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1. 
Summary 

1.1
The English National Park Authorities Association (ENPAA) exists to provide a collective voice for the nine English National Park Authorities. It is governed by the Chairs of the nine Authorities. Our response represents the collective view of officers who are working within the policies established by the National Park Authorities (NPAs). Individual National Park Authorities may submit separate comments, which will draw on the specific issues for their particular area.

1.2
ENPAA has welcomed the Government’s investment in planning through the Planning Delivery Grant (PDG).  This has made a significant contribution to NPAs ability to develop planning services.  Most NPAs have benefitted, for example, by about £500,000 per annum, and given the fact that all NPAs have very small planning departments – this has been a real catalyst for improvement (Annex 1). 

1.3
We recognise that the Government is now intending to revise the PDG to reflect new priorities.  ENPAA welcomes the greater political emphasis being placed on the provision of affordable housing.  NPAs have made a priority of supporting sustainable affordable housing schemes that meet local need, and have been behind a number of innovative schemes – referred to in the Affordable Rural Housing Commission report.  It is important to recognise, however, that NPAs face particular challenges.  As areas of development constraint it is not appropriate to promote volume housing building within National Parks.  It is critical, however to ensure that rural communities are sustainable, NPAs do much to deliver this and are looking for continued CLG support to continue this.

1.4
We do have concerns about how the proposed HPDG allocation mechanisms will operate, and urge CLG to examine the prospect of a more bespoke support framework that enables NPAs to further sustainable development within our National Parks.  Given National Parks statutory purposes, and the proposed focus on the volume of house building (rather than its affordability) NPAs risk being disadvantaged by the proposals.  Given that NPAs are planning authorities for almost 8% of the country, we believe this is a significant issue that requires further discussion and consideration. 

1.5 
The HPDG is the mechanism designed to deliver the Governments house building agenda as advocated by the £316m allocated to the house building element.  It is not clear at this time whether NPAs will be eligible for the house building element of the grant, as it would appear that the criteria lend themselves towards rewarding those authorities who can facilitate volume house building. The principle of rewards being based on percentage of net additions delivered against existing stock is described in the consultation paper as being fair and equitable for all local authorities across the country. National Park Authorities would dispute this assurance.  NPAs require a bespoke process of funding for housing since the issues are not of volume house building, but of meeting identified local housing need in sustainable and affordable ways.  Given the boundaries of our National parks, there is not the opportunity to build housing in large towns or service centres and meeting a proportion of existing stock is not realistic.
1.6
Support for local authority development control responsibilities are said to come from increases in planning fees.  We question the proposed presumption that an increase in planning fees will cover the cost of providing the development control service.  While this may be the case in large urban authorities, it is unlikely to be the case in small rural authorities – particularly those covering protected areas with development constraints.  Schemes being promoted in National Parks are much smaller than in other areas as is the overall number of planning applications received. The overall effect is that NPAs are likely to receive less support through HPDG (because of the bias in favour of volume housing building); and the compensating measure of higher planning fees will not benefit NPAs either. 75% of applications in national parks are household applications which are set to rise by only 11%.  In responding to the proposed changes to planning fees, ENPAA has indicated that householder fees would need to increase by 50% to cover the actual cost of processing applications.  In addition, current proposals to extend permitted development rights will lead to even fewer such applications in National Parks.  Clearly this will undermine the effect of the proposed fee increase and have a disproportionate effect on NPAs.
1.7
We welcome the intention to monitor and evaluate the new proposals.  We would urge CLG, however, to recognise the unintended consequences which may occur – particularly to National Park Authorities, and hope this will be a specific part of any monitoring programme.

1.8
The proposed method of payment, which is a specific grant under Section 31 of the Local Government Act (2003) does not include National Park Authorities or the Broads Authority in the definition of local authorities.  ENPAA would ask CLG to provide clarity to ensure NPAs are correctly referenced.

2.
Detailed comments 

Operation of the HPDG

2.1
We welcome recognition in the consultation paper that initial HPDG proposals may have provided incentives for inappropriate housing delivery, and that this should be avoided in future.  We also strongly support the commitment that HPDG needs to respect the primacy of the planning system, including the Regional Spatial Strategy and PPS3 Housing.  We, therefore, also welcome the comment that HPDG should not be a ‘material consideration’ in the determination of planning applications.   

2.2
We welcome reference in paragraph 23 of the consultation paper that in two-tier areas district and county authorities have different responsibilities in terms of plan making.  The document however fails to recognise that National Park Authorities do not have any responsibility for the provision of housing, except for the development of planning policies.  Clarity is needed therefore on how this will operate in practice.

Q1.
Do you agree with the principle of rewarding a 5 year supply of deliverable sites for housing?

