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The UK Green Building Council represents the voice of the UK's sustainable built environment
industry. We are a charity powered by more than 600 members from banks, large estate owners,
housebuilders, and manufacturers to innovative startups, universities, local councils and
government departments - all working to transform the built environment in the face of the climate,
nature and cost-of-living crises.

The scale of the climate and nature crisis, rising health inequalities and growing pressures
on communities demands a planning system that is ambitious, coherent and firmly rooted
in the long-term public interest. Planning must shape places that are climate resilient,
nature-rich, healthy and genuinely affordable. The draft National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) goes someway to improving this, but leaves gaps in key areas crucial to
deliver the development we need.

We welcome several aspects of the draft NPPF. The clearer statement of the purpose of
planning, stronger support for Local Plans, improved clarity on design, transport and
viability, encouragement of higher-density development within settlements, and a more
structured framework are all positive steps which provide a more usable and transparent
system.

However, these improvements are significantly undermined by the cumulative weight of
caveats and the strengthened presumption in favour of development within decision-
making. A genuinely rules-based system must be capable of refusing proposals which fail
to meet clear standards. In this draft, strong policies are diluted by qualifying language or
exemptions which weaken their effectiveness. This risks creating a framework that appears
streamlined and transparent but is in practice permissive and less able to secure high-
quality, sustainable development.

While consistency and certainty are important, local authorities must retain the ability to
respond to local evidence and circumstances — particularly given their statutory duties on
climate change and the escalating risks of flooding and overheating. The removal of the
sequential test for surface water flooding and limitations on higher standards represent
steps backwards at a time when stronger adaptation and mitigation measures are urgently
required. At the same time, the draft contains little articulation of how communities will
meaningfully shape decisions, or how planning will actively promote health, wellbeing
and long-term resilience.

The final version of the NPPF must ensure the planning system is not reduced to a
mechanism for accelerating permissions, but strengthened as a tool for delivering
sustainable development in the fullest sense — aligned with the Climate Change Act, the
Environment Act and wider commitments. This consultation presents an opportunity to
secure that alignment. We hope our response across the ten chapters most relevant to our
work and mission will assist in refining the framework so it genuinely enables climate-safe,
nature-positive, and healthy communities for the decades ahead.



Summary of chapters [UKGBC have responded to those highlighted]
Chapter 2 - Plan-Making Policies

e Proposes updated policies on how local plans should be prepared under the
revised framework.

e Focuses on clearer expectations for spatial strategies, settlement boundaries and
plan content.

e Seeks views on transitional arrangements and how local planning authorities
should adopt the new framework.

Chapter 3 - Decision-Making Policies
e Outlines revised policies governing how planning applications should be decided.

e Seeks views on clarifying the role of planning vs other regulatory regimes (e.g.,
building regs), enforcement, use of development orders, and Article 4 directions.

Chapter 4 - Achieving Sustainable Development

e Introduces a new spatially based ‘presumption in favour of sustainable
development!

e Sets out principles for development within and outside settlements to steer
decision-making.

e Proposes clearer direction on when development should be approved or refused.
Chapter 5 - Meeting the Challenge of Climate Change
o Updates policies relating to climate resilience and mitigation.

o Ensures the planning system aligns with climate goals (e.g., low-carbon, adaptive
development).

o Adjusts greenhouse gas considerations, energy use and resilience to climate
impacts.

Chapter 6 - Delivering a Sufficient Supply of Homes
e Proposes changes to strengthen housing delivery policies.

e Includes a mandatory standard method for assessing housing needs to ensure
homes are planned for locally.

e Seeks views on how to meet housing need and remove barriers to housing supply.
Chapter 7 - Building a Strong, Effective Economy

o Addresses planning policy to support economic growth, employment and
infrastructure.
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e Includes policy support for commercial development, modern sectors (e.g., data
centres, laboratories, advanced manufacturing) and the wider economy.

Chapter 8 - Ensuring the Vitality of Town Centres
e Updates guidance on town centres, retail and community facilities.
e Aims to keep town centres vibrant and resilient.

Chapter 9 - Supporting High Quality Communications

e Policy on digital and communications infrastructure — ensuring connectivity is
delivered via planning.

Chapter 10 - Securing Clean Energy and Water

e Policies to support clean energy infrastructure (e.g., renewables, water
infrastructure).

e Stronger framing for infrastructure delivery for energy and utility needs.
Chapter 11 - Facilitating the Sustainable Use of Minerals
e Sets out updated minerals planning policies, including:
o A more restrictive position on coal, oil & gas extraction.

o New policy on critical and growth minerals for net-zero transition and
national security.

Chapter 12 - Making Effective Use of Land
e Proposes policies to encourage efficient land use:
o Support for urban intensification and brownfield development.
o Minimum densities in well-connected locations.
o Land release mechanisms and thresholds.
Chapter 13 - Protecting Green Belt Land

e Sets out revised protections for Green Belt, clarifying when release or development
may be appropriate (e.g., in sustainable locations).

Chapter 14 - Achieving Well-Designed Places

o Updates design policies to raise quality expectations.

e Encourages good urban design and placemaking standards.
Chapter 15 - Promoting Sustainable Transport

e Emphasises linkages between transport and land-use decisions.

e Encourages active travel, accessibility, and integration of land use & transport
planning.
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Chapter 16 - Promoting Healthy Communities

o Policies to support health outcomes through planning (e.g., access to services,
green space).

