a hectare or less?; 

e) expect local planning 
authorities to work with 
developers to encourage the sub-
division of large sites?; and 

f) encourage greater use of Local 
Development Orders and area-
wide design codes so that small 
sites may be brought forward for 
development more quickly?.

contained within a pre-agreed envelope, with the higher level plan 
having considered the infrastructure implications of the growth.

8b)  Unable to agree (given available information): this is unclear 
and vague – what measure is expected to allow them to “thrive” 
more? Specific proposals would need to be put forward.  There is 
already sufficient incentive in the NPPF for local planning authorities 
to identify villages where housing development could come forward.  
Further prescription on this issue would remove the flexibility for 
authorities to plan appropriately in response to local circumstances 
and protect sensitive designations such as Green Belt and areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, where appropriate.

8c) Disagree. Genuine affordable housing 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.

8d) Disagree. The White Paper’s plans to prescribe the approach to 
small sites are unwelcome to Dartford Borough Council. It says 
(paragraph 1.30)“we will: 
• amend national policy to expect local planning authorities to have 
policies that support the development of small ‘windfall’ sites (those 
not allocated in plans, but which come forward on an ad hoc basis); and 

• indicate that great weight should be given to using small undeveloped 
sites within settlements for homes, where they are suitable for 
residential development” [original emphasis].

The tone is 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. Moreover, 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  and it is coming forward at great pace.  
However, infrastructure delivery is not keeping up with it.  If these 
amendments are brought in there should be recognition of the 
impact of larger windfall sites, and 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.  Residents and elected 
representatives in Dartford are aware of the adverse cumulative 
impacts of unplanned developments, 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 make a greater 
contribution to housing needs and bring forward major regeneration 
and better quality use of land. (And under government policy many 
small sites are exempted from any contribution towards affordable 
housing or infrastructure). 
It cannot be assumed that where large sites are identified, that small 
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sites are entirely ‘additional’:  they have the potential to delay and 
even potentially undermine delivery of large sites. Housing supply 
and infrastructure delivery could be decreased.
There is particular objection to specifying “that great weight should be 
given to using small undeveloped sites”. These are greenfield sites; 
some of the most cherished of all locations in towns and villages.

8e) Disagree. Larger sites often are sub-divided and delivered by 
different developers. This can in itself lead to difficulties with co-
ordination and integration and delivery of infrastructure such as 
footpaths If there is not a landowner with a continuing interest 
managing the co-ordination of smaller development parcels to 
deliver an integrated site. This can lead to significant resource 
requirements on the local planning authority and a poorer 
development. A larger developer who will spend a length of time on 
a site also ensures they are committed to quality and completion of 
detailing and so results in a better product as well as delivery of 
necessary infrastructure.

8f) Disagree. LDOs and Area Design Codes require a significant 
resource input for the local planning authority and in the Council’s 
experience do not speed up development in an area where there is 
demand for development and the developers are keen to deliver. A 
housing developer will very often seek to amend a planning 
permission that they did not apply for themselves in order to suit 
their requirements. An LDO would create the same situation and is 
likely in many cases to delay delivery as well as having potential to 
provide a poorer living environment, eg no controls on overlooking, 
lack of ability to require sight lines, safe environments etc.

Question 9 

How could streamlined planning 
procedures support innovation and 
high-quality development in new 
garden towns and villages?

It is considered appropriate, selective streamlining and greater 
clarity and consistency of national policy allied with certainty and 
stability in the system (i.e. a period of some years without 
widespread changes once the White Paper has been delivered), 
would help high quality developments and garden settlements 
innovatively flourish. 
In Dartford Council’s view, the NPPF and the Plan-led system (with 
effective strategic planning- see comments on question 2), can 
provide consistency and clarity, and scope for innovation. Incentives 
in existence/ potentially through the White Paper, promote 
proactive planning for growth and investment, using local 
knowledge to deliver sustainable development. 

Question 10 

Do you agree with the proposals to 
amend the National Planning Policy 
Framework to make clear that: 

a) authorities should amend 

10a). Unable to agree (given available information): the principle of 
protecting the Green Belt is strongly supported, however clear 
guidance is needed in order to be sure that the general scope of 
“examined fully all other reasonable options” is not so wide and 
detailed that Local Plan production becomes even longer and more 
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Green Belt boundaries only when 
they can demonstrate that they 
have examined fully all other 
reasonable options for meeting 
their identified development 
requirements? 
b) where land is removed from 
the Green Belt, local policies 
should require compensatory 
improvements to the 
environmental quality or 
accessibility of remaining Green 
Belt land? 
c) appropriate facilities for 
existing cemeteries should not to 
be regarded as ‘inappropriate 
development’ in the Green Belt? 
d) development brought forward 
under a Neighbourhood 
Development Order should not be 
regarded as inappropriate in the 
Green Belt, provided it preserves 
openness and does not conflict 
with the purposes of the Green 
Belt? 
e) where a local or strategic plan 
has demonstrated the need for 
Green Belt boundaries to be 
amended, the detailed boundary 
may be determined through a 
neighbourhood plan (or plans) for 
the area in question? 