2.3
It would seem prudent that the HDPG should be seen in the context and have tangible links with the wider planning agenda and the delivery of new housing provision. Local Planning Authorities through the provision of PPS3: Housing are required to set out in Local Development Documents their policies and strategies for delivering the level of housing provision, including identifying broad locations and specific sites that will enable continuous delivery of housing for at least 15 years from the date of adoption, taking account of the level of housing provision set out in the Regional Spatial Strategy.
2.4
It should be recognised that not all National Park Authorities have a RSS housing allocation and as a consequence it is unclear as to whether they need to establish a 5 year deliverable land supply.  It is not, therefore, equitable since many NPAs will lose out through no fault of their own.  This is an issue unique to NPAs as rural LPAs (including those with AONBs) are likely to have a RSS housing allocation. Even where an allocation is included within a RSS for a national park, this refers to local needs provision only, as in the case of the SWRSS that includes Exmoor and Dartmoor. Delivery of this kind of housing is more likely to be achieved through unallocated exception sites - so it is difficult to demonstrate a pre-allocated housing land supply.
Q2.
Do you agree with the principle of enhanced grant for demonstrating a 5 year supply of deliverable sites for housing where the authority has also identified 15 years of deliverable, developable and/or broad locations of housing sites?

2.5
We would refer to the points we make in answer to Question 1. The principle is acceptable in general but we do not believe it is achievable for all National Park Authorities. One of the primary barriers to the delivery of housing within National Parks is the finite land resource.  It will be extremely challenging for any NPA to identify a significant number of deliverable sites to demonstrate a 5 year supply, let alone a 15 year supply, and without doubt these will not provide for volume house building.  This reinforces the need for a bespoke approach for National Park Authorities which either runs alongside HDPG, or amends the proposed percentage of nominated funding from housing supply within National Parks. 
Q3.
Do you agree with the principle of rewarding local planning authorities for the delivery of priority Development Plan Documents?


2.6
Yes – and welcome the recognition given in the consultation paper of the importance of plan-making as being fundamental to the effective delivery of appropriate housing.  However, this consultation document presumes a ‘priority’ Development Plan Document would be volume housing focussed.  Once again, for a National Park Authority a priority DPD is likely to cover other issues which further statutory purposes within the National Park – including on affordable (but not volume) housing.  

2.7
ENPAA seeks clarity as to how this principle rewards quality? The quality of the document and what the policies are setting out to achieve must surely have a bearing on the reward rather than simply focussing on meeting a particular timescale. The proposed 2000 houses delivery during the plan period is a figure unlikely to be appropriate for most National Parks (the figure for Dartmoor, for example, is 1,000).  This means that funding through this element of the grant is largely ruled out for NPAs. 

2.8
Figure 5 of the consultation document refers to County Council Minerals and Waste Core Strategy. Under the provisions of the Environment Act 1995, Part III paragraph 46, National Park Authorities are responsible for maintaining minerals and waste local plans coverage and this has resulted in a number of NPAs preparing Minerals and Waste Core Strategies.  We would seek confirmation from CLG that the Government recognises the contribution that NPAs make in the formulation of minerals and waste policies which cover these designated areas – and that these will be duly reflected in the Plan Making element, with clarification given that NPAs are eligible for this.
Q4.
Do you agree with reductions in the grant payable where delays occur to the delivery of the milestones for submission and adoption?


2.9
We understand that the grant is designed to work as an incentive rather than a stick. Whilst we appreciate the importance of delivering the Local Development Scheme and ensuring that a policy framework is in place, it is also important to appreciate that there are many factors which present barriers to delivery. Whilst we appreciate that as Local Planning Authorities it is useful to have parameters set from which to work and goals to aim for, planning in such sensitive areas as National Parks is not straight forward.  A pragmatic approach to assess the reason for delay would therefore be encouraged.

2.10
We seek clarity as to whether LPAs will receive the £10,000 irrespective of what stage of production they are at (Figure 6).
Q5.
Do you agree with the principle of rewarding joint working among local planning authorities?
2.11
PPS3: Housing advocates collaborative working as the key to success, and so we support joint working being rewarded to maintain a consistent approach.  To be effective, National Park Authorities need to operate on a landscape scale where working across administrative boundaries is essential.  The National Park Management Plan, for example, is agreed by a range of public bodies who operate within the National Park.  NPAs are not housing, economic development or building control authorities and so work closely with neighbouring LPAs.  We would look to CLG to recognise and support this work in order to deliver multiple benefits.  However, to limit this criteria solely to the production of either a Development Plan Document or a Strategic Housing Market Assessment is, in our view, too restrictive and does not adequately reflect the flexible and responsive nature of the new planning system.
2.12
 ENPAA believes that Supplementary Planning Documents should be included in this criteria as should other significant pieces of research since they are part of the LDF and the delivery of outcomes.  We would also recommend that the joint working arrangements should not be limited to working with other Local Authorities only. There should be the potential to reward LPAs for joint working with other government departments and stakeholders if the outputs and benefits are the same.
2.13
ENPAA also seeks clarification over how monies under this reward would be allocated between “participating partners”?
Q6. 
Do you agree with the overall weighting of the planning element of HPDG, i.e. 40% for the Assessment and identification of land for housing over a 5 and 15 year timescale, 50% for the delivery of development plan documents and 10% for joint working?

