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Section 1: Neighbourhood planning 
 
 

Time limit for taking decisions on the designation of a 
neighbourhood area 
 
Question 1.1: Do you agree that regulations should require an application 
for a neighbourhood area designation to be determin ed by a prescribed 
date?   We are interested in the views of local pla nning authorities on the 
impact this proposal may have on them.  
 
Agreed, but with the option for the local planning authority to agree a longer period with the 
applicant body should there be valid reason to do so that both parties accept.  For example, 
because both parties agree there might be valid reason why the notification period for 
representations needs to be delayed.  This occurred in our case so that 3 adjoining Area 
applications could proceed concurrently, one of which involved a parish council adding an 
area into its application that was outside of the parish so that 100% coverage of a unitary 
authority area was achieved using the same mutually agreed timetable. 
 
Question 1.2: If a prescribed date is supported do you agree that this 
should apply only where:  
 
• the boundaries of the neighbourhood area applied fo r coincide with those 
of an existing parish or electoral ward; and  
 
• there is no existing designation or outstanding app lication for 
designation, for all or part of the area for which a new designation is 
sought?  
 
“Yes” to a prescribed period in principle, but “No” to it only applying where the “Area” 
coincides with a parish or electoral ward.   For an “Area” application to be “valid” it will have 
met the prescribed requirement justifying the boundary of the Neighbourhood Area proposed 
– whether or not it coincides with an existing parish or electoral ward. 
 
Question 1.3: If a date is prescribed, do you agree  that this should be 10 
weeks (70 days) after a valid application is made? If you do not agree, is 
there an alternative time period that you would pro pose?  
 
Agreed, subject to a) the ability of both parties to agree a longer period (see answer to 
Question 1.1 above).  The concept of a prescribed period could be applied also to multiple 
applications submitted, for example by extending the period to 20 weeks.  This will give the 
local planning authority the necessary time to make comparison of the respective justifications 
submitted and come to a considered view within a reasonable time. Publishing the result and 
reasoning remains necessary so that the community is fully informed and any aggrieved 
applicant can challenge the reasonableness of the decision if it would be justified to do so. 
 
Question 1.4: Do you support our proposal not to change the period of six weeks in 
which representations can be made on an application for a neighbourhood area to 
be designated? If you do not, do you think this period should be shorter? What 
alternative time period would you propose? 
 
Not agreed.  A period of 21 days would be an appropriate alternative.  It would compare 
favourably with other situations such as the established public notification period for planning 
applications that depart from an approved development plan.  In this latter case the aspects 
arguably involve far more complex issues within this much shorter period. 
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Further measures 
 
 
Question 1.5: We are interested in views on whether there are other stages in the 
neighbourhood planning process where time limits may be beneficial. Where time 
limits are considered beneficial, we would also welcome views on what might be an 
appropriate time period for local planning authority decision taking at each stage. 
 
Yes.  Time limits would be beneficial drivers for each of the post submission stages of the 
Neighbourhood Plan process to Adoption, and based on experiences now established from 
examples nationally where they have already been completed.  With the safeguard that such 
periods can be extended by agreement with the designated body that has submitted the Plan.  
Plus automatically extended in those cases where legal challenge may have been made.  
 

Pre-submission consultation 
 
Question 1.6: Do you support the removal of the requirement in regulations for a 
minimum of six weeks consultation and publicity before a neighbourhood plan or 
Order is submitted to a local planning authority? 
 
Not supported.  Our designated Neighbourhood covers an urban area and rural hinterland 
with more than 43,000 residents and many varied land uses.  In our case, the present ‘pre’ 
submission and ‘post’ submission 6 week consultation and publicity periods represent a fair 
and proportionate balance of community and local authority responsibility and share of 
financial burden.  To change the arrangements in any of the ways contemplated is likely to 
lessen transparency, inclusiveness and ownership of the process. 
 
Question 1.7: Do you agree that responsibility for publicising a proposed 
neighbourhood plan or Order, inviting representations and notifying consultation 
bodies ahead of independent examination should remain with a local planning 
authority? If you do not agree, what alternative proposals do you suggest, 
recognising the need to ensure that the process is open, transparent and robust? 
 
Agreed. 
 

Consulting landowners 
 
Question 1.8: Do you agree that regulations should require those preparing 
a neighbourhood plan proposal to consult the owners  of sites they 
consider may be affected by the neighbourhood plan as part of the site 
assessment process? If you do not agree, is there a n alternative approach 
that you would suggest that can achieve our objecti ve?  
 