f) when carrying out a Green Belt 
review, local planning authorities 
should look first at using any 
Green Belt land which has been 
previously developed and/or 
which surrounds transport hubs?

complex, and that the principle of local determination is retained.
Consideration needs to be given to the interrelationship of this idea 
with other White Paper proposals. One example is between the 
stipulations on how to explore providing housing in alternative ways 
to amending the Green Belt; and other changes to how strategic 
options are looked at Local Plan preparation. (This is the sensible 
proposal to only require “an” – not “the most” - appropriate 
strategy). It is not clear how the proposals interact.
In theory, the options in question 10 could achieve higher levels of 
housing completions on non Green Belt land e.g. if housing densities 
were pushed up, more dwellings would come from land currently 
identified. 
However the information provided so far on what are “reasonable 
options” is considered likely to fail the aspirations in paragraph 1.38 
of the White Paper “to be transparent about what this means in 
practice”. In Dartford the ‘options’ of estate regeneration and 
surplus public sector land are considered unlikely to yield significant 
opportunities to accommodate growth. 
Moreover, the Council has expressed concern elsewhere in this 
response to the reliance the government is placing on:

 “Optimising the proposed density of development”, and
 The Duty to Cooperate (“exploring whether other 

authorities can help….”).
Factors that are not “reasonable options“ could also usefully be set 
out, and at least partially offset the increased bureaucracy/ need for 
greater resources and time in Local Plan production generated by 
the proposal.
It is unclear from the White Paper why this change needs to be 
made. This proposal may work against achieving the housing 
development-led objectives set out elsewhere in the White Paper. 
Other aspects of national Green Belt policy could instead be 
sharpened to assist in development control and maintenance of 
openness.

10b) Agree. As Green Belt has been principally aimed at maintaining 
the open character of areas (which is not necessarily related to 
biodiversity or human enjoyment of countryside) this would 
however require clarification of the relationship between Green Belt 
and non-openness considerations such as accessibility or visual 
quality. Moreover, the many practical issues arising, including how 
to ensure the compensator improvements occur when these will 
often be in different landownership. 

10c)   Unable to agree (given available information): We are unclear 
as to what the proposed change is as “appropriate facilities for 
(existing) cemeteries” is already an exception under NPPF para 89.

10d) Agree

10e) Agree
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10f) Disagree. It is highly prescriptive to state where, in any local 
area of Green Belt to be removed from the designation, is most 
sustainable to identify for development. 
It must be recognised that, as the NPPF is currently drafted (and the 
Council requests a change to this) 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.   
Moreover, sources of brownfield land are scattered across the 
countryside and may be present for purely historical reasons. 
Equally, the impact on openness of development on Green Belt land 
“which surrounds” transport hubs can be major. A clear definition of 
“hubs” is needed, but even if this includes railway stations well 
served by bus routes, these are regularly not located in the centre of 
existing settlements and therefore developing at this location will 
have a major impact on the Green Belt purposes. (And it is also 
noted that the White Paper does not mention issues of railway 
capacity and quality serving the nation’s large employment centres, 
if this commuting is being promoted in this form).
Importantly, the Council is very concerned about the impact on the 
Green Belt - and public reaction - to releasing either brownfield land 
or land by transport hubs, when considered in combination with the 
push in the White Paper for higher densities.  

Question 11 

Are there particular options for 
accommodating development that 
national policy should expect 
authorities to have explored fully 
before Green Belt boundaries are 
amended, in addition to the ones set 
out above?

See answer to Question 10a). Further extending the list of 
considerations to be “explored fully” may be problematic and 
ineffective, slowing the process further.

Question 12 

Do you agree with the proposals to 
amend the National Planning Policy 
Framework to: 

     a) indicate that local planning 
authorities should provide 
neighbourhood planning groups 
with a housing requirement 
figure, where this is sought?; 

     b) make clear that local and 
neighbourhood plans (at the most 
appropriate level) and more 
detailed development plan 
documents (such as action area 
plans) are expected to set out 
clear design expectations; and 
that visual tools such as design 
codes can help provide a clear 
basis for making decisions on 
development proposals?;

12a) Agree. In principle this is accepted, however this will only be 
workable - given the degree of complexity in forming LPA-wide 
housing requirements – if it is clear the LPA has the discretion in 
how it derives a usable neighbourhood housing requirement on a 
flexible proxy basis reflecting the main principles of spatial strategy.