Chapter 17 - Pollution, Public Protection and Security
e Strengthens policies to address pollution, safety and risks in planning.
Chapter 18 - Managing Flood Risk and Coastal Change
e Reframes flood risk policies in a single chapter with updated requirements.
o Clarifies sequential tests and coastal risk planning.
Chapter 19 - Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment
o Updates policy on nature recovery and environmental integration in planning.
o Discusses biodiversity net gain requirements and environmental safeguards.
Chapter 20 - Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment

o Policies to retain and enhance heritage assets within planning decisions.
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Consultation Response: NPPF

Chapter 2: Plan-making policies

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

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

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

18) Do you agree with policy PM13 on setting local standards, including the
proposal to commence s.43 of the Deregulation Act 2015?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly

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

justified|and viable, within

ukgbc.org

[63]

Commented [KG1]: PM6 General Principles for Plan
Making
oThis replaces paragraph 16 of the current
Framework, and sets out principles for the
preparation of all types of plan: that they should
only address matters and include policies
necessary and relevant to the plan being prepared,
should be informed by environmental assessment
where legally required, and be informed by
positive community and stakeholder engagement
elt also seeks to prevent repetition or modification of
NDMPs in Local Plans (PMé(1c¢): “Not duplicate,
substantively restate or modify the content of
national decision-making policies unless directed by
other policies in this Framework”. We have expressed
concerns about this in relation to climate change (eg
energy efficiency) and lack of local autonomy.
PMé6(1B) says to “only include policies which extend
beyond site or location-specific requirements where
these are necessary and where plan makers consider
there is a clear and justified reason for inclusion”. How
can local leaders still be ambitious for their area in
their local plans if NDMPs act as a ceiling on what can
be done? And how can they “engage positively with
communities” on issues where the NPPF and NDMPs
rule out any deviation from national policy or even
local plans articulating policy beyond site specific
issues?
e\We support the NPPF's encouragement of data
standards (PM6(11))
ePM6(1d) says that plan-makers should “engage
positively with communities and stakeholders at
appropriate points” - this is fine but misses the
opportunity to be more positive about what
engagement might look like

Commented [KG2]: PM13: Setting standards
oClarifies the circumstances in which it may be
appropriate to set tive local standards in
development plans
eLimits quantitative standards to just infrastructure
provision, affordable housing, parking,
design/placemaking
eRules out anything that replicates building
regulations apart from accessibility standards and
water efficiency in areas where there is water stress
eAlso rules out anything on construction or internal
layout which “are best left to the market to
determine”
¢MHCLG will use a statutory instrument to prevent
local energy efficiency standards
e\We are concerned at the restrictions on local
ambition and democratic control (see introduction)

Commented [JW3]: should we change this to where
viable?
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needed|

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

ukgbc.org 6

Commented [KG4]: BRE obviously concerned as this
would also apply to non-dom buildings and many
local authorities specify a particular BREAM level for
commercial buildings - do you think we need to say
this directly?

Commented [KG5]: ¢PM5 Neighbourhood plans
eThis removes lines from the current NPPF on
neighbourhood planning giving “communities the
power to develop a shared vision for their area”
and that they “can shape, direct and help to
deliver sustainable development”, as well as
removing that “the policies it contains take
precedence over existing non-strategic policies in
a local plan covering the neighbourhood area”.
Now less ambitious and more functional
documents (but see policy Sé6 on housing still
needing to be consistent with neighbourhood
plan).
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Chapter 4: Achieving Sustainable Development

Summary of UKGBC Position Across Chapter 14

The NPPF must ensure that sustainability is demonstrable and measurable — not
assumed through location alone.

Broadly support Recommended strengthening
e Strategic spatial planning e Definition of sustainable
e Urban-first hierarchy development
¢ Brownfield prioritisation e Explicit environmental limits
e Densification in appropriate ¢ Climate resilience guardrails
locations e Natural capital assessment
e Clarity in policy application e Retrofit prioritisation
e Protection for high-value
ecosystems
e Clear weighting of environmental
considerations

We broadly support the direction of travel in Chapter 14, particularly the
emphasis on strategic planning and an urban-first approach. However, the
framework would be strengthened by clearer definitions, stronger
environmental guardrails and explicit recognition that sustainability must be
demonstrable and measurable, not assumed through location alone.

34)

a)

Do you agree with the \proposed approach ho setting a spatial strategy in
development plans?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

We support the proposed move toward a more strategic approach to spatial
planning and the emphasis on improvement of the environment in a way which
promotes a sustainable pattern of growth. We also welcome the inclusion of
policies which aim to mitigate climate change.

Planning at a broader geography is essential to address climate mitigation, climate
resilience and nature recovery effectively, as these operate across administrative
boundaries. Strategic planning provides an opportunity to align housing delivery
with sustainable transport, coordinate green infrastructure and Local Nature
Recovery Strategies, and take a catchment-scale approach to flood risk.

