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application by a developer which should, if the application is in accordance with the LDP, 
be a formality. 
 
In my early days, getting detailed planning was a simple formality, provided your 
application was in line with the zoning, with very little additional information required, other 
than layout and house types. However, despite an exponential expansion of the 
requirements to gain detailed approval, very little of that has been factored into the LDP 
process. The result is that areas are being zoned on the most basic of information, and it is 
then up to the developer to clear all of the remaining requirements in the planning 
application process. That results in: 

- many zoned sites being of questionable viability, 
- vastly increased commercial risk for anyone trying to take a zoning forward to 
application, and 
- a very long and protracted application process, draining resources on both sides and 
often becoming confrontational as applicants are always commercially exposed, and 
have to try anything to limit that exposure. 

 
Solution – 20year LDP process, leading to a 5 year “confirmed” LDP where all questions on land 

suitability and infrastructure have been addressed. 
We need to time-shift as much of the site suitability investigative work to the first stage of the 
planning process. The requirements are laid down by the planning authorities, and yet the 
same planning authorities are zoning land in the LDP with scant recognition of their own 
criteria. Then we end up with two parties trying to work their way through the planning 
authority requirements to, essentially, check whether the land should have been zoned in the 
first place. To transition away from this would require additional funding, but that would 
dimmish as the beneficial effects on the second stage began to flow through. It would 
undoubtedly vastly reduce the planning resource required by applicants, and I don’t think it 
would increase, long-term, the resource requirement of LA’s. It would also have the side effect 
of reducing the chances of LA staff being poached by developers. 

 
 
 

2) Exemption on space standards for a proportion of home on all sites 
 

Assuming we can get to a stage where we now have a flow of permitted sites sufficient to 
meet the need, we then need to look at the other barriers to our delivering that, being 
delivery capability and funding. 
 
For me the biggest constraint is not our ability to deliver, as I firmly believe developers will 
innovate to find ways to deliver homes if the demand and funding certainty are there. 
(e.g. investing in off-site modular needs a lot of investment, but many are ready to do it if 
there is certainty). Rather, the main problem is that of funding, as we are reliant on either 
private house sales to individuals, or government funding for affordable housing. (in 
Scotland at least) 
 
Increasing cost of delivery, and space standards, have resulted in private house building 
activity becoming more concentrated in areas of higher value, with many less 
economically active areas having to rely largely on funded affordable housing 
programmes to deliver their need. This has, in turn, driven up the cost of housing land in 
these “higher value” areas, as more housebuilders focus on increasingly smaller areas, 
making even those areas less profitable and higher risk. It’s a lose / lose result. 
 
The suggested action in 1) will have a significant knock-on beneficial effect for this 
problem, but there are also other things we could do to stimulate private house building in 
lower value areas. 
    






