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Report summary:

This report seeks to summarise the governmentconsultation on changes to the National Planning
Policy Framework and wider changes to the planning system. The proposed changes are wide
ranging, and this report has used Al to summarise the consultation which runs to 123 pages and
225 consultation questions. This report presents brief responses to the questions raised by the
consultation on behalf of East Devon District Council for Members to consider for submission as
the Council’s response to the consultation.

Is the proposed decision in accordance with:
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Policy Framework Yes X No [
Recommendation:

That Members note the content of the consultation and agree the responses to each consultation
guestion included in this report for submission as the Council’s response.

Reason for recommendation:

To ensure that members are aware of proposed changes to the planning system and NPPF and
have the opportunity to comment on the proposals.

Officer: Ed Freeman — Assistant Director — Planning Strategy and Development Services; e-mail
— ed.freeman@eastdevon.gov.uk; Tel: 01395 517519
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Climate change Low Impact
Risk: Low Risk;

Links to background information National Planning Policy Framework: proposed reforms and
other changes to the planning system - GOV.UK

Link to Council Plan

Priorities (check which apply)

A supported and engaged community

Carbon neutrality and ecological recovery

Resilient economy that supports local business
Financially secure and improving quality of services

Summary of Scope of Consultation and Consultation Introduction
Scope of Consultation

The consultation seeks views on proposed revisions to the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) to support the government’s wider objectives, including housing delivery, climate change
mitigation, and economic growth. It also addresses specific questions related to energy thresholds,
data centres, viability assessments, and reforming site thresholds. The proposals apply to
England only, and the consultation runs from December 16, 2025, to March 10, 2026. Responses
can be submitted via Citizen Space, email, or written correspondence.

Consultation Introduction

The introduction highlights the government’'s commitment to addressing the housing crisis,
delivering sustainable development, and modernizing the planning system. It outlines the initial
reforms made in December 2024, including mandatory housing targets, support for social and
affordable housing, and unlocking clean energy production. Building on these changes, the
consultation proposes a fuller update to the NPPF, focusing on creating a rules-based approach to
planning policy, simplifying local plans, and supporting timely decision-making. The reforms aim
to overhaul the planning systemto support growth, housing delivery, and environmental protection
while ensuring stability for stakeholders.

The government considers that their goals can be achieved through the existing legal framework
and is not proposing to introduce statutory National Development Management policies at this time
but is seeking views on how this could be achieved in future.

Draft Responses to Consultation Questions (East Devon District Council Perspective)

1) Do you have any views on how statutory National Development Management Policies
could be introduced in the most effective manner, should a future decision be made to
progress these?

Response: East Devon District Council had concerns about the introduction of statutory National
Development ManagementPolicies. Although consistency across local authorities has its benefits
there is also a need for local authorities to be able to set their own policies and there are
difficulties in drawing a dividing line between what should be set by national policies and what
should be left to the local authority. However, if this proposal is progressed to ensure effective
implementation, the government should:
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« Provide clear guidance on the transition process for local plans and neighbourhood plans to
align with statutory policies.

« Offertraining and resources to local planning authorities to ensure smooth adoption.

« Allow flexibility for local authorities to address specific local circumstances while adhering to
national policies.

2) Do you agree with the new format and structure of the draft Framework, which
comprises separate plan-making policies and national decision-making policies?

Response: Strongly Agree. East Devon District Council welcomes the separation of plan-making
and decision-making policies, as it provides greater clarity and usability for planners, developers,
and stakeholders. This structure will streamline the planning process and reduce duplication,
enabling more efficient preparation and implementation of local plans. The introduction of specific
chapters on planning for energy and water infrastructure, and managing flood risk and coastal
change are also welcomed. The numbering of polices will also aid referencing.

3) Do you agree with the proposed set of annexes to be incorporated into the draft
Framework?

Response: Strongly Agree. The inclusion of annexes provides essential technical guidance and
ensures that key aspects of Planning Practice Guidance are integrated into the Framework.
However itis not clear if the intention here is to give these parts of the guidance greater weight by
including them in annexes to the NPPF rather than just within the guidance which would usually
carry less weight. This would benefit from clarification.

4) Do you agree with incorporating Planning Policy for Traveller Sites within the draft
Framework?

Response: Strongly agree. East Devon District Council supports the integration of Planning Policy
for Traveller Sites into the NPPF to reduce duplication and ensure consistency across planning
policies. This approach will provide clearer guidance for local authorities when planning for and
assessing proposals for traveller sites. We would however question whether requiring gypsy and
traveller sites to meet the same locational criteria as other types of housing will reduce the
likelihood of necessary sites being delivered given the challenges of identifying and delivering
sites.

The document outlines twelve major reforms to national planning policy, aimed at unlocking more
homes, supporting economic growth, and creating a clearer, more rules based planning system.

Below is a structured summary of each reform:

1. Permanent presumption in favour of suitably located development
e Introduces a rules based system clarifying where development is acceptable in principle.
« Urban land becomes “acceptable by default” if suitable.
« Strengthens the presumption in favour of sustainable development.

2. Building homes around stations

« Creates an “in principle yes” for development around rail stations inside settlements, and
“‘well connected” stations outside settlements—even on Green Belt.

o Proposes minimum densities:
o 40 dph around all stations



o 50 dph around “well connected” stations
3. Driving urban and suburban densification
e Supports redevelopment of lowdensity plots, infill, and upward extensions.

« Requires authorities to set minimum densities in well connected locations and increase
density within settlements.

4. Securing a diverse mix of homes
« Strengthens support for:
o Affordable and social housing in rural areas
o Accessible housing for older and disabled people

« Allows more flexibility in market-sale housing mix once affordable housing mix needs are
met.

5. Supporting small and medium sites

o Easierroutes for small sites to come forward, through clearer support and densification
policies.

e Introduces a ‘medium development’ category with potential policy/regulatory easements,
including possible cash-in-lieu for affordable housing contributions.

6. Streamlining local standards

« Limits local plan quantitative standards to areas where local variation is justified.

« Reduces duplication with Building Regulations, except for “optional technical standards”.
7. Boosting local and regional economies

« Gives substantial weight to the benefits of business growth across key sectors (Industrial
Strategy areas, Al Growth Zones, logistics, town centres, agriculture).

« Seeks views on removing the town centre sequential test to allow greater flexibility.
8. Supporting critical and growth minerals
« Ensures adequate provision of critical minerals due to their economic importance.
« Further restricts extraction of coal in line with clean power goals.
9. Embedding a vision led approach to transport
« Reinforces the December 2024 shift away from “predict and provide”.
« Emphasises planning for environments not dominated by cars.
10. Better addressing climate change

« Clarifies how development should proactively address mitigation and adaptation, aligning
with other Framework policies.

11. Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
« Updates to reflect Local Nature Recovery Strategies.

« Enhancesfocuson landscape character, natural features, swift bricks, and locally important
nature sites.

12. Taking a more positive approach to the use of heritage assets

e Introduces a clearer and more positive approach to better support heritage related
development.



Summary of Chapter 1: Introduction

Chapter 1 introduces the purpose and role of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and
provides practical guidance on its use. Itemphasizes the overarching function of the planning
system in managing land use and developmentin the long-term public interest. The chapter aims
to simplify terminology and clarify the relationship between national planning policy and Planning
Practice Guidance. Italso introduces a more consistent approach to the weighting of
considerations in decision-making, proposing the use of "substantial weight" throughoutthe
documentto avoid confusion and ensure clarity.

Draft Responses to Consultation Questions

5) Do you agree with the proposed approach to simplifying the terminology in the
Framework where weightis intended to be applied?

Response: Strongly agree. East Devon District Council supports the use of "substantial weight"
throughout the Framework to ensure consistency and clarity in decision-making. This approach
will help reduce ambiguity and improve the application of national planning policy at the local level.
Simplified terminology will also assistin providing clear guidance to developers and stakeholders,
ensuring a more streamlined planning process.

Summary of Chapter 2: Plan-Making Policies

Chapter 2 emphasizes the importance of a plan-led approach to the planning system, ensuring
that development plans are the cornerstone for shaping local growth, housing delivery, and
environmental protection. The chapter introduces policies to support the implementation of the
new plan-making system, including spatial development strategies, local plans, minerals and
waste plans, supplementary plans, and neighbourhood plans. It also outlines principles for plan-
making, evidence preparation, land identification, cross-boundary cooperation, developer
contributions, and setting local standards.

Key highlights include:

1. Spatial Development Strategies (PM1): High-level documents focused on strategic,
cross-boundary issues, with expectations for periodic updates.

2. Local Plans (PM2): Local plans should align with spatial development strategies, cover a
minimum of 15 years, and be prepared within 30 months.

3. General Principles for Plan-Making (PM6): Plans should avoid duplicating national
decision-making policies and focus on locally relevant matters.

4. Developer Contributions (PM12): Greater clarity on contributions at the plan-making
stage to reduce negotiation at the decision-making stage.

5. Setting Standards (PM13): Clarifies when local standards are appropriate, limiting
duplication of matters covered by building regulations.

Draft Responses to Consultation Questions

6) Do you agree with the role, purpose, and content of spatial development strategies set
out in policy PM1?

Response: Strongly agree. Spatial development strategies should provide a clear framework for
addressing cross-boundary issues, which is essential for effective regional planning. East Devon
District Council supports the emphasis on high-level strategic planning while leaving detailed
policies to local plans. It will however be important that local planning authorities are appropriately
engaged in work on spatial development strategies so that provisions are not imposed from above
but developed through partnership and agreement. There is also a danger that the strategic nature



of strategies means that the needs of rural communities are not adequately considered and
addressed.

7) Do you agree that alterations should be made to spatial development strategies at least
every 5 years to reflect any changes to housing requirements for the local planning
authorities in the strategy area?

Response: Strongly Agree. Regular updates ensure that spatial development strategies remain
relevant and responsive to changing housing needs, which is critical for East Devon’s growing
population.

a) If not, do you think there should be a different approach, for example, that alterations
should only be made to spatial development strategies every five years where there are
significant changes to housing need in the strategy area?

Response: N/A

8) If spatial development strategies are not altered every five years, should related policy
on the requirements used in five-year housing land supply and housing delivery test
policies, set out in Annex D of the draft Framework, be updated to allow housing
requirement figures from spatial development strategies to continue to be applied after 5
years, so long as there has not been a significant change in that area’s local housing need?

Response: Strongly agree. Allowing housing requirement figures to remain valid beyond five
years, provided there is no significant change, would reduce unnecessary administrative burdens
and provide stability for local planning authorities like East Devon.

9) Do you agree with the role, purpose, and content of local plans set out in policy PM2?

Response: Agree. Local plans are vital for addressing specific local needs and ensuring
alignmentwith spatial development strategies. East Devon District Council is however concerned
that the proposed 30-month preparation timeline is not realistic and that experience shows that
this will be unachievable in most cases.

10) Do you think that local plans should cover a period of at least 15 years from the point of
adoption of the plan?

Response: Yes. A 15-year plan period provides sufficient time to address long-term development
needs and align with strategic objectives. A shorter period may not adequately account for future
growth and infrastructure requirements.

11) Do you agree with the principles set out in policy PM6(1c), including its provisions for
preventing duplication of national decision-making policies?

Response: Strongly agree. Preventing duplication of national policies in local plans is already
good practice but there can be a need for a local interpretation to reflect local circumstances not
covered by national policy.

12) Do you agree with the approach to initiating plan-making in PM7?

Response: Agree. The proposed approach, including the use of project initiation documents and
clear timetables, is good practice and aids timely production of plans but it will not make a 30
month timeline achievable.



13) Do you agree with the approach to the preparation of plan evidence set out in policy
PM8?

Response: Agree. Encouraging the reuse of existing evidence where this is up to date makes
sense and collaboration with neighbouring authorities has already helped to reduce costs and
improve efficiency for East Devon District Council. A reduction in the evidence ‘burden’ that exists
in the current plan-making system will be imperative to ensure the faster preparation of local plans.
In addition, there should be greater flexibility for the local plan preparation timescale where a
spatial development strategy has not identified a housing requirement, as this will cause significant
additional evidence preparation and time for local plans.

14) Do you agree with the approach to identifying land for developmentin PM9?

Response: Partly Agree. The proposed procedural principles for site identification will help ensure
transparency and consistency in meeting development needs. However, these are essentially the
same as the current approach through a HELAA which is a resource intensive process and PM9
risks being inconsistent with PM8 requirements for evidence to be “focused and not unnecessarily
extensive”. Standard call for sites generate few (if any) gypsy and traveller sites and so a more
tailored approach to this form of housing is needed.

15) Do you agree with the policies on maintaining and demonstrating cross-boundary
cooperation set out in policy PM10 and policy PM11?

Response: Agree. The expectations for engagement between authorities in addressing cross-
boundary issues effectively are reasonable.

16) Do you agree that policy PM12 increases certainty at the plan-making stage regarding
the contributions expected from development proposals?

Response: Agree. Clear expectations for developer contributions reduce negotiation delays and
improve the delivery of infrastructure.

17) Do you agree that plans should set out the circumstances in which review mechanisms
will be used, or should national policy set clearer expectations?

Response: Agree. Setting out review mechanisms should be left to plans rather than national
policy to reflect changing and local circumstances.

18) Do you agree with policy PM13 on setting local standards, including the proposal to
commence s.43 of the Deregulation Act 20157

Response: Strongly disagree. Local authorities should not be limited in setting local standards for
energy efficiency as local variations may be justified depending on local circumstances, viability
issues etc.

19) Do you agree that the tests of soundness set out in policies PM14 and PM15 will allow
for a proportionate assessment of spatial development strategies, local plans, and minerals
and waste plans at examination?

Response: Agree. The revised tests of soundness provide a clear and proportionate framework
for assessing plans, which will benefit East Devon District Council during plan examination.



20) Do you have any specific comments on the content of the plan-making chapter which
are not already captured by the other questions in this section?

Response: East Devon District Council supports the overall approach to plan-making policies but
recommends further guidance on how to balance the need for housing delivery with environmental
protections, particularly in areas with sensitive landscapes and biodiversity.

Summary of Chapter 3: Decision-Making Policies

Chapter 3 of the draft National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) focuses on streamlining and
clarifying decision-making policies to ensure timely, proportionate, and effective planning
decisions. It emphasizes collaboration between applicants and local planning authorities,
proportionality in information requirements, and the importance of transparency in development
viability assessments. Key policies include:
1. DM1: Preparing Development Proposals — Encourages pre-application engagement for
major developments and emphasizes proportionality in the information required for smaller-
scale proposals.

2. DM2: Information Requirements — Promotes consistency and proportionality in local
validation lists and information requirements for planning applications.

3. DM3: Determining Development Proposals — Reinforces the need for positive and
proactive decision-making, timely responses, and collaboration with applicants.

4. DM5: Development Viability — Seeks to reduce unnecessary site-specific viability
assessments and encourages transparency in viability evidence.

5. DM6: Use of Planning Conditions and Obligations — Aligns planning conditions with
statutory descriptions and promotes consistency through model conditions and obligations.

6. DM7: Relationship with Other Regulatory Regimes — Clarifies the interaction between
planning decisions and other regulatory regimes.

7. DM8: Unauthorised Development and Enforcement — Strengthens the approach to
intentional unauthorized development, giving substantial weight to evidence of intentional
breaches in planning permission.

8. DM10: Article 4 Directions — Proposes a more flexible approach to removing permitted
development rights to protect the amenity and well-being of areas.

Draft Responses to Consultation Questions
21) Do you agree with the principles set out in policy DM1?

Response: Agree. East Devon District Council supports the emphasis on proportionality in
preparing development proposals, particularly for smaller-scale developments. Itis importantto
reduce unnecessary complexity and improve efficiency in the planning process provided the
required information is provided to make an informed decision.

22) Do you agree with the policy DM2 on information requirements for planning
applications?

Response: Strongly agree. East Devon District Council welcomes the focus on proportionality and
consistency in local validation lists and removal of the requirement to review the list every 2 years,
as this will reduce administrative burdens and provide clarity for applicants.



23) Do you have any views on whether such a policy could be better implemented through
regulations?

Response: East Devon District Council believes the policy is clear and can be effectively
implemented without additional regulations. The current approach to validation checklists works
well, however, further guidance on best practice on the format of local validation lists would be
beneficial.

24) Do you agree with the principles set out in DM3?

Response: Partly agree. East Devon District Council supports the emphasis on positive and
proactive decision-making, collaboration with applicants, and timely responses, as these principles
align with the council’s commitment to efficient and transparent planning processes. However,
there are cases where the proposal is fundamentally unacceptable and collaboration and no
amount of engagementwill make the proposal acceptable and itis appropriate to simply refuse the
application. This needs to be acknowledged in Policy DM3 or it will give applicants the impression
that engagement will occur even when this is the case as does the current guidance.

25) Do you agree that policy DM5 would prevent unnecessary negotiation of developer
contributions, whilst also providing sufficient flexibility for developmentto proceed?

Response: Partly agree. East Devon District Council supports the policy’s focus on reducing
unnecessary site-specific viability assessments and promoting transparency. Thiswill help ensure
that developer contributions are fair and consistent while supporting viable development.

26) Do you have any further comments on the likely impact of policy DM5: Development
viability?

Response: East Devon District Council believes thatthe policy needs to address the case of large
scale major developments that are builtout over several phases and over many years. This should
allow for the review of viability at different stages of build outand for any reduction in obligationsin
the early phases of developmentto be compensated for through later phases if the viability should

improve. Further guidance on implementing review mechanisms for developer contributions would
also be helpful.

27) Do you have any views on how the process of modifying planning obligations under
S106A, where needed once a section 106 agreement has been entered into, could be
improved?

Response: Clearer guidance on the circumstances under which modifications can be made and
standardized templates for agreements would reduce delays and improve transparency.

28) Do you have any views on how the process of modifying planning obligations could be
improved in advance of any legislative change, noting the government’s commitment to
boosting the supply of affordable housing?

Response: East Devon District Council recommends introducing clearer criteria for modifying
planning obligations, particularly in cases where affordable housing delivery is impacted.

29) Do you agree with the approach for planning conditions and obligations set out in
policy DM6, especially the use of model conditions and obligations?



Response: Strongly agree. East Devon District Council supports the use of model conditions and
obligations to promote consistency and reduce negotiation times. This will help streamline the
planning process and ensure clarity for all parties. Itis unclear why MHCLG would be working on
developing model conditions when the Planning Inspectorate clearly already have these.

30) Do you agree that policy DM7 clarifies the relationship between planning decisions and
other regulatory regimes?

Response: Partly agree. East Devon District Council supports the clarification of the interaction
between planning decisions and other regulatory regimes, as this will reduce confusion and
ensure that planning decisions focus on land-use considerations. However the reference to
“‘unless there is clear evidence to the contrary” should be removed from the sentence “Decision-
makers should assume, unless there is evidence to the contrary, that those separate regimes will
operate effectively”, as this leads to ambiguity and risk of challenge when such evidence may not
be available to the Local Planning Authority, they may not be qualified to assess it and ultimately it
should not affectthe planning decision as the other regime would be the mechanism for the issue
to be addressed if itis not operating effectively.

31) Do you agree with the new intentional unauthorized development policy in policy DM8?

Response: Strongly disagree. It should not be for the planning system to consider whether an
unauthorised developmentwas carried out intentionally or not and then to take this into account. It
would be very difficult to determine the intent of the developer, and it does not affect the planning
merits of the proposal. It is therefore not appropriate to refuse permission even if the works were
clearly undertaken intentionally despite the developer knowing they were unauthorised.

Whether or notthe developmentwas undertaken intentionally is only part of the issue but regardd
would need to be had to the reason why this was the case. For example is the developer
vulnerable and would have otherwise been homeless had they not undertaken the unauthorised
development.

Different mechanisms are needed to punish individuals knowingly undertaking development
without the requisite permission such as through a system of fines where wider factors could also
be considered.

32) Are there any specific types of harm arising from intentional unauthorized
development, and any specific impacts from the proposed policy, which we should
consider?

Response: East Devon District Council notes thatintentional unauthorized development can lead
to loss of public trustin the planning system, and increased enforcement costs. The proposed
policy should consider these impacts but not through decision making. A system of financial
penalties should be imposed which can then ensure adequate resources for enforcement and act
as a genuine deterrent.

33) Do you agree with the new Article 4 direction policy in policy DM10?

Response: Partly agree. East Devon District Council supports the more flexible approach to
Article 4 directions, as it will allow local authorities to better protect the amenity and well-being of
their areas. However, the revised wording potentially opens the door to a much higher number of
article 4 directions, however local planning authorities are not adequately resourced to undertake
the additional work that this may entail. A more relaxed approach to Article 4 directions like this



needs to be accompanied by a relaxation of provisions in terms of confirmation by the secretary of
state and compensation.

Chapter 4 — Achieving Sustainable Development

Chapter 4 restates the core purpose of the planning system: to achieve sustainable
development—balancing economic, social and environmental objectives in mutually supportive
ways. It updates how the presumption in favour of sustainable development should function under
the proposed rules based NPPF.

1. Purpose and Principles

Chapter 4 confirms that sustainable development remains an overarching aim and should guide
both plan making and decision taking. Proposals should contribute positively to a longterm vision
in which communities can thrive, the economy grows sustainably, and the environment is
protected and enhanced. This is consistent with earlier iterations of the NPPF but now
accompanied by structural changes intended to give national decision making policies more
immediate and consistent weight.

2. The Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

The chapter introduces an updated presumption applying with greater clarity and operational
detail:

« Within settlements, the presumption becomes a more explicit “default yes”, meaning
planning permission should be granted unless the harms substantially outweigh the benefits
— a stronger threshold than previous “tilted balance” formulations.

« COutside settlements, the presumption now applies to defined categories, notably:
o Brownfield land, in line with the Government’'s wider land use efficiency agenda,;

o Sites within walking distance of rail stations with good connections, where
compact, transit-oriented development can reduce car dependency.
These expansions are intended to promote growth in sustainable locations while
conserving remote rural areas.

