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Introduction

1. CPRE welcomes the opportunity to respond to this consultation. We believe that planning is fundamental to protecting and enhancing the beauty, tranquillity and diversity of the English countryside, and to meeting agreed needs for housing and other types of development in the most sustainable way. 

2. CPRE has long experience of planning and development issues. At a national level, we were instrumental in the establishment of the present day planning system and have engaged closely with successive planning reforms. We strongly supported the introduction of the plan-led system in the early 1990s. Through our network of county branches, regions and district groups, CPRE volunteers play an active role in local planning matters, scrutinise thousands of planning applications a year and respond to consultations on local development plans and regional planning guidance/spatial strategies.  
Comments

3. CPRE had a number of concerns about the Housing and Planning Delivery Grant (HPDG) in the initial form proposed by Government in 2006. We are pleased that some of these appear to have been taken on board in the current proposals for the grant.  We particularly welcome the statements in paragraphs 11-13 of the consultation paper reiterating the primacy of the planning system and planning authorities’ statutory duty to determine planning applications in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. We are reassured by the statement that 'it is difficult to envisage any circumstance where HPDG could be regarded as a relevant material consideration' although we urge the Government to consider whether safeguards are needed to avoid potential abuse.  It will be important that the Government remains alert to unintended consequences, as paragraph 17 of the consultation paper states, and takes action, including modifying allocations criteria, if necessary.
4. We remain concerned that the focus of the grant is on increasing housing supply. This in our view seems unfair, since planning authorities do not build homes and some areas’ most pressing need is for other types of development, eg. jobs. Planning authorities can take steps to facilitate housebuilding, by allocating land, granting planning permission and having a clear local planning policy framework. But they cannot force housebuilders to build. Evidence suggests that even where land is made available, this does not necessarily lead to more homes being built (see CPRE report Planning for housing affordability, 2006).  
5. We would be concerned should the grant reward authorities for substantially exceeding their housing targets. This is problematic for several reasons. For example, unrestrained building in a popular area will almost certainly reduce the likelihood of development taking place in a less popular area nearby even though the latter may be a more sustainable location, eg. brownfield, close to public transport, jobs and services. It will also make it harder to co-ordinate the provision of new homes with other types of development and supporting infrastructure.  
6. However much land is allocated, if the market is not right, fewer homes will be built.  If more land is allocated than the market requires, there is a risk that developers will cherry pick more profitable greenfield sites. Policies to prioritise brownfield land allocation and release and allow planning authorities to use phasing are urgently needed to address this, yet national policy (PPS3) makes it clear that local authorities should not phase land release once land has been allocated. Phasing is essential to manage supply in the light of opportunities and circumstances, ensuring priority is given to developing urban brownfield sites and that development takes place in a balanced, co-ordinated way. 
7. It is important that provision of new homes is co-ordinated with provision of other services, such as public transport, education and health services. This is impossible where agreed levels of housebuilding set out in development plans are disregarded in practice. Many infrastructure providers rely on development plans as a basis for their own plans.
8. Paragraph 15 states that local authorities will ‘self-review’ to ensure delivery is consistent with their statutory planning responsibilities and that the Government Office will ‘pick up’ and ‘challenge’ circumstances where delivery is significantly different from that indicated in plans – whether in quantity, type or design.   We believe checks may still be necessary, however. Careful consideration should be given to the wider context in which additions to the housing stock have been achieved. As stated above, provision of new homes needs to be co-ordinated with other types of development and infrastructure. We would not wish to see a grant reward planning authorities who allow homes to be built without supporting infrastructure or other essential measures
We recommend that grant should not be paid where additions to the housing stock significantly exceed planned levels or where provision has not been co-ordinated with supporting infrastructure and any environmental mitigation measures needed.
9.  There is growing recognition that ‘mixed use’ is the way to achieve a sense of place and community.  Developments comprising a single use tend to be monotonous and lacking in character – leading to the creation of soulless housing or industrial estates. As currently proposed, the grant may encourage planning authorities to maximise the number of new homes at the expense of more balanced approaches to development. 
We suggest consideration be given to rewarding authorities who achieve a broad range of uses and outcomes needed to foster a sense of place and community, encourage walking and cycling and reduce car use and commuting.  
HDPG – the planning element
10. We support the payment of grant to reward planning authorities for progress against delivery of sound plans, in particular the core strategy. We object, however, to the suggestion that the grant be used to reward authorities who allocate sites for more than 2000 homes over the plan-period. Such an approach is in our view crude, poorly targeted to local circumstances and therefore unlikely to achieve the sustainable outcomes we need.  
11. On the delivery of land for housing we suggest that account be taken of estimated provision from windfall sites where there is good evidence that this is likely to materialise. Nationally, a significant proportion of homes are built on windfall sites. For example, we estimate that around 70% of new homes in the south west region were built on windfall sites last year (data in the South West Regional Assembly’s annual monitoring report). (Windfall sites are brownfield sites not allocated in a development plan – sometimes they are identified in surveys, but for various reasons cannot be allocated in a development plan).  In general, metropolitan authorities rely more on windfall sites than rural authorities.  If the grant does not take account of this element of land supply, it is likely to favour authorities with greenfield land which will in turn prioritise greenfield development over urban regeneration.
We recommend that the grant should reward authorities who are making good progress with their brownfield trajectory and targets, by prioritising the search for, allocation and use of brownfield land.
We recommend that the HPDG be used to incentivise/reward re-use of land and buildings for housing and other types of development and use.
We recommend that reward of grant should take into account the estimated contribution of  windfall sites to the supply of deliverable land.
12. Measures are urgently needed to ensure local authorities engage effectively with their communities by providing a range of opportunities for participating in planning which value the range of skills and expertise which reside within communities, and supporting community-led initiatives, such as parish plans. We agree that there can be many benefits from working with others and it would make sense to use an element of the grant to support joint working.  We believe consideration should be given to using an element of the grant to encourage joint working with communities as well as other planning authorities. This might support joint working in preparing Development Plan or Supplementary Planning Documents, or training programmes to support better practice in involving the community in planning. Many local authorities struggle to engage their communities (Making Consultation Matter, Heritage Link, 2006). 
13. As well as supporting joint work with other planning authorities, we suggest that an element of the grant be used to improve skills and competencies in local government to engage communities and the voluntary sector.   
14. With regard to plan-making, we suggest consideration should be give to using the grant to reward planning outcomes in line with priorities and objectives in the LDF more broadly and communities’ aspirations for ‘place-making’.  Some communities' most pressing challenges are not for more homes but jobs, services and environmental improvements, or improvements to existing homes.   
HPDG - the housing element