12b) Agree.

12c) Agree.

12d) Unable to agree (given available information): The rationale for 
this is clear, but Local Plans have to be allowed to include sufficient 
detail for this proposal to be workable. Policies providing broad 
coverage on the quality of design have typically not been set out in 
much depth because this has been actively discouraged by 
governments. It needs to be apparent that policies of this kind can 
really be introduced, and will be enforced by the Planning 
Inspectorate. 
In the absence of any indication of the required proposed change to 
the NPPF (or other identified means of delivering this change) on 
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c) emphasise the importance of 
early pre-application discussions 
between applicants, authorities 
and the local community about 
design and the types of homes to 
be provided?; 
d) makes clear that design should 
not be used as a valid reason to 
object to development where it 
accords with clear design 
expectations set out in statutory 
plans?; and 
e) recognise the value of using a 
widely accepted design standard, 
such as Building for Life, in 
shaping and assessing basic 
design principles – and make 
clear that this should be reflected 
in plans and given weight in the 
planning process?

which policies can be based, there is no confidence that Local Plans 
will be allowed to set out sufficient design aspirations.

12e) Agree.

Question 13 

Do you agree with the proposals to 
amend national policy to make clear 
that plans and individual 
development proposals should: 

a) make efficient use of land and 
avoid building homes at low 
densities where there is a 
shortage of land for meeting 
identified housing needs?; 
b) address the particular scope for 
higher-density housing in urban 
locations that are well served by 
public transport, that provide 
opportunities to replace low-
density uses in areas of high 
housing demand, or which offer 
scope to extend buildings 
upwards in urban areas?; 
c) ensure that in doing so the 
density and form of development 
reflect the character, accessibility 
and infrastructure capacity of an 
area, and the nature of local 
housing needs?; 
d) take a flexible approach in 
adopting and applying policy and 
guidance that could inhibit these 
objectives in particular 
circumstances, such as open 
space provision in areas with 
good access to facilities nearby?

13a) Disagree. Although avoiding low density housing can help 
deliver decent quality and quantity (including amenity space) there 
is some concern over how the principle may be applied. A shortage 
of land should not drive and potentially over-ride how the most 
suitable density of development is considered. Decisions should be 
based on their individual quality. This issue appears to be given 
precedence over the sensible other considerations referred to 
question 13c). There is particular concern over higher densities 
being imposed on Green Belt land e.g. brownfield sites.

13b)  Disagree. This is should not be set out nationally as local 
consideration is needed as to whether or not such approaches form 
sustainable development. In any event the definitions of “higher 
density” and “urban locations that are well served by public 
transport” are unclear, unless set out locally. This raises concern 
given the prescriptive tone of the proposals, for both Local Plans and 
planning applications. The principle of better using land currently 
inefficiently used (e.g. out of town retail warehouses) is supported.

13c). Agree. Infrastructure capacity, character and the appropriate 
local form of housing are central to successful living environments. 
In drafting the revised NPPF, great care needs to be taken to ensure 
that these considerations are central to the planning determination 
and are not relegated by other ideas put forward in the White 
Paper.  The definition of sustainable development should place 
these elements at the forefront.  In particular, windfall 
developments that are not supported by adequate infrastructure 
capacity and where there are no proposals to address the shortage, 
should not be approved.

13d) Disagree. There is strong objection to having any general 
pressure to set aside policy on issues such as open space (which has 
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been set out and justified for very good reason). Dartford Council is 
resistant to introducing a vague “flexible” approach without – at 
least - robust and locally derived definition of when the normal 
expectations for good quality developments may be selectively 
relaxed in order to ensure development needed in the Borough is 
brought forward. A “pragmatic” but sensible approach (to daylight 
for example) is already being achieved without government 
intervention.
Moreover avoiding bringing forward open/green space meeting the 
needs of new residents is highly concerning, particularly if just on 
the basis of other “facilities nearby”. This avoids the major issue of 
the quality and types of open space etc people require, where 
additional provision will occur and how it will be delivered (and the 
area may already lack facilities/ be deficient), and maintenance and 
adaptation of existing facilities. 
This proposal has the ability to undermine quality of life and health 
objectives.  ‘Open space’ includes informal space, childrens play 
space, playing fields and allotments, all necessary to lead an active, 
healthy and fulfilled lifestyle.  As the population of an area increases, 
there are additional demands on such space.  Thus development on 
existing open space creates the double whammy of more demand 
for open space from the new residents, coupled with a lower 
amount than that which served a lesser population prior to the 
development.

Question 14 

In what types of location would 
indicative minimum density 
standards be helpful, and what 
should those standards be?

