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April 2026 

Submission to the New Towns Consultation1 

We have written to the New Towns Taskforce several times. For the purposes of this consultation, we 

summarise below the key points previously submitted in detail, as they still stand. 

1. Absence of an overarching strategy 

The New Towns programme has proceeded in reverse. It began with a call for sites rather than with a 

national strategy setting out the purpose, criteria, and spatial logic for new settlements. As a result, 

the process is now centred on retrospectively assessing locations promoted by the development 

sector, rather than identifying the optimal locations based on evidence, need, and long-term 

outcomes. 

No public consultation was undertaken on the strategic principles themselves; only a call for sites 

was issued. 

 

2. Failure to follow Treasury Green Book requirements 

The Treasury Green Book provides mandatory guidance for government projects and new policy 

development. It requires the creation of longlists and shortlists, systematic option appraisal, and the 

assessment of socio-economic and natural capital impacts. There is ample guidance around 

Evaluating Natural Capital Impacts.  Despite the mandatory requirement, the Green Book has not 

been referenced or applied. This omission undermines the credibility, transparency, and 

value-for-money assessment of the entire programme. 

 

3. Requirement for substantial Government investment 

Successful new towns require very significant upfront public funding to deliver genuinely affordable 

housing, transport, utilities, and social infrastructure at the pace required. International and 

domestic experience shows that new settlements must be state-led, not developer-led, if they are to 

succeed. 

The programme appears to repeat the wider assumption that the private sector alone can resolve 

the housing crisis. Evidence does not support this. Each new town will require billions of pounds of 

public investment. For example, in 2018 the proposed West Tey development in north Essex was 

assessed as needing £1.8 billion of Government funding to be viable. 

 

4. The case for high-density, brownfield, urban regeneration 

A successful new town is one that is compact, high-density, and located on brownfield land within an 

existing urban area that requires regeneration. Such locations offer multiple public transport options 

and allow residents to access jobs and services by foot or bicycle, including those outside the new 

settlement. International exemplars such as Vauban and Rieselfeld in Freiburg demonstrate the 

benefits of this model. 

 
1 New Towns Draft Programme - GOV.UK Closing date 19 May 2026. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/new-towns-draft-programme
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5. Opposition to greenfield new towns 

We do not support greenfield new towns such as those proposed at Tempsford or in Enfield. These 

would cause significant harm to the environment, food security, the Green Belt, and the wider 

countryside, which has intrinsic value as well as providing essential ecosystem services. 

There is no justification for pursuing greenfield new towns when: 

• the number of empty homes is high, and rising, 

• brownfield land could accommodate an estimated 1.4 million homes, and 

• unbuilt planning permissions also total around 1.4 million homes. 

See our Homes for Everyone report2, which sets out how to deliver housing without using greenfield 

sites. 

It is also unclear why no Environmental Principles Policy Statement accompanies this consultation, 

despite the requirement for one. 

 

6.  High risk of failure under the current model 

A process that begins with developer-promoted sites and assumes developers will be the primary 

delivery agents is structurally flawed. Recent examples—Ebbsfleet, Northstowe, the North Essex 

Garden Communities, Otterpool, and Gilston—illustrate the recurring issues. Viability challenges are 

a common factor, yet these have not been addressed. Development Corporations, as currently 

envisaged, will lack the funding and expertise required, as demonstrated by the North Essex 

experience. 

 

7.  Over-reliance on developer assurances 

Developers will naturally support a process that enables large-scale greenfield development with 

limited obligations. Under the current proposals, they would be able to deliver extensive housing 

estates in rural areas such as Enfield and Tempsford with no guarantee of genuinely affordable 

housing and with infrastructure delivered late or not at all. There is no certainty that policy 

requirements will be enforceable. 

Recent examples illustrate the risks: 

• At Gilston, the developer is delivering 1,700 fewer affordable homes than required by the 

Local Plan. 

• In the North Essex process, infrastructure commitments were reduced at each stage. 

• Even at the earliest stages of the speculative “Forest City”, the required land “gift” to the 

founders has already doubled, suggesting diminishing willingness to meet public-interest 

obligations. 

  

 
2 https://homesforeveryone.org/ 

https://homesforeveryone.org/
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The housing crisis is not one that developers will, or should solve.  The crisis is one of a shortage of 

state-owned social housing. New towns are a distraction that do nothing to provide a safe home for 

those most in need. Any that go ahead should contain a mandated 50% social housing funded by the 

Government. 

Conclusion 

However, based on the issues outlined above, we remain concerned that the lessons of past new 

town and garden community failures are not being taken into account. 

We are aware that you have met with the promoters of ‘Forest City’, a proposal of so little substance 

and of such great undeliverability that it does not warrant public servants’ time, yet the Department 

has not agreed to our requests for a meeting.  It demonstrates an inherent bias towards the 

development sector. We reiterate our request for a meeting. 

Rosie Pearson, Chairman, Community Planning Alliance. 

-------------- 

Answers to consultation questions 

Section 3.1 - Assessment of locations 

Question 7 

Thinking about the 13 locations listed, which locations do you believe have positive features that 

could help achieve the objectives of the New Towns programme? 

What do you believe are the positive features of the location(s) you have selected? 

Only brownfield sites with multiple public transport options and within walking/cycling distance of 

jobs & services are suitable. 

Question 8 

Do you think any of the 13 locations listed face barriers which could hold back delivery of the New 

Towns Programme objectives? 

(Yes/No/Not sure) 

If you answered yes, please tell us what you believe the barriers to delivery in the location(s) you have 

selected are. 