15. We strongly object to rewarding local authorities who achieve additions to the housing stock, for the reasons described above. We suggest that a more sophisticated measure be devised which better reflects the powers and resources available to local authorities and takes full account of the context in which additional homes have been provided. 

16. So that the grant does not discriminate against authorities whose main challenge is improving the quality of their housing, rather than the quantity, we suggest that, for the purposes of this grant, bringing into use long term empty homes should be treated as equivalent to a net addition to the housing stock. 

Design
17. We would strongly support the HPDG being used to support improvements in design quality. We suggest CABE are best placed to develop this, possibly expanding existing 'building for life criteria' to include ecological elements.

The wider planning service

18. We note that the consultation paper proposes withdrawing HDPG where development control performance falls below national planning standards as a means of ensuring the grant rewards wider performance.  While we are pleased that the Government has moved away from a focus on speed and cost to planning outcomes, we have some concerns about the proposed approach. Because of its narrow focus, we doubt the grant as proposed would effectively measure the wider planning service as the consultation paper implies (paragraph 40).  In order to reflect the broader planning service, we suggest a wider range of outcomes should be rewarded, including qualitative outcomes, as described above. This will help ensure the grant incentivises good practice in areas facing a range of needs and circumstances, not just those areas where the pressure for housing development is highest.
Next steps

19. We would welcome the opportunity to contribute further to the Department’s thinking on the development of the housing and planning delivery grant. 
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