However, to be effective, spatial strategies must explicitly integrate climate
resilience, natural capital considerations and environmental limits. Strategic
planning should strengthen environmental safeguards, not create pathways for
land release that undermine long-term sustainability objectives.
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36) Do you agree with the revised approach to the presumption in favour of
sustainable development?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

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

37) Do you agree to the proposed approach to development within settlements?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

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

©
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Commented [KG7]: S3: Presumption in favour of
sustainable development

Introduces the change in policy applying to it
development within and without settlements (see next
two sections). This is not quite a brownfield first policy
as the overall policy seeks to expand the boundaries
of settlements plus also the development around
stations policy and Grey Belt more generally (both
speculative Grey Belt applications plus Grey Belt
designations).

The intention is to signal clearly that development
should be steered to appropriate and sustainable
locations (e.g., within settlements on suitable land
first) and only permitted outside those areas where
specific criteria are met.

The revised approach is designed to increase
delivery in locations judged to be sustainable
(settlements, brownfield land, transport-connected
sites), while reducing scope for arguing
sustainability case-by-case in less favoured
locations.

Commented [KG8]: For development inside
settlements, the draft NPPF shifts toward a plan-led,
sustainability-focused approach where development
that sits within defined boundaries and meets
locational and design criteria should generally be
supported, while still requiring balance against local
environmental and infrastructure considerations.
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38)

a)

39)

a)

unacceptable impact’ is too vague and risks being inconsistently applied as it's
unclear how this is determined and balanced against ‘public benefits'.

Do you agree to the \proposed approach to development outside settlements?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

We support the principles of directly most development to settlements and
limiting development in the countryside, but while some development outside
settlements may be appropriate, stronger safeguards are required. The
countryside and undeveloped land provide essential functions including food
production, carbon sequestration, biodiversity recovery, flood mitigation and
public wellbeing. These functions should be given appropriate weight in decision-
making.

We recommend that development outside settlements should only proceed where
it can clearly demonstrate sustainability, including biodiversity protection, natural
capital considerations and climate resilience. Conversion of existing buildings, as
well as brownfield development should be prioritised before land outside of
settlements is released. Greater clarity is needed on how environmental and
economic factors are to be balanced to avoid overly permissive interpretation.

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?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

Please provide your reasons.

As above.

a1)

Do you agree that neighbourhood plans should contain allocations to meet
their identified housing requirement in order to qualify for this policy?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree or disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.
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a) If not, please provide your reasons
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Chapter 5: Meeting the challenge of climate change

Summary of UKGBC Position on Chapter 5

Overall, while Chapter 5 signals stronger climate intent, its effectiveness will
depend on restoring measurable tools, clarifying standards and ensuring that
climate alignment is demonstrable in practice rather than aspirational in

wording.

Broadly support: Recommended strengthening:

e Stronger recognition of planning’s | ¢ Explicit legal alignment with the
role in mitigation and adaptation. Climate Change Act within the

e The consolidation and expansion NPPF.
of mitigation policy in CC2. e Clear definitions and measurable

e The broadened scope of criteria for “radical reductions” in
adaptation in CC3, including emissions.
overheating and nature-based e Mandatory integration of carbon
solutions. accounting in plan-making and

e Aspatial approach that reduces decision-making.
transport emissions and protects e The ability for local authorities to
natural carbon sinks. set higher energy standards where

justified.

e Enforceable adaptation
benchmarks and consistent
oversight of flood resilience
measures.

e Reform of viability processes to
prevent climate ambition being
undermined on cost grounds.

42)

a)

Do you agree with the approach to planning for climate change in policy
CcC1?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

We agree with the strengthened recognition of the planning system's role in
tackling climate change and welcome the clearer framing of mitigation and

adaptation within policy CC1. However, the policy lacks sufficient clarity and
enforceable mechanisms to ensure meaningful delivery.

While draft policy CC1 acknowledges the role of carbon assessment in plan-
making, it limits this primarily to spatial strategy and site allocation decisions. This
overlooks key sources of territorial emissions, including the qualitative and design
aspects of development, embodied carbon, infrastructure provision and long-term
energy demand. The policy reference to achieving ‘radical reductions’ in

11


https://ukgbc.org/

43)

a)

44)

a)

ukgbc.org

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

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

If not, what additional measures could be taken to ensure climate change
mitigation is given appropriate consideration?

Do you agree with the approach to climate change adaptation through
planning decisions in jpolicy (CC37?

Strongly agree, _, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

What additional measures could be taken to ensure climate change
adaptation is given appropriate consideration?

—
N

Commented [DS11]: compliance with the Act
suggests statutory targets being embedded within
guidance. | think we usually talk about 'alignment' with
net zero targets rather than compliance - might be
safer wording

Commented [KG12]: Key structural changes:
olt creates a single, consolidated mitigation policy
for decision-making.
ot uses signposting to other NPPF chapters
(transport, design, energy, nature, minerals), rather
than standing alone.
elt moves away from a narrow “energy efficiency of
buildings” focus towards a whole-development
mitigation test.

Stronger position on fossil fuels

The new wording:

development should not increase the extraction of

fossil fuels unless in accordance with policy M5

That is materially stronger than the current NPPF,

which is more permissive and ambiguous.

Because M5 is highly restrictive, CC2 effectively:
eembeds a presumption against new fossil fuel
extraction, and

ealigns planning policy more clearly with net-zero
objectives.

