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NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK
INTRODUCTION
Takeley is a rural community in the district of Uttlesford in Essex.

The parish of Takeley is a large widespread community consisting of approximately 1500 dwellings (including 850 homes being built on the Priors Green Development). The population has doubled in 5 years. Takeley is the nearest settlement of size to Stansted Airport. The community is positioned no more than 1500-2000 metres in a south easterly direction from existing airport facilities. 

There is an extensive range of development in this parish. This community is a microcosm of all that is good and bad about the current planning system. This community would testify that current planning policy already favours the developer. The local planning authority struggles to contain the audacity of the developer now - S106 agreements written by developers, building control employed by the developer, primary schools sited in the wrong location within a development site, and three storey homes permitted on the development boundary that sits alongside a traditional, rural community. These are just a few examples. Neither the enforcement process nor the appeals system favours local people.

We would invite Mr. Cameron, Mr. Pickles and Mr. Cable to visit our community to see first hand.



PRINCIPALLY

· This consultation is a very difficult process (the detail and volume is overwhelming)

· We support a simplified planning system and are not opposed to good development.

· We do need more people engaging with planning, and its complexity has become a barrier. But with the crude focus on economic growth and default ‘yes’ to development, Ministers are storing up unintended consequences for the future. 
· We are concerned about the deeply unbalanced nature of the NPPF. The Govt’s focus throughout the document is economic growth and sends a message that schemes that deliver this alone will be enough to get approval. This will focus developers and planning authorities’ attention on the narrow grounds of short-term financial gain, rather than delivering the wider public benefit that good planning can deliver.

· The tone of the proposal is wrong.

· There should be no presumption.

· Development that works must meet all 3 tests – demonstrating that it meets the needs of the people and the environment as well as the economy.

· The NPPF’s concept of sustainable development puts too little weight on benefitting people and the environment.

· Govt assurances are unsubstantiated.

· The Govt has cut back on the freedom of groups to have an independent voice.

· TPC questions the ability of the regulations to actually help local people.



OBSERVATIONS:

· The Localism Bill and NPPF breach the core principle of planning, that the long term use of land (a finite resource) should take precedence over an owner’s right to profit.

· The proposal sounds the death knell to the principle established in the 1940s that the planning system should be used to protect what is most special in the landscape. 

· Generally, the Town & Country Planning system has served the country well. It has enabled growth by guiding development to the places that need it, while protecting open countryside, preventing sprawl and safeguarding designated areas and historic buildings. These planning principles remain as necessary today as when they were first established.

· The fundamental principle of the planning system exists to serve the public’s present and future interests irrespective of market forces; and should not be used as a tool to solely promote the economy.

· Should a neighbourhood want to protect its environment, the planning authority is obligated to ‘meet local development needs’ with ‘sufficient flexibility to respond to rapid shifts in demand’. 

· The NPPF is an abuse of local democracy and an invitation to corruption.

· There is no evidence that a shortage of green land is impeding growth.

· Local authorities already approve 80% of applications.

· Developers are submitting fewer applications not because of the planning system, but because of the economic down turn and a lack of available credit for home buyers.

· Planning policy must contribute to economic development. But it is also about people and places.

· Financial considerations should not be elevated above all others in the planning process.

· The NPPF does not represent a balanced approach.

· The NPPF sacrifices the countryside for short term economic growth irrespective of the environmental and social consequences.

· It requires local authorities to identify a five year supply of developable land for new housing with an additional allowance of 20%.This is a central government directive at odds with our understanding of localism.

· The document is drawn up by planners in the construction industry who have a vested interest in favour of development. It reads like a developer’s Charter.

· The Govt is wrong to say that the planning system is the block to development. Developers are sitting on

 300 000 plots with permission for new homes. This totally undermines the Govt case for these reforms. The reason that developers are not building is the recession with potential buyers unable to secure mortgages.