2.14 
ENPAA has highlighted concerns regarding the focus of the criteria (even those relating to plan making) on providing housing numbers.  We would urge that the housing element of the HPDG be seen within the wider context of the Housing Green Paper, which seeks “improved design and more social and low cost housing” as this is the area where national parks can deliver significant public benefit.  Should the Government be minded to keep these – we would advocate a change in the split to 30:60:10. 
Q7.
Do you agree with the principle of abatement where performance on development control declines below national planning standards?

2.15
The proposed abatement has the potential to significantly undermine the planning service as a whole. The areas of Development Control Performance and Planning Policy Development need to work together not against each other, and so we would suggest this proposal is not conducive to good practice. Punishing good performance in Forward Planning because of slippage in DC, where all opportunities for reward have been removed is unlikely to encourage good internal team working. The proposed realignment offered by the HPDG means that whilst the ‘stick’ remains in the form of Best Value Performance Indicators, the financial incentive has been removed so no tangible rewards remain.


2.16
The method of calculating the abatement is not equitable for NPAs as it appears to favour economies of scale and larger planning authorities.

2.17
A further area of contention is in paragraph 44 of the consultation paper. BV109 indicator is cited as the data source. There is a proposal to replace this with NI 157.  In the recent consultation on the National Indicators for Local Authorities and Local Authority Partnerships: Handbook of Definitions, National Park Authorities are only referred to once.  ENPAA has responded to ask that National Park Authorities are included at the spatial level for these indicators so that we have the confidence that the correct data is being used.
Q8.
Do you agree with our proposed criteria for the housing element?

2.18
The principle of rewards being based on percentage of net additions delivered against existing stock is described in the consultation paper as being fair and equitable for all local authorities across the country.  ENPAA would dispute this assertion since the allocation will favour larger LPAs.  The 0.75% increase on existing housing stock could be achieved by rural authorities, however, it is too high for NPAs who would therefore be precluded from this element. This element of the housing criteria should recognise that for many rural authorities – particularly NPAs – the priority is meeting local need for affordable housing in sustainable ways.  While increasing affordable housing nationally is important, it would be inappropriate to seek to achieve this through volume house building in protected areas.  For this reason we request a bespoke process of funding to support NPA efforts in encouraging affordable housing in National Parks.

2.19
On a point of clarification we ask how will the proportion of existing stock be calculated when a LA district includes a National Park Authority?
Q9.
In principle, do you think Housing and Planning Delivery Grant should be used to support improvements in design quality?


2.20
Yes, ENPAA strongly supports the recognition of the importance of good design in all new developments including housing, to achieve safe and secure communities which reflect the sensitivity of the environment and which contribute towards addressing climate change.  Importance should be placed on creating a sense of place.
Q10.
Do you have any views on how the process could work in practice?


2.21
An assessment of whether LPAs are preparing/have prepared design guides as SPDs is one option and whether, once adopted they are used in making development control decisions, monitored through the Annual Monitoring Report.  CABE may also have a role as an independent assessor.
Q11.
Do you have any views as to whether Housing and Planning Delivery Grant should be incentivising delivery of family homes?

2.22
The delivery of new homes should be dictated by need rather than demand led. Including criteria to reward those authorities who deliver a higher percentage of 4 bed homes may be counter productive as it could encourage over supply of a particular house type.  CLG has stated that the Government does not intend to support inappropriate housing delivery (paragraph 53). Local evidence of housing need should be a key determinant in determining the level, type and design of housing required for a given area, not the HPDG.
Q12.
Do you agree that an added eligibility criterion on empty homes would be useful and effective?


2.23
Yes, we agree that the HDPG should incentivise supply rather than concentrating solely on increasing new build.  Making the most of existing properties must be a priority in terms of conserving energy; while this could also alleviate some of the pressures some of National Parks experience for new housing development.
Q13. 
Are there other ways we might incentivise the bringing back into use of empty homes through HPDG?
2.24
Local Authorities are challenged to find surplus land.  We would encourage CLG to extend this challenge to include other stakeholders and interested parties.
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