14) Density standards are unlikely to be helpful to Dartford in 
delivering the high levels of new housing already planned. They are 
not supported, especially when there are proposals to review 
national internal space standards for dwellings (see White Paper 
paragraph 1.55; it is not clear why no consultation question has 
been put forward on the direction of this particular review). 
LPAs already face pressure to ensure town centres/ accessible 
locations are efficiently used without central prescription of density 
levels. 
It is accepted higher densities include traditional (and sometimes 
popular) forms of housing such as terraces and mews. Promotion of 
these forms of development would be better achieved by targeting 
and challenging the dominant national housebuilders to become 
more innovative in their design and marketing; not through density 
standards.
It is also possible to have good quality modern flatted development 
as well as houses, for example, but this should be confirmed in the 
full and proper way against local policy – not largely decided on the 
basis of the blunt instrument of standardised density calculations/ 
broadly defined areas.
In short, it should be left to the Development Plan reflecting the 
character, accessibility and infrastructure capacity of specific areas 
within the authority. This will differ from authority to authority, and 
for a number of LPAs it is considered there will be no areas where 
national density standards are warranted.
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Question 15 

What are your views on the 
potential for delivering additional 
homes through more intensive use 
of existing public sector sites, or in 
urban locations more generally, and 
how this can best be supported 
through planning (using tools such 
as policy, local development orders, 
and permitted development rights)?

15) Concerns over inappropriate densities have already been set 
out. Public sector land should not be exempted from these 
considerations.
Disposal and development of public sector land should not be driven 
by the financial desire to use land as intensively as possible.

Question 16 

Do you agree that: 

a) where local planning 
authorities wish to agree their 
housing land supply for a one-
year period, national policy 
should require those authorities to 
maintain a 10% buffer on their 5 
year housing land supply?; 
b) the Planning Inspectorate 
should consider and agree an 
authority’s assessment of its 
housing supply for the purpose of 
this policy? 
c) if so, should the Inspectorate’s 
consideration focus on whether 
the approach pursued by the 
authority in establishing the land 
supply position is robust, or 
should the Inspectorate make an 
assessment of the supply figure?

16a)  Unable to agree (given available information): The principle  of 
this approach is supported as it is an option for LPAs, however on 
the specific question of adding on a 10% buffer there is no evidence 
to support this, no justification is offered at all. The current 
requirement assuming satisfactory delivery would be 5%, and it is 
wholly unclear why this has been doubled.

16b) Agree.  This position should be considered by the Planning 
Inspectorate when judging appeals, in particular the time limit for 
implementation should be limited to a year if the appeal is allowed 
predominantly due to under-delivery.

16c) To avoid duplication of work undertaken for Local Plans, and 
given increasing problems of the Planning Inspectorate (e.g. 
resourcing, inexperienced Inspectors and unreliable/inconsistent 
decision making) it is recommended the Inspectorate focus should 
be on whether the LPA’s approach is robust.

Question 17 

In taking forward the protection for 
neighbourhood plans as set out in the 
Written Ministerial Statement of 12 
December 2016 into the revised 
NPPF, do you agree that it should 
include the following amendments: 

a) a requirement for the 
neighbourhood plan to meet its 
share of local housing need?; 
b) that it is subject to the local 
planning authority being able to 
demonstrate through the housing 
delivery test that, from 2020, 
delivery has been over 65% (25% 
in 2018; 45% in 2019) for the 
wider authority area? 
c) should it remain a requirement 
to have site allocations in the plan 

17a) Agree

17b) Agree

17c) It is considered beneficial for allocations to be made in these 
circumstances.
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or should the protection apply as 
long as housing supply policies 
will meet their share of local 
housing need?

Question 18 

What are your views on the merits of 
introducing a fee for making a 
planning appeal? We would 
welcome views on: 
a) how the fee could be designed in 

such a way that it did not 
discourage developers, 
particularly smaller and medium 
sized firms, from bringing 
forward legitimate appeals; 

b) the level of the fee and whether it 
could be refunded in certain 
circumstances, such as when an 
appeal is successful; and 

c) whether there could be lower fees 
for less complex cases.

18) Agree. The fee structure could be based on a percentage of the 
application fee (maybe 20%). However, the Planning Inspectorate 
must be accountable for delivery of a decision in the same way that 
LPA’s are. For example, appellants could apply for a refund on the 
fee if a decision is not reached within 26 weeks. Ensuring the 
Planning Inspectorate is properly resourced would also reduce 
delays in dates for hearings and public inquiries. Often decisions are 
not issued within the 4-5 week timeframe once the hearing or public 
inquiry has been completed, yet the Planning Inspectorate are not 
accountable for any delay their end. If an appeal is successful the fee 
should be refunded. Householder appeals should remain free. The 
Planning Inspectorate could be more consistent in its procedures – 
often developers choose a public inquiry simply because they are 
aware that that it is the most time consuming and costly appeal 
procedure for a Council. The Planning Inspectorate does not always 
disagree with an appellant’s choice on procedure on the basis of 
published principles.