That is a real strengthening of mitigation policy.

Carbon sinks explicitly protected
By stating that development should improve, not
damage, natural carbon sinks, CC2: @

Commented [KG13]: CC3: Adaptation to climate
change
oThis policy would also replace paragraph 163 and
sets out principles for climate adaptation in
planning decisions
*CC3 “goes further than the current Framework by
requiring development proposals to consider both
current and future climate impacts over the lifetime
of the development”
eThere are links to other policies, mainly in the
flooding chapter around managing risks. Also new
mention of wildfires
eRefers to minimise risks from overheating - current
NPPF only refers to in relation to Local Plans rather
than applications for development @

Commented [KG14]: Under the draft NPPF, Policy
CC3 sets out national decision-making
expectations for how development proposals
should address climate change adaptation. Unlike
the current Framework, CC3 requires proposals to
consider both current and future climate impacts
over the lifetime of a development and builds a
more consistent adaptation framework into planning
decisions.

A more proactive, evidence-informed and future-
focused approach to climate adaptation in planning
decisions. It asks decision-makers and applicants to
demonstrate that development proposals have
considered key climate risks across the lifetime of th@
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45)
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

a) Please provide your reasons

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

—
w

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

o Phased integration of carbon accpunting into both decision-making. Commented [DS15]: phased integration into decision

making?

ukgbc.org 14
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Chapter 8: Ensuring the Vitality of Town Centres

88) Do you agree with the proposed changes to policy for planning for town
centres?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

L)
P

Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

| |
m

N
[65]

ukgbc.org

Commented [KG16]: Policy TC1 is fundamentally
about plan-making — meaning it directs what local
plans should contain, rather than how individual
planning applications are assessed. The way centres
are defined and planned for will directly influence:
sLocation of new retail, leisure, cultural and
residential development
sWalkable, mixed-use town centre
environments
ePlanning strategies for high streets, local
centres and street frontages
This structured strategy approach replaces ad-hoc
policies and seeks to give town centre planning more
consistency
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Chapter 12: Making Effective Use of Land

Summary of UKGBC Position on Chapter 12

Overall, Chapter 12 moves in a positive direction by reinforcing a brownfield-
first, urban-focused approach. However, efficient land use must be defined not
solely in terms of density, but in terms of long-term environmental performance,
resilience and community wellbeing.

Broadly support: Recommended strengthening:

e The prioritisation of previously o Clearer links between land
developed land. efficiency and climate, carbon

e Urban intensification as a and biodiversity outcomes.
means of reducing sprawl and e Explicit environmental
transport emissions. assessment of brownfield sites

e Inclusion of typologies such as where appropriate.
infill and upward extensions. e Stronger safeguards to prevent

e High-level national design loss of urban green space and
principles to guide ecosystem services.
densification. e In-principle support for retrofit

and reuse alongside brownfield
development.

o Clearer expectations around
infrastructure capacity and
climate resilience.

e Integration of green
infrastructure, shading,
sustainable drainage and social
value within design principles.

114) Do you agree jpolicy L1 provides clear guidance on how Local Plans should be

a)

prepared to promote the efficient use of land?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

If not, what further guidance is needed?

We broadly welcome the strengthened emphasis on efficient land use, urban
intensification and the prioritisation of previously developed land. Concentrating
development within existing settlements can reduce transport emissions, protect
the Green Belt and countryside, and make better use of existing infrastructure.
When combined with strong design principles, this approach can help create
walkable, healthy and resilient places.

However, intensification does not automatically deliver sustainability benefits.
Brownfield land is not inherently low value and may support biodiversity, urban
cooling, flood mitigation or valued community space. Local Plans should therefore
require broader environmental evaluation of brownfield sites, including ecological

16
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116) Do you agree |policy L2 provides clear guidance on how development
proposals should be assessed to ensure efficient use of land?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

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

' Architect Magazine: With Housing’s Carbon Footprint, Density Matters (2020)
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Commented [DS18]: and to establish baselines so that
meaningful uplifts in biodiversity can be required

Commented [KG19]: Policy L2 is a decision-making
policy that sets out how planning applications should
be assessed for efficient land use. It sits alongside
plan-making (L1) and density (L3), but focuses on
development proposals at application stage.

Promotes types of development that:

Remediating and regenerating poor land (clean up
derelict, degraded, contaminated or unstable land
are seen positively because they restore land to
productive use and address environmental issues)
Re-use vacant or under-utilised land and buildings
(e.g. bringing empty homes/buildings back into use;
redeveloping under utilised sites)

Temporary uses (pop-ups)

Intensification in built-up areas (above buildings,
upwards extensions etc.)
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117)

a)

118)

a)

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

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

If not, what typologies should be added or removed and why?