3. Interaction With Other National Decision Making Policies

Because the revised NPPF splits “plan making” and “national decision making” policies into
separate sections, Chapter 4 acts as an interpretive gateway. It clarifies that:

e Local Plans must not duplicate national policies, meaning Chapter 4’s tests will apply
directly and consistently.

o [IfaLocal Plan is out of date, silent or inconsistent, national decision making policies
(including the Chapter4 presumption) take precedence. This increases reliance on Chapter
4 in districts with high levels of landscape and environmental constraint, such as East
Devon.

4. Settlement Definitions

Although not exhaustively defined in Chapter 4 itself, the draft NPPF introduces a new glossary
term for “settlement”, grouping villages, towns and cities together but excluding hamlets.
Commentaries note that this distinction may generate appeals unless criteria are made clearer.



5. Sustainable Growth and Infrastructure

Chapter 4 underscores that sustainable development is not simply about granting permission —
infrastructure capacity, environmental constraints, design quality, climate mitigation and
adaptation, access to services, healthy communities and efficient transport all form part of the
sustainability test. The presumption must be applied in a manner consistent with these principles.
This supports areas like East Devon facing:

« Water resource and wastewater treatment capacity limits;
« Protected habitats;
« Landscape designations and coastline vulnerabilities;
« Transport congestion on the A30 and M5 corridors.
6. Relationship With Transitional Provisions

The Government’s transitional arrangements (which allow some plans to continue under
2023/2024 NPPF rules) are acknowledged. Chapter 4 is intended not to undermine plans
legitimately advanced under earlier frameworks, but in practice the strengthened presu mption may
influence development management decisions during the transition window.

RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 4 QUESTIONS (Achieving Sustainable Development)

34) Do you agree with the proposed approach to setting a spatial strategy in development
plans?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

EDDC supports the clarity of a plan led spatial strategy, but only where national policy explicitly
recognises environmental limits. East Devon is significantly constrained by:

o Wastewater treatment capacity and nutrient neutrality requirements
« National Landscape and World Heritage Site designations

e Coastal change and flood risk zones

e Limited transport capacity in rural settlements

A spatial strategy must therefore be able to moderate growth where constraints make higherlevels
of developmentundeliverable or environmentally harmful. Greater clarification should be provided
on when “areas or assets of particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting the
overall, scale, type or distribution of development in the plan area”

35) Do you agree with the proposed definition of settlements in the glossary?
EDDC Response: Partly agree.

EDDC welcomes the attempt to define “settlements”, but the proposed definition is open to
interpretation where it says “This includes areas defined as a settlementin the development plan
(whether using defined settlement boundaries or equivalent terms, or criteria for identifying
settlement extents)”. It needs to be clear that where settlement boundaries are defined in the



development plan these are used and criteria for identifying settlement extents are only used
where boundaries are not defined in the development plan and the criteria are those defined in
that development plan.

36) Do you agree with the revised approach to the presumption in favour of sustainable
development?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

EDDC supports greater clarity (e.g., harms must substantially outweigh benefits), but the
presumption must not override statutory protections or operate mechanistically. In East Devon,
environmental limits often determine whether developmentis truly sustainable, including:

« Water and wastewater capacity
e Nutrient neutrality

« Protected landscapes

« Sensitive habitats

o Cumulative transport constraints

The NPPF must state explicitly that the presumption is tempered by environmental capacity and
infrastructure deliverability. As drafted Policy S4 only includes some of the adverse effects that
might outweigh the presumption thus giving them greater weight but omits several other key
adverse effects. This list either must be completely comprehensive or omitted entirely.

37) Do you agree to the proposed approach to development within settlements?
EDDC Response: Partly support.
A positive approach within settlements is reasonable where there is:

« Adequate water, wastewater and transport capacity

« No unacceptable landscape or heritage impact

o Aclearunderstanding of cumulative effects

Many East Devon settlements face utility constraints, meaning development cannot always
proceed even if within settlement boundaries. The policy must acknowledge this.

38) Do you agree to the proposed approach to development outside settlements?
EDDC Response: Partly disagree.

These criteria are better set outin development plans taking account of local circumstances than
in national policy.

39) Do you have any views on the specific categories of development which the policy
would allow to take place outside settlements, and the associated criteria?



EDDC Response: strongly disagree.

EDDC supports enabling development on brownfield land, but this cannot be unqualified since
some brownfield sites are in entirely unsustainable locations in the open countryside including
National Landscapes and remote from services and facilities. In such circumstances it would not
be appropriate to allow brownfield sites to be developed for housing.

Support for rural businesses is again welcomed but needs to be qualified to make it clear what is
meant by a rural business i.e. itis a business that relies on the countryside such as agriculture,
horticulture, equestrian uses etc and not simply a business that is located in the rural area.

The re-use of an existing building again needs to be qualified to ensure that buildings in remote
rural locations are not reused for purposes that are entirely unsustainable in a rural environment
and also to ensure that the building is structurally sound and capable of conversion so that new
buildings are not permitted under the guise of a conversion.

Reference to limited infilling within groups of houses also needs to be qualified as this could
effectively allow unsustainable development within hamlets with limited services and facilities in
contradiction of the policy for settlement boundaries and development within them.

The approach must also not undermine:
« AONB and World Heritage Site protections
e Rural character and landscape sensitivity
o Ecological networks and nutrient neutrality requirements

Development outside settlements must always be subject to an evidence based constraints test.

40) Do you agree with the proposed approach to development around stations, including
that it applies only to housing and mixed-use development capable of meeting the density
requirements in chapter 12?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

EDDC supports transit oriented growth, especially at:
e Honiton
e Axminster
e Exmouth

But some settlements with railway stations have limited other services and facilities that means
that they may still not be sustainable locations for more than a limited level of growth to meet the
needs of that community. The proposed wording is quite prescriptive however it is not possible to
foresee all local circumstances and there is a risk that in some cases stations that meet the set
criteria are wholly unsustainable due to other factors. The NPPF should simply establish the
principle of development close to railway stations and leave detailed interpretation to local
authorities to consider taking into account local circumstances.

a) Please provide your reasons, including any evidence that this policy would lead to
adverse impacts on Gypsies and Travellers and other groups with protected
characteristics.



We do not believe that the policy would have adverse impacts on Gypsies and Travellers and
other protected groups.

41) Do you agree that neighbourhood plans should contain allocations to meet their
identified housing requirement in order to qualify for this policy? a) If not, please provide
your reasons

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

Allocations are helpful where feasible, but some parishes in East Devon:
« Are heavily constrained by National Landscapes, protected habitats or coastal change
« Have no realistically developable land
« [Face water/wastewater limitations that prevent allocations

A rigid requirement risks discouraging neighbourhood plan preparation, when there may be good
reasons for plan making that the Government wishes to encourage, for example regarding design
standards. Flexibility is essential where evidenced constraints apply.

It also needs to be clear how policy should be interpreted where there is no identified housing
requirementeither because none has been identified, the need is met by the relevant local plan or
the relevant development plan was adopted prior to this being a requirement.

There is an apparent contradiction in the proposals as Policy PM5 acknowledges that it may not
always be appropriate to make an allocation in a neighbourhood plan which appears to contradict
the presumption in S6 and HO2 that plans should make allocations and need to do so to benefit
from the protection provided by S6. It is unfair that communities where itis not appropriate to
make an allocation do not benefit from the same protection as those where itis.

Chapter 5 — Meeting the Challenge of Climate Change
Summary of Chapter 5: Climate Change Policies (CC1-CC3)

Climate change is a major challenge, and the planning system must play a strong role in reducing
emissions and building resilience. The Framework proposes clearer, more comprehensive policies
grouped into three areas:

CC1 - Planning for Climate Change (Plan-making)
« Combines several existing paragraphs into one clearer policy.

« Requires development plans to help mitigate emissions and address climate risks (e.g.,
flooding, heat, wildfires).

« Encourages baseline carbon assessments, green infrastructure, and nature-based
solutions.

CC2 - Climate Change Mitigation (Decision-making)
« Replaces paragraph 163 with a more complete approach to assessing carbon impacts.

o Key considerations include:



o Sustainable transport and development patterns
o Energy-efficient design

o Reuse of buildings and materials

o Habitat protection

o Limits on fossil fuel extraction

« Gives substantial weight to improving energy efficiency and supporting renewables and
district heating.

CC3 - Climate Change Adaptation (Decision-making)

« Requires proposals to consider current and future climate impacts over the development’s
lifetime.

« Provides criteria for managing risks like overheating, flooding, and wildfire.

« Wildfire risks must be properly assessed, with clear mitigation measures tied to good
design principles.

RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 5 QUESTIONS (Climate Change)
42) Do you agree with the approach to planning for climate change in policy CC1?
EDDC Response: Strongly agree.

EDDC welcomes the strengthened and more proactive approach to planning for climate change.
This aligns with the district’s climate emergency commitments and the significant local risks
associated with coastal change, heat stress, water scarcity, and increased flood events.

However, the policy must emphasise that delivering climate mitigation and adaptation is contingent
upon environmental capacity, particularly in authorities such as East Devon affected by:

o Water supply constraints and drought vulnerability

« Nutrient neutrality requirements in sensitive catchments

« Limited wastewater treatment capacity

« Landscape and biodiversity designations (National Landscapes and World Heritage Site)

The policy should make explicit that climate goals cannot be pursued in isolation and that climate
mitigation must work alongside statutory environmental protections.

43) Do you agree with the approach to mitigating climate change through planning
decisions in policy CC2?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC supports embedding decarbonisation into planning decisions, including:
« Stronger expectations for energy efficient building design

« Supportfor renewable and low carbon energy infrastructure



Prioritising development in sustainable locations

Facilitating modal shift away from private vehicles

However, EDDC recommends additional clarity in the following areas:

Grid capacity constraints: In the South West, grid limitations frequently restrict renewable
deployment. National policy should acknowledge this and support strategic upgrades.

Rural and coastal contexts: Some East Devon settlements are dispersed with limited public
transport; mitigation expectations must be realistic.

Water and wastewater constraints: Large scale developmentin constrained catchments
may not deliver genuine carbon benefits if infrastructure upgrades are delayed or
unavailable.

National guidance should explicitly connect climate mitigation with environmental capacity testing
in plan making.

44) Do you agree with the approach to climate change adaptation through planning
decisions in policy CC3?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.

East Devon is highly exposed to climate related risks, including:

Coastal erosion (Sidmouth, Beer, Branscombe)

Sea level rise and storm surge hazards at Exmouth and Budleigh Salterton
Fluvial and surface water flood risk along the Exe, Otter, Axe, and Clyst
Heat stress in new developments

Water resource shortages

EDDC supports robust requirements for:

Future-proofed flood-risk assessment using latest climate projections
Resilient design and layout

Integration of green and blue infrastructure

Nature based adaptation solutions

Coastal adaptation policies linked to Shoreline Management Plans

Additional guidance should clarify the level of evidence expected at plan making vs planning
application stage, especially for long term coastal change.

45) Does the policy on wildfire adaptation clearly explain when such risks should be
considered and how risks should be mitigated?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.



The policy correctly identifies wildfire risk as an emerging climate issue, particularly relevant to
areas with heathland, woodland edges or steep coastal slopes.

However, EDDC recommends:
o Clearer mapping guidance on when wildfire assessment s triggered
« Integration with existing fire risk management by Devon & Somerset Fire & Rescue Service

« Explicitreference to managing wildfire risk in gorse covered slopes and heathland areas
presentin East Devon

« Clearer expectations for design, such as defensible space, materials, access routes and
emergency response considerations

46) How should wildfire adaptation measures be integrated with wider principles for good
design, and what additional guidance would be helpful?

EDDC Response:
Wildfire adaptation should be embedded within design codes, masterplans and site specific design
statements. EDDC recommends national guidance requiring:

e Incorporation of safe buffer zones between vegetation and buildings in high risk areas
o Use of fire resistant materials in high risk areas

o Landscape management plans to reduce fuel loads

« Safe and clearly accessible routes for emergency services

« Community scale resilience planning in areas at high risk

Integration with existing design policies (including green infrastructure, ecological networks and
character led design) would ensure wildfire resilience contributes positively to placemaking.

47) Do you have any other comments on actions that could be taken through national
planning policy to address climate change?

EDDC Response:
EDDC recommends strengthening the following areas:

a) Water resource and wastewater capacity as climate critical constraints

National policy should explicitly recognise that water scarcity and wastewater treatment limits are
climate related constraints that directly shape spatial strategy and housing delivery.

b) Support for nature based solutions
National policy should more clearly promote:
« Wetland restoration
« Floodplain reconnection

« Coastal realignment and soft engineering



« Woodland creation and carbon sequestration landscapes
These provide dual benefits for climate mitigation and adaptation.
¢) Rural and coastal climate adaptation
East Devon’s rural and coastal authorities need:

o Clearer guidance on long term coastal adaptation

o Funding for coastal transition measures
d) Integration with transport decarbonisation
Climate policy must strengthen links with sustainable transport, including:

o Active travel networks

« Rail based growth strategies

e Reduced car dependency in new developments

e Support for mobility hubs in rural areas

Chapter 6 — Delivering a Sufficient Supply of Homes

Ensuring adequate housing remains central to planning policy, with a revised standard method for
calculating housing need published in December 2024 to help meet the government's target of 1.5
million safe, decent homes. Supporting a diverse accommodation mix and tenure options is also
vital to accelerate homebuilding and establish strong communities nationwide. The planning
system must support key housing types, including specialist criminal justice and defence
accommodation aligned with strategic policies such as the Defence Housing Strategy 2025.

This chapter introduces updated proposals, including redrafted Chapter 5 policies, relevant
provisions from the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites, clearer expectations on tenure mix, and
enhanced delivery requirements for social and affordable housing based on local needs, including
rural areas.

Plan-making Policies
HO1: Assessing the Need for Homes

Policies HO1 and HO2 guide development plans on determining housing requirement figures.
HO1 updates previous Framework guidance and Planning Policy for Traveller Sites policy A to
support strategic planning. Spatial development strategies will set local plan housing
requirements, informed by assessments of overall and traveller site needs. Plans should also
consider the size, type, and tenure required by different groups, with Service Family
Accommodation now included under Affordable Housing Need.

HO2: Setting Housing Requirement Figures

HO2 revises current Framework paragraphs to clarify how spatial development strategies and
local plans should establish housing and traveller site requirement figures. Itintroduces changes
to neighbourhood plan figures and specifies that local authorities should generally not set a nil
housing requirement unless certain conditions apply.

HO3: Providing Land for Homes

Policy HO3 requires local plans to identify enough sites to meet housing requirements (as set in
HO1) and outline a delivery schedule. It incorporates Framework paragraphs 72, 75, 78, 79, and
80, along with relevant content from the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites, including updated



definitions of ‘deliverable’ and ‘developable’. The policy clarifies that delivery trajectories also
apply to traveller sites.

HO4: Land for Large-Scale Residential and Mixed-Use Development

Policy HO4 outlines criteria for identifying locations suited to large-scale residential and mixed-use
projects, updating paragraph 77 of the existing Framework. It encourages meeting housing and
development needs through strategic sites like new settlements and ensures requirements are
reflected in spatial development strategies and local plans. The policy emphasizes varied housing
types, quality design, infrastructure provision, and mixed tenure development, with local plans
required to specify expectations for tenure mix and speed of delivery. The policy will be reviewed
after government confirmation of new town locations next spring to ensure their integration into
planning documents.

HOS5: Meeting the Needs of Different Groups

This policy updates Framework paragraphs 63, 65, and 67 to enhance support for social and
affordable housing, especially in rural areas, and clarify expectations for specialist
accommodations. Key proposals include:

e Amending the definition of Designated Rural Areas so that affordable housing
contributions can be required from minor developments in small, low-density
parishes, without changing current Section 157 designations.

e Mandating authorities to specify the proportion of new homes built to M4(2) and
M4(3) accessibility standards, with a proposed national minimum of 40% for M4(2),
but allowing local flexibility to meet assessed needs.

¢ Requiring authorities to identify or allocate sites for specific housing types—such as
homes for older people, students, custom build plots, and traveller sites.

e Clarifying that larger developments (over 150 units) should provide a broader mix of
tenures to boost diversity and speed up delivery, while leaving the exact mix to local
need assessments.

HOG6: Planning for Diverse Sites
This updated policy revises Framework paragraphs 73, 82, and 83, requiring local plans to:
e Allocate at least 10% of housing on sites no larger than one hectare.

¢ Allocate an additional 10% on sites between 1 and 2.5 hectares, to encourage SME
builder participation and quicker development.

e Prioritise allocations that support rural community vitality.

National Decision-Making Policies
HO7: Meeting Local Housing Needs

This policy emphasizes giving substantial importance to new housing that meets proven local
needs, including homes for specific groups, traveller sites, and community-driven developments.

HO8: Providing Affordable Homes

The policy updates requirements for affordable housing in new developments. It formally
recognizes defence homes as affordable housing and allows military housing to count towards
affordable contributions where needed. Flexibility is introduced for developers exceeding
affordable housing targets regarding market home sizes. The governmentis seeking input on



whether to mandate a minimum percentage of social rent (e.g., 10%) in major developments and
on accommodating temporary affordable housing products. A strong preference remains for on -
site affordable housing, but options are being considered for allowing cash payments instead,
particularly for medium-sized sites, to streamline processes for small- and medium-sized builders.

On-Site Affordable Housing

On-site delivery of social and affordable housing remains a priority due to its benefits for
community diversity and developer finance. However, to support smaller builders and simplify
obligations, cash contributions may be accepted on medium sites or when robustly justified.

HO10: Exception Sites

This policy supports rural exception sites by clarifying their acceptability and removing First Homes
exception sites to reduce competition. Feedback is welcomed on using specific land value
benchmarks to improve delivery feasibility.

HO11: Isolated Country Homes

The policy revises existing guidance, removing "optimum viable use" and updating rules for
converting vacant listed buildings, focusing on preserving historic environments.

HO12: Traveller Sites

Policies for traveller site developments have been unified. Authorities must now follow national
criteria rather than setting local ones, especially if there is no identified need, to ensure clarity and
consistency.

HO13: Build-Out of Development

A new policy ensures major developments are deliverable within areasonable timeframe, factoring
in tenure mix and local conditions. It calls for flexibility in multi-phase projects, balancing clear
planning with adaptability. The government invites views on supporting very large or ‘super
strategic’ sites, including whether further definitions are necessary.

Housing Delivery Test Rule Book

Proposed updates will align the test with the latest adopted plans—using either a spatial
development strategy or a local plan—removing the ‘lower of’ rule to assess housing delivery
against the most up-to-date requirements.

RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 6 (Delivering a Sufficient Supply of Homes)

48) Do you agree the requirements for spatial development strategies and local plans in
policy HO1 and HO2 are appropriate?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC supports clear national expectations for spatial development strategies and local plans, but
only where policy is explicit that:

« Environmental limits may constrain the ability to meet theoretical housing need.

« Protected landscapes (National Landscapes, World Heritage Sites), nutrient-neutrality
catchments, water resource limits, flood risk and coastal change zones constrain available
capacity.

e Housing requirements must be realistic, deliverable and infrastructure-led.

The policy risks being interpreted too rigidly unless flexibility is built in to recognise districts—such
as East Devon—where environmental constraints significantly restrict development opportunities.
In addition, it would be helpful forthe NPPF or Planning Practice Guidance to make clear whether
local plans should include a housing supply ‘headroom’ in addition to meeting the housing
requirement. This is relatively common practice in local plans but there is no existing national
policy or guidance on whether this should apply.



We support the inclusion of gypsy and traveller pitch requirements and giving them equal weight
but clarity should be provided of the need to make provision of affordable pitches.

Clarity is also required on the relationship between the designated neighbourhood areas housing
requirement and the overall requirement. Is the intention that they are additional or part of the
overall requirement? If the latter then how are issues around demonstrating that they are viable
and deliverable to be addressed where they are relied on to meet the overall housing requirement.

49) Is further guidance required on assessing the needs of different groups including older
people, disabled people, and those who require social and affordable housing?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
EDDC supports additional national guidance, particularly on:

« Meeting housing needs in aging coastal populations, including accessible and adaptable
homes.

o The interaction between specialistaccommodation and healthcare infrastructure capacity,
which is a key challenge in East Devon.

« Evidencerequirements foridentifying the need for wheelchair-user housing (M4(3)) in rural
and coastal areas.

« Ensuring viability considerations do not undermine delivery.

50) Do you agree with incorporating Planning Policy for Traveller Sites within this chapter?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
Integration streamlines policy and reduces duplication. EDDC welcomes a unified approach,
provided:

« Requirements remain consistent with the Equality Act and Human Rights Act.

o LPAs retain flexibility to respond to local land availability, constraints and environmental
designations.

« Transitional arrangements preserve existing evidence-based local assessments.

51) Is further guidance needed on how authorities should assess the need for traveller sites
and setting requirement figures?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
Key principles should include:

« Nationally consistent methodology

o Clear guidance on temporary vs permanent need

« Treatment of transit sites

o Evidence requirements in environmentally constrained districts
« Alignment with wider equality and inclusion duties

52) Do you agree the new Annex D is sufficiently clear on how local authorities should set
the appropriate buffer for their local plan 5-year housing land supply?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Annex D provides improved clarity, but EDDC remains concerned that:



« Buffer expectations may penalise authorities with strong environmental constraints limiting
deliverability.

« Annual updating of land supply requires substantial evidence in districts where
water/wastewater constraints cause unpredictable delivery trajectories.

« Buffers should be explicitly flexible where supply is restricted by environmental or
infrastructure constraints outside LPA control.

« Requirements only relate to overall housing delivery with no account given to specific types
of housing and need.

53) Do you agree the new Annex D to the draft Framework is sufficiently clear on the wider
procedural elements of 5-year housing land supply, the Housing Delivery Test and how
they relate to decision-making?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
While clearer than previous versions, the Annex does not adequately address:

e HowHDT and 5YHLS should treat constrained districts where developmentcannot proceed
due to nutrient neutrality or capacity limits.

o The need for flexibility in HDT penalties where under-delivery arises from infrastructure
provider delays rather than LPA actions.

