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Response form
Streamlining information requirements for planning applications: Consultation
We are seeking your views to the following questions on the proposals to streamline information requirements for outline planning applications, encouraging local authorities to review their local lists taking into account cost burdens, and changes to the standard application form. 

How to respond:
The closing date for responses is 11 September 2012.
This response form is saved separately on the DCLG website. 

Responses should be sent preferably by email:

Email responses to: info.requirements@communities.gsi.gov.uk
Written responses to:

Julie Shanahan

Information Requirements Consultation 

Department for Communities and Local Government 

Planning Directorate 

Zone 1/J3 

Eland House 

Bressenden Place 

London SW1E 5DU 
About you

i)
Your details:
	Name:


	James Caird

	Position:


	Consultations Co-ordinator

	Name of organisation 
(if applicable):


	Institute of Historic Building Conservation

	Address:


	IHBC Business Office

Jubilee House

High Street

Tisbury

Wiltshire

SP3 6HA

	Email:


	consultations@ihbc.org.uk

	Telephone number:


	01584 876141


ii)
Are the views expressed on this consultation an official response from the organisation you represent or your own personal views?

Organisational response
 FORMCHECKBOX 




Personal views 
 FORMCHECKBOX 



iii)
Please tick the box which best describes you or your organisation:

District Council
 FORMCHECKBOX 



Metropolitan district council
 FORMCHECKBOX 



London borough council
 FORMCHECKBOX 



Unitary authority/county council/county borough council
 FORMCHECKBOX 



Parish council
 FORMCHECKBOX 



Community council
 FORMCHECKBOX 



Non-Departmental Public Body (NDPB) 
 FORMCHECKBOX 



Planner
 FORMCHECKBOX 



Professional trade association
 FORMCHECKBOX 



Land owner
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Private developer/house builder
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Developer association
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Voluntary sector/charity
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Other 
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	(please comment):


	We are particularly concerned with the historic environment and the extent to which the proposals may have implications for the processing of planning applications that affect heritage assets or their settings. 



iv)
What is your main area of expertise or interest in this work
(please tick one box)?

Chief Executive 
 FORMCHECKBOX 



Planner 
 FORMCHECKBOX 



Developer 
 FORMCHECKBOX 



Surveyor 
 FORMCHECKBOX 



Member of professional or trade association
 FORMCHECKBOX 



Councillor 
 FORMCHECKBOX 



Planning policy/implementation 
 FORMCHECKBOX 



Environmental protection 


Other 
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	(please comment):
	These comments are offered in the light of a Historic Environment interest the statutory control of which lies in parallel to the planning systems to which the consultation relates and in which statutory duties in relation to listed buildings and their settings apply.


Would you be happy for us to contact you again in relation to this questionnaire?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 

ii) Questions
Please refer to the relevant parts of the consultation document for narrative relating to each question.

Question 1: Do you agree with the proposal to remove the national requirement for details of layout to be specified at the outline stage, where layout is ‘reserved’?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Comments
	Some of our membership work in planning authorities which have significant numbers of planning applications that have impacts on heritage assets.  These typically use the information currently supplied under Article 3 for preliminary assessment as to these impacts.  If the proposed changes are made, there is a likelihood that some applications will face delays through the need to require additional information under Article 3(2).  Some authorities already refuse to accept outline applications where heritage assets are involved.  There is a danger that the proposals might cause more to follow this line and thus increase the requirements for affected proposals rather than decrease them.

We are also concerned that the proposals would tend to produce less information on which community involvement would be based and thus fly in the face of the enhanced levels of community involvement in planning processes being promoted by the present Government. 

On the whole, however, we are content with the proposals so long as the LPA retains its ability under Article 3(2) of the Order to require further details to be submitted.  This is a fundamental necessity in cases in which the LPA has duties under ss66 and 72 of the Town and Country Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 which require them to have take account of any impacts on Listed Buildings, their settings or on Conservation Areas and which we believe was one of the reasons for introducing the measures in the first place.

But please also see our comments in relation to Question 3.


Question 2: Do you agree that there should not be a mandatory national requirement to provide details on scale at the outline stage, where scale is ‘reserved’?
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Comments
	Some of our membership work in planning authorities which have significant numbers of planning applications that have impacts on heritage assets.  These typically use the information currently supplied under Article 3 for preliminary assessment as to these impacts.  If the proposed changes are made, there is a likelihood that some applications will face delays through the need to require additional information under Article 3(2).  Some authorities already refuse to accept outline applications where heritage assets are involved.  There is a danger that the proposals might cause more to follow this line and thus increase the requirements for affected proposals rather than decrease them.

We are also concerned that the proposals would tend to produce less information on which community involvement would be based and thus fly in the face of the enhanced levels of community involvement in planning processes being promoted by the present Government.

On the whole, however, we are content with the proposals so long as the LPA retains its ability under Article 3(2) of the Order to require further details to be submitted.  This is a fundamental necessity in cases in which the LPA has duties under ss66 and 72 of the Town and Country Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 which require them to have take account of any impacts on Listed Buildings, their settings or on Conservation Areas and which we believe was one of the reasons for introducing the measures in the first place.

But please also see our comments in relation to Question 3.


Question 3: Do you agree with the proposal to retain the national requirement for access points to be indicated in the outline planning application, even where access is ‘reserved’?
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Comments
	It is important that planning permission should not be granted in outline if a proper access is impossible, either literally or in a substandard manner that would not be acceptable in a full application. 

It needs to be pointed out also that the mere point of access may well not be the whole issue.  An acceptable access for 5 dwellings might not be acceptable for 25.  It is important that Guidance, therefore, makes it clear that the relaxation of national standards do not imply that an outline planning permission will allow development of any scale and layout.  Guidance should make it clear to applicants for outline planning permission that they need to tell the LPA of the scope of their intentions if they are to avoid failing to meet  design standards at the reserved matters stage.


Question 4: Do you consider that there would be merit in reviewing the content of Design and Access Statements where these are being provided in support of outline applications?
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Comments
	The Guidance is currently based on the current legal requirements.  This could usefully be revisited not least on the point raised in our answer to Question 3.


Question 5: Are there any additional changes that could be made in respect of outline applications, to further reduce any unnecessary information requirements at that stage?
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Comments
	We do not wish to suggest any.


Question 6: Do you agree with the proposal to amend Articles 10 and 29 of the DMPO, to require local planning authorities (if they wish their local information requirements to have an impact on validation) to republish their local lists of information requirements (at least) every two years?
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Comments
	This seems reasonable.


Question 7: Do you agree that the standard application form should be amended to include reference to agricultural tenants in the ownership certificate?
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Comments
	This seems an eminently sensible rationalization to us.


Question 8: Do you agree that the standard application form could be further rationalised?

If yes, please suggest components of the standard application form which could be omitted without affecting the ability of the local planning authority to determine the application.
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Comments
	We do not wish to suggest any amendments.


Question 9: Are there any further changes that could be made in respect of information requirements for planning applications?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Comments
	The purpose of information supplied with planning applications is to make the application understandable by the LPA.  Not all applicants really grasp this and treat the information requirements as a minimum standard; and the results are often too vague to be of use.  The requirements must, therefore, be a compromise which results in maximum information for minimum effort on the part of the applicant.  It should be made very plain on the application form and in Guidance that if the LPA cannot understand what is proposed from the submission then further information possibly involving delay will be required, and that as much information as is readily available should be submitted.


Question: Impact Assessment

Do you have any comments on the assumptions and analysis set out in the consultation stage Impact Assessment? (See Annex 3)

See also the further specific questions within that Impact Assessment
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Comments
	


Thank you for your comments.