Question 19 

Do you agree with the proposal to 
amend national policy so that local 
planning authorities are expected to 
have planning policies setting out 
how high quality digital 
infrastructure will be delivered in 
their area, and accessible from a 
range of providers?

19) Agree. This can be made the subject of planning conditions, but 
by specifying targeted broadband speeds or the generation of 
mobile transmission is often out of date by the time a major 
development is complete. Whatever measures are used, 
competition should still be possible – we are finding that deals 
between developers and providers mean that, for example, 
residents have only the option of one provider.

Question 20 

Do you agree with the proposals to 
amend national policy so that: 

 the status of endorsed 
recommendations of the National 
Infrastructure Commission is made 
clear?; and 
 authorities are expected to 
identify the additional development 
opportunities which strategic 
infrastructure improvements offer for 
making additional land available for 
housing? 

20)  Unable to agree (given available information):  Dartford Council 
consider that more information is needed with regard to what the 
endorsed recommendations might relate to before being able to 
comment on this.  
On the second issue Dartford consider that housing growth and 
strategic infrastructure should go hand-in-hand and come forward in 
an integrated and planned manner. We have significant concerns 
that whilst growth continues to be delivered in the Dartford area the 
strategic infrastructure has not come forward which is having an 
adverse impact on the wider area.  In effect, we are in the position 
of having an infrastructure deficit.  There is not a level playing field 
for all authorities in terms of existing infrastructure capacity.  In 
some cases, strategic infrastructure improvements simply address 
the demands of already planned and/or consented development, 
rather than addressing the demands of further development.  
Therefore, it is proposed that national policy requires that existing 
shortfalls are addressed by infrastructure proposals and only surplus 
infrastructure capacity is used to justify additional housing land.
There are wider issues with the delivery of infrastructure which fall 
outside the remit of the NPPF but which, nonetheless, need to be 
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addressed if development is not to be inhibited and local 
communities are to willingly accept new development.  These relate 
to the certainty and timing of strategic infrastructure being 
delivered or funded by central government.   In Dartford’s 
experience, both of these have been poor, which undermines 
developer confidence in bringing forward further housing. 

Question 21 

Do you agree that: 

a) the planning application form 
should be amended to include a 
request for the estimated start 
date and build out rate for 
proposals for housing? 

b) that developers should be 
required to provide local 
authorities with basic information 
(in terms of actual and projected 
build out) on progress in 
delivering the permitted number 
of homes, after planning 
permission has been granted? 

c) the basic information (above) 
should be published as part of 
Authority Monitoring Reports? 

d) that large housebuilders should 
be required to provide aggregate 
information on build out rates?

21a) Disagree. Given that many factors can affect the start date, 
including many issues not related to planning, that the date would 
only be an estimate and would not in any way be binding, any such 
requirement seems to serve little purpose and would not be likely to 
provide any useful data. The requirement to collect such information 
would therefore seem to unnecessarily increase the workload for 
Local Authorities with no identifiable benefit. If such a proposal is 
taken forward it is suggested that this could be done aggregately by 
large housebuilders as proposed in question 21d.

21b) Agree.  This information would be far more useful than the 
estimated information above and would assist local authorities in 
gathering information on actual housing delivery. This information 
would also be very useful for local authorities for other purposes 
such as site monitoring in relation to conditions and / or s106 
requirements and trigger points. However, where a requirement for 
a developer/applicant to provide something is introduced, this raises 
the question of what measures are proposed if the developer fails to 
meet their obligation? Any such requirement needs to be introduced 
with minimal impact in terms of additional workload for local 
authorities.

21c) Agree.

21d) Agree.  It is assumed from this question that as this is to be 
provided as aggregate information from ‘large housebuilders’ (how 
is this term defined?) that this will be provided direct to CLG by the 
relevant housebuilders. It is presumed from this that CLG will then 
make the information publicly available. No concerns are raised with 
this proposal.

Question 22 

Do you agree that the realistic 
prospect that housing will be built 
on a site should be taken into 
account in the determination of 
planning applications for housing on 
sites where there is evidence of non-
implementation of earlier 
permissions for housing 
development?