Not agreed.  Retention of the present arrangement is far more proportionate.  In our case, the 
geographical extent and complexity of the designated Neighbourhood Area makes it entirely 
disproportionate and unrealistic to consult with individual owners, even if it were possible to 
obtain the information of who they are.  As an alternative approach, we have included in our 
Constitution the ability of land owners to become formal members of the designated body.  
The Regulations could be altered to formalise this in all cases, as a proportionate alternative.  
Currently the Regulations only include those who live or work in the area, and local 
councillors.  
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Question 1.9: If regulations required those preparing a neighbourhood plan 
proposal to consult the owners of sites they consider may be affected by the 
neighbourhood plan as part of the site assessment process, what would be the 
estimated cost of that requirement to you or your organisation? Are there other 
material impacts that the requirement might have on you or your organisation? We 
are also interested in your views on how such consultation could be undertaken and 
for examples of successful approaches that may have been taken. 
 
The cost to the designated body of producing a plan would increase dramatically and to an 
incalculable level, because there is no way it is possible within reasonable expense to 
discover who landowners are without making application to the Land Registry in every case.  
Even then it would not include ownerships not yet formally registered under the system.  The 
scope for subsequent litigation would increase dramatically from those owners who will 
attempt to claim they were not made directly and individually aware. 
 

Introducing an additional basic condition to test the extent of 
consultation 
 
 
Question 1.10: Do you agree with the introduction of a new statutory requirement 
(basic condition) to test the nature and adequacy of the consultation undertaken 
during the preparation of a neighbourhood plan or Order? If you do not agree, is 
there an alternative approach that you would suggest that can achieve our 
objective? 
 
Not agreed.   The present formailsed ‘pre’ and ‘post’ submission consultation and publicity 
arrangements are far better for the reasons given in answer to Question 1.6 above. 
 
 

Strategic Environmental Assessment 
 
Question 1.11: Do you agree that it should be a sta tutory requirement that 
either: a statement of reasons; an environmental re port, or an explanation 
of why the plan is not subject to the requirements of the Strategic 
Environmental Assessment Directive must accompany a  neighbourhood 
plan proposal when it is submitted to a local plann ing authority?  
 
Agreed, because this clarity of formal requirement would help to minimise the risk of legal 
challenge at a later date in the plan making process. 
 
Question 1.12: Aside from the proposals put forward in this consultation document 
are there alternative or further measures that would improve the understanding of 
how the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 
apply to neighbourhood plans? If there are such measures, should they be 
introduced through changes to existing guidance, policy or new legislation? 
 
Yes.  a) In the case of Neighbourhood Plans it is not entirely clear if the designated body or 
the local planning authority is responsible for consulting statutory consultees at the respective 
scoping report and subsequent post submission stages where modification might be involved.  
b) confirmation that the designated body is able to submit a revision of the plan after the first 
one has been Adopted, should it decide to do so during the remaining period of its 5 year life 
span.  Clarification of both situations in the Regulations or PPG’s would be helpful. 
 

Further measures 
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Question 1.13: We would like your views on what fur ther steps we and 
others could take to meet the Government’s objectiv e to see more 
communities taking up their right to produce a neig hbourhood plan or 
neighbourhood development order. We are particularl y interested in 
hearing views on:  
 
• stages in the process that are considered dispropor tionate to the purpose, 
or any unnecessary requirements that could be remov ed  
 
• how the shared insights from early adopters could s upport and speed up 
the progress of others  
 
• whether communities need to be supported differentl y  
 
• innovative ways in which communities are funding, o r could fund, their 
neighbourhood planning activities.  
 
Process – keeping in place the ‘light touch’ approach and minimal prescription in Regulations 
is essential so that local communities can truly reflect in their plans the variation in approach 
that will continue to be necessary across different areas, in different circumstances, to 
different degrees of involvement.  The present arrangement should not be amended further 
until a comprehensive review has been undertaken of at least 500 plans passing Adoption 
stage. 
 
Timescale – It is very evident from our own experience that large area plans involving the 
need to engage with much larger community numbers could save time and cost if there were 
readily available a ‘leaflet’style document produced by central government that could be 
obtained at minimal cost for circulation by the designated body to all premises within their 
area.  Something similar to the guidance on planning applications would be ideal. 
 
Support -  Having support from the Front Runner and Community Development Foundation 
programmes has been immensely helpful to our progress in very difficult circumstances.  The 
independent peer review of our work has been of great value.  In some form or other, this 
needs to continue. 
 
Funding -  There is need to clarify that designated bodies producing statutory plans have the 
same status as the local planning authority when it comes to using ordnance survey maps 
under their licence.  Additionally, that exemption from VAT on statutory plan making activity 
extends also to designated bodies in the same way that it does to  local planning authorities. 
 
 
 

Section 2: Reducing planning regulations 
to support housing, high streets and 
growth 
 
 

Section 3: Improving the use of planning 
conditions 
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Section 4: Planning application process 
improvements 
 
Section 5: Environmental Impact 
Assessment Thresholds 
 
Section 6: Improving the nationally 
significant infrastructure planning regime 
 
 
 