54) Do you agree the requirements to establish a 5-year supply of deliverable traveller sites
and monitor delivery are sufficiently clear?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Clarity is improved, but challenges remain:

« Traveller site delivery is often constrained by landscape designations and environmental
protections in East Devon.

« National policy should recognise that delivery challenges differ from conventional housing
supply.
e LPAs should not be penalised where no suitable sites exist due to statutory protections.

55) Do you agree the plan-making requirements, for both local plans and spatial
development strategies, in relation to large scale residential and mixed-use development
are sufficiently clear?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
The broad expectations are clear, but:

o Large-scale developments in East Devon typically require major water/wastewater
interventions, which may take years to deliver.

« National policy should explicitly allow extended lead-in times and the impacts of this to be
incorporated into housing delivery trajectories through acknowledgement of a stepped
trajectory approach where large scale sites are proposed.

« Large scale residential and mixed-use developments have high infrastructure costs making
them undeliverable without significant public investment. This needs to be acknowledged
and the impacts of this on the viability and deliverability of the proposals accepted so that
the approach to evidence and the tests applied at examination are proportionate and take
account of these issues and associated uncertainties.

e Gypsy and traveller sites are often requirements of large scale residential and mixed use
developments to generate mixed communities and the absence of alternative sites. This



practice would benefitfrom recognition in government policy and guidance on how this can
best be achieved to help address developer resistance.

56) Do you agree our proposed changes to the definition of designated rural areas will
better support rural social and affordable housing?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.

Extending support to more rural areas is a positive step butin East Devon the changed definition
will not lead to more areas being designated as rural than at present. The threshold at which
contributions can be sought needs to be lifted so that affordable housing contributions can be
sought from all housing schemes in rural areas rather than just those of 6-9 homes as present. In
reality few schemes fall into this category and the majority of housing in rural areas are smaller
schemes who do not then contribute to affordable housing delivery even though such homes
desperately needed in our rural communities.

57) Do you agree with our proposals to ask authorities to set out the proportion of new
housing that should be delivered to M4(2) and M4(3) standards?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
EDDC supports clear expectations for accessible housing, but emphasises:

« Viability challenges in low-value markets must be considered.

o Delivery should be linked to locally evidenced need and local infrastructure capacity.

58) Do you agree 40% of new housing delivered to M4(2) standards over the plan period is
the right minimum proportion?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC supports the 40% figure as a national benchmark but suggests:

« Local authorities should be able to set higher or lower figures based on local evidence,
including viability and demographic need.

o Coastal and rural areas with aging populations may require higher proportions.

59) Do you agree the proposals to support the needs of different groups, through requiring
authorities to identify sites or set requirements for parts of allocated sites are
proportionate?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Proportionate in principle, butthis should be done through masterplanning and design coding and
not be a requirement at allocation stage other than to set out the requirements.

60) Do you agree with our proposals to ask authorities to set out requirements for a
broader mix of tenures to be provided on sites of 150 homes or more?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Broad tenure diversification is supported; however:

« Site-size thresholds should be flexible—150 homes may be too high for rural/coastal
districts where site sizes are smaller.

e Alowerthreshold (e.g., 50-100 homes) may be more appropriate in East Devon.



61) Do you agree with proposals for authorities to allocate land to accommodate 10% of the
housing requirement on sites of between 1 and 2.5 hectares?

EDDC Response: Partly disagree.

EDDC supports diversification of site sizes in principle, but many small sites are developed as
windfall sites and are not put forward through the plan making process making it hard to allocate
sufficient sites at that stage to make up 10% even though they will predictably come forward as
windfalls.

62) Are any changes to policy HO7 needed in order to ensure that substantial weight is
given to meeting relevant needs?

EDDC Response: No

63) Do you agree that proposals to add military affordable housing to the definition of
affordable housing, and allow military housing to be delivered as part of affordable housing
requirements, will successfully enable the provision of military homes?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC supports provision for military personnel but emphasises:

« Delivery must not displace other urgent local affordable housing needs.
« Military housing should be evidence-led and proportionate to local demand.

64) Do you agree flexibility relating to the size of market homes provided will better enable
developments providing affordable housing?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Flexibility may assist viability, but:

o Local design quality and character must not be compromised.

e Smaller homes should not become default market products and minimum space standards
must be adhered to.

e Large homes may also be attractive to the market in some locations and aid viability but
these may not meet local needs and so housing mix needs to reflect local needs and be
balanced against viability constraints.

65) Would requiring a minimum proportion of social rent, unless otherwise specified in
development plans, support the delivery of greater number of social rent homes?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
EDDC supports a nationally-set minimum proportion, with local flexibility. A starting point of:

o 30-40% social rent on eligible sites
« Lower thresholds where viability is challenging or delivery would be undermined

66) Are changes to planning policy needed to ensure that affordable temporary
accommodation, such as stepping stone housing, is appropriately supported, including
flexibilities around space standards?

EDDC Response: Yes.
National policy should:

« Allow flexibility on space standards for transitional accommodation



e Support modular and rapid-delivery housing solutions
« Clarify planning treatment of temporary accommodation in rural areas

67) Do you agree that applicants should have discretion to deliver social and affordable
housing requirements via cash payments in lieu of on-site delivery on medium sites?

EDDC Response: Strongly disagree

a) If so, would it be desirable to limit the circumstances in which cash contributions in lieu
of on-site delivery can be provided - for example, should it not be permitted on land
released from the Green Belt where the Golden Rules apply? N/A

b) If you do not believe applicants should have blanket discretion to discharge social and
affordable housing requirements through commuted sums, do you think cash
contributions in lieu of on-site delivery should be permitted in certain circumstances — for
example where it could be evidenced that onsite delivery would prevent a scheme from
being delivered?

Risks:
« Reduced on-site affordable delivery
o Concentration of affordable housing in fewer locations
« Developer gaming of viability
e Negative impact on mixed and balanced communities

« Puts onus on the local authority to make provision via the commuted sum when there may
not be suitable sites, match funding or resources to make this happen

EDDC recommends allowing cash-in-lieu only where onsite delivery is demonstrably
impracticable.

68) What risks and benefits would you expect this policy to have? Please explain your
answer. The government is particularly interested in views on the potential impact on SME
housing delivery, overall housing delivery, land values, build out rates, overall social and
affordable housing delivery, and Registered Providers (including SME providers).

EDDC Response: There is no doubt that this approach would simplify housing delivery for
developers particularly SME developers by removing the need to negotiate and work with an
affordable housing provider. The consequence is a significant additional burden on local
authorities and or registered providers to then spend the contributions when they may nothave the
resources or the development sites to do this. They are at a distinct disadvantage in acquiring
sites compared with developers and so this then puts the timely delivery of affordable housing at
risk.

There is also a significant risk to social cohesion as sites will come forward with no affordable
housing and then local authorities/registered providers will need to use the contributions to deliver
sites of entirely affordable housing. This is notin line with the approach to mixed and diverse
communities set out elsewhere in the framework.

69)What guidance or wider changes would be needed to enable Local Planning Authorities
to spend commuted sums more effectively and more quickly?

EDDC Response: This could only work as part of a wider programme of investmentin public
sector housing supported by substantial government funding whereby commuted sums could be
matched with wider government funding to deliver sites. However, there is a substantial shortage
of suitable and developable sites in East Devon and many are optioned up already and so



opportunities to spend commuted sums will be limited. A commuted sum would need to be
accompanied by the transfer of suitable land to make provision.

70) Would further guidance be helpful in supporting authorities to calculate the appropriate
value of cash contributions in lieu? a) If so, what elements and principles should this
guidance set out? Please explain your answer. For example, guidance could make clear
that contributions in lieu should be an amount which is the equivalent value of providing
affordable housing on site, based on a comparison of the Gross Development Value of the
proposed scheme with the Gross Development Value of the scheme assuming affordable
housing was provided onsite.

EDDC Response: A national calculator would be helpful but to ensure equivalent delivery of
affordable housing off-site this must take into account the true cost of delivering the affordable
housing. Any calculator based on the comparative cost of providing it on-site will drastically under
value the affordable housing and lead to a much lower level of delivery. At EDDC we already have
a calculator that works on this basis for calculating contributions towards affordable housing in
rural areas which effectively calculates the cost to the developer of delivery on-site but this is
substantially lower than the cost of delivery off-site and so would lead to less than a quarter of the
number of affordable homes being delivered than would be delivered under the current on-site
requirement.

71) Do you support proposals to enable off site delivery where affordable housing delivery
can be optimised to produce better outcomes in terms of quality or quantity?

On-site provision is likely to lead to the best balance of quality and quantity and should always be
the preferred approach with off-site delivery only being allowed in exceptional circumstances.

72) Do you agree the with the criteria set out regarding the locations of specialist housing
for older people?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Criteria appropriately emphasise:

o Accessibility
e Proximity to services

However, they need to recognise the need for integration with healthcare services and ensure that
there is a good access and suitable capacity to accommodate the needs of older people who are
likely to place greater demands on services.

73) Do you agree with the criteria set out regarding the locations of community based
specialist accommodation, including changes to the glossary?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Criteria are broadly effective but should emphasise:

« Integration with walking/cycling networks
o Proximity to primary care and support services
e Accessibility for carers and visiting specialists

74) Do you agree with the criteria set out regarding the locations of purpose-built student
accommodation and large-scale shared living accommodation, including changes to the
glossary?



EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC supports clearer definitions, but:

e Such developments are rare in East Devon; planning requirements must not reduce local
flexibility.

75) Do you agree the proposals provide adequate additional support for rural exception
sites?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
Rural exception sites are crucial for meeting local needs in East Devon. EDDC recommends:

o Further flexibility on viability
« National support for small-scale wastewater solutions

« Improved grant and subsidy mechanisms

76) Do you agree with proposals to remove First Homes exception sites as a
discrete form of exception site?

EDDC Response: Agree.
Removal will simplify policy and avoid confusion with rural exception sites.

77) Do you agree proposals for a benchmark land value for rural exception sites will help to
bring forward more rural affordable homes?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
A clear benchmark may improve landowner certainty. However, values must:

« Reflectlow rural land values
« Avoid inflating expectations
« Accommodate viability challenges in low-value coastal towns

78) Do you agree the proposals to set out requirements for traveller sites at policy HO12
adequately capture relevant aspects from Planning Policy for Traveller Sites, whilst
ensuring fair treatment for traveller sites in the planning system?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

79) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.
Generally sound, but:

o Must allow flexibility in constrained districts where sites may not be readily available due to
environmental constraints

80) Do you agree the proposals in policy HO13 will help to ensure development proposals
are built outin areasonable period?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Timelines for delivery must:

o Reflectinfrastructure dependencies



« Adjustfor delays from statutory undertakers (e.g., water companies)

Imposing conditions requiring that development begins within a shorter timescale could be self-
defeating if development does not commence within the stated timescale and lapses while in all
likelihood this would simply lead to developers waiting until they are ready before signing S106
agreements.

81) Do you agree the requirements to take a flexible approach to the consenting framework
for large scale residential and mixed-use development is sufficient to ensure the
opportunities of large scale development are supported?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Flexibility is useful, but:

o Large-scale developmentin East Devon requires early water, wastewater and transport
commitments

« National guidance should better align consenting with infrastructure delivery

« Flexibility on viability issues needs to be reciprocal so that where requirements are reduced
on one phase to improve viability they can be revisited on later phases and affordable
housing or other infrastructure thatwas lost on that early phase can be required again if itis
viable later in the build.

« The provisions at paragraph 4 need to be strengthened as the wording is vague and
unclear. It needs to give powers to prevent developers bringing forward elements of a
phased large-scale developmentwithoutdelivering the necessary infrastructure to support it
and ahead of a suitable overall masterplan, guidance and design coding to ensure high
quality placemaking, community building and the best health and wellbeing outcomes.

82) Are any more specific approaches or definitions needed to support the delivery of very
large (super strategic) sites, including new towns?

EDDC Response: Yes.

EDDC recommends that paragraph 4 be strengthened to address very large scale sites by
requiring that individual phases adhere to infrastructure phasing expectations and await suitable,
master planning, design coding and governance arrangements being in place. It also needs to
give the ability to resist competing proposals that are not allocated where the preferred large-scale
developmentis identified in the New Towns Programme or similar national support programme.
This would need to be on the basis that they would undermine delivery of the New Towns
Programme and the relevant development plan.

83) Do you agree with the proposed changes to the Housing Delivery Test rule book?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Changes improve clarity, but:

« HDT must recognise constrained authorities cannot deliver theoretical capacity

e LPAs should not be penalised where delivery is blocked by external agencies or
environmental restrictions



Chapter 7 — Building a Strong, Effective Economy

The government prioritizes economic growth. As outlined in the Plan for Change, updates to the
Framework in December 2024 aimed to boost business development. This consultation invites
feedback on further measuresto support businesses and long-term growth, replacing Chapter 6 of
the Framework.

The policies provide clear planning support for diverse businesses and promote sustained local
and national economic growth. Proposed changes address evolving business needs and sector
growth, including data centres and freight/logistics.

Plan-Making Policy
E1l: Supporting Long-Term Economic Growth

This redrafted policy clarifies that plans should allow flexibility in site allocation, avoiding strict
requirements on permitted uses. It adds explicit references to Industrial Strategy Zones, Al Growth
Zones, and the Industrial Strategy.

National Decision-Making Policies
E2: Business Land and Premises

This new policy clarifies planning considerations for business proposals, emphasizing the
economic benefits of commercial development, particularly in freight and logistics. For farm and
agricultural modernization, it highlights benefits for food production, animal welfare, and the
environment. The policy details factors to assess unmet development needs, such as market
signals and locational requirements. General support is proposed for business developmentwithin
settlements.

E3: Freight and Logistics

A new policy addresses planning for freight and logistics, covering transport access, parking, and
impacts on the environment and communities. It recognizes the need for suitable transport links
due to the unique nature of logistics developments.

E4: Rural Business Development

This updated policy aligns with broader settlement policies and boosts support for agricultural
development and diversification. Support for rural community facilities will be addressed
elsewhere. The policy encourages using previously developed land for proposals outside
settlements when possible.

RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 7 (Building a Strong, Effective Economy)

84) Do you agree that more emphasis should be placed on relevant national strategies and
the need for flexibility in planning for economic growth, as drafted in policy E1?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

EDDC supports stronger alignmentbetween local planning policy and national economic strategy,
provided flexibility is retained to reflect local constraints and opportunities. Flexibility should not be
a defaultsolution to market failure where viability constraints lead to demand massively outpacing
supply. For example, sites allocated for industrial uses where there is a significant viability gap
should not be lost to supermarket or out of town retail uses. Instead, this complex issue requires
support outside of planning policy, with regional gap funding to unlock sites with viability
constraints. Although such an approach may take longer to deliver sites, it will unlock better paid
jobs, higher productivity and stronger growth compared to ‘quick win’ developments which bake-in
lower growth longer term.



East Devon operates within a complex economic geography thatincludes:

A strong functional relationship with the Greater Exeter economic area

A mix of tourism, rural enterprise, agriculture, marine/coastal industries, and clean -growth
sectors

Limited transport capacity on key corridors (A30, A3052, M5 approaches)

Significant environmental constraints

EDDC welcomes national clarity but stresses that economic policy must not override
environmental capacity, landscape protection, or infrastructure limitations, all of which shape the
range and scale of appropriate economic developmentin East Devon.

85) Do you agree with the approach to meeting the need for business land and premises in
policy E27?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

EDDC supports:

Positive planning for a mix of employment land
Flexibility to meet changing market needs
Safeguarding of strategic employment sites
Intensification and renewal where appropriate

Measuring of market trends to ensure development matches need

However, the policy should also:

Recognise that East Devon has limited land availability, heavily constrained by protected
landscapes and sensitive environmental zones

Support the safeguarding of locally important employment areas, even where these do not
align neatly with national criteria

Encourage digital connectivity and low-carbon infrastructure crucial to rural/coastal
businesses

Recognise the need for infrastructure investmentto unlock employment land in and around
key settlements such as Honiton and Axminster

A more explicit link between economic growth, infrastructure deliverability, and environmental
limits is required.

We support the case for modernising food and drink production, which is one of East Devon’s
priority sectors in its Economic Development Strategy.



86) Do you agree with the proposed new decision-making policy supporting freight and
logistics development in policy E3?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC supports a clearer national framework for freight and logistics, acknowledging:

e Therole of logistics in supporting local supply chains

e Opportunities linked to transport networks in the district

« The growing importance of low-carbon, consolidated, and last-mile logistics models
However, there is a need to:

o Ensure thatlandscape, noise and air-quality effects are appropriately mitigated

o Provide greater support for low-carbon freight and rail-linked logistics

« Ensure that sites are able to use renewable fuel sources with suitable infrastructure to
support electric vehicles and in future the use of other fuel sources such as hydrogen.

Given East Devon'’s strategic location, we expect to facilitate a healthy proportion of the FEMA'’s
ongoing and future logistics requirement. However, we are also mindful thatsuch uses can lead to
lower job densities, and so a balance is required when allocating land for logistics/distribution u ses
and other, higher job density, creating uses.

87) Do you agree with the approach to rural business development in policy E4?
EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC supports a positive and flexible approach to rural business development, including:
« Farm diversification
e Rural tourism (year-round where sustainable)
« Small-scale workspace to support local enterprise
« Growth of land-based industries (agriculture, horticulture, forestry, equine)
However, the policy must also ensure:

« Rural developmentis genuinely linked to rural economic activity, not general commercial
uses detached from the countryside’s functional needs and advantages

« Development does not undermine landscape character or heritage settings, particularly
within National Landscapes and coastal preservation areas

« Transport impacts are realistic, given limited public transport and narrow rural road
networks



Chapter 8 — Ensuring the Vitality of Town Centres

This chapter updates previous policy (formerly Chapter 7), maintaining the core principle that main
town centre uses should be located within existing centres unless suitable sites aren’t available—
thisis known as the Sequential Test. The draft retains this test but seeks opinions on its retention.
New policies focus on diversifying town centre uses, addressing excess retail space, and
increasing residential options.

Plan-making Policy
TC1: Planning for Town Centres

TC1 combines and updates existing principles, emphasizing strategies that diversify and intensify
uses in town centres, including housing, infrastructure, and public realm improvements. While
references to markets are omitted, supporting or creating markets should still be considered in
wider strategies. The new policy removes the ten-year site allocation requirement, aligning with
the plan period instead, and encourages good design through guides, codes, masterplans, and
justified Article 4 directions.

National Policy
TC2: Developmentin Town, District and Local Centres

TC2 aims to support long-term vitality by giving significant weight to projects that enhance town
centres, including diversification and residential development, as well as protecting community
access to local shops.

TC3: Main Town Centre Uses Outside Centres

TC3 revises guidance on applying the Sequential Test, consolidating existing principles and
clarifying the format and scale of proposals. With the 2020 introduction of Use Class E, more high
street uses fall under a single class, allowing greater flexibility and reducing the Sequential Test's
Impact. Views are soughton whetherto retain this test, considering itcan both limitand help direct
new developments.

TC4: Assessing the Impact of Development on Town Centres

TC4 updates requirements for impact assessments of large-scale retail and leisure proposals
outside town centreswith clear evidence required that developments won’t harm town centres.

RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 8 (Ensuring the Vitality of Town Centres)
88) Do you agree with the proposed changes to policy for planning for town centres?
EDDC Response: Partly agree.

EDDC supports a stronger and more proactive policy approach to town-centre regeneration. Town
centres in East Devon play a vital role in the district’'s economic, social and cultural life, but face
significant structural challenges, including:

« Changing retail patterns and long-term decline in traditional high-street uses
o Seasonal trading pressures in coastal towns (e.g. Seaton, Sidmouth, Exmouth)

o Limited brownfield opportunities and heritage constraints



« Competition from out-of-centre retail and online shopping
EDDC welcomes the national emphasis on:
« Diversification of uses (culture, leisure, workspace, community facilities)
« Public realm improvements
« Mixed-use regeneration, including residential where appropriate
« Stronger, more place-responsive strategies rather than retail-led policy

However, EDDC questions the need to allocate sites in town centres to meet needs over the plan
period since identifying sites and opportunities is challenging given the previously built up nature
of these areas. Such sites will already lie within the settlement boundaries of the towns and are
already supported by town centre policies encouraging redevelopment. There is little to gain from
directly allocating such sites particularly when a flexible approach to redevelopmentis key.

89) Do you agree with the approach to development in town centres in policy TC2?
EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC supports the expectation that developmentin town centres should:

« Enhance vitality and viability

« Lead to diversification of uses

« Improve accessibility and public realm

However, national guidance should clarify that residential conversions should not undermine
active ground-floor uses in key retail frontages and protection for existing shops and facilities
should be bolstered.

90) What impacts, if any, have you observed since the introduction of Use Class E?

EDDC Response:
EDDC has observed both benefits and risks:

Positive impacts:

e Quicker reoccupation of vacant premises

o Greater flexibility for new businesses and local entrepreneurs

« Reduced barriers to diversification (e.g., cafés, community uses, services)
Negative or emerging impacts:

o Loss of spaces for traditional business (former B Class) uses within business parks to E
class uses such as retail and gyms

A national framework that allows LPA’s more control over the use of traditional employment
spaces in out-of-town centre locations is needed to retain the stock of employmentland while
retaining flexibility within town centres. Flexibility of use is not always the answer. The complex
issues around the viability of employment uses needs to be better understood and greater



guidance and funding provided to address these issues at the local level rather than just allowing
employment land to be lost to other uses to the detriment of the local economy.

91) Do you believe the sequential test in policy TC3 should be retained?
EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
The sequential test remains essential for:

e Supporting sustainable travel patterns

« Maintaining investment within existing town centres

« Managing out-of-centre retail pressures

« Protecting the economic health of smaller coastal and rural town centres

Given the fragility of many East Devon centres, the sequential test is a critical planning safeguard.
Without it, out-of-centre development would risk undermining town-centre viability and increasing
car dependency.