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

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

ukgbc.org 18

Commented [KG20]: typologies of development
identified in draft Policy L2 (Question 117) as
appropriate to support intensification:
eInfill development within existing built-up areas
eRedevelopment of previously developed
(brownfield) land
eConversion or change of use of existing buildings
(including under-utilised commercial space to
residential or mixed use)
eUpward extensions to existing buildings where
appropriate
*Sub-division of large dwellings into smaller
homes
«Estate regeneration and renewal schemes
eMixed-use redevelopment in town and city
centres
eTransport-oriented development around public
transport hubs and corridors
eDensification of low-density residential areas,
where this respects local character and design
principles

Commented [KG21]: Principles suggest that proposals

should:
*Respond positively to local character and
context, including prevailing scale, height, form and
grain of development.
*Optimise site capacity while maintaining high
standards of amenity for existing and future
occupants.
*Provide adequate daylight, sunlight, outlook and
privacy, avoiding overdevelopment.
eEnsure high-quality public realm and green
infrastructure, including access to open space where
appropriate.
ePromote safe, accessible and inclusive
environments, with good pedestrian and cycle
connectivity.
eSupport sustainable transport integration,
particularly in accessible locations.
eIncorporate climate resilience and environmental
performance measures, consistent with wider NPPF
policies on mitigation and adaptation.
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Chapter 13: Protecting Green Belt land

Summary of UKGBC Position on Chapter 13

Overall, Chapter 13 moves towards a more structured approach to Green Belt
review, but without clearer environmental guardrails and national assessment
standards, there remains a significant risk of unintended harm to nature, climate
resilience and long-term spatial sustainability.

Broadly support: Recommended strengthening:
A strategic, evidence-led approach | e A clear, nationally consistent
to Green Belt review. methodology for identifying Grey
Retention of strong protections Belt land.
around openness and settlement e Explicit integration of biodiversity,
separation. ecosystem services, carbon storage
Clearer expectations for nature and climate resilience into Green
recovery and community benefit Belt assessment and decision tests.
within Green Belt policy. e Protection for non-designated land
The principle that redevelopment with high natural capital or nature
of previously developed Green Belt recovery potential.
land can support regeneration and | e Stronger safeguards to prevent
environmental enhancement. speculative degradation of land
The concept of a Grey Belt prior to designation.
category in principle, subject to e Clear confirmation that the Golden
safeguards. Rules are non-negotiable and not
subject to viability renegotiation.
e Stronger alignment between Green
Belt release decisions and
sustainable transport connectivity.

132)

a)

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.

Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

The operability of policy GB2 hinges on the clarity of the Grey Belt definition. The
concept of Green Belt purposes remains inherently subjective and without a clear
and consistent national assessment framework, there is a significant risk of

21
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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.

Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

ukgbc.org 22

Commented [KG23]: GB5: Beneficial uses of Green

Belt Land
eThis revises and expands current Framework
paragraphs 151 and 152
eThe new draft NPPF has a stronger expectation
that the development plan should ensure benefits
for communities and nature from Green Belt
(current NPPF slightly vaguer that should “plan
positively to enhance their beneficial use” from
para 151)
eThis includes contribution to nature recover (as set
out in LNRS) plus alongside consideration in
current NPPF of opportunities to support the
National Forest and community forests, it now also
mentions supporting protected landscapes, where
these are in a Green Belt area.
eThere should also be proposals in the
development plan for improving access to green
space
e\We would like to see natural flood management
included in the list of potential benefits
eThe Development plan should set out “How the
impact of any proposals to remove land from the
Green Belt by altering Green Belt boundaries can
be offset through compensatory improvements to
the environmental quality and accessibility of
remaining Green Belt land”

Key points
Vv Allows controlled reuse, extension or alteration of
existing buildings.
v Supports redevelopment of previously developed
(brownfield) land — even in the Green Belt.
v Permits some limited local facilities, essential
infrastructure and uses that do not harm openness or
purposes.
v Allows “very special circumstances” test when
inappropriate but there are clear benefits.
Nature / biodiversity / climate implications
*GB5 does not relax Green Belt protection —
openness and Green Belt purposes remain central.
olt does explicitly allow redevelopment of
brownfield land in the Green Belt; that can be
positive for biodiversity if redevelopment secures
habitat gains and avoids sensitive features.
ePolicies elsewhere in the Framework (nature,
climate) still apply — so biodiversity enhancement can
be required as mitigation or enhancement for
permitted development.
oClimate considerations (e.g., embodied carbon,
energy) are not explicit in GB5 but apply through
other climate policies (CC2/CC3).
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136)

a)

a)

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.

Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

We support the retention of strong tests relating to openness and Green Belt
purposes. However, nature and climate considerations are not central within GB6
and GB7 themselves - given the scale of environmental challenges, biodiversity,
ecosystem services and carbon storage should be explicitly integrated into Green
Belt decision-making tests.

Where redevelopment of previously developed land within the Green Belt is
permitted, this should be framed as an opportunity for environmental
enhancement, biodiversity net gain, decarbonisation and improved access to
green infrastructure.

As in response to previous questions, the Grey Belt definition remains insufficiently
precise. Although environmental footnotes have been revised, there is still no
standardised national methodology for assessment and no explicit safeguard for
land with high nature recovery potential that lacks formal designation. Without
clearer criteria, the risk of inconsistent interpretation and dispute remains high.

Il H . Vand H | T 1
dUVETST TITITPAULS UM Oy pPoSIes diTuTTaveTieT s,

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.

Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

We strongly caution against allowing site-specific viability assessments to dilute the
Golden Rules for development on Green Belt or Grey Belt land. Climate resilience,
energy efficiency, affordable housing and nature restoration requirements should
not be treated as negotiable on viability grounds as this risks embedding long-
term climate, resilience, and social costs into new development.
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1140)

If schemes cannot meet the Golden Rules in full, they should not be approved.
Allowing renegotiation would undermine public trust and create perverse
incentives for speculative applications.