22) Unable to agree (given available information):  It is not clear how 
the LPA could determine whether the housing would be built or not. 
It is likely that developers would present increasingly sophisticated 
cases to demonstrate this but which would not guarantee that they 
would. The desire of a developer to start construction on site is 
usually reflected in the quality of the planning application. A 
developer who has no intention of starting will submit a very sparse 
outline planning application. A requirement to submit a higher 
standard of application would achieve similar results as this would 
increase the upfront costs for a developer, such that they might 
decide not to start the planning process or buy the land if they 
considered there was a significant cost to the application and 
required documents. The reduction of pre-commencement 
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conditions may encourage developers to put in more detail at the 
application stage. But changes to the outline planning application 
process to make this more onerous would ensure that the local 
planning authority had the detailed required to make a decision on 
an application and would encourage only those committed 
developers to apply.
There may be reasons why a developer has not implemented a 
planning permission previously and refusal of subsequent 
applications will not bring development forward if the applicant 
owns the land and will simply delay development further.
Restricting the time limit to a year where under-delivery is an issue 
for an LPA may be the best way of addressing this issue.

Question 23 

We would welcome views on 
whether an applicant’s track record 
of delivering previous, similar 
housing schemes should be taken 
into account by local authorities 
when determining planning 
applications for housing 
development.

23) Unable to agree (given available information):  This is in Dartford 
Council’s view a commercial consideration not a planning 
consideration and not a judgment that can or should be made by a 
planning officer. What information would be available to the LPA to 
make this judgement?
What would be the consequence if the LPA did take a poor track 
record into account? Would this mean planning permission should 
be refused? Would this only delay delivery further? The Council 
considers that more information needs to be provided with regard 
to how this would work in practice, to give a further example how 
would sites where the applicant is not intending to deliver/ 
construct the houses be dealt with (land assembly/ preparation 
companies)?

Question 24 

If this proposal were taken forward, 
do you agree that the track record of 
an applicant should only be taken 
into account when considering 
proposals for large scale sites, so as 
not to deter new entrants to the 
market?

24) Unable to agree (given available information):  Dartford Council’s 
is unclear from the White Paper what the consequences would be 
for a developer with a poor track record. Large developers are likely 
to own the sites they are applying for rather than have an option on 
them as a smaller developer might have. The Council is not sure how 
this would speed up delivery on sites which are in the ownership of 
large developers.

Question 25 

What are your views on whether 
local authorities should be 
encouraged to shorten the 
timescales for developers to 
implement a permission for housing 
development from three years to 
two years, except where a shorter 
timescale could hinder the viability 
or deliverability of a scheme? We 
would particularly welcome views 
on what such a change would mean 
for SME developers.

25) Agree.  This is an option already available to planning authorities 
and one that DBC use regularly, particularly where the developer has 
advised they cannot meet planning policy requirements due to 
viability and have based the assessment on the current market.
The Council would support the shorter timescales for permissions 
but would suggest that the ability for a longer timescale is still 
allowed for on more complex sites which require a consideration 
amount of pre-commencement work/investigation etc.

SME developers are more likely to have options on sites. A shorter 
timescale on a planning permission could allow the landowner to 
hold the developer to ransom and to put pressure on them to pay 
more money so that the site can be released in time to implement 
the permission.
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Question 26 

Do you agree with the proposals to 
amend legislation to simplify and 
speed up the process of serving a 
completion notice by removing the 
requirement for the Secretary of 
State to confirm a completion notice 
before it can take effect?

26). Agree.  It could be a useful tool for those sites which have failed 
to come forward for several years. But the Council has some 
reservations about the additional resources required to implement 
even a simplified process.  It may not be a tool that has any long 
term benefit.
A tax on developers who have empty buildings which are not being 
used may be a better way to encourage completion, as at present 
there is not necessarily a financial benefit to landlords to bring 
forward the conversion or use of buildings as they pay no tax on 
them. 

Question 27 

What are your views on whether we 
should allow local authorities to 
serve a completion notice on a site 
before the commencement deadline 
has elapsed, but only where works 
have begun? What impact do you 
think this will have on lenders’ 
willingness to lend to developers?

27)  Unable to agree (given available information):  If a developer 
has started on site but then ceased work it is likely that this was 
carried out near to the time that the commencement date was due 
to elapse in order to keep the permission alive. The Council is not 
convinced therefore of the benefit of bringing in this power as the 
commencement deadline is likely to have lapsed by the time the 
notice is served. The Council does not have the appropriate 
experience to advise with regard to the willingness to lend to 
developers.

Question 28 

Do you agree that for the purposes of 
introducing a housing delivery test, 
national guidance should make clear 
that: 

a) The baseline for assessing housing 
delivery should be a local 
planning authority’s annual 
housing requirement where this is 
set out in an up-to-date plan? 

b) The baseline where no local plan 
is in place should be the 
published household projections 
until 2018/19, with the new 
standard methodology for 
assessing housing requirements 
providing the baseline thereafter? 

c) Net annual housing additions 
should be used to measure 
housing delivery? 

d) Delivery will be assessed over a 
rolling three year period, starting 
with 2014/15 – 2016/17?