92) Do you agree with the approach to town-centre impact assessments in policy TC4?
EDDC Response: Agree.
EDDC supports the strengthened and modernised approach to impact assessment, including:
o Clearer triggers for assessments
o Recognition of locally defined impact thresholds
o Stronger linkages between economic impact, place-making and transport considerations
However, EDDC recommends:

« Including explicit reference to coastal town vulnerability, where even modest out-of-centre
proposals can harm local centres

« Clarifying the treatment of mixed-use schemes that contain dispersed retail elements

Chapter 9 — Supporting High Quality Communications

This section updates previous framework guidance on telecommunications infrastructure, focusing
on decision-making policies rather than plan-making, since national policies are considered
sufficient. The revised policies primarily rework existing provision s to align with current technology
and a policy-based approach.

The government’'s 10 Year Infrastructure Strategy highlights the importance of robust digital
infrastructure for the UK’s growth and public service resilience. Upgrading to 5G Standalone
(5GSA) is crucial for supporting increased demand from users and emerging technologies like
artificial intelligence. Clear planning expectations will enable wider 5G and gigabit broadband
coverage, supporting economic and social benefits.



National Decision-Making Policies:

e TI1: Proposals should prioritize existing sites over new developments and aim to minimize
negative impacts, avoiding unnecessary requirements unrelated to planning.

e TI2: Defines the necessary supporting information for applications without adding extra
requirements.

RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 9 (Supporting High Quality Communications)

93) Do you agree that the updated policies provide clearer and stronger support for the
rollout of 5G and gigabit broadband?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

EDDC supports national policy that strengthens and accelerates the delivery of high-quality digital
connectivity, particularly because:

« Rural and coastal communities in East Devon experience persistent digital inequality,
including patchy mobile coverage and slow broadband in peripheral settlements.

« Improved connectivity supports economic resilience, home-based employment, local
entrepreneurship, and access to services for isolated communities.

« High-quality digital infrastructure is essential for unlocking future clean -growth sectors and
enabling modal shift (e.g., digital transport information, remote work reducing travel
demand).

However, while the strengthened support is welcome, national policy must recognise that:

« Many East Devon locations fall within protected landscapes where infrastructure must be
sensitively designed and sited.

o Mast proliferation or overly permissive allowances could harm sensitive landscapes unless
appropriate safeguards remain in place.

« Where coverage improvements require more prominent or additional infrastructure,
operators should be required to demonstrate robust design justification and alternative-site
analysis.

EDDC therefore supports the direction of policy, but emphasises the need for a balanced
approach that safeguards designated landscapes.

94) Do you agree the requirements for minimising visual impact and reusing existing
structures are practical for applicants and local planning authorities?

EDDC Response: Partly Agree

The principles of minimising visual impact and reusing existing structures are sound, and EDDC
supports them because:

« Reuse and upgrading of existing masts and infrastructure is often the least intrusive option,
especially within or adjacent to protected landscapes.

« Consolidation and sharing of infrastructure can significantly reduce cumulative landscape
and heritage impacts.



« Clearer national expectations will help applicants prepare better-justified submissions and
reduce avoidable delay.

However, practical challenges remain:

e Inrural and coastal areas, “existing structures” may be limited or poorly located for modern
network requirements.

o Upgrading existing structures sometimes requires height increases to achieve 5G
coverage, which may increase visual impact.

o LPAs often lack independent technical information to assess whether an operator's
rejection of alternative sites is justified.

EDDC recommends that:
o Operators be required to provide more transparent radio-planning evidence.

« National policy explicitly acknowledges that in designated landscapes, minimising visual
harm may override coverage optimisation.

95) Do you agree the supporting information requirements are proportionate and sufficient
without creating unnecessary burdens?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC supports clearer national expectations for supporting information because:

« Well-defined requirements improve validation efficiency and reduce the back-and-forth
between applicants and LPAs.

« Coverage maps, alternative-site assessments and visual impact analyses are essential for
robust decision-making in East Devon’s sensitive landscapes.

« Proportionate but consistent information standards will help ensure that proposals are
properly justified, particularly where visual impact or landscape harm is a concern.

However, EDDC notes:

e Some operators currently provide minimal evidence to justify siting decisions; stronger
requirements are essential to avoid speculative or weakly supported proposals.

o LPAs should retain the right to request additional information in designated landscapes or
heritage environments where the baseline requirements are insufficient.

o Guidance should make clear that reducing burdens on applicants must not compromise
environmental or heritage assessment quality.

Overall, the proposed requirements appear reasonable, but EDDC encourages the government to
ensure flexibility so that LPAs can request proportionate additional evidence in sensitive areas.



Chapter 10 — Securing Clean Energy and Water

This chapter consolidates existing and new policies on energy and water infrastructure,
highlighting their importance.

Plan-making policies

W1: Planning for Energy and Water

Development plans should consider current and future energy and water infrastructure needs.
Early collaboration between authorities, providers, and regulators is required to ensure supply and
capacity issues are addressed proactively. Plans must provide for necessary infrastructure
upgrades and avoid restricting water and electricity networks.

W2: Renewable and Low Carbon Energy & Electricity Network Infrastructure

This policy revises the Framework to include electricity network infrastructure as a standalone
focus alongside renewable and low-carbon energy. Definitions have been updated. Development
plans should identify suitable areas for such projects where helpful.

National decision-making policies
W3: Renewable & Low Carbon Development and Network Infrastructure

This policy combines previous guidance, now explicitly referencing electricity network
infrastructure. It gives substantial weightto benefits for energy security, economic growth, net zero
targets, re-powering, and community projects. It also clarifies requirements for decommissioning
and site restoration. Projects outside designated areas should be assessed againstnational policy
as a whole.

W4: Water Infrastructure

The new policy supports provision of water supply, drainage, and wastewater infrastructure where
not already covered by other regimes, prioritizing proposals that enhance capacity, supply
security, water quality, and pollution reduction.

RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 10 (Securing Clean Energy and Water)

96) Do you agree with the approach to planning for energy and water infrastructure in
policy W1?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

EDDC supports a stronger national framework for planning energy and water infrastructure, as this
is essential for sustainable development. However, the approach must:

o Explicitly acknowledge that wastewater treatment capacity is a binding constraint on
development.

o Ensure that energy and water infrastructure planning is aligned with Local Plans so that
growth does not outpace infrastructure delivery.

EDDC recommends the following refinements:

« National policy should require early engagement by developers with water companies, the
Environment Agency, and National Grid operators when promoting sites for development.

e W1 should explicitly allow Local Plans to moderate housing or employment growth where
water or energy networks lack feasible upgrade pathways within the plan period.



« Stronger supportis needed for nature based solutions (catchment restoration, wetlands,
infiltration improvements) as part of water management and energy resilience.

97) Do you agree with the amendments to current Framework policy on planning for
renewable and low carbon energy development and electricity network infrastructure in
policy W2?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC supports:

o Clearer policy backing for renewable energy and energy network upgrades.
« Recognition of the need to accelerate grid reinforcements and new low carbon connections.
However, in East Devon:

« National policy must ensure environmental protections retain full weight and not be
overridden automatically by energy security considerations.

« Grid constraints are significantin the South West, so upgrades must be prioritised at
national level to prevent delays to smaller scale community and commercial renewable
schemes.

EDDC recommends:
o Clearer criteria for assessing landscape impacts in protected areas.

« Requirement for developers to demonstrate alternative site analysis and minimisation of
harm where infrastructure affects designated landscapes.

« Stronger national commitment to coordinated grid investment to address regional capacity
bottlenecks.

98) Do you agree with the proposed approach to supporting development for renewable
and low carbon development and electricity network infrastructure in policy W3?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC supports the principle of accelerating low carbon infrastructure, including:

« Solar PV, wind (where appropriate) and modernised electricity network infrastructure to
support clean growth sectors in East Devon.

However:
o The currentdrafting risks insufficient protection for high value landscapes.

« EDDC seeks a clearer test balancing national energy benefits against local landscape
harm, cumulative impacts, and biodiversity sensitivity.

o Technology neutral support is welcome, but national policy must recognise that not all low
carbon development is appropriate in all locations.

« Clarity is needed over the role of battery storage facilities alongside solar PV and wind
energy generating schemes and guidance on their impacts on fire safety, ground water,
acquifer's etc



99) Do you agree with the proposed approach to supporting development for water
infrastructure in policy W4?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.

EDDC welcomes stronger support for new and upgraded water supply and wastewater treatment
infrastructure. These upgrades are critical for East Devon, where:

Multiple catchments face nutrient neutrality restrictions that currently delay development.

Water quality and ecological sensitivity (Exe Estuary, Axe Estuary) require high standard
wastewater management.

Existing wastewater treatment works are already at or near capacity in several settlements.

Water scarcity poses a growing risk under climate change scenarios.

EDDC emphasises that:

National policy must confirm that growth should not proceed without demonstrable water
infrastructure capacity.

LPAs should be able to refuse or defer development where water sector investmentis
uncertain or outside the plan period.

W4 should encourage longterm catchment scale solutions, including reedbed systems,
wetland creation, and natural flood management schemes, which can support both water
quality and biodiversity.

Chapter 11 — Facilitating the Sustainable Use of Minerals

This section updates Chapter 17, focusing on ensuring a sufficient mineral supply to support vital
infrastructure, green energy, and national development. Key changes include:

e A stricter stance on coal, oil, and gas extraction, reflecting the government’s
commitment to phase out new licences for these fossil fuels. Planning will notidentify
new sites or extensions for coal, oil, or gas outside licensed areas, aligning with
ongoing licensing reforms and climate goals.

¢ Introduction of new policies on critical and growth minerals, in line with the updated
Critical Minerals Strategy and Industrial Strategy, recognising their importance for
energy transition, net zero, and national security.

Plan-making Policies

M1: Supply of Minerals

Consolidates previous guidance to ensure plans provide for necessary minerals. Prohibits
planning for new coal extraction sites and removes coal from “minerals of national and local
importance.” Maintains current practice for oil and gas within licensed areas only. Adds
critical/growth minerals to the important minerals list given their strategic value.

M2: Safeguarding Resources



Strengthens policy to require, rather than encourage, prior extraction of minerals before non -
mineral development to prevent sterilisation of finite resources. Safeguards infrastructure related
to mineral handling and processing.

National Decision-Making Policies
M3: Assessing Benefits

Gives “substantial weight” to mineral development benefits (not “great weight,” for consistency).
Emphasises domestic production of critical minerals while excluding peat, coal, and onshore
oil/gas extraction due to climate priorities.

M4: Impacts of Mineral Development

Updates requirements for managing the impacts and restoration of mineral sites, tying in with
other national policies.

M5: Peat, Coal, Oil & Gas Development

Maintains restrictions on peat and introduces stricter controls on coal, oil, and gas. Only permits
these developments within licensed areas or for public safety/existing criteria.

M6: Protecting Mineral Resources

Clarifies and consolidates guidance to prevent sterilisation of mineral reserves and ensure
consultation areas are properly considered in decision-making.

RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 11 (Minerals)

100) Do you agree with the proposed prohibition on identifying new coal sites in policy M1,
and to the removal of coal from the list of minerals of national and local importance?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.

Coal extraction is incompatible with the UK’s net-zero commitments and with sustainable
development principles. East Devon has no history or prospect of coal extraction and supports the
policy’s clarity in ensuring focus remains on clean energy and sustainable minerals supply.

101) Do you agree with how policy M1 sets out how the development plan should consider
oil and gas?

EDDC Response: Strongly Agree.

EDDC supports the requirement for robust environmental safeguards and alignment with climate
objectives. Given East Devon’s sensitive landscapes, habitats and coastal environment, strict
policy controls on oil and gas development—particularly unconventional extraction—are essential.

102) Do you agree with the proposed addition of critical and growth minerals to the
glossary definition of ‘minerals of national and local importance’?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.



Critical minerals are essential to the UK’s transition to low-carbon energy systems (e.g., battery
storage, solar PV, digital infrastructure). Clarifying their status ensures plan -making reflects supply
chain importance. However:

o Extraction must continue to be subject to stringent environmental safeguards.

o Sensitive landscapes in East Devon (National Landscapes, World Heritage Site) should
remain safeguarded against harmful extraction.

103) Do you agree criteria (b) of policy M2 strikes the right balance between preventing
minerals sterilisation and facilitating non-minerals development?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC supports preventing unnecessary sterilisation of mineral resources. However:

« Non-minerals development may be appropriate where environmental or landscape
sensitivity outweighs the mineral value.

e The policy should better acknowledge that in areas like East Devon—where high-quality
landscapes cover extensive areas—avoiding harm to designated or sensitive environments
may justify limiting mineral safeguarding.

104) Do you agree policy M3 appropriately reflects the importance of critical and growth
minerals?

EDDC Response: Partly Agree.

EDDC supports the recognition of critical minerals’ role in national resilience and clean -growth
sectors. However:

« Policies should ensure extraction proposals do not conflict with statutory protections,
particularly in National Landscapes and internationally designated habitats.

o Greater emphasis is needed on secondary and recycled aggregates to reduce reliance on
new extraction.

105) Do you agree with the exclusion of developmentinvolving onshore oil and gas
extraction from policy M3?

106) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.
EDDC Response: Strongly agree.

The exclusion is consistent with climate ambitions and the need to focus on lower-carbon
minerals. East Devon fully supports restricting oil and gas extraction, particularly given the
district’s vulnerable coastlines, groundwater systems and designated habitats.

107) Do you agree policy M4 sufficiently addresses the impacts of mineral development,
noting that other national decision-making policies will also apply?



108) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.
EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC welcomes the recognition of:
« Landscape and visual impacts
e Noise, dust, traffic and amenity issues
« Restoration and aftercare requirements
However, EDDC recommends strengthening the policy by:

« Highlighting cumulative impacts, especially where multiple quarries or transport routes
affect rural settlements

« Emphasising nature-based restoration to support biodiversity and climate-adaptation
objectives

« Requiring early engagement between mineral operators, LPAs and communities

109) Do you agree with the approach to coal, oil and gas in policy M5?
EDDC Response: Strongly agree.

EDDC supports restricting coal extraction and ensuring that oil and gas proposals face stringent
climate and environmental tests. This approach aligns with local priorities for clean growth and
protection of the East Devon landscape and coast.

110) Are there any other exceptional circumstances in which coal extraction should be
permitted?

EDDC Response: No.

No circumstances would justify new coal extraction in East Devon or comparable environmentally
sensitive areas.

111) If yes, please outline the exceptional circumstances in which you think coal extraction
should be permitted.

EDDC Response: N/A

112) Do you agree policy M6 strikes the right balance between preventing the sterilisation
of minerals reserves and minerals-related activities, and facilitating non-minerals
development?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

The balance is broadly appropriate, but EDDC recommends the policy:



« Explicitly recognises that environmental and landscape constraints may outweigh
safeguarding considerations.

« Allows flexibility in rural and coastal districts where safeguarding areas overlap with
sustainable growth locations.

113) Does policy M6 provide sufficient clarity on the role of Minerals Consultation Areas
(MCASs)?

EDDC Response: Agree.

The approach is generally clear. EDDC supports the continued use of MCAs as a mechanism for
ensuring early consultation. However:

o Additional guidance on how MCAs interact with densely constrained areas (National
Landscapes, Heritage Coast) would be helpful.

« Cross-boundary coordination between district authorities and the Minerals Planning
Authority (Devon County Council) should be emphasised.

Chapter 12 — Making Effective Use of Land

Efficient land use is a core aim of the planning system, crucial for meeting housing and
development needs while protecting and enhancing the environment. The government prioritizes
brownfield land, exemplified by the September 2024 Brownfield Passport policy paper which
soughtfeedback on proposals to improve land use in urban and suburban areas, such as through
densification. The December 2024 consultation response reaffirmed support for brownfield
development. This chapter introduces new policies and updates to former Chapter 11 content.

Urban areas in England often have lower density than their European counterparts, making
higher-density development an opportunity for more vibrant communities, better job and service
access, and optimal land use. New policies encourage intensifying land u se in well-connected
locations (like near train stations) through national minimum density requirements. Policies S4 and
S5 provide in-principle support for unlocking developmentwithin settlements and around transport
hubs with high connectivity.

Plan-making policy (L1): This consolidates relevant policies and emphasizes using allocations for
various site sizes to optimize land use, identify redevelopment opportunities, and secure diverse
benefits.

National decision-making policies (L2): This brings together decision-making rules, highlights
specific densification strategies (such as adding mansard roofs or developing corner lots), and
encourages optimizing site footprints. It also calls for sensitivity to local character, safeguards
against overdevelopment, and gives weight to brownfield reuse proposals.

Achieving Appropriate Densities (L3): This builds on current guidance by clarifying that while area
character should be considered, it shouldn’t prevent maximizing site potential. There is a new
expectation that residential and mixed-use developments within settlements increase local density.
Minimum densities are set at 40 dwellings/hectare near all train stations and 50 dwellings/hectare
near "well-connected" stations, identified based on economic activity and transport links.



Authorities are expected to consider further opportunities for sustainable growth in the plan -
making process.

The chapter also explores setting higher density expectations for urban cores and considers
extending standards to other transport modes, inviting feedback on these proposals.

Residential Extensions (L4): This newly consolidates national principles for good design in
residential extensions, meant to complement local design codes and guidance.

RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 12 (Effective Use of Land)

114) Do you agree policy L1 provides clear guidance on how Local Plans should be
prepared to promote the efficient use of land?

115) If not, what further guidance is needed?
EDDC Response: Partly agree.

Policy L1 provides helpful national expectations, but efficient land use must be interpreted within
the physical and environmental limits of local areas. In East Devon:

« Brownfield land supply is limited.

« Significant areas are covered by National Landscapes , the Jurassic Coast World Heritage
Site, and protected habitats.

« Water and wastewater constraints restrict development potential in many settlements.

EDDC supports the principle but recommends explicit national recognition that efficient land use
must not override environmental capacity or landscape sensitivities.

116) Do you agree policy L2 provides clear guidance on assessing development proposals
to ensure efficient use of land?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC supports clear expectations for:
o Optimising density where appropriate
« Using land efficiently
o Prioritising brownfield redevelopment
However:

o Efficiency must notlead to inappropriate intensification in sensitive coastal or rural
locations. It cannot be assumed that just because land is vacant and to be used that it
represents sustainable development when such land may be in a sensitive landscape or
remote rural location where despite its benefits in restoring the land then operational
impacts of development may be so harmful as to outweigh the benefits.



117) Do you agree policy L2 identifies appropriate typologies of development to support
intensification?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

Typologies such as mixed-use redevelopment, upward extensions, and infill can help optimise
land use, but:

o The policy should clarify that such typologies are not universally suitable.

o EastDevon’s coastal towns and historic centres have tight grain, heritage assets, and
sensitive skylines, limiting the suitability of upward extensions or uniform intensification.
Other low density developments are defined by this character and the community seek to
retain this character.

« Policies should explicitly allow LPAs to disapply typologies where they would cause
unacceptable townscape or landscape harm.

118) Do you agree the high-level design principles in L2(d) are appropriate for national
policy?

EDDC Response: Partly Agree.
The principles are appropriate, provided that:
e Local design codes retain primacy in sensitive environments.
e LPAs can require place-specific solutions rather than standardised models.

« ‘“Efficientuse of land” does not override the need for high-quality, context-led design,
particularly in the National Landscapes and conservation areas.

119) Do you agree L2(d)(i) achieves its intent to enable appropriate development differing
from existing street scenes (e.g. corner plots, upward extensions)?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

EDDC supports flexibility to enable innovation and contemporary design where contextually
appropriate. However:

« In East Devon’s historic towns and seafronts, upward extensions or corner plot
redevelopment can significantly impact local character.

o Policy mustallow LPAs to resist such development where it would harm heritage settings,
landscape views, or settlement character.

120) Do you agree with the proposed safeguards in L2 allowing development in residential
curtilages?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

Safeguards are welcome, but EDDC recommends:



« Consideration of cumulative impacts on character and amenity

« Ensuring curtilage development does not contribute to overdevelopment of constrained
plots

o Addresses future problems of tying the calculation of 50% of the residential curtilage back
to the date of publication of the NPPF as this could become challenging in the future

o Gives greater flexibility where local circumstances mean that these provisions should be
varied such thata local plan or neighbourhood plan could vary these requirements where it
Is particularly important to do so to protect the character of an area.

Given East Devon’s high proportion of biodiverse gardens and sensitive landscapes, safeguards
must be robust.

121) Do you agree policy L3 provides clear guidance on achieving appropriate densities?
EDDC Response: Partly agree.
The guidance is clear, but must be applied proportionately:

« Higher densities are suitable in well-connected urban locations (e.g., around Exmouth,
Honiton, Axminster).

o Many rural and coastal settlements cannot sustainably accommodate high density due to
transport dependence, infrastructure limits, and character sensitivities even where they are
within walking distance of a railway station.

EDDC recommends greater local flexibility be built into paragraph 3.

122) Do you agree with the minimum density requirements in L3?

EDDC Response: Partly disagree.

Minimum density standards are useful in principle but must not:
« Force inappropriate intensification in sensitive coastal or rural settings
« Reduce private amenity space below acceptable levels
o Override local character and heritage considerations

East Devon supports minimum densities only where supported by infrastructure and
environmental capacity.

122b) Could minimum density requirements adversely impact Gypsies and Travellers or
other groups with protected characteristics?

EDDC Response: Yes, potentially.

« Minimum density standards may unintentionally reduce opportunities for low-density
specialistaccommodation, including pitches or small-scale sites for Gypsies and Travellers.

« Higher densities may limit the availability of land suitable for culturally appropriate layouts.



National guidance should clarify that minimum densities do not apply to Traveller site provision.

123) Do you agree that using dwellings per hectare is appropriate, and that the definition of
‘net developable area’ is suitable?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
The metric is widely used, but:

« It may not fully reflect constraints in sloping or coastal areas, where practical developable
space is reduced.

« Netdevelopable area should allow for local discretion where site characteristics significantly
reduce capacity.

EDDC supports the metric but recommends clear flexibility for constrained geographies.