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?

If viability assessments are to be permitted in limited circumstances, policy must
make clear that they apply only to genuinely previously developed land and not
predominantly greenfield sites reclassified as Grey Belt.

The NPPF and Planning Practice Guidance should provide clearer definitions and
guardrails to prevent greenfield land with natural capital potential being treated as
brownfield. In addition, there is a need for clear safeguards and assessment of
previously developed land to ensure that it is not assumed to hold low
environmental value purely because it has been ‘previously developed’, which is
frequently not the case.?

As above, if the Golden Rules are non-negotiable, viability assessments should not
function as a backdoor to weakening them.

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.

2See
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a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

& Improved protection for land with nature recovery or carbon sequestration

potential, not only pre-designated sites| Commented [DS29]: | know what we mean in
principle, but what are we asking for here? a new type
of secondary designation? Or just guidance that
makes it clear that designation isn't the only
mechanism that should be used to protect land?
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Chapter 14: Achieving well-designed places

Summary of UKGBC position on Chapter 14

Overall, Chapter 14 represents a positive step towards improving placemaking.
With clearer integration of climate, nature and community participation within
the core definition of “well-designed places,” it could provide a more robust
foundation for delivering high-quality, resilient and widely supported
development across the country.

Broadly support:

Recommended strengthening:

Strengthened plan-led approach to
securing high-quality design and
placemaking

The emphasis on locally distinctive
design visions

The use of design tools

Clearer policy-level integration of
whole-life carbon, climate
resilience, biodiversity and green
infrastructure as core components
of design quality.

Stronger encouragement of early
and meaningful community
engagement in shaping design
codes, masterplans and major
developments.

Firmer policy language to reduce
over-reliance on guidance and
discretionary interpretation.
Greater clarity on how design
principles should be balanced
where objectives conflict.
Continued investment in local
authority capacity, skills and
resourcing to implement these
policies effectively.

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

a)

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly

disagree.

Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

We welcome the strengthened emphasis on embedding a clear design vision
within development plans. Requiring local authorities to articulate locally
distinctive design expectations is an important step towards improving
placemaking outcomes and provides flexibility for context-sensitive approaches.

However, policy DP1 and DP2 would benefit from greater clarity and

improvements in several areas.

o Explicitly require key elements of sustainable design - including embodied
carbon, green infrastructure, biodiversity, and climate resilience. At present
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147) Do you agree with the approach to design tools set out in policy DP2?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

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

148) Do you agree jpolicy DP3 (learly set out principles for development proposals
to respond to their context and create well-designed places?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

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

N
~
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Commented [KG31]: DP2 sets expectations for the
use of design tools (design codes, guides,
masterplans, site frameworks) to secure high-quality
outcomes, especially on large or sensitive sites.

These tools are where climate-responsive design,
green infrastructure, nature integration and active
travel standards can actually be locked in.

However, DP2 enables but does not require
climate- or nature-positive content — it depends on
how local authorities use the tools.

Commented [KG32]: DP3 is the decision-making
policy. It sets out the principles development
proposals must meet to be considered “well
designed” (layout, character, function, accessibility,
safety, amenity, etc.).
Why it might matter to you:
oThis is where design quality is weighed in
planning decisions, including refusals.
oClimate and nature considerations are present but
high-level (e.g. efficiency, resilience, green space),
not strongly outcome-driven.
eNo explicit requirement to exceed minimum
environmental standards.

DP3: Key Principles for Well-Designed Places
eBuilds on current Framework paragraphs 135 and
139 to set out key principles for assessing
proposals
eRetains policy that “"development proposals that
are not well designed should be refused”
sLonger list of principles for well-designed places,
now including climate mitigation and adaptation
plus green infrastructure:

eContext:

sLiveability

oClimate

eNature

eMovement

eBuilt Form

ePublic Space

eldentity
el oses para on importance of trees, now moved to
nature section (see N3 below)
#Slightly more emphasis on visual attractiveness,
eg under identity: “the use of a coherent palette of
materials, design features and planting”
#This policy carries “substantial weight” so
inclusion of key elements from the overall section
on “Creating high quality, sustainable places”
(chapters 12-17) will be key
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149) Do you agree with the proposed approach to using design review and other
design processes in policy DP4?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

a) If not, what else would help secure better design and placemaking
outcomes?
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Commented [KG33]: DP4 explains how decision-
makers should assess design quality, including:
euse of design review,
erefusal of poor design,
eweight to be given to approved codes and
guides.
Why it might matter to you:
eStrengthens the ability to refuse poor-quality
development, but
eDoes not define what “good” means in climate or
nature terms — those must already be embedded in
plans or codes.