28a) Unable to agree (given available information):  more clarity is 
needed and full consultation on this proposal is necessary, with all 
changes to the NPPF set out. There are serious concerns about the 
principle of introducing additional set out tests. 
Paragraph 2.47 of the White Paper states: “Having given local 
authorities stronger tools to ensure developers build homes quickly, the 
Government will introduce a new housing delivery test to ensure that 
local authorities and wider interests are held accountable for their role 
in ensuring new homes are delivered in their area.” [Original 
emphasis]. It is considered misguided to assume that the 
refinements and potential ideas for the future within the White 
Paper lead to a situation where LPAs are largely able to determine 
the rate of delivery of new housing by the market, or that the 
measures address or ‘hold accountable’ the role played by other 
organisations. There is currently little control over construction 
rates, and whilst the White Paper discusses some possible 
amendments that may or may not provide some extra 
encouragement for landowners to adjust their price expectations or 
housebuilders to increase delivery rates, it does not confirm what 
extra control over private sector actions will be available for public 
benefit. 

28b)  Unable to agree (given available information):  it should be 
confirmed that Local Plans making sufficient supply provisions 
(above household projections) should not be automatically 
discarded simply because of the date of their production. Dartford’s 
2011 Core Strategy is delivering housing at levels above national 
household projections, as part of its local regeneration strategy. 
Concerns over the lack of clarity on the “standardised approach” 
were set out in response to Question 3b).
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28c) Agree.

28d) Agree.
Question 29 

Do you agree that the consequences 
for under-delivery should be: 

a) From November 2017, an 
expectation that local planning 
authorities prepare an action plan 
where delivery falls below 95% 
of the authority’s annual housing 
requirement?; 
b) From November 2017, a 20% 
buffer on top of the requirement 
to maintain a five year housing 
land supply where delivery falls 
below 85%?; 
c) From November 2018, 
application of the presumption in 
favour of sustainable 
development where delivery falls 
below 25%?; 
d) From November 2019, 
application of the presumption in 
favour of sustainable 
development where delivery falls 
below 45%?; and 
e) From November 2020, 
application of the presumption in 
favour of sustainable 
development where delivery falls 
below 65%?

29a) Disagree. Additional to the concerns about the principle of the 
Test for local decision taking, a number of other issues remain. An 
Action Plan will not be effective in addressing the root causes of lack 
of delivery in places such as Dartford Borough. 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.
The government has not committed to any meaningful tools to 
stimulate private sector delivery that can be actioned by LPAs. 

29b) Disagree. This proposes further penalties on LPAs, and may 
increase the risk of environmentally or socially inappropriate 
development.
 
29c) Disagree. This proposal (the Test enacted in 29c-e) is an even 
more blunt tool than the 5 year deliverable supply test in the NPPF, 
despite the further complexity introduced by this additional test.

29d) Disagree. Targets are arbitrary and unjustified by evidence.

29d) Disagree. Although there is an element of transition proposed 
to step up to the 65% proposal, this requirement is considered 
draconian and undermines the principle of a Local Plan-led system. 
Moreover, 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.

Question 30 

What support would be most helpful 
to local planning authorities in 
increasing housing delivery in their 
areas?

Viability is a central issue and greater clarity and consistency would 
be beneficial. In terms of dealing with major housing applications 
and affordable housing, provided via Section 106 Agreements it 
would be very helpful if Government produced an appropriate, 
agreed, viability assessment tool; included within which would be 
confirmation that the basis of RLV considerations should be EUV+ 
(existing use value plus a premium) reflecting the online PPG  and 
clarifying the NPPF. The aim should be to require private 
transparency by all parties and consistency across development 
sites, with an open book approach in this assessment.

And as stated elsewhere, there is wide demand to allow the public 
and private sector to plan ahead with certainty, without repeated 
restructuring of the planning system and shifts in national planning 
policy.
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Question 31 

Do you agree with our proposals to: 

a) amend national policy to revise 
the definition of affordable 
housing as set out in Box 4?; 
b) introduce an income cap for 
starter homes?; 
c) incorporate a definition of 
affordable private rent housing?; 
d) allow for a transitional period 
that aligns with other proposals in 
the White Paper (April 2018)?