124) Do you agree with the proposed definition of a ‘well-connected’ station used to help
set higher minimum density standards in targeted growth locations? In particular, are the
parameters we’re using for the number of Travel to Work Areas and service frequency
appropriate for defining a ‘well connected’ station?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Criteria such as frequency of service and Travel-to-Work Area connectivity are useful, but:

e Some stations in East Devon have strong rail links but limited services, retail, and
walking/cycling infrastructure and so would not be sustainable locations for growth to meet
wider than local needs despite the rail service. For example, a development may be within
reasonable walking distance but there may be no safe way of walking there due to a lack of
footpaths.

« National policy must recognise variability in station contexts and avoid assuming rail
proximity automatically equates to sustainable high-density growth.

EDDC recommends adding:
« A qualitative accessibility assessment
« Requirements for supporting infrastructure (e.g., safe walking/cycling routes)

« Flexibility for LPAs to vary density expectations where stations serve dispersed rural
hinterlands

Alternatively the NPPF should be less prescriptive and leave local planning authorities to
accommodate the principle of growth around railway stations as appropriate according to local
circumstances.

125) Are there other types of location (such as urban core, or other types of public
transport node) where minimum density standards should be set nationally?

EDDC Response: No.



Nationally set densities risk overriding local evidence and context. LPAs should determine
appropriate densities based on:

« Settlement character
« Infrastructure capacity
« Landscape and heritage sensitivities

« Market and viability considerations

126) Should we define a specific range of residential densities for land around stations
classified as ‘well-connected’?

127) If so, what should that range be, and which locations should it apply to?
EDDC Response: No.

Ranges may be helpful in metropolitan areas but risk being inappropriate in rural/coastal
authorities. EDDC recommends:

« Retaining locally defined density ranges

« Allowing higher densities only where infrastructure capacity and local character permit

128) Do you agree policy L4 provides clear high-level guidance on good design for
residential extensions?

129) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

EDDC Response: Partly Disagree.

« The policy is overly simplistic and neglects to mention over key design factors such as the

materials used, the detailed design features and characteristics of the area

« It makes nosenseto blend the extension with the existing building atthe time of publication
of the framework as subsequent extensions will need to be taken into accountin the future

as well

e The policy should recognise additional sensitivities in conservation areas, Listed Buildings

and their setting, National Landscapes, and coastal settings. There is a need for bespoke
design responses in heritage contexts

« Thereis a needto have regard to the importance of avoiding cumulative townscape erosion

through incremental extensions

Ultimately these issues are best left to local level policies that respond to local circumstances and

issues.

Chapter 13 — Protecting Green Belt Land



In December 2024, the government updated Green Belt policy, introducing a “grey belt” definition
and new requirements for authorities to review Green Belt boundaries when development needs
cannot be met elsewhere. The approach is now strategic and targeted rather than inconsistent.

The new policies support sustainable development, highlight the role of spatial strategies, and
clarify procedures. Chapter 13 replaces previous guidance, with some content moved to a draft
Framework annex (Annex E). Policies aim to unlock land for development, increase density
around train stations, and improve access to jobs and services. Boundaries may change to
support development near suitable stations identified in development plans. Housing and mixed-
use developments around well-connected stations are not considered inappropriate if they meet
scale and Golden Rules criteria.

Plan-making policies:

e GB1: Establishing New Green Belts
Revises criteria for establishing Green Belts, emphasizing that new designations should not
hinder long-term sustainable growth and only occur in exceptional circumstances.

e GB2: Assessing Existing Green Belt Land
Sets out roles for spatial development strategies and local plans in reviewing and assessing
Green Belts, including the identification of ‘grey belt’ areas.

e GB3: Altering Existing Green Belt Boundaries
Clarifies exceptional circumstances and principles for boundary changes, allowing
alterations to facilitate development near suitable stations.

e GB4: Defining Green Belt Boundaries
Consolidates guidance on defining Green Belt boundaries for new or altered designations.

e GB5: Beneficial Uses of Green Belt
Expands expectations for development plans, reinstates compensatory improvements, and
adds provisions for nature recovery and support for protected landscapes.

National decision-making policies:

e GB6: Control of Development in Green Belt
Clarifies parameters for inappropriate development, focusing substantial weight on harm
caused by such proposals.

e GB7: Development which is not inappropriate in the Green Belt
This policy updates and clarifies Framework paragraphs 154—155. Main changes:

e GB7(1a): Allows all agricultural development, not just buildings.

e GB7(1b): Merges principles for converting or altering buildings and explains what
constitutes an “original building.” It removes the requirement that reuse must always
preserve openness if that's too restrictive.

e GB7(1f): Replaces the mandate to “preserve openness” with measures to minimize
impacts and reduce significant conflict with Green Belt purposes.

e GB7(19): Refers to all “development” instead of listing types and clarifies application
of Golden Rules.

e GB7(1h): Permits housing and mixed-use development near well-connected stations
when infrastructure supports it, there’s no long-term conflict, and density
requirements (per policy L3) are met.



e GB8: Golden Rules

Golden Rules ensure Green Belt developments provide community benefits like
affordable housing, open space, and necessary infrastructure.

e Consolidates Framework paragraphs 156—159.

¢ Includes exceptions for traveller sites per existing Planning Policy.

e Outlines three scenarios where site-specific viability assessments are allowed; these
align with other proposed planning reforms and would be implemented after wider
consultation and updates.

Affordable Housing Floor

To guarantee community benefit, the government proposes a minimum affordable housing
threshold (“floor”) for relevant Green Belt developments:

e Option A: Fixed national floor (e.g., 10—15% Social Rent), unless local plans state
otherwise.

e Option B: Locally-adjusted floors at least as high as those for similar non-Green Belt
sites.

Benchmark Land Values
Standardised benchmark values for Green Belt land are under consideration:

¢ National benchmarks may overlook local variations and discourage owners if set too
low.

e The government proposes a national scenario: test viability of greenfield Green Belt
land at 10x Existing Use Value during plan-making, prompting justification for higher
benchmarks.

Guidance and Glossary

The definition of ‘grey belt’ is being simplified to avoid unnecessary restrictions and clarify
identification without undermining protections for other areas.

Chapter 13 (Green Belt) Consultation Questions are set out below butin the absence of any
Green Belt within East Devon it is not considered to be appropriate or necessary to
respond to these questions.

130) Do you agree that policy GB1 provides appropriate criteria for establishing new
Green Belts? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree,
strongly disagree.

131) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

132) Do you agree policy GB2 gives sufficient detail on the expected roles spatial
development strategies and local plans play in assessing Green belt land? Strongly agree,
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree.

a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.



133) Do you agree with proposals to better enable development opportunities around
suitable stations to be brought forward? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree.

a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

134) Do you agree the expectations set out in policy GB5 are appropriate and deliverable
in Local Plans? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree,
strongly disagree.

135) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

136) Do you agree policies GB6 and GB7 set out appropriate tests for considering
development on Green Belt land? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree,
partly disagree, strongly disagree.

a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

137) Do you agree policy GB7(1h) successfully targets appropriate development types
and locations in the Green Belt, including that it applies only to housing and mixed-use
development capable of meeting the density requirements in chapter 12? Strongly agree,
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree.

138) Please provide your reasons, including any evidence that this policy would lead to
adverse impacts on Gypsies and Travellers.

139) Do you agree that site-specific viability assessment should be permitted on
development proposals subject to the Golden Rules in these three circumstances?
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree.

a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

140) With regards to previously developed land, are there further changes to policy or
guidance that could be made to help ensure site-specific viability assessments are used
only for genuinely previously developed land, and not predominantly greenfield sites?

141) Do you agree with setting an affordable housing ‘floor’ for schemes subject to the
Golden Rules accompanied by a viability assessment subject to the terms set out?
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree.

142) Please explain your answer, including your view on the appropriate approach to
setting a ‘floor’, and the right level for this?

143) Do you agree with local planning authorities testing viability at the plan-making stage
using a standardised Benchmark Land Values scenario of 10 times Existing Use Value for
greenfield, Green Belt land? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly
disagree, strongly disagree.

a) Please explain your answer.

144) Do you have any other comments on the use of nationally standardised Benchmark
Land Values for local planning authorities to test viability at the plan-making stage?

145) Do you agree that proposed changes to the grey belt definition will improve the
operability of the grey belt definition, without undermining the general protections given to



other footnote 7 areas? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly
disagree, strongly disagree.

a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

Chapter 14 — Achieving Well Designed Places-Designed Places

Chapter 14 focuses on achieving well-designed places, revising Chapter 12 of the current
Framework. Because design impacts multiple policy areas, this chapter links with several
framework sections.

Updated Design and Placemaking Planning Practice Guidance has also been published to support
the draft Framework, consolidating four previous documents (National Design Guide, Design
Process and Tools Planning Practice Guidance, National Model Design Code Parts 1 & 2).

e DP1: A Strategy for Design updates how development plans should integrate design
policies, tools, and processes for a coherent strategy. It draws from current guidance
but is more explicit about when to use design guides, codes, and masterplans,
especially for key sites and regeneration areas. The policy emphasizes locally
specific detail and applies to all plan policies, not just neighbourhood groups.

e DP2: Design Guides, Codes, and Masterplans builds on existing guidance. It outlines
principles for creating guides, codes, and masterplans, adds monitoring
expectations, and stresses understanding economic, social, and environmental
context.

o DP3: Key Principles for Well-Designed Places clarifies how proposals are assessed,
aligning tests with updated guidance and stressing context consideration. The policy
now addresses climate change, net zero transition, and green infrastructure, while
moving tree policy to another chapter. Proposals not meeting design standards
should be refused, and innovative designs are recognized.

e DP4: The Design Process highlights consistent attention to design quality throughout
project delivery, bolsters the case for design review, and refers to guidance for tool
specifics. Advertisement consent is no longer included due to its separate regime.

RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 14 (Achieving Well-Designed Places)

146) Do you agree that policy DP1 provides sufficient clarity on how development plans
should deliver high-quality design and placemaking outcomes?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

EDDC strongly supports the ambition for higher design quality and a clearer national steer on
placemaking. The district contains a highly distinctive blend of coastal, rural, market-town and
heritage environments, making design quality fundamental to good planning.

The policy rightly emphasises:
e Character-led, context-sensitive design

e High quality public realm-quality public realm



Integration of green and blue infrastructure
Climate-responsive layouts
Strong design expectations in Local Plans and supplementary guidance

Support for and clarity on the use and circumstances of use of Design Review and other
design processes

The need to specify design and placemaking outcomes and the suggested recognition that
design is a problem solving tool

The need for design to be applied at the earliest stage of development, i.e. at allocation,
through design coding and area masterplanning.

However, EDDC highlights that:

Design and placemaking must allow flexibility for sensitive areas, particularly Conservation
Areas, National Landscapes, and the Jurassic Coast World Heritage Site.

Greater emphasis should be placed on local identity.Design is a process and discipline that
resolves issues. The outcomes for design should be functional, such as improved
economic performance or improved resident satisfaction or community health and
wellbeing. The evidence provided referred to in the draft NPPF and PPG should be equally
functional (better health outcomes) and not simply about making something look like other
buildings in the neighbourhood. Design is the operational tool that can and should be
directed to resolve site / neighbourhood / town / district problems and achieve community
aspirations.

147) Do you agree with the approach to design tools set out in policy DP2?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

EDDC welcomes the strengthened role of:

Design codes
Design guides
Masterplans
Design frameworks

Monitoring and review

These tools provide clarity for applicants, reduce unnecessary negotiation, and ensure that
development responds to East Devon’s unique contexts—such as historic coastal towns, rural
villages, and sensitive landscape edges.

EDDC notes:

National policy should reaffirm that locally prepared design codes must be the primary
reference point, avoiding any implication that national design codes override carefully
evidenced local work.



« There is significantresponsibility placed on Local Authorities to produce district, settlement,
area and site specific design guidance and coding. This could resultin genuine
improvement in design outcomes but without significant additional resourcing LPA’s will
lack the capacity to research and produce these tools which risks generic design outcomes.
There is a significant lack of design literacy or in-house professional design expertise
across local authorities which reduces meaningful oversight of design codes, guidance and
masterplans.

o The opportunity to align design codes, guidance and masterplans with national guidance
can strengthen the hand of an LPA, but the operational nature of good design must be
better recognised. Existing guidance including Play Streets, Healthy Streets, Spaces for
Women and Girls, Age Friendly Streets could or should be referenced as these deliver the
aims of the policy, are current and with broad awareness.

o Policy should emphasis the need for development to link with existing development and be
designed to link with and help service future developmentin future plan-periods where
allocation of neighbouring and nearby sites is foreseeable.

« Monitoring and review needs to include energy use, levels of active / public and private
vehicle use, health and wellbeing outcomes. This must extend a meaningful time period
such as atyear 1, 5, and 10 to gain adequate insightinto development performance that
can be fed back into policy review and inform subsequent Local Development Plan
Documents. Without this there is no way of knowing whether or not policy has been
successful in delivering its aims.

148) Do you agree policy DP3 clearly sets out principles for development proposals to
respond to their context and create well-designed places?

EDDC Response: Agree.
DP3 correctly identifies the core elements of good design, including:
« Responding to landscape setting
« Reinforcing local character
« High-quality materials and detailing
o Safe, accessible layouts
« Climate-resilient and nature-positive design
« Strong public realm and active frontages

For East Devon, where many settlements are tightly constrained by heritage assets, steep
topography, or coastal exposure, this policy provides essential direction.

EDDC recommends adding explicit recognition of:

« The special considerations applying to National Landscape and World Heritage Site
settings, including skyline, ridge-line and seafront impacts

« The need to address cumulative design impacts from incremental small-scale development

EDDC cautions that:



e DP3.4 The wording requires outstanding or innovative design to be consistent with the
overall and layout of their surroundings. This limits the capacity to improve areas where
surrounding buildings and layout are poor and being consistent with them would artificially
maintain an undesirable environment.

149) Do you agree with the proposed approach to using design review and other design
processes in policy DP4?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC supports the principle of design review, particularly for:
« Major development
o Complex or sensitive sites
« Proposals within or affecting designated landscapes and heritage areas
Design review can significantly improve outcomes where context is complex or contentious.
However, EDDC recommends:

o Clear guidance thatdesign review should be targeted and proportionate, avoiding delays or
unnecessary cost for small-scale rural development

o Recognition that many rural authorities, including East Devon, lack local design -review
capacity and have to pull on regional or cross-boundary arrangements with associated time
and cost implications

« Flexibility to use alternative tools (e.g., design surgeries, officer-level advice, pre-application
panels) for smaller schemes where full design review is disproportionate

EDDC further suggests that national policy should encourage early engagement to avoid
late-stage fundamental design issues.

Chapter 15 - Promoting Sustainable Transport

This section replaces Chapter 9 of the current Framework. It clarifies existing transport policies
while removing some plan-making requirements now covered by national decisions. The revised
chapter emphasizes a vision-led approach to both planning and decision-making.

New policies address gaps in past guidance, such as roadside facilities and rights of way.
Plan-Making Policies
TR1: Vision-Led Approach to Planning for Transport

e Consolidates framework paragraphs 109 and 111 (except clauses dealt with in TR3,
TR5, and TR7). Introduces early engagement and use of the Connectivity Tool for
site selection. Plans may set thresholds for significant movement to support other
policies.

TR2: Local Parking Standards

e Combineselements from paragraphs 112 and 113. Requires local parking standards
in development plans, allowing flexible ranges and business needs. Removes need



for “clear and compelling justification” when standards support sustainable transport
or optimize density.

National Decision-Making Policies
TR3: Locating Development in Sustainable Locations

e Updates guidance on siting development. Replaces “significant development” with
“significant amount of movement.” Adds the Connectivity Tool and the concept of
‘wheeling.”

TR4: Street Design, Access and Parking

e Merges previous guidance on design. Prioritizes sustainable transport and includes
provisions for older people, children, and those with disabilities. Directs users to
national design guidance.

TR5: Roadside Facilities

e Refines conditions for approving, expanding, or replacing roadside facilities. Losses
must be mitigated or justified.

TR6: Assessing Transport Impacts

e Combines previous guidelines on transport assessment. Clarifies which proposals
need assessments and travel plans, and that analysis should consider different
times, cumulative effects, and network-wide impacts.

TR7: Marine Ports, Airports, and General Aviation Facilities

e Modernizes guidance, supporting upgrades that reduce carbon, protect public
service roles, and require acceptable environmental effects.

TR8: Public Rights of Way

e Offers more guidance on expanding and maintaining rights of way, allowing
diversions that maintain or improve networks.

RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 15 (Promoting Sustainable Transport)

150) Do you agree that policy TR1 will provide an effective basis for taking a vision-led
approach and supporting sustainable transport through plan-making?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC supports the vision-led approach, which rightly prioritises:
« Reducing reliance on the private car
« Enhancing active travel networks
e Improving public transport accessibility
« Integrating transport with land-use planning from the outset

However, national policy must recognise that rural and coastal districts such as East Devon face:



« Dispersed settlement patterns

« Limited bus frequency and coverage, especially in evenings and rural areas

« Constrained rail connectivity outside the main Exeter—Honiton—Axminster line
e Aroad network with pinch points on the A30, A3052 and M5 approaches

TR1 must therefore be applied flexibly, ensuring vision-led transport planning is rural-proofed and
supported by realistic delivery mechanisms and long-term funding.

151) Do you agree that policy TR2 strikes an appropriate balance between supporting
maximum parking standards where they can deliver planning benefits, and requiring a
degree of flexibility and consideration of business requirements in setting those
standards?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.

EDDC acknowledges the importance of maximum parking standards to support sustainable travel
and considers that the policy provides flexibility to take account of local circumstances such as

« Rural towns and villages in East Devon often lack viable alternatives to the car.

o Local businesses, particularly in coastal tourism centres, require flexibility to accommodate
seasonal peaks.

EDDC supports TR2 if accompanied by clear recognition that parking standards must reflect
settlement context, availability of public transport, and local economic needs.

152) Do you agree with the changes proposed in policy TR3(1a), including the reference to
proposals which could generate a significant amount of movement, and the proposed use
of the Connectivity Tool?

EDDC Response: Partly Agree

EDDC supports using the Connectivity Tool to promote multimodal transport and understand
accessibility more holistically. This aligns with:

« Active travel ambitions

« Avoiding overreliance on highway capacity modelling

« Encouraging developmentin appropriately connected locations
However:

« The tool must be adapted for rural areas, where connectivity metrics often mask real-world
barriers such as infrequent buses, limited footway networks, and steep topography.

« Major development should still require a full transport assessment, as the Connectivity Tool
cannot capture freight movements, visitor pressures or cumulative impacts on constrained
rural corridors.



153) Do you agree that policy TR4 provides a sufficient basis for effective integration of
transport considerations in creating well-designed places?

EDDC Response: Partly Agree.
EDDC supports the principle that transport is a key component of place-making, including:
« Prioritising pedestrian and cycle movement
« Designing streets that are safe, attractive and accessible
« Integrating public transport infrastructure into masterplans
« Reducing dominance of car-oriented layouts
However, the policy should include:

o Explicitreference to coastal and historic town contexts where street patterns and gradients
limit design options

« Clearer expectations for aligning transport design with climate-resilience measures (e.g.,
shading, flood-resilient layouts)

154) Do you agree with policy TR5 on supporting the provision and retention of roadside
facilities where there is an identified need?

EDDC Response: Strongly Agree.

East Devon contains key transport routes (A30, A3052, A376), where:
« Roadside services support road safety, driver welfare, and freight operations
« Visitor demand is significant, particularly in summer
o Local economies benefit from passing trade

EDDC supports TR5, provided:

« New facilities are sensitively sited to avoid harm to the landscape and the setting of
heritage assets

« Impacts on rural settlements, wildlife habitats, and landscape character are carefully
managed

« Infrastructure requirements (wastewater, roads, EV charging) are appropriately addressed

155) Do you agree the amended wording in policy TR6 provides a clearer basis for
transport assessments, travel plans, and consideration of network impacts?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
Clearer triggers for transport assessments and travel plans will:
« Improve consistency in decision-making

e Reduce unnecessary submissions for small rural schemes



« Ensure robust analysis for developments with significant transport impacts
However, EDDC notes that:

« Inrural areas, even modest development can have disproportionate impacts on limited bus
services or constrained junctions

« TR6 should explicitly require assessment of cumulative impacts along key transport
corridors

156) Do you agree the proposed text in policy TR7 provides an effective basis for assessing
proposals for marine ports, airports and general aviation facilities?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

While East Devon does not contain a commercial port, the district does include:
o Exeter Airport
« Recreational aviation

EDDC supports TR7, but recommends:

« Stronger safeguards for recreational aviation-related impacts on tranquillity within the
National Landscapes

157) Do you agree with the additional policy on maintaining and improving rights of way in
TR8?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
Rights of way are crucial to East Devon'’s:
e Tourism economy
e Rural connectivity
« Health and wellbeing
o Access to the National Landscapes and Heritage Coast
EDDC strongly supports TR8, and recommends additional emphasis on:
« Improving accessibility for people with disabilities
« Integrating rights of way into new developments and masterplans

« Enhancing resilience to coastal erosion and flooding

Chapter 16 — Promoting Healthy Communities

This chapter primarily updates the Framework’s ‘Healthy and Safe Communities’ section, moving
public safety policies to a new pollution and security section.



Policy HC1 consolidates guidance on community facilities and public service infrastructure,
distinguishing between local services (like schools) and broader regional services (like hospitals).
Development plans are expected to set specific standards for recreational land, referencing
national guidelines, to support health and wellbeing and clarify requirements for development
contributions.

Policy HC2 rewords rules for designating Local Green Space, now specifying areas should be
“close” rather than simply “reasonably close” to the communities they serve.

Policy HC3 clarifies the need to secure all forms of community facilities and public service
infrastructure where new development increases demand, referencing national green space
standards if local ones do not exist.

Policy HC4 strengthens support for proposals introducing or improving such facilities and sets out
expectations for engaging communities in the design of inclusive play spaces.

Policy HC5 clarifies planning considerations around hot food takeaways and fast food outlets near
schools and youth gathering places, applying restrictions within a “reasonable” walking distance.
Feedback is sought on how best to define “fast food outlets”.