· Many elements of the new draft are deeply worrying. In particular, Ministers have failed to commit to the principle that the countryside should be protected for its own intrinsic character, beauty and heritage.
· The Localism Bill includes a presumption in favour of ‘sustainable’ development, a New Homes Bonus encouraging cash strapped councils to build the wrong types of homes in the wrong places.
· The definition of sustainable is driven by economics.

· The default ‘yes’ to all developments where there is no up-to-date local plan is not balanced. There should be transition arrangements to manage the risk of speculative developer’s proposals.

· Local people will have to rely on their development plans to protect what they treasure and shape where development should go.

· If local plans (LDF & Neighbourhood plans) are not in place there is no defence against developers. 

· Developers will exploit the gaping hole left by the lack of local plans or core strategies.

· NPPF fails to provide a right of appeal against developments that are inconsistent with development plans.

· Neighbourhood plans - ‘proponent of growth’ are not mentioned in draft Local Planning Regulations. Referendum % maybe unachievable (National elections get less of a turn out. Does the Govt make decisions by referendum with the some criteria?) £40k cost to community! Process is impractical. Any deviation from National/District policy must be ‘robustly’ evidenced- sounds like nothing will get through.
· Scrapping a raft of technical guidance, context and definitions built up over years through professional debate, appeal decisions and case law removes support from councils and developers alike.

· Increased decision making by local authorities, without strategic oversight, will not apply sufficiently robust scrutiny. 

· The removal of much detailed guidance to local authorities leaves too much power in the hands of the developers who will only need to show that their proposals deliver growth. Other important considerations are pushed aside.

· Many local authorities and neighbourhood groups do not have the resources and specialist skills to create plans that genuinely integrate social, environmental and economic considerations.

·  By removing the presumption against inappropriate development, it weakens the protection of Green Belt, which accounts for about 40% of our Essex countryside.

· It does not recognise the importance of, and offers no protection for, our cherished and valued “ordinary” Essex countryside, which accounts for most of the remaining 60%.

· Loss of emphasis on Brownfield regeneration - as a result of the removal of the national Brownfield target and the failure to promote efficient use of land is unacceptable.

· The threat to the Green Belt is an assault on the ecological and environmental defences we prize so greatly.

· The Town and Country Planning Act 1947 encouraged local authorities to include green belt proposals in their development plans and since then they have largely protected against the threat of urbanisation. Streamlining the planning procedures makes it easier for developers to get approval for their schemes, which in turn builds up pressure on Green Belt.  

· The Association of British Insurers has warned against removing rigorous planning laws that prevented developers building on areas at risk of flood. The draft framework could lead to a rise in inappropriate developments in flood risk areas. The NPPF should not make an already significant problem worse. They join many groups who are urging for a review of the NPPF. A property that cannot get insurance in likely to be uninhabitable and unsellable.

· The abolition of exceptions policy which allows small scale affordable housing to be built in rural settlements is likely to add to pressure for market housing and reduce the supply of affordable housing. NPPF does not include affordable housing targets.

· We oppose weakening of controls over outdoor advertisements, including no mention of billboards being inappropriate in the countryside

· Existing open space, sports and recreational facilities, including playing fields,  will be vulnerable to developments that are not wanted as the ‘loss’ would be hard to prove in economic terms. Just one example where under the framework economic interests would bulldoze environmental and social concerns of local people.

· Communities will have to pay up to £1k to apply to save their green spaces. Ministers have already admitted that the proposed charge is likely to mean that fewer people will apply for the special protection.

· It seems it is open season for the rest of the countryside, including some of our finest agricultural land. 

· Research by the National Trust and YouGov has indicated that not enough people are willing to get involved in planning decisions in their local area to make them successful.

Yours sincerely,

Jane Heskey
Jane Heskey

Clerk on behalf of Takeley Parish Council 

Phone: 020 8270 1149

Email:Takeley.pc@ntlworld.com
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