31a) 

Disagree. Whilst the principle of recognising the diverse demands for 
accommodation and housing is recognised, the proposed approach 
is considered to be unclear to new models of affordable housing 
coming forward, and potentially unresponsive in future. 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 over-
arching definition of affordable housing based on clear principles.  
.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.
The new definition located within (Box 4 of) the Annex to the White 
Paper should be carefully reconsidered. It may create potentially 
significant issues in how national and local objectives are secured. 
The approach set out is too complex to be workable, and greater 
clarity is needed in a national definition.

The basic features should be defined nationally, leaving scope for 
local determination of which specific tenures are likely to be 
relevant locally. 

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.

In particular, the definition is now proposed to be based on a series 
of ‘models’ of provision that open up uncertainty in what precisely 
does and doesn’t qualify. The reliance on models may be abused by 
those (for example new developers) arguing their particular form of 
housing equates to one of the models and is not actually precluded 
under the ‘definition’ here.  This runs the risk that local needs, as 
identified through assessments, will be squeezed out in preference 
to other forms of ‘affordable’ housing which do not meet local 
priorities.

The government’s intention is presumably to respond to increasing 
flexibility in provision, but the better way to deal with this dynamic 
would be set focus in the definition only on the essential and unique 
requirements e.g. specified levels below market cost and available in 
perpetuity. General attributes, exceptions and typologies should be 
left to supporting text, not the core definition. 

31b)  Agree. This aligns with current requirements for Help to Buy.  
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However, the cost of starter homes will vary widely across the 
country and local variances in housing costs need to be considered; 
support should be targeted to ensure levels are not set too high  
when there are other pressing forms of housing needs in places like 
Dartford.

31c) Agree

31d) Agree. It is assumed this will be based on the the stated 
commitment to “Building on existing practice…” (White Paper 
paragraph A.125), which is supported.

Question 32 

Do you agree that: 

a) national planning policy should 
expect local planning authorities 
to seek a minimum of 10% of all 
homes on individual sites for 
affordable home ownership 
products? 

b) that this policy should only 
apply to developments of over 10 
units or 0.5ha?

32a) Disagree. This should not be a policy/ legislative requirement.  
This should only be determined by local housing need.  In addition, 
local authorities who have an agreement with the Secretary of State 
to build rented homes, by retaining their Right to Buy receipts, may 
be affected by this proposal as they would not be in a position to 
provide home ownership products if the requirement applied to all 
sites.

32b) Disagree. It should be up to the local authority to decide on the 
threshold; based on local housing needs assessments.

Question 33 

Should any particular types of 
residential development be 
excluded from this policy?

33) All forms of genuinely supported housing (not just dwellings 
aimed at the general “retirement” market) and developments built 
by local authorities for affordable/ social rent should be excluded

Question 34 

Do you agree with the proposals to 
amend national policy to make clear 
that the reference to the three 
dimensions of sustainable 
development, together with the 
core planning principles and policies 
at paragraphs 18-219 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, together 
constitute the Government’s view of 
what sustainable development 
means for the planning system in 
England?

34) Unable to agree (given available information):  this is asking 
whether or not the bulk of the whole NPPF should be regarded as 
what sustainable development is in England. However, the NPPF is 
due for a series of changes (outlined in varying degrees of brevity in 
the White Paper). It is suggested that that reasons for posing this 
question, and the actual changes to the NPPF are set out before 
positing this query. Dartford Borough would recommend that the 
government focusses on the three dimensions in confirming what is 
genuinely sustainable development, and the original definition in 
relation to meeting the needs of present generations without 
compromising the ability of all future generations to meet their own 
needs in future. A requirement for adequate infrastructure capacity 
to support new development should be emphasised in the 
definition.   Moreover, it is considered the revised NPPF should 
retain and enhance and better integrate the “core planning 
principles” currently found in NPPF paragraph 17.

Question 35 

Do you agree with the proposals to 
amend national policy to: 

a) Amend the list of climate 
change factors to be considered 
during plan-making, to include 

35a) Agree.

35b) Agree. This principle is accepted; however the controls to 
achieve this are commonly outside the power of LPAs, for example 
the ability to set better energy efficiency requirements has been 
removed.  
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reference to rising temperatures? 

b) Make clear that local planning 
policies should support measures 
for the future resilience of 
communities and infrastructure to 
climate change?

Question 36 

Do you agree with these proposals 
to clarify flood risk policy in the 
National Planning Policy 
Framework?

36) Agree. 

Question 37 

Do you agree with the proposal to 
amend national policy to emphasise 
that planning policies and decisions 
should take account of existing 
businesses when locating new 
development nearby and, where 
necessary, to mitigate the impact of 
noise and other potential nuisances 
arising from existing development?

37)  Agree.

Question 38 

Do you agree that in incorporating 
the Written Ministerial Statement 
on wind energy development into 
paragraph 98 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, no 
transition period should be 
included?

38)  Agree.