Policy HC6 introduces additional clarity when planning may lead to the loss of the last remaining
key facility in an area, aligning with the government’s 'Pride in Place' agenda.

Policy HC7, addressing recreational facilities, allows more flexibility by requiring replacement with
equivalent or better provision in quantity and/or quality. This change acknowledges that improved
gquality can sometimes offset reduced quantity.

Policy HCS8 confirms that Local Green Space should not be categorized as grey belt or subject to
Green Belt policy on previously developed land.

RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 16 (Promoting Healthy Communities)

158) Do you agree with the approach to planning for healthy communities in policy HC1,
including the expectation that development plans set local standards for different types of
recreational land?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
EDDC supports HC1’s emphasis on:
o Clearlocal standards for recreational land
« Integration of national standards with local evidence
e Health-focused plan-making
« Providing well-distributed, high-quality green spaces
East Devon particularly benefits from strong policy in this area due to:
« An aging population requiring accessible, nearby community spaces
« High levels of rural isolation, which increase reliance on local facilities and open space

« Significanttourism pressures requiring resilient and well-managed recreation infrastructure



« Coastal and estuarine areas where green/blue infrastructure plays a vital role in health and
wellbeing

EDDC recommends ensuring flexibility for rural and coastal settlements with limited developable
land but high need for multifunctional green space.

159) Do you agree that Local Green Space should be ‘close’ to the community it serves?
EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
EDDC supports the principle that Local Green Space (LGS):

« Should be easily accessible by walking

e Should meet day-to-day wellbeing needs

e Is particularly vital in rural settlements where formal open space provision is limited
However, EDDC notes:

“Close” must be interpreted proportionately: in dispersed rural settlements, a slightly wider
walking distance may be appropriate.

« Topography (steep slopes, coastal cliffs) and severance (rivers, main roads) must be
considered in defining “close”.

160) Do you agree that policies HC3 and HC4 will support the provision of community
facilities and public service infrastructure for new development?

EDDC Response: Strongly Agree.
EDDC welcomes policies that:
« Safeguard existing community facilities

« Ensure new development contributes to required public service infrastructure (GP
surgeries, schools, community hubs)

« Highlight the importance of early engagement with infrastructure providers
For East Devon, HC3 and HC4 are particularly important because:

« Health service capacity is already constrained

o Population growth places pressure on GP and primary-care provision

« Rural communities depend heavily on a small number of facilities

161) Do you have any views on whether further clarity is required to improve the
application of this policy, including the term ‘fast food outlets’, and the types of uses to
which it applies?

EDDC Response:
EDDC supports clearer definitions, as the term “fast food outlet” is open to wide interpretation.
Clarity would assistin applying planning controls to:



e Drive-through restaurants
« Hot-food takeaways
« High-sugar/high-fat food retailers proximate to schools

Given East Devon’s focus on healthy lifestyles, EDDC recommends aligning definitions with
public-health evidence and giving LPAs flexibility to apply local criteria.

162) Do you agree with the proposed approach to retaining key community facilities and
public service infrastructure in policy HC6?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
East Devon contains many rural villages where:
« Asingle facility (post office, village shop, pub, hall) may be essential to community cohesion
o Loss of facilities can lead to increased isolation and reduced service accessibility
EDDC supports:
e Strong protection for essential community services
o Clear viability tests before loss is permitted
o Encouragement of community-led solutions

This policy is vital to maintaining the social sustainability of smaller settlements but clarity is
required regarding the marketing requirements to ensure that properties are properly marketed
and at a reasonable price.

163) Do you agree with the approach to recreational facilities in policy HC7, including the
addition of ‘and/or’ with reference to quantity and quality of replacement provision?

EDDC Response: Agree.

EDDC supports the flexibility provided by the “and/or” wording, which:
« Allows replacement of poor-quality facilities with fewer but higher-quality alternatives
e Supports multifunctional, resilient recreation spaces

« Enablessuitable solutionsin constrained or sensitive locations (coastal towns, steep areas,
floodplains)

However, EDDC stresses that:
« Replacement provision must remain locally accessible

o Rural communities mustnot lose facilities unless replacementis demonstrably equivalentin
function and accessibility

164) Do you agree with the clarification that Local Green Space should not fall into areas
regarded as grey belt or where Green Belt policy on previously developed land applies?



EDDC Response: Strongly Agree.
The clarification avoids policy conflictand ensures:
o LGS designation remains focused on community-valued spaces

« Protections for urban regeneration land (grey belt) and Green Belt policy remain distinct
and coherent

Although East Devon contains no Green Belt, EDDC agrees this clarification provides national
consistency and prevents inappropriate overlap in designations. However, EDDC has concerns
aboutthe planning logic of lumping the definition of inappropriate/appropriate definitions of
development that could be considered on Local Green Space in with Green Beltland given that
the scale, nature and purpose of these designations are so significantly different. LGS is
specifically not to include large tracts of land and is often the most valued areas of green space
within the heart of communities. The extensive list of development that could be appropriate to be
permitted on LGS under the current NPPF and set outin GB7 of the 2025 consultation version is
wide ranging and raises serious questions for communities as whether their valued green spaces
would be more or less at risk of being lost to development if designated as Local Green Space or
not, which would appear to undermine the purpose, value and role of the LGS designation (HCS8).
LGS should be subject to a dedicated definition of appropriate development, or criteria for
determining what this might be, or this cou

Chapter 17 — Pollution, Public Protection and Security

This chapter combines current guidance on healthy communities and environmental protection,
aiming to group safeguards against pollution and hazards for easier reference and early
identification in planning.

Plan-making policy
P1: Planning for Clean, Liveable and Healthy Places

Plan-makers should identify sites and safeguards to limit risks from ground instability, pollution,
and hazards. This includes existing measures to reduce pollution and adds requirements relating
to land needed for public safety and security. Some details are covered elsewhere in national
decision-making policies.

Decision-making policies

P2: Ground Conditions

Sites must have suitable ground conditions for safe, sustainable development.
P3: Living Conditions and Pollution

New developments must meet broad standards for living conditions and pollution, covering
daylight, sunlight, air quality, noise, artificial light, water quality, and chalk streams.

P4: Impact of Development on Existing Activities

The 'agent of change' principle aims to mitigate impacts on existing activities, such as emergency
services, defence, industrial, cultural, and waste sites, by specifying what decision-makers should
consider to minimise conflicts.



P5: Maintaining Public Safety and Security

Proposals must address safety issues early, considering hazardous, nuclear, military, aerodrome,
and technical sites. Proper consultation and protection of operations and sensitive data are

required.
P6: Land and Operations for Defence and Public Protection

Development supporting defence and public protection should be strongly prioritised, avoiding
negative effects on operational activity.

RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 17 (Pollution, Public Protection and Security)

165) Do you agree with policy P1 as a basis for identifying and addressing relevant risks
when preparing plans?

EDDC Response: Strongly Agree.

Policy P1 provides a sound framework for identifying a wide range of risks during plan preparation,
including environmental risks, infrastructure constraints, and climate-change impacts.

EDDC supports the structured approach, but recommends that P1 explicitly requires:
« Early engagement with infrastructure providers
« Integration of climate-risk projections (e.g., UKCP)

« Recognition that risks may necessitate lower development capacity in environmentally
constrained areas

166) Are any additional tools or guidance needed to enable better decision-making on
contaminated land?

EDDC Response:
Yes. EDDC recommends:

« Clearer national guidance on when detailed site investigation is required at plan-making
stage versus at planning application stage

« Consistent national standards for remediation verification

« Enhanced guidance on risks associated with historic rural industrial uses (e.g., former
agricultural storage, small workshops, coastal industries)

« Improved clarification on how remediation interacts with viability, particularly on small
brownfield sites where remediation costs can be prohibitively high

Better alignment with the Environment Agency’s guidance would also support more consistent
decision-making.

167) Do you agree with the criteria in proposed policy P3 for securing acceptable living
conditions and managing pollution?



EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
EDDC supports the stronger and clearer expectations in P3 regarding:
« Airquality
« Noise and vibration
o Land contamination
o Lightpollution

EDDC recommends highlighting the role of cumulative impacts, particularly in linear coastal
settlements and constrained town centres. In addition, odour nuisance should be referred to in
addition to light and noise.

168) Do you agree policy P4 makes sufficiently clear how decision-makers should apply the
agent of change principle?

EDDC Response: Strongly Agree.
The policy provides useful clarity, reaffirming that:
o Existing lawful businesses should not be disadvantaged by new sensitive development

o Developers mustincorporate appropriate noise, vibration and other mitigation where they
choose to locate sensitive uses near established activities

EDDC recommends additional clarity on:

« How the agent-of-change principle interacts with heritage buildings where mitigation options
may be constrained

169) Do you agree policy P5 provides sufficient basis for addressing possible malicious
threats and other hazards when considering development proposals?

EDDC Response: Strongly Agree.
EDDC welcomes the explicit policy recognition of risks such as:
e Malicious threats
e Industrial hazards
« Infrastructure-related hazards
« Climate-related hazards (heat, flooding, storm events)

The policy gives a proportionate framework for LPAs to consult relevant bodies (e.g., emergency
planners, infrastructure operators) when assessing high-risk proposals. EDDC emphasises the
importance of:

« Clarifying responsibilities between LPAs, emergency responders and infrastructure
operators



Ensuring that hazard-mitigation requirements are viable and proportionate for small rural
schemes

Ensuring that the planning system is not duplicating the provisions of other legislation

170) Do you agree that substantial weight should be given to the benefits of development
for defence and public protection purposes?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

EDDC recognises:

The national importance of defence and public safety
The need for essential infrastructure to be delivered efficiently

The benefits of modernising emergency-service, defence and resilience facilities

However, EDDC emphasises that:

Substantial weight should not override fundamental environmental protections, especially in
areas such as the National Landscapes, internationally designated habitats, and the World
Heritage Site

Landscape, heritage and ecological impacts must remain central to decision-making

The policy must clarify that “substantial weight” applies only where impacts can be
appropriately mitigated and where the facility genuinely serves defence or public-protection
functions and only located in designated areas where all sites outside of designated areas
have been fully explored.

Chapter 18 — Managing Flood Risk and Coastal Change

A new chapter on flood risk management is proposed to clarify assessment requirements and
update policies in line with recent guidance. Most content reflects existing Framework policy, with
some changes for clarity and strengthened coastal protection.

Key Policies:

F1: Assessing Flood Risk for Plan-Making: Updates ensure development plans are
informed by current strategic flood risk assessments and relevant authority advice,
emphasizing both present and future risks.

F2: Effective Flood Risk Management: Maintains the need for a sequential, risk-based
approach in site selection within development plans.

F3: Managing Coastal Change: Consolidates prior guidance and adds requirements to
consider Shoreline Management Plans, extend management areas to estuaries/tidal rivers,
and plan for a 100-year risk period. Aims to better identify and manage areas at risk of
coastal change.

F4: Assessing Flood Risk for Decision-Making: Clarifies when site-specific flood risk
assessments are necessary, referencing updated tools like the Flood Map for Planning.
F5: The Sequential Test: Explains application and exemptions of the sequential test,
including circumstances involving surface water risk and design solutions. Stresses that



alternative sites should be considered before building in flood-prone areas, but allows
flexibility if other tests are met.

e F6: Developmentin River/Sea Flood Risk Areas: Clarifies the exception test process,
linking directly to new annex tables and specifying when the test can be omitted (e.g., pre-
tested sites).

e F7: Ensuring Safe Development: Sets clear criteria for approving developments, ensuring
safety and no additional flood risk elsewhere; proposals not meeting these standards
should be refused.

e F8: Sustainable Drainage Systems: Requires all relevant developments to use
Sustainable Drainage Systems according to national standards, and introduces policies
encouraging river re-naturalization and avoidance of enclosing watercourses.

e F9: Development in Coastal Change Management Areas: Updates policy to apply
consistent testing to areas flagged as high risk on the National Coastal Erosion Risk Map
and makes clear that permanent new housing is inappropriate in such areas.

Annex F consolidates guidance on flood risk and coastal change, clarifying required information
and permissions for various types of development, with category updates (e.g., hydrogen
production now “essential infrastructure”).

RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 18 (Managing Flood Risk and Coastal Change)

171) Do you agree with the proposed changes set outin policy F3to improve how Coastal
Change Management Areas are identified and taken into account in development plans?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.

EDDC welcomes the strengthened approach to CCMA designation, as East Devon’s coastline—
including Sidmouth, Beer, Branscombe, Seaton and areas along the Jurassic Coast—is subject to:

« Active cliff erosion
« Landslip and instability
o Coastal squeeze
e Long-term shoreline retreat
Clearer national guidance for identifying CCMAs will:
« Provide greater certainty for residents, developers and communities
e Support evidence-based local plan policies
« Allow more consistent decisions at planning appeals

« Enable future adaptation planning in alignment with Shoreline Management Plans (SMP2)

172) Do you agree with the proposed clarifications to the sequential test set out in policy
F5?

EDDC Response: Strongly Agree.

Clearer direction on applying the sequential test is needed and welcomed. Key improvements
include:

« Ensuring developmentis steered to the lowest reasonable flood-risk locations



« Addressing cumulative risk in complex catchments
e Supporting consistent interpretation across LPAs and Planning Inspectors
However, EDDC notes that:

o Sequential test guidance should explicitly recognise interactions between fluvial, tidal,
pluvial and groundwater flood sources, which affect many areas in East Devon

« National policy should acknowledge that some settlements have very limited areas outside
higher-risk zones, necessitating pragmatic and proportionate application.

173) Do you agree with the proposed approach to the exception test set outin policy F6?
EDDC Response: Partly agree.
The proposed updates bring helpful clarity and reinforce the need for:
« Robustdemonstration that development will be safe for its lifetime
« Greater emphasis on long-term climate-change projections
« Ensuring wider sustainability benefits genuinely outweigh flood risk
For East Devon, EDDC emphasises:

o Exception tests must not be used to justify development where SMP -identified rollback or
long-term relocation is expected

« Infrastructure (including access/egress routes) must be resilientto future climate conditions,
especially for coastal communities

174) Do you agree with the proposed requirement in policy F8 for sustainable drainage
systems to be designed in accordance with the National Standards?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.

East Devon has numerous areas vulnerable to surface-water flooding. National SuDS Standards
will:

« Improve consistency in drainage design
e Ensure multifunctional SuDS delivering biodiversity, water-quality and amenity benefits
« Strengthen long-term maintenance arrangements
« Support adaptation to intense rainfall events linked to climate change
EDDC recommends explicit reference to:
« Integration with water-recycling and infiltration-based systems in rural areas

e Long-term funding mechanisms for SuDS adoption and maintenance by a publicly
accountable body



175) Do you agree with the proposed new policy to avoid the enclosure of watercourses,
and encourage the de-culverting and re-naturalisation of river channels?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
EDDC supports the policy’s ambition to:
e Reduce flood risk by removing culvert blockages
« Enhance biodiversity and habitat connectivity
« Improve water quality in sensitive catchments
« Restore natural river morphology and reduce long-term maintenance costs

This aligns with local priorities and projects such as the Lower Otter Restoration Project, which
demonstrates the benefits of re-naturalisation.

176) Do you agree with the proposed changes to policy for managing development in areas
affected by coastal change?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
EDDC supports:
« Greater consistency with SMP2
« Stronger direction against new development in areas requiring future rollback
« Clearer expectations for adaptation planning and relocation of vulnerable uses
EDDC recommends further clarity on:
« Triggers for initiating managed-retreat strategies

« Role of central government in funding coastal change adaptation

177) The National Coastal Erosion Risk Map sets out where areas may be vulnerable to
coastal change based on different scenarios. Do you have views on how these scenarios
should be applied to ensure a proportionate approach in applying this policy?

EDDC Response:
EDDC supports proportionate use of NCERM layers, provided that:

e Longer-term scenarios (50-100 years) are used for strategic planning
« Short-term scenarios guide decision-making on individual applications

« Maps are supplemented by local geomorphological evidence, especially in rapidly evolving
areas such as the Jurassic Coast

EDDC recommends that NCERM be updated more frequently to capture fast-changing coastal
systems.



178) Do you agree with the proposed new additions to Table 2: Flood Risk Vulnerability
Classifications? a) Should any other forms of development should be added? Please give
your reasoning and clearly identify which proposed or additional uses you are referring to

EDDC Response: Agree.
The additions improve clarity, but EDDC recommends:

o Ensuring coastal-dependent uses (e.g., boatyards, fisheries) are correctly classified and
supported where sustainably located

« Adding clarity on the vulnerability of tourism accommodation, which is prevalent along East
Devon’s coastline and often located in high-risk areas

Where new uses are added, the policy should ensure alignment with CCMA and SMP guidance.
Potential additions include:
o Coastal tourism accommodation, to clarify treatment of seasonal or temporary structures
« Energy-storage infrastructure, given emerging fire and flood-risk considerations

o Nature-based infrastructure, which may require a distinct category to support ecological
and climate-adaptation objectives

Chapter 19: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment

Chapter 19 outlines new policies for conserving and improving the natural environment, replacing
Chapter 15 except for ground conditions and pollution, which move to a separate section. The
revised chapter integrates updated legal requirements and emphasises green infrastructure and
nature-based solutions.

Key Policies:

N1 consolidates previous guidance on plan-making, stresses using environmental evidence (such
as Local Nature Recovery Strategies), and balancing conservation with development needs. It
introduces clear standards for green infrastructure based on national benchmarks and limits
biodiversity net gain contributions beyond statutory minimums to specific justified cases.

N2 clarifies that new developments must positively contribute to the environment by considering
landscape character and existing features, applying biodiversity net gain, using local strategies,
adopting nature-based solutions, and adding wildlife-friendly features like swift bricks.

N3 covers tree integration in new developments, shifting this guidance to the natural environment
section for consistency.

N4 updates rules for protected landscapes, changing "great weight" to "substantial weight,” and
calls for mitigation or compensation when major development affects these areas, reflecting recent
legislative changes.

N5 merges coastal protection policies, linking them with flood risk and coastal change provisions
for clarity.

N6 defines the hierarchy of sites important for biodiversity (international, national, local), clarifies
protections for locally designated sites, and prepares for the introduction of Environmental Delivery
Plans, assisting authorities in mapping crucial nature areas.



RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 19 QUESTIONS (Conserving and enhancing the natural
environment)

179) Do you agree that the proposed approach to planning for the natural environment in
policy N1, including the proposed approach to biodiversity net gain, strikes the right
balance between consistency, viability, deliverability, and supporting nature recovery?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

While EDDC strongly supports the ambition to secure nature recovery and integrate Local Nature
Recovery Strategies into the planning system, several practical considerations must be addressed

to ensure the policy is deliverable locally.
Key points:

o Statutory protections must continue to hold primacy in environmentally constrained
authorities like East Devon, where development capacity is already restricted by designated
habitats, sensitive landscapes, water-resource limits, and nutrient-neutrality requirements
(e.g., Exe and Axe catchments).

« Viability and deliverability pressures in low-value markets risk compromising nature
recovery objectives unless national guidance provides flexibility or greater resourcing.

« Consistency is welcome, but the policy must recognise that rural and coastal authorities
with extensive protected landscapes face greater ecological constraints and higher baseline
obligations.

Overall, N1 provides a helpful framework, but flexibility is required to accommodate the unique
environmental constraints that strongly influence East Devon’s development patterns.

« EastDevon contains National Landscapes, the Jurassic Coast World Heritage Site,
Ramsar-sensitive estuaries, and numerous priority habitats. Applying a uniform national
approach without recognising these constraints risks placing disproportionate burdens on
development viability.

« Water-resource and wastewater capacity issues significantly limit development potential in
many settlements; N1 should explicitly acknowledge such capacity-linked constraints as
part of nature recovery planning.

o The restriction that BNG contributions beyond statutory minimums should only be soughtin
limited, justified cases is understood, but EDDC recommends clearer national guidance on
when higher BNG is appropriate.

180) In what circumstances would it be reasonable to seek more than 10% biodiversity net
gain on sites being allocated in the development plan, especially where this could support
meeting biodiversity net gain obligations on other neighbouring sites in a particular area?

EDDC Response:
EDDC recommends that requests for >10% BNG be permitted where:
1. Local Nature Recovery Strategies identify strategic habitat priorities, such as:
o internationally sensitive estuarine systems
o coastal habitat networks
o woodland, wetland, or species connectivity corridors
o hature-based solutions supporting catchment-wide water quality
2. Cumulative impacts require higher intervention, particularly in areas experiencing:

o hutrient-neutrality constraints



o water-quality pressures
o habitat fragmentation

3. Strategic sites (e.g., large allocations) can deliver landscape-scale restoration with
improved long-term ecological management.

4. Neighbouring sites lack capacity to provide sufficient on-site BNG, and the plan-led
approach identifies specific multifunctional green-infrastructure opportunities on another
site.

5. Coastal or river-corridor enhancement is needed to align with Shoreline Management
Plans or flood-risk renaturalisation policies (as referenced in the Chapter 18 summary).

Such scenarios should be explicitly reflected in policy or guidance so that LPAs can justify higher
BNG without risk of challenge.

181) Do you agree policy N2 sets sufficiently clear expectations for how development
proposals should consider and enhance the existing natural characteristics of sites
proposed for development?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

EDDC welcomes the requirement for development to respond positively to natural features,
landscape character, and ecological networks—consistent with the summary provided in the
consultation response document.

However, the policy could be strengthened by:

« Requiring earlier engagement with ecological and landscape evidence atthe
concept/masterplan stage.

e Providing clearer expectations on how proposals should integrate nature-based
solutions, especially in water-stressed catchments.

o Ensuring protections remain robust in sensitive coastal, estuarine, and upland
landscapes, where natural features form the core of local character.

« Addressing the cumulative erosion of landscape and ecological quality through small,
incremental development.

Where disagreement arises, itis due to:

« Lack of detail on how applicants should demonstrate application of local ecological or
landscape evidence (e.g., Local Nature Recovery Strategy, landscape character
assessments).