DP4: The Design Process
eBuilds on current Framework paragraphs 137,
138, and 140 "but places greater emphasis on
considering design quality throughout the delivery
process”
eNo substantive change
#Building for a Healthy Life no longer referenced
but expect new version within new PPG which will
provide further detail on the use of tools like this
eCurrent para 141 on control of advertising is
removed because it “is a separate regulatory
regime”. However, the regs for the advertising
consent regime explicitly say that they interact with
development plans so this is a concern, and there
should therefore be a place for policy in how LPAs
should approach the regulation of advertising
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Chapter 16: Promoting healthy communities

Summary UKGBC's position on Chapter 16

Overall, Chapter 16 represents a positive step towards embedding health within
planning policy. With clearer recognition of health as a core planning objective,
stronger integration of climate and nature considerations, and more explicit
expectations around community participation and infrastructure capacity, it could
provide a more robust foundation for delivering healthier, more resilient communities.

Broadly support:

Recommended strengthening:

L]

The emphasis on planning for healthy
communities and setting locally
evidence-based standards for
recreational land.

Stronger weight for community
facilities and public service
infrastructure alongside new
development.

Retention of key community facilities.
Protection of Local Green Space and
prioritisation of brownfield land.

Explicit framing of health and
wellbeing as a strategic objective of
the planning system, aligned with local
health strategies and the Environment
Act 2021.

Clearer prioritisation of compact,
connected, walkable neighbourhoods
that reduce air pollution and support
low-carbon living.

Stronger integration of green
infrastructure standards and Local
Nature Recovery Strategies within
planning policy.

Explicit requirements for early and
meaningful community engagement in
planning for facilities and services.
Consideration of infrastructure
capacity (not just proximity) in site
selection.

Flexible, context-sensitive approaches
to delivery and long-term stewardship
of community facilities.

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

a)

national standards?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly

disagree.

Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

We broadly support the approach in Policy HC1. Allowing local authorities to tailor
standards to local needs is appropriate, and we welcome the emphasis on
collaborative engagement. This engagement must be early and meaningful so that
local plans reflect community ambitions on climate action, nature recovery and
community energy, and ensure site allocations and infrastructure planning deliver
social value. The forthcoming UKGBC Regenerative Places Framework will help
support practical, participatory regeneration.
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Commented [DS35]: | think this is the first time we've
asked for this.
@Joanne Wheeler, just making sure you're happy?

160) Do you agree that the proposed policies at HC3 and HC4 will support the Commented [KG36]: HC3: Community facilities and
provision of community facilities and public service infrastructure serving z"b"lc service infrastructure serving new
evelopment
new development? eThis policy redrafts elements of current
. . . Framework paragraphs 100 and 101
Strongly agree, _l neither agree nor dlsagree, Parﬂy dlsagree, 5tr0n9|y eCurrent NPPF para 100 focuses just on education
disagree. (given pupil numbers are falling it makes sense for
this to be more general
a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree. *New point on using planning obligations or

conditions to ensure community facilities and
public service infrastructure actually open when
first occupied (or when an agreed proportion of
the development is occupied).

eShould welcome this - is this enough?

HCA4: Proposals for new community facilities and
public service infrastructure
eRedrafts current Framework paragraph 100(a) and
parts of paragraph 101 to give substantial weight
to proposals that provide new or improved
community facilities and public service
infrastructure where these come forward as specific
development proposals
ePlus should consult with community on new play
facilities

i
I

3
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disagree:

164)

a)

Pl sl H | Lol N
FTEaST PTOovVIUT yOUUT TEAS0TTS, Pdl‘tlkuldlly youddioayrece.

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 apply?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

We support the clarification that Local Green Space should not fall within areas
regarded as Grey Belt or be undermined by Green Belt policy on previously
developed land. Local Green Space designation plays an important role in
safeguarding valued community spaces and should not be weakened - land
providing significant environmental or community benefit should be excluded
from Grey Belt designation.

Members strongly support preserving Local Green Space and embedding green
infrastructure into development from the outset, as per UK Green Building
Council's
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Chapter 18: Managing Flood Risk and Coastal Change

Summary of UKGBC positions for chapter 18

avoidance-first approach to flood risk.

Overall, the direction of travel in Chapter 18 appears to reduce precaution in site
selection while relying more heavily on mitigation measures. In the context of worsening
climate impacts, we consider that national policy should instead reinforce a stronger

National Standards.

e Recognition that consistent national
standards can improve quality and .
delivery of drainage infrastructure.

e Acknowledgement of the importance
of clarity in applying F5 and Fé.

Broad Support: Recommended Strengthening:

e Support retention of the sequential e Concern that removal of the sequential
and exception tests as core flood risk test for surface water flood risk
safeguards. weakens the precautionary, “avoid first”

e Welcome requirement in F8 for SuDS approach.
to be designed in accordance with e Sequential test should apply to all

sources of flooding, particularly given
increasing climate impacts.

Risk that housing delivery pressures
combined with changes to the
exception test could undermine long-
term resilience.

Greater clarity needed on lifetime
assumptions and incorporation of
future climate projections.

SuDS policy should be strengthened
through requirements for adoption,
long-term maintenance and
monitoring by LPAs.

Policy should reinforce — not dilute —
flood resilience in the context of
escalating climate risk.

172) Do you agree with the proposed clarifications to the sequential test set out in

policy F5?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly

disagree.

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

We have significant concerns that the proposed changes to policies F5 and F6

represent a regression in national flood risk policy at a time of escalating climate

risk.
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174) Do you agree with the proposed requirement in policy F8 for sustainable
drainage systems to be designed in accordance with the National Standards?

, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

L
~

Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

¢

3 See new research and data from Aviva (2025)
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Commented [KG39]: F8: Sustainable Drainage
Systems and Watercourses

Redraft of paragraph 182 of the current Framework
with new requirement that Sustainable Drainage
Systems should be designed in accordance with the
National Standards for Sustainable Drainage Systems,
plus encourage de-culverting and re-naturalisation of
water courses.
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Chapter 19: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment

Summary of UKGBC's positions on Chapter 19

Overall, we support the strategic direction of Chapter 19 but consider that ambition
must be strengthened and local flexibility retained to ensure planning fully contributes

to nature recovery and climate resilience.

Broadly support:

Strengthening recommendations:

e Stronger strategic integration of nature

into plan-making (N1).

e Use of LNRS and environmental
evidence to inform allocations.

e Requirement for measurable green
infrastructure standards.

e Clearer articulation of the mitigation
hierarchy and on-site BNG (N2).

e Continued recognition of designated
and irreplaceable habitats (N6).

e Mandated statutory BNG framework
providing national consistency.

Remove or soften constraints on
requiring more than 10% BNG where
evidence justifies it.

Ensure no dilution of BNG ambition,
including on small sites.

Reinstate explicit requirements to
identify, map and safeguard ecological
networks.

Give substantial weight to
safeguarding and enhancing the
natural environment in decision-
making.

e Strengthen linkage to Environment Act
targets and climate resilience
objectives.

e Protect land identified for nature
recovery from future allocation for
development.

e Provide clearer expectations for nature-
positive design and measurable on-
site enhancement.

e Ensure EDP implementation reinforces
— rather than weakens — the mitigation
hierarchy and long-term stewardship.

179) Do you agree that the proposed approach to planning for the natural
environment in jpolicy N1, including the proposed approach to biodiversity
net gain, strikes the right balance between consistency, viability,
deliverability, and supporting nature recovery?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

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

We welcome the clearer emphasis in Policy N1 on embedding nature within plan-
making rather than relying solely on development management. The requirement
to use environmental evidence supports a more strategic, network-based
approach. The expectation for measurable green infrastructure standards at plan
level is also positive and should help ensure nature is integral to place-making
rather than an afterthought.
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180)

181)

However, we have concerns about proposals to constrain local authorities from
requiring more than the statutory 10% biodiversity net gain (BNG). A rigid ceiling
risks undermining local ambition and flexibility. Habitat baselines vary widely:
some sites will struggle to reach 10%, while others could exceed it with minimal
viability impact. Local authorities must be able to justify higher requirements where
evidence supports it — particularly on strategic allocations or where this enables
nature recovery at landscape scale. Weakening or limiting BNG ambition now risks
undermining investment, skills development and delivery capacity that has already
been established. |

More broadly, given the

which deemed natural degradation so bad it constitutes a
national security assessment, the policy must ensure that nature is afforded equal
weight to economic growth within decision-making. Wording that subordinates
environmental safeguards to other policies risks eroding confidence, weakening
delivery, and exposing the country to instability.

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?

It would be reasonable to seek more than 10% BNG on allocated sites where this is
justified by evidence and viability, particularly:

e Where sites form part of a strategic ecological network identified through
Local Nature Recovery Strategies, or similar evidence

e Where higher on-site gains can help deliver area-wide recovery objectives
identified within Local Nature Recovery Strategies,

e Where higher on-site gains offset constraints on neighbouring sites, to
avoid distant offsetting and supporting ecological networks

e Where baseline habitat value is low and uplift can be achieved efficiently

e Where development is of a scale capable of delivering meaningful habitat
creation at landscape level

e Within areas of the green belt to support nature recovery

Given the scale of biodiversity loss, the NPPF should enable justified, plan-led
ambition rather than impose rigid ceilings that constrain locally responsive
ecological planning.

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?

Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly
disagree.

36


https://ukgbc.org/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/nature-security-assessment-on-global-biodiversity-loss-ecosystem-collapse-and-national-security
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/nature-security-assessment-on-global-biodiversity-loss-ecosystem-collapse-and-national-security

a)

Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.

We welcome the clearer application of the mitigation hierarchy and the
expectation that development should actively improve the natural environment,
not simply avoid harm.

However, the policy remains largely principle-based and does not sufficiently
strengthen outcomes. It lacks explicit linkage to Environment Act targets, climate
adaptation objectives, and measurable standards beyond statutory BNG.

To support effective implementation, national policy should:

e Provide clearer expectations for nature-positive design features to be
embedded from the start (e.g. integrated habitat features, urban greening,
multifunctional green infrastructure) - see

e Strengthen requirements for mapping and safeguarding ecological
networks

e Ensure that substantial weight is given to protecting and enhancing the
natural environment

e Provide clearer guidance and resourcing expectations for local authorities
assessing ecological impacts

Without stronger wording, there is a risk that nature considerations are weakened
relative to housing delivery pressures.

184) Are there any further issues for planning policy that we need to consider as
we take forward the implementation of Environmental Delivery Plans?

As Environmental Delivery Plans are implemented, planning policy should ensure
that there are appropriate safeguards built in:

o Nature recovery and climate resilience are fully integrated
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For any questions relating to the content in this consultation please contact
policy@ukgbc.org.

ukgbc.org
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