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Dear Planning Reform Team
Planning for a Sustainable Future

The Council for National Parks (CNP) welcomes the opportunity to respond to the above
consultation. CNP is the national charity which works to protect and enhance the
National Parks of England and Wales and areas that merit National Park status and
promote understanding and quiet enjoyment of them for the benefit of all.

CNP is a member of Wildlife and Countryside Link and Wales Environment Link and is a
signatory to the detailed responses which have been submitted by these organisations.
In summary, CNP therefore:
¢ Has grave concerns about the establishment of an infrastructure planning
commission and the resultant loss of accountability
¢ Questions the proposed status of National Policy Statements
e Supports the introduction of a sustainable development duty for all relevant
bodies or individuals in relation to nationally significant infrastructure projects
e Calls for the application of Strategic Environmental Assessment and, where
relevant, appropriate assessment, in relation to National Policy Statements
e Objects strongly to the removal of the right to be heard at inquiry
e Is greatly concerned about the apparent ‘presumption in favour of development’
promoted by the White Paper
e Consider that there is a need for greater clarity about the implications of the
proposals for Devolved Administrations with regard to nationally significant
infrastructure projects

Specific comments
1. National Policy Statements (NPS)

Question 2 —introduction of NPS for key infrastructure sectors

While CNP welcomes the concept of NPS and generally agrees that sufficiently clear
and explicit advice could improve the planning process for all participants, we do not
consider that key infrastructure sectors are the most appropriate place from which to
start to build a new suite of NPS. Infrastructure planning is only one aspect of the
planning system but it is the one which appears to be driving the majority of the reforms
proposed in the White Paper. We are concerned about the soundness of the evidence
base that is being used to justify the proposed reforms set out in the White Paper.
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For example, examination of several of the ‘slow’* decisions being relied upon to justify a
major overhaul of the decision-making process for nationally significant infrastructure
projects shows that other factors were often responsible for any perceived delay, such
as slow release of capital or the lengthy negotiation process which most projects are
subject to and which is outwith the planning process.

Question 3 — content of NPS

CNP considers that the proposed content of NPS as outlined in paragraph 3.8 of the
White Paper is weighted too heavily towards economic considerations and does not
have sufficient regard for environmental or social issues. Given the government’s
statement in paragraph 3 of PPS1 that “Sustainable development is the core principle
underpinning planning”, the content of NPS will need to better integrate economic, social
and environmental considerations.

Question 4 — status of NPS

We do not agree that NPS should be the primary consideration for the infrastructure
planning commission. This proposed overriding status would undermine the integrity of
the plan-led system?, which currently requires applications to be determined in line with
the development plan. NPS should have no greater status than existing government
advice and policy on planning as set out in Planning Policy Statements.

Greater clarity is needed on how NPS will relate to existing government policy on major
development proposals in National Parks, as set out in PPS7 in England and Planning
Policy Wales in Wales. The test for major development proposals in National Parks is
whether exceptional circumstances and public interest can be demonstrated and NPS
must be drawn up to ensure consistency with this long-established government policy.

CNP considers that the following measures would assist in improving public and
community engagement in the production of NPS:
e The carrying out of a sustainability appraisal/strategic environmental assessment
e Aright for interested parties to submit formal evidence and to challenge each
other’s evidence
e The establishment of an expert panel to examine all submitted evidence,
commission research and recommend changes to the proposed NPS
e A requirement for government to explain and justify any instances where it is
minded not to accept the advice of either the panel or the sustainability
appraisal/strategic environmental assessment

Question 5 — consultation on NPS

National Park Authorities (NPAs) should be statutory consultees on the preparation of
NPS and the list set out in paragraph 3.25 of the White Paper should be amended to
make specific reference to NPAs. In addition, non-governmental organisations such as
CNP, which often have a detailed knowledge of planning issues, should be consulted on
NPS in the same way that is currently done for Planning Policy Statements.

Question 6 — Parliamentary scrutiny

CNP agrees that NPS should be subject to Parliamentary scrutiny and suggests that this
could be done by the relevant departmental select committee or the cross-cutting
Environmental Audit Committee. The publication of any NPS should always be
accompanied by a response from government to the select committee scrutiny report.

L CNP does not accept that the timescale for the Dibden Bay planning refusal can be used legitimately to criticise the
process for dealing with major infrastructure projects. This application instead should be seen as an example of where
the planning system ensured a rigorous examination and ultimate refusal of an environmentally unacceptable
development, the environmental drawbacks of which were known at an early stage

2 Section 38(6), Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004



2. Nationally significant infrastructure projects (NSIPs)

Question 11 —the preparation of applications
CNP agrees that promoters should have to prepare applications to a defined standard
before submitting them.

Question 14 — consulting other organisations

CNP welcomes the commitment that promoters of NSIPs should consult National Park
Authorities on their proposals before submitting an application. However, the phrase
‘Where relevant’, which is included in Box 4.2, implies too much discretion and CNP asks
for clarity that all NSIP promoters within National Parks will be required to consult
National Park Authorities and that promoters of NSIPs outside of National Parks which
may have an impact on their settings or their purposes should be subject to a similar
requirement. In view of their role as the local planning authority, we question why NPAs
are included in this section rather than the one on local authorities.

CNP welcomes the recognition in box 5.2 that the infrastructure planning commission
would be required to have regard to the statutory purposes of National Parks when
making decisions that affect them.

3. Delivering more renewable energy

Paragraph 3.17 of the White Paper describes the bearing that NPS might have on
smaller applications, particular those for renewable energy. This appears to extend the
remit of NPS to decisions made by local planning authorities on smaller renewable
energy projects. This is of potential concern and greater clarity is needed on how this
would work in practice, given that local planning authorities are bound by law to make
decisions in accordance with the development plan, which the NPS would not form part
of. In addition, in National Parks decisions must attach great weight to the conservation
of the natural beauty and landscape of the National Park.

4. Strengthening the role of local authorities in place shaping

The government should clarify the relationship between Sustainable Community
Strategies, Local Development Frameworks and National Park Management Plans.
Guidance should clarify that the National Park Management Plan is a relevant document
against which the soundness of the LDF should be tested.

5. Householder development consents

CNP has grave concerns about the proposed ‘neighbour agreements’, which are likely to
lead to inconsistent decisions, a lack of objectivity and unsound planning. CNP is also
concerned about the proposal that a householder extension which is considered to have
little or no impact on neighbours or the wider street scene would not need planning
permission. We support the detailed submission of the English National Park Authorities
Association on this matter.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require clarification of any of the above.
Yours sincerely
Ruhn  Chem s

Ruth Chambers Tel 020 7924 4077 ext. 222
Deputy Chief Executive Email ruth@cnp.org.uk
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