« Potential risk that high-level national policy may underplay the level of local detail
necessary to protect sensitive environments like those across East Devon.

« The emphasisis clearly on conservation whereas there should be more emphasis on the
planting of new hedgerows and trees and creating new habitats.

182) Do you agree the policy in N4 provides a sufficiently clear basis for considering
development proposals affecting protected landscapes and reflecting the statutory duties
which apply to them?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
EDDC welcomes:

« The updated move from “great weight’ to “substantial weight” for protected landscapes,
as described in the consultation summary.



« Recognition that major development must demonstrate mitigation or compensation of
landscape harm.

However:

« National policy must more explicitly recognise the extreme sensitivity of East Devon’s
National Landscapes and the World Heritage Site, where visual, tranquillity-related, and
ecological impacts are often profound and long-lasting.

« The definition of “major development” in protected landscapes should be clarified to avoid
inconsistent interpretation.

EDDC recommends:

1. Explicit reference to setting impacts, including skylines, ridgelines, coastal views, and
cumulative effects.

2. Clearer guidance on:
o landscape-led site assessment
o how harm can be mitigated or compensated
o when compensation outside the designated area is acceptable
3. Stronger linkage to nature-based solutions and green-infrastructure corridors.

183) Do you agree policy N6 provides clarity on the treatment of internationally, nationally,
and locally recognised sites within the planning system?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
N6 provides a reasonable hierarchy, but refinements are required:

« Many parts of East Devon are affected by overlapping designations (e.g., SSSI, SAC,
Ramsar, local wildlife sites), and clearer national guidance is needed on how to balance
these layers.

e The policy mentions Environmental Delivery Plans, but does not yet provide mechanisms
for how they interact with development management decisions. This is particularly
important where nutrient neutrality or water-quality regulations already act as binding
constraints.

« Clarity is needed on how statutory protections interact with the strengthened presumption in
favour of sustainable development.

e The hierarchy is broadly sound, but national policy should better reflect real-world
interactions between designations and catchment-wide environmental constraints.

« Further clarity is needed on the treatment of locally important nature sites, which play a
crucial role in East Devon’s ecological networks.

184) Are there any further issues for planning policy that we need to consider as we take
forward implementation of Environmental Delivery Plans?

EDDC Response: Yes. Key issues include:
1. Alignment with Water and Wastewater Capacity

Environmental Delivery Plans must interact clearly with water companies’ investment cycles,
Water Resource Management Plans, and nutrient-neutrality requirements. Without alignment,
LPAs risk policy conflicts between environmental obligations and housing delivery expectations.

2. Funding and Long-Term Stewardship
National guidance should address:



« Long-term maintenance funding
« Governance structures for habitat delivery

« Responsibilities for monitoring and enforcement
These are particularly critical where BNG or nature-based solutions are delivered off-site.

3. Spatial Targeting
EDDC recommends explicit linkage between:
o Local Nature Recovery Strategies
o Coastallestuarine restoration priorities
e Environmental Delivery Plans
o Catchment-scale water-quality strategies

This will ensure coherent decision-making across East Devon'’s sensitive coastal and river
systems.

4. Climate-Nature Integration

Environmental Delivery Plans should integrate:
o coastal adaptation (linking Chapter 18 policies)
« flood-risk renaturalisation

e carbon-sequestration landscapes
This will support multifunctional environmental delivery.

5. Clear Expectations for Developers

National policy should provide:
« standard templates for ecological information
e guidance on acceptable off-site mechanisms

« clear expectations for monitoring and reporting

Chapter 20: Conserving and enhancing the historic environment

Chapter 20 updates policies for conserving and enhancing the historic environment, building on
Chapter 16 of the current Framework. The government aims to protect heritage as an
irreplaceable resource while making it easier to redevelop heritage assets, such as bringing
vacant listed buildings back into use.

Feedback indicates that applying heritage policy is complex, particularly due to special duties
under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. There are concerns
current policies focus too much on harm rather than supporting sustainable redevelopment. The
proposed changes seek to provide more balanced guidance, strengthen support for heritage
development, and cover World Heritage Sites, conservation areas, and archaeological assets.

The Levelling-up and Regeneration Act 2023 could extend special regard to additional heritage
assets such as Registered Parks and Gardens and Protected Wrecks, and consultation is sought
on these measures. New plan-making policies (HE1-HE3) clarify expectations for historic
environment strategies, regular reviews of conservation areas, and maintaining public Historic
Environment Records. National decision-making policies (HE4—HE11) consolidate and clarify
requirements for managing impacts on both designated and non-designated heritage assets,
support positive uses and energy efficiency improvements, and require robust assessments from



applicants. The revisions aim for clearer, more consistentdecision-making and include standalone
provisions for World Heritage Sites, conservation areas, archaeological assets, and protocols for
loss or removal of heritage features.

RESPONSES TO CHAPTER 20 QUESTIONS (Conserving and enhancing the historic
environment)

185) Do you agree the government should implement the additional regard duties under
Section 102 of the Levelling-Up and Regeneration Act?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
Reasons:

« EDDC recognises the intention to strengthen protection for heritage assets by extending
statutory “special regard” to categories such as Registered Parks and Gardens and
Protected Wrecks, responding to long-standing concerns that some nationally important
assets receive lower statutory weight than listed buildings or conservation areas.

« However, implementation must be accompanied by clear national guidance, as applying
“additional regard duties” to a wider set of assets risks creating uncertainty or inconsistency
in development management unless the duties are precisely defined.

« For authorities such as East Devon—where heritage, landscape and natural environmental
constraints significantly overlap—poorly scoped duties risk creating policy conflicts or
compounding viability pressures.

186) Do you have any evidence as to the impact of implementing the additional regard
duties for development?

EDDC Response:
EDDC'’s planning experience suggests that:

« Clearer statutory status for certain heritage assets would strengthen justification for
resisting harmful proposals at appeal, reducing uncertainty for both applicants and
decision-makers.

« HE1 1a - States that 'where heritage assets CAN be used to support sustainable growth.
This should be strengthened to SHALL be used, without a negative impact on the asset.

187) Do you agree with the approach to plan-making for the historic environment, including
the specific requirements for World Heritage Sites and Conservation Areas, in policies H1-
H3?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
Reasons:

« EDDC supports a stronger and more structured plan-making framework for the historic
environment.

o The requirementfor Historic Environment Strategies, regular Conservation Area appraisals,
and up-to-date Historic Environment Records will provide clarity and robustness, especially
in a district with:

o the Jurassic Coast World Heritage Site,
o extensive Conservation Areas in coastal, rural and historic market-town settings,
o nhumerous listed buildings, archaeological sites and other heritage assets.



EDDC particularly welcomes the clearer expectations for World Heritage Sites, recognising
the sensitivity of the Jurassic Coast's Outstanding Universal Value (OUV).

However, the requirements must be supported by adequate resourcing, as rural/coastal
districts often lack specialist capacity for the frequency of assessments proposed.

188) Do you agree with the approach to assessing the effects of development on heritage
assets in policy H5?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

Reasons:

EDDC supports consolidation of assessment principles into a clearer, more navigable
policy.

The formal introduction of the requirement for applicants to assess any harm resulting from
their development is welcomed as it was previously only implied. However, the existing
paragraph 208: requirement/opportunity for LPAs to make their own assessments and
‘avoid or minimise any conflict’ is an important provision which should be retained.

The emphasis on understanding significance, assessing setting, and requiring proportionate
evidence aligns with best practice.

However, additional clarity is required regarding:
o Cumulative impacts, particularly from incremental coastal or rural development;

o How applicants should evidence that harm is “justified” under the strengthened
national expectations;

o The relationship between national decision-making policies and local design codes,
which play a key role in heritage outcomes in East Devon.

Without such clarity, there remains risk of inconsistent interpretation at appeal.

189) Do you agree with the approach to considering impacts on designated heritage assets
in policy HEG6, including the change from “great weight” to “substantial weight”, and the
interactions with statutory duties?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

Reasons:

EDDC acknowledges and supports alignment between NPPF policy wording and statutory
duties, and accepts thatincreasing the weight to “substantial” better reflects the legislative
test.

However, the change must not be interpreted mechanistically. In highly constrained
authorities such as East Devon, cumulative application of “substantial weight” across
natural, landscape and heritage designations could unintentionally limit reasonable,
sustainable development, unless accompanied by guidance on balancing competing
national priorities.

EDDC therefore supports the change in principle but seeks:

o Clear explanation of how “substantial weight” interacts with assessments of public
benefit;

o Stronger guidance on proportionality for minor works, adaptations for energy
efficiency, and viability considerations, particularly in coastal conservation areas and
older building stock.



o Acknowledgement that heritage assets are a limited and finite resource and their
harm should not be outweighed to promote sustainability.

o HE®6:3 The identification in paragraph 3 of “enabling energy efficiency and low
carbon measures to be employed” in this context, as a public benefit to be weighed
againstany harm caused is inappropriate and, when considered in conjunction with
the CC2: 2 proposal to give “substantial weight” to the benefits of improving energy
efficiency of existing buildings”, will introduce a situation where upgrading would be
automatically acceptable, irrespective of whether the proposal is inappropriate in
practical, building science, terms or of the measure or the level of harm
caused. Energy efficiency should not be listed as an important public benefit.

190) Do you agree with the new policies relating to World Heritage Sites, Conservation
Areas and Archaeological Assets in HESG—-HE10?

EDDC Response: Strongly agree
Reasons:

« EDDC supports clearer standalone policies recognising the distinct characteristics of World
Heritage Sites, Conservation Areas, and archaeological assets.

« Forthe Jurassic Coast World Heritage Site, dedicated policy text is essential to ensure that
development does not undermine OUV, setting or landscape integrity.

« Conservation Area provisions appropriately reinforce the need for character-led design,
early appraisal, and avoidance of cumulative erosion of townscape and coastal character.

o Archaeological expectations are clearer and more aligned with professional practice,
though EDDC requests:

o Stronger guidance on proportionality for small-scale rural development;

o National support for funding archives and long-term storage of archaeological
material, a growing practical issue nationwide.

191) Do you have any other comments on the revisions to the heritage chapter?

EDDC Response:
Yes. EDDC highlights the following additional points:

1. Energy efficiency and adaptation in historic buildings

« National policy should provide clearer guidance on achieving energy efficiency
improvements in listed buildings and Conservation Areas, balancing climate response with
heritage protection.

« Without this clarity, authorities risk inconsistent decisions and increased appeal risk.

o The current presumption on avoiding harm to heritage assets should be maintained. The
currentapproach to sensitive energy efficiency measures could be better guided but should
not outweigh the presumption of avoiding harm

2. Support for viability and maintenance of heritage assets

« Many heritage buildings in East Devon are in coastal environments where maintenance
costs are higher.

« National policy should better recognise viability challenges and ensure heritage protection
does notunintentionally hinder necessary repair or reuse.



3. Cumulative impact guidance

« Coastal towns and rural settlements often experience incremental small-scale
developments whose cumulative effect is greater than each individual proposal.

« EDDC recommends explicit cumulative-impact guidance for heritage settings.
4. Cross-chapter coherence

o Because heritage impacts often overlap with policies on landscape, flood/coastal change,
design, and transport, guidance should ensure that decision-making across chapters is
coherent and avoids contradictory interpretations.

Further questions

Transitional arrangements

The draft Framework outlines how its policies will apply to plan-making and decision-making upon
final publication. For decision-making, the Framework becomes a material consideration
immediately, requiring its policies to guide decisions from that date. There may be overlap
between new Framework policies and existing local development plans, but this should decrease
over time as new plans align with the Framework. During the transition, consistent policies
between plans and the Framework will be straightforward to manage, while inconsistent local plan
policies should be given little weight unless they have been reviewed under the new Framework.
This approach aims for clarity and swift implementation of government priorities.

For plan-making, new system plans must follow the new Framework, while existing plans proceed
according to previous versions. Spatial development strategies and Neighbourhood Plans not
submitted before the final Framework’s publication should also use the new Framework. These
transitional measures support our goals for the development plan system.

Status of the draft Framework for plan-making

Developmentplans are only required to follow the revised Framework after its final publication and
depending on transitional arrangements.

Written Ministerial Statements and other documents

Annex A lists Written Ministerial Statements whose planning contentis now reflected in the
proposed Framework policies; these are considered superseded.

RESPONSES TO FURTHER QUESTIONS

192) Do you agree with the transitional arrangements approach to decision-making?
EDDC Response: Partly agree.

Reasons:

EDDC recognises the need for clear and workable transitional arrangements to support a smooth
shift to the new NPPF structure. A well-designed transition period can:

« Provide essential certainty for local authorities, developers, communities, and
decision-makers.

« Avoid destabilising plan-making programmes already underway.

o Reduce risk of appeals arising from inconsistencies between old and new policy
frameworks.



However, EDDC has concerns:

« Local Plans already at an advanced stage could face disruption if transitional provisions are
not sufficiently flexible, leading to wasted investment or extensive reworking.

« The strengthened “rules-based” approach—particularly the direct application of national
decision-making policies—may reduce the weight carried by existing local plan evidence,
even where recently prepared.

« Authorities with acute environmental constraints, including East Devon (e.g., nutrient
neutrality, protected landscapes, coastal change), may require longer or more tailored
transitional support to ensure compliant, deliverable plans.

« Where transitional arrangements cause the presumption in favour of sustainable
development to apply by default, this may resultin planning vulnerabilities in highly
constrained districts.

Overall, EDDC supports transitional arrangements in principle but requests greater clarity and
flexibility to ensure no authority is disadvantaged by unique geographic, environmental or
infrastructural challenges.

193) Do you have any further thoughts on the policies outlined in this consultation?

EDDC Response: Yes.

EDDC welcomes the Government’s ambition to modernise the planning system but identifies
several cross-cutting themes requiring further consideration:

1. Environmental and infrastructure capacity constraints must be integrated more explicitly
across all policy areas.

In East Devon, water resource limitations, wastewater treatment capacity, nutrient neutrality
requirements, and protected landscapes significantly shape both plan-making and
decision-making. These constraints must be consistently recognised across chapters (e.g.,
housing delivery, climate change, design, land efficiency).

2. A stronger link between national policy and infrastructure delivery is needed.

Without clearer mechanisms for aligning growth with energy, water, transport, and social
infrastructure upgrades, the reforms risk creating policy obligations that are undeliverable in
practice.

3. Local flexibility should remain central to national policy.

The consultation significantly strengthens rules-based national policy. While consistency is
welcome, local distinctiveness—patrticularly in coastal and rural authorities—must not be
undermined.

4. Greater clarity is needed on balancing competing national priorities.

Authorities like East Devon sit at the intersection of high environmental sensitivity and strong
development pressures. Clearer guidance is required on:

« How “substantial weight” tests (e.g., for protected landscapes) interact with growth -focused
policies.

« How inspectors should balance national housing requirements with environmental capacity
limitations.

5. More guidance is needed on implementation, monitoring, and the role of inspectors.

Given the strengthened direct applicability of national policies, clear and consistent interpretation
by inspectors will be essential to avoid uncertainty and appeals.



194) Do you agree with the list of Written Ministerial Statements set out in Annex A to the
draft Framework whose planning content would be superseded by the policies proposed in
this consultation?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Reasons:

« EDDC supports consolidating national policy so that key guidance is housed clearly within
the NPPF rather than being dispersed across Written Ministerial Statements (WMS), many
of which have created uncertainty or inconsistency since publication.

« Replacing andrationalising previous WMS content with updated, integrated NPPF policy is
a positive step toward clarity and efficiency.

However:

« Some WMS contain important nuance or context that may be lost if superseded without
adequate replacement wording—particularly in areas relating to housing delivery, viability,
nutrient neutrality, and heritage.

« EDDC recommends that all critical provisions from superseded statements are fully
incorporated into the revised Framework to avoid inadvertent policy gaps.

« Authorities with complex spatial and environmental constraints may still rely on certain
WMS clarifications during transition; therefore, EDDC requests clear transitional guidance
on how replaced WMS should be interpreted until new local plans are adopted.

Annex A — Data Centres and Onsite Energy Generation

Artificial Intelligence (Al) is set to reshape the UK’s economy and public services. To maximise its
potential, resilient onshore data centre capacity and reliable energy infrastructure are needed.
With over £370bn expected in global Al investment by 2026, faster planning decisions are crucial
for the UK to secure growth and opportunity.

Current delays and uncertainty in planning make it challenging to build Al data centres and
supporting infrastructure. The Planning and Infrastructure Act aims to reduce barriers, accelerate
approvals, and provide flexibility. New measures include investing in specialist Al data centre
planning, protecting land, streamlining consenting for Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects
(NSIPs), and updating policies to support Al data centres.

Developers need flexible options for efficient project planning. Most data centre applications are
handled under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (TCPA), but major projects often require
onsite energy generation, which may fall under NSIP rules if above certain thresholds. This results
In separate planning processes and slower approvals for interconnected projects.

The Secretary of State can direct specific projects into or out of the NSIP regime. Upcoming
regulations will extend this power to data centres, allowing combined consent applications for data
centres and energy generation. Guidance will be issued to support applicants using these new
powers.

Feedback is sought on whether these reforms provide enough flexibility for co-located energy
generation and data centre projects, or if increasing the Planning Act 2008 thresholds would
further speed up consents. Additional views on defining ‘co-located energy infrastructure’,
changing thresholds for other project types, and assessing benefits or risks of these changes are
also requested.

RESPONSES TO ANNEX A QUESTIONS



195) Do you consider the planning regime, including reforms being delivered through the
Planning and Infrastructure Act, provide sufficient flexibility for energy generation projects
co-located with data centres to be consented under either the NSIP or TCPA regime?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.

Reasons:

The flexibility to consentsuch projects under either TCPA or NSIP is helpful in principle and
can support the timely delivery of nationally significant digital and energy infrastructure.

However, in environmentally constrained districts such as East Devon—characterised by
protected landscapes, sensitive habitats, water-resource limitations and grid capacity
constraints—the existing frameworks do not always provide the clarity or environmental
safeguards needed to manage the cumulative impact of large data-centre-linked energy
development.

Co-located schemes often require significant supporting infrastructure (grid reinforcement,
cooling systems, battery storage) that may have landscape, noise, emissions, or
water-resource implications.

A more clearly defined route for determining which regime applies would help reduce
uncertainty for both applicants and local planning authorities.

EDDC requests guidance ensuring that environmental capacity and landscape sensitivity
remain central considerations when determining the appropriate consenting pathway.

196) Would raising the Planning Act 2008 energy-generation thresholds for renewable
projects co-located with data centres in England be beneficial?

EDDC Response: No.
Reasons:

Raising thresholds risks allowing large-scale energy infrastructure to bypass the local
planning system even where such proposals have substantial landscape, environmental or
community impacts.

East Devon’s sensitive coastal and rural environment requires thorough local assessment
to avoid inappropriate siting and ensure that impacts on protected landscapes, biodiversity,
tranquillity, and water systems are fully understood.

Larger thresholds could inadvertently incentivise oversized or intensively scaled schemes,
leading to grid reinforcement demands or industrialisation of rural areas.

Any adjustment should be evidence-based and should not reduce the ability of LPAs to
scrutinise siting, cumulative impacts and local effects.

EDDC therefore considers that current thresholds remain appropriate.

196a) If so, what would be the appropriate threshold? Please provide your reasons.

Not applicable as EDDC does not support raising thresholds.

197) Do you have any views on how ‘co-located energy infrastructure’ should be defined?
EDDC Response:

EDDC recommends that the definition should be narrow, precise, and environmentally
safeguarded, and include the following elements:



« Energy infrastructure should be considered “co-located” only where itis functionally and
operationally dependent on the associated data centre (e.g., providing direct power to the
facility).

« The definition should exclude speculative or unrelated energy development located nearby
solely to benefit from consenting easements.

e Co-location should require:
o adefined spatial proximity;
o demonstrable operational interdependence;

o transparency of energy flows (e.g., proportion of generation powering the data centre
vs. export to grid).

o The definition must ensure that co-location does not become a loophole to enable major
energy developmentin constrained areas where such development would otherwise be
inappropriate.

« Environmental capacity, landscape impacts, cumulative effects and grid implications should
remain key considerations when determining whether a proposal meets the definition.

198) Should renewable-energy generation thresholds under Section 15 of the Planning Act
2008 for other types of projects be increased, or should this be limited to projects
co-located with data centres?

EDDC Response: No —thresholds should not be increased for any project type.
Reasons:

« Increases to thresholds risk reducing necessary scrutiny of large-scale renewable and
associated infrastructure in sensitive or constrained environments, particularly coastal, rural
and designated-landscape areas such as East Devon.

« Renewable-energy proposals can have substantial implications for landscape character,
ecological sensitivity, water resources, and grid capacity—issues that require detailed local
assessment.

« A blanketincrease across other project types may unintentionally accelerate proposals that
are environmentally unsuitable or undermine local plan-led site assessment.

o Instead, EDDC supports improving process efficiency without weakening environmental
protections or limiting local oversight.

199) What benefits or risks do you foresee from making this change? Please provide your
reasons.

EDDC Response:
Potential benefits:

« May speed up delivery of nationally significant digital-infrastructure projects where
environmental constraints are minimal.

« Could improve certainty for operators developing integrated energy—data systems.
Significant risks:
1. Environmental harm:

o Larger or more intensive energy schemes could come forward in environmentally
constrained areas without sufficient scrutiny.



o Co-located development could place pressure on East Devon’s protected
landscapes, habitats, and water-resource systems.

2. Landscape and amenity impacts:

o Data centres and associated energy systems (e.g., battery storage, cooling,
substations) risk urbanising rural or coastal areas.

o Increased thresholds may lead to reduced local control over visual, noise and
emissions impacts.

3. Infrastructure imbalance:
o Local grid capacity is already constrained across much of the South West.

o Additional energy generation tied to data centres could worsen bottlenecks unless
accompanied by major grid reinforcement.

4. Cumulative impacts not fully assessed:

o Threshold changes could allow multiple large projects to progress without
coordinated assessment of combined effects on the environment and infrastructure.

5. Reduced democratic accountability:

o Moving more schemes into the NSIP regime may reduce opportunities for local
residents and councils to influence major proposals despite significant local impacts.

Overall conclusion:

EDDC considers that risks outweigh benefits, and that threshold increases could inadvertently
exacerbate environmental pressures and infrastructure constraints in sensitive authorities such as
East Devon.

Annex B - Viability: Standardised Inputs and Assessment

The government proposes formalising standardised inputs for viability assessments into an annex
of the draft Framework. This aims to provide more clarity and consistency, support policies PM12,
DMS5, and GBS, and reduce negotiation at decision-making stages, while allowing flexibility for
different development types.

Growth Testing:

Surveyors and developers factor projected growth into viability models for long-term or phased
developments. Growth testing can enhance plan compliance and bring upfront certainty for
developer contributions, butit carries investment risks if growth isn't realised. The government
seeks views on the advantages and risks of encouraging growth testing for strategic/multi-phase
and regeneration schemes.

Developer Returns:

Current guidance suggests a 15-20% gross development value return for developers, with
flexibility for evidence-based alternatives. The government may consider specifying figures (e.g.,
17.5%) to boost certainty and efficiency, and is interested in whether lower rates (such as 6% for
affordable housing) should apply for specific cases, including residential investments and public-
sector de-risked sites.

Alternative Metrics:

Some developers use other financial metrics (e.g., IRR, ROCE) beyond profit on gross
development value. While these can better reflect cash flow over time, they're also more volatile.
Feedback is sought on when alternative metrics might be appropriate and whether guidance on
their use could aid timely housing delivery.

Landowner Premiums:



Guidance currently says landowners should get a premium to incentivise sales, but some
circumstances (e.g., liabilities or public benefit motives) may not require this. The government
seeks opinions on updating guidance to reflect these cases and potential consequences.

Alternative Use Value:

Alternative use values help set benchmark land values but can create inflated prices if based
solely on old consents. The government wants input on limiting use of alternative use values to
relevant situations, and how best to assess their appropriateness.

Market Evidence:

Market data is useful for cross-checking benchmark land values but should not override
compliance-based valuations. The government welcomes suggestions for preventing non -
compliant scheme values from influencing new viability assessments.

Residual Land Value Cross-Check:

Comparing residual land values of a proposal against similar schemes could contextualise viability
outcomes. Input is requested on the benefits and potential risks of this approach.

200) Would you support the use of growth testing for strategic, multi-phase schemes?
EDDC Response: Partly agree.

Reasoning:

Growth testing could improve the robustness of viability evidence for large, long-term schemes
common in East Devon (e.g., Cranbrook expansion areas, Marlcombe). However, it must be
implemented proportionately and with safeguards to avoid over-complexity or delays. Growth
testing should support, not impede, plan-led certainty.

201) Would you support the optional use of growth testing for regeneration schemes?
EDDC Response: Partly agree.

Reasoning:

Optional use gives flexibility where regeneration schemes face unique viability pressures.
However, optionality may introduce inconsistency between applicants. Clear criteria would help
ensure fair and transparent use.

202) Do you agree greater specificity, including single figures, which local planning
authorities could choose to diverge from where there is evidence for doing so, would
improve speed and certainty? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree,
partly disagree, strongly disagree.

a) Please explain your answer. If you agree, the government welcomes views on the
appropriate figure — for example, whether 17.5% would be an appropriate reflection of
the industry standard for most market for sale housing.

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.

Greater specificity would significantly assist EDDC, which frequently faces protracted debate over
developer return. A default figure—17.5% appears broadly aligned with typical industry
assumptions—would reduce unnecessary negotiation, provided there is a clear evidential route for
deviation where justified.



203) Are there any site types, tenures, or development models to which alternative, lower
figures to 15-20% of Gross Development Value might reasonably apply?

The governmentis particularly interested in views on whether clarifying an appropriate
profit of 6% on Gross Development Value for affordable housing tenures would make
viability assessments more transparent and speed up decision-making.

EDDC Response: Yes.
Lower figures may be appropriate for:
« Affordable housing-led schemes
o Public sector-backed development
o« Community-led schemes
« Build to rent (which is income-based rather than speculative sale-based)

A 6% GDV benchmark for affordable housing could enhance transparency and reduce negotiation,
provided it reflects regional delivery realities and does not inadvertently suppress affordable
provision where grant funding changes.

204) Are there further ways the government can bring greater specificity and certainty over
profit expectations across landowners, site promoters and developers such that the
system provides for the level of profit necessary for development to proceed, reducing the
need for subjective expectations?

EDDC Response: EDDC would welcome:

« Standardised national parameters for different typologies (e.g., urban infill vs strategic
greenfield).

o Clearer definitions of what constitutes “normal” risk levels.
« Standardisation of appraisal inputs (finance rates, abnormal cost treatment, contingency).
e Use of published regional viability benchmarks.

These steps would reduce friction between landowners, developers, and LPAs.

Current negotiations often hinge on subjective claims of risk. Improving standardisation would
streamline the process and reduce speculative land value expectations.

205) Existing Viability Planning Practice Guidance refers to developer return in terms a
percentage of gross development value. In what ways might the continued use of gross
development value be usefully standardised?

EDDC Response: EDDC supports nationally consistent approaches to:
« GDV sensitivity testing
« Comparable evidence (e.g., ime-bounded market data)
« Treatment of incentives, build quality uplifts, and green infrastructure contributions

« Clarification of how RICS Red Book guidance interacts with planning viability



This would improve consistency across regions.

206) Do you agree there circumstances in which metrics other than profit on gross
development value would support more or faster housing delivery, or help to maximise
compliance with plan policy?

EDDC Response: Partly Agree

Alternative measures—such as profit on cost, internal rate of return (IRR), and income-based
valuation (for build-to-rent)—can be more suited to some schemes. However, replacing GDV -
based metrics wholesale risks creating confusion. A hybrid approach may be most effective.

207) Are there types of development on which metrics other than profit on gross
development value should be routinely accepted as a measure of return e.g. strategic sites,
large multi-phased schemes, or build to rent schemes?

EDDC Response: Yes.
Particularly for:
« Strategic multi-phase sites where build-out spans market cycles
« Build-to-Rent, where returns relate to stabilised income
« Retirement/ specialist housing
o Public sector regeneration schemes

These models do not align well with GDV-based developer return calculations.

208) Do you agree that guidance should be updated to reflect the fact a premium may not
be required in all circumstances? a) In what circumstances might a premium, or the usual
premium, not be required? b) What impact (if any) would you foresee if this change were

made?

Response - Strongly agree.
Examples include:
« Public sector land disposal aligned to policy or regeneration objectives
o Sites acquired through compulsory purchase
« Previously developed land in public ownership
« Affordable housing-led schemes where upliftis limited by definition
Clarifying that a premium is not always required would:
« Reduce inflated benchmark land values
« Enable higher levels of policy compliance
e Supportregeneration in areas with modest market viability
« Reduce scope for speculative land trading

This would overall assist plan-led delivery in East Devon.



209) Do you agree that extant consents should not be assumed to be sufficient proof of
alternative use value, unless other provisions relating to set out in plans are met? Strongly
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree.

EDDC Response: Strongly agree.
Extant consents are frequently used opportunistically to inflate land value expectations even when

not realistically implementable. Requiring further evidence will ensure valuations reflect realistic
alternatives rather than purely theoretical ones.

210) If extant consents were not to be assumed as sufficient proof of alternative use value,
should this be at the discretion of the decision-maker, or should another metric (e.g. period
of time since consent granted) be used? Decision maker discretion / Another metric /
Neither a) If another metric, please set out your preferred approach and rationale.

EDDC Response: Local authorities are best placed to understand whether a historic consentis
realistically deliverable. A rigid metric (e.g., consent age) may not reflect site-specific constraints,
changes in policy, infrastructure requirements, or market shifts.

211) What further steps should the government take to ensure non-policy compliant
schemes are not used to inform the determination of benchmark land values in the viability
assessments that underpin plan-making?

EDDC Response: EDDC recommends:

« Excluding schemes approved under viability-related departures from use as viability
comparators

« Requiring clear documentation of policy deviations in valuation evidence
« National guidance reinforcing use of policy-compliant typologies only

« A national list/database of “non-compliant” or “viability-driven” approvals to ensure
consistent handling

212) Do you agree that the residual land value of the development proposal should be
cross-checked with the residual land values of comparable schemes; to help set the
viability assessment in context.

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Cross-checking could be helpful if:
« Comparables are recent
o They reflect local market realities
e They are policy-compliant

o They adjust for site-specific abnormals and infrastructure requirements



However, over-reliance on comparables risks perpetuating inflated land expectations if the
underlying schemes were not policy compliant.

Annex C - Reforming Site Thresholds

In May 2025, the government released a working paper on Reforming Site Thresholds, proposing
a streamlined planning system for SME developers to boost housing diversity. The paper
suggested introducing a ‘medium’ development category of 10-49 units on sites up to 1 hectare,
with regulatory easements recognizing their specific needs. About 180 responses showed overall
support but raised concerns that the 1-hectare cap was too restrictive, suggesting it be increased.

In response, the government now proposes defining medium development as 10-49 homes on
sites up to 2.5 hectares, allowing more flexibility, especially in less dense areas. Additional
measures include policy adjustments, possible exemptions from the Building Safety Levy, and
changes to Permission in Principle for these sites. These proposals aim to better support SMEs
and will be finalized next year.

213) Do you agree that a 2.5-hectare threshold is appropriate?
EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Reasons:

« A 2.5-hectare threshold provides greater flexibility than the earlier 1-hectare proposal and
better reflects the spatial requirements of medium sites in suburban and rural areas—
especially where green space, drainage, landscape buffers, and infrastructure must be
accommodated.

« Inrural and environmentally constrained authorities such as East Devon, site sizes of 10—
49 dwellings can easily exceed 1 hectare due to:

topography,

o

o landscape sensitivity,

o flood-risk/ drainage constraints,

o low-density village patterns,

o biodiversity mitigation or nutrient-neutrality requirements.

« However, a 2.5-hectare threshold must not encourage under-development of land (i.e.
unnecessarily low densities).

« EDDC recommends adding safeguards to ensure the threshold is not used to justify
inefficient land use contrary to NPPF land-efficiency principles.

e Itisnotclear whatthis threshold would mean since the working paper sought views on a
range of exemptions for medium size developments including exemptions from Biodiversity
Net Gain and affordable housing. This consultation does not seek views on these matters,
but East Devon District Council would not supportsuch exemptions. Medium developments
should mitigate there impacts on biodiversity in the same way as larger developments,
while many communities rely on medium developments to deliver affordable housing and
will never see nor want larger scale developments and so it is important that medium
developments continue to deliver these requirements.

214) Do you agree that a unit threshold of between 10 and 49 units is appropriate?
EDDC Response: Partly agree.



Reasons:

The 10-49 range captures the development scale typically delivered by SME builders and
aligns with East Devon'’s pattern of rural and peri-urban growth.

However, in constrained rural areas, sites of fewerthan 10 units often require proportionate
but non-negligible infrastructure, design, flood-risk or biodiversity assessments.

Likewise, some sites of 50—-70 units in smaller settlements function similarly to “medium”
schemes.

It is not clear what this threshold would mean since the working paper sought views on a
range of exemptions for medium size developments including exemptions from Biodiversity
Net Gain and affordable housing. This consultation does not seek views on these matters,
but East Devon District Council would not supportsuch exemptions. Medium developments
should mitigate there impacts on biodiversity in the same way as larger developments,
while many communities rely on medium developments to deliver affordable housing and
will never see nor want larger scale developments and so it is important that medium
developments continue to deliver these requirements.

215) Do you foresee risks or operability issues with the proposed definition of medium
development?

EDDC Response: Yes.

216) If so, please explain and provide views on mitigations.

Risks / Issues:

1. Risk of “gaming”:

Developers may subdivide larger sites into multiple 10—-49 unit parcels to benefit from
regulatory easements, thereby undermining plan-led strategies.

Risk of reduced infrastructure delivery:

Medium-site easements could reduce contributions needed for education, transport,
wastewater and community infrastructure—particularly problematic in East Devon’s
constrained catchments.

Risk of inappropriate density:
The area threshold may unintentionally encourage low densities in rural settings unless
controlled.

Resource pressures:
Reduced information requirements may shift risk and complexity to determination stages,
placing pressure on stretched local authority teams.

Potential Mitigations:

Require LPAs to assess whether a medium-site proposal forms part of a larger strategic
parcel and make provision for normal requirements to be applied where a medium site
forms part of a larger parcel.

Allow LPAs to require site-wide masterplans where multiple medium sites relate to the
same landholding.

Clarify that medium-site easements cannot be used where cumulative impacts are
significant (e.g., wastewater-capacity constraints, highways limitations, protected
landscapes).

Maintain minimum design, sustainability and drainage standards to avoid
under-specification.

There are wider policy easements not discussed proposed for medium sites that will



Be supported outside the Framework. These are as follows:

a. Changes to Biodiversity Net Gain — The Government has set out its intentions
for applying BNG easements and exemptions for different categories of site,

and will set out details outside of this NPPF consultation in the New Year

b. Reforms to the operation of planning committees — the government will publish its response to
the technical consultation on planning committee reform in early 2026, alongside a consultation on
draft regulations on a national scheme of delegation.

c. The application of build out transparency measures in relation to medium
sites — this will be addressed when the government responds to the consultation

on build out transparency published in May.

Building Safety Levy

The Building Safety Levy will apply to building control applications and initial notices for new
residential floorspace in England starting 1 October 2026. Developments with fewer than 10
dwellings or 30 student bedspaces are currently exempt from the levy. This exemption is linked to
planning permission, preventing application splitting to avoid charges.

Feedback on extending this exemption to medium-sized sites highlighted concerns over SME
developers facing higher costs and smaller profit margins, as well as potential impacts on
remediation funding and administrative costs for local authorities with mostly small developments.

The governmentis now seeking opinions on whether the small development exemption should be
expanded—potentially increasing the threshold to 50 dwellings to support SMEs—and whether
criteria should remain based solely on dwelling/bedspace numbers or also include site area.

217) Do you have any views on whether the current small development exemption should
be extended to cover a wider range of sites —indicatively to sites of fewer than 50
dwellings, or fewer than 120 bedspaces in purposebuilt student accommodation?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Reasons:

« EDDC understands the importance of supporting SME developers, who play a key role in
rural housing delivery.

« Many SME sites in East Devon fall in the 10—-49 unit range and face disproportionate
viability pressures due to infrastructure upgrades, topography, and environmental
constraints.

« However, an extended exemption risks:
o significantloss of levy funding needed for national safety remediation;
o further viability imbalances between SME and major-developer markets;

o high relevance in East Devon where a large proportion of supply comes from smaller
sites, potentially causing a levy funding shortfall.

« If extended, it must be carefully designed and accompanied by clear impact assessment
and potential compensatory funding mechanisms.



218) If the exemption were to be extended, do you have any views on whether the
development of 120 purpose-built student accommodation bedspaces is an appropriate
equivalent to a development of 50 dwellings for the purposes of the levy exemption?

EDDC Response: Partly agree.
Reasons:

« The 2.4 multiplier appears reasonable as a national benchmark, but local variations in
building form, layout and infrastructure demand mean that 120 bedspaces may not always
equate to a 50-dwelling impact.

e Studentaccommodation is rare in East Devon; however, in areas where itis prevalent,
transport, waste, amenity and community impacts differ substantially from dwelling-based
schemes.

« EDDC recommends allowing local evidence to determine equivalency where patterns
diverge from national assumptions.

219) If the exemption were to be extended, do you have any views on whether the
exemption should be based solely on the existing metrics (dwellings/bedspaces) or
whether there should also be an area threshold.

EDDC Response: Area threshold should also apply.
Reasons:

« A pure dwelling/bedspace approach may incentivise low-density layouts, inefficient land
use, and site fragmentation.

e An area threshold helps maintain consistency with medium-development criteria and
ensures exemptions do not distort site design or resultin avoidable land consumption.

220) If you do have views on possible changes to the small developments levy exemption,
please specify the potential impact of the possible change of the levy exemption on people
with protected characteristics as defined in section 149 of the Equality Act 2010

EDDC Response:
Potential impacts include:

o Positive impacts:

o Increased delivery of smaller-scale housing could indirectly benefit younger
households, older residents, or disabled people if suitable housing products are
supported by SME schemes.

e Negative impacts:

o Reduced levy income could affect national safety investment, potentially
disproportionately impacting vulnerable groups in need of safe, high-quality
accommodation.

o If exemptions reduce affordable-housing delivery (through viability implications), this
may negatively affect groups with higher housing-need rates, such as disabled
people, lone parents, and older persons.

« Mitigation:

o Target exemptions carefully to schemes that demonstrably deliver community
benefit.

o Require equality impact assessments where exemptions are applied.



221) What do you consider to be the potential economic, competitive, and behavioural
impacts of possible changes to the levy exemption? Please provide any evidence or
examples to support your response.

EDDC Response:
« Economic impacts:
o SME developers may gain improved viability and competitiveness.

o However, this may reduce levy income and shift safety-remediation burdens to larger
developers or central government.

e« Competitive impacts:

o Larger developers may respond by subdividing sites, undermining the intended SME
focus.

o Differential treatment across site sizes may distort land markets.
« Behavioural impacts:

o Risk of site fragmentation, density reduction, or speculative land trading to meet
exemption thresholds.

o Potential delay tactics to restructure proposals until below thresholds.
« Mitigation:

o Anti-gaming safeguards;

o Clear national guidance on site aggregation;

o Monitoring and audit of patterns of use.

Uplifting the Permission in Principle threshold

Permission in Principle (PiP), introduced in 2017, allows developers and landowners to confirm a
site's suitability for housing-led developmentwithout submitting a full planning application. If PiP is
granted, only Technical Details Consent is needed to obtain planning permission. Currently, PiP
applies to sites listed on part 2 of the Brownfield Land Register or through applications for minor
residential development (up to 9 dwellings).

Between April and June 2025, local authorities decided 305 PiP applications, approving 165
(52%). To support SME builders, the government proposes expanding PiP to cover medium
developments by amending current restrictions. This would allow more sites to u se the simplified
process and reduce the application burden.

The submission and determination process will largely remain unchanged, with limited information
requirements (such as an application form and location plan). The government seeks feedback on
whether a brief planning statement should also be required for medium development applications.
Additionally, there will be further consultation on appropriate fees in connection with wider plans to
localise planning fees under the Planning and Infrastructure Bill.

222) Do you agree with extending the Permission in Principle (PiP) application route to
medium development?

EDDC Response: Partly disagree.
Reasons:

e PiP for medium sites risks front-loading risk onto LPAs where key constraints (drainage,
access, landscape, heritage, nutrient neutrality) cannot be fully assessed at the PiP stage
without undermining the purpose of “streamlining.”



« In East Devon’s sensitive areas—coastal change zones, National Landscapes, high-risk
flood areas, nutrient-neutrality catchments—PiP may resultin unrealistic expectations that
undermine later decision-making.

« However, PiP may be helpful where environmental and infrastructure constraints are
minimal.

« EDDC recommends limiting PiP to sites allocated in up-to-date Local Plans or
Neighbourhood Plans, not speculative greenfield submissions.

223) Should regulatory procedures for PiP change, including requiring a short planning
statement?

EDDC Response: Yes.
Reasons:
« Ashortplanning statement is essential to:
o identify key constraints at the outset;
o provide transparency for communities;
o Support proportionate decision-making by LPAs.
« Without such a statement, PiP risks generating false certainty and increasing appeals.

Development Management Procedure Order

Since medium development proposals will follow the same time limits as major developments and
still require a design and access statement, there is no legal reason to include a definition for
medium development in the Development Management Procedure Order. Instead, regulatory
changes such as exempting these projects from the Building Safety Levy and expanding
Permission in Principle can be directly addressed through custom definitions in specific
regulations. Therefore, a new policy definition is proposed.

Public Sector Equality Duty

The government welcomes feedback on how these proposals may affect businesses or have
different effects on people with protected characteristics under the Equality Act 2010, along with
any suggested mitigation measures to inform final policy decisions.

224) Do you have any views on the impacts of the above proposals for you, or the group or
business you represent and on anyone with a relevant protected characteristic? a) If so,
please explain who, which groups, including those with protected characteristics, or which
businesses may be impacted and how.

EDDC Response:

« Thereis a positive obligation to facilitate the gypsy way of life. We would question whether
the merger of the PPTS into the NPPF (given that there is still a great deal more detail in
the PPTS, despite the gradual reduction in guidance since Circular 01/06 in 2006) and still
deliver 'equitable outcomes and greater clarity on how traveller sites should be planned for
and delivered'.

« Reforms aimed at housing delivery, infrastructure alignment and sustainable development
could improve access to homes, services, and transport for groups who experience barriers
(e.g., disabled people, older people, low-income households).



« If national reforms limit local tailoring (e.g., via National Development Management
Policies), EDDC may have less ability to address rural isolation, which disproportionately
affects older residents and disabled people.

« Increased viability constraints or tightened thresholds could reduce delivery of accessible
housing, wheelchair-adaptable units, supported accommodation, or homes for specific
needs groups.

« Clearer national policy on climate, design, and accessibility could strengthen accessible
development, healthy communities, and climate resilience for vulnerable groups.

« Standardised viability inputs could lead to more affordable and specialist housing,
benefitting protected groups.

o Better-integrated infrastructure planning helps reduce transport poverty and rural exclusion.

225) Is there anything that could be done to mitigate any impact identified ?
EDDC Response:

e Ensure national policy retains flexibility - So EDDC can shape local policies to meet
the needs of an older-than-average population and rural communities.

e Restore or replace neighbourhood planning grant funding - To avoid disadvantaging
small parishes and marginalised groups.

e Strengthen national requirements on accessible housing, inclusive design and active
travel - To avoid viability-led reductions disproportionately harming equality groups.

Financial implications:

There are no direct financial implications identified within the report. (AB-17/02/2026)
Legal implications:

There are no direct legal implications identified within the report. (DH/002533-19/02/2026)