All will face infrastructure and affordability barriers due to the lack of state funding.  Infrastructure 

will not be delivered in a timely manner, if at all.  Affordable housing will not be affordable and is 

highly unlikely to reach the stated 40% level.   For a new town to succeed, we would need to see 

state intervention to put in place infrastructure and community services before houses are built, to 

provide incentives to employers, and to build social housing.  

Question 9 

Do you think the SEA report has identified the main environmental issues relevant to the 13 

locations? 

(Yes/No/Not sure) 

If you answered no, please expand here. 
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Firstly, the report is very hard to use, with the Programme Objectives (place-making, deliverability, 

spread, economic growth, scale) buried at page 40.   

There are numerous issues with the appraisal itself: 

• The SEA must take into account the risks to sustainability of promises/policies not being 

delivered. For example, if public transport or cycle infrastructure materialises late (or not at 

all), the new town will become car dependent and not sustainable. All of the eleven 

objectives - air quality; biodiversity, flora and fauna; climate change (including adaptation & 

mitigation); flood risk; health & wellbeing; historic environment; landscape and townscape; 

land use, geology & soils; materials & waste; population; water (quality & quantity) – are at 

risk if delivery of policies is not achieved. 

• The SEA must therefore also take into account the viability of the new towns and the lack of 

sufficient, substantial state funding.  

• The cumulative impact must include the loss of greenfield land for new towns in addition to 

the loss of greenfield in the Green Belt and greenfield elsewhere to meet housing targets. 

• The SEA must take into account that with developers in the driving seat, the preference will 

be for the least sustainable dwelling type:  detached houses. 

• The SEA does not address the impacts of light pollution, air pollution, cats on the local bird 

and mammal population, dogs disturbing wildlife in the environs. 

• It can never be possible to “conserve, protect and enhance landscape, townscape and 

seascape quality and visual amenity” when building on greenfield land. 

• There is a risk to water quality if water management systems are not in place.  This is a 

genuine risk, as was seen with the North Essex Garden Communities, when no new waste 

treatment plant was to be provided for three new towns totalling 43,000 homes. 

Question 10 

Is there any additional environmental information about these locations that the SEA should take into 

account? 

(Yes/No/Not sure) 

If you answered yes, please tell us what additional information the SEA should take into account 

Before any final decision is made about a new town location there must be a regional study of empty 

homes and commercial/public buildings, brownfield land and unbuilt planning permissions.   Until all 

of those opportunities to provide housing are exhausted there is no need to build a single new town, 

particularly on greenfield sites. 

Question 11 

Do you have any suggestions for practical mitigation measures to address effects identified in 

the SEA report? 

(Yes/No/Not sure) 

If you answered yes, please set out the practical mitigation measures here. 

The first stage of the mitigation hierarchy is ‘avoid harm’.  Therefore, to avoid harm, not a single new 

town should be built on greenfield.  
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The do-nothing scenario is not accurate. Not building new towns does not exacerbate the housing 

crisis.  Not building social housing does exacerbate the housing crisis.   That is what is needed. 

Question 12 

Do you have any other feedback on the SEA report, including the issues and effects identified therein? 

No. 

Section 3.3: Proposed New Town locations 

Question 13 

Do you think the 7 locations proposed for the new towns programme are the ones most likely to meet 

the programme’s objectives? 

(Yes/No/Not sure)  

If no, please set out why you think the proposed locations do not meet our objectives. 

Several of the sites are greenfield and, for reasons set out above, should not be considered. 

Section 4.1 - Government offer 

Question 14 

Do you agree with the overall government offer for proposed new town locations? 

(Yes/No/Not sure) 

If you answered no, is there any additional support you think should be offered? 

The Government has significantly underestimated the amount of financial support needed to ensure 

that new towns are successful and has learned nothing from the first wave of new towns or the 

recent attempts.  We set out detailed examples in our submissions to the Taskforce previously.  

Without very substantial state investment, new towns will not provide 40% ‘affordable’ housing, let 

alone genuinely affordable social housing, nor will they deliver the necessary infrastructure in a 

timely fashion, before housing (if at all). 

Question 15 

Do you think there are any additional interventions that government should consider to ensure design 

and placemaking quality in new towns? 

(Yes/No/Not sure) 

If you answered yes, please set out the additional interventions government should consider. 

Take all those working on new towns to Freiburg for a tour of Vauban and Rieselfeld to understand 

how high density, brownfield urban extensions with integrated transport, and at walking/cycling 

distance from the city centre, deliver liveable new towns with huge amounts of green space. 

Section 4.2 - New Towns planning policy 

Question 16 

How clear do you find the proposed planning policy? 
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If you answered unclear, which elements are unclear and how would you suggest changing them? 

Clear, but far there are far too many ambiguities about how this relates to the NPPF, Local Plan-

Making and Planning Applications. 

Question 17 

Do you think establishing the placemaking principles in the proposed planning policy is an effective 

way to implement the placemaking ambition of the programme? 

(Yes/No/Not sure) 

If you answered no, how do you think the placemaking principles should be implemented? 

Placemaking policies will not deliver upfront infrastructure and genuinely affordable housing. THAT is 

where attention should be focused. Placemaking is the decorative ‘icing on the cake’ when the basics 

have been funded and delivered. 

Question 18 

Do you think the proposed planning policy provides sufficient flexibility to new town locations to meet 

the placemaking principles? 

(Yes/No/Not sure) 

If you answered no, what other measures could create a flexible approach to the placemaking 

principles? 

We think the question is wrong. There is too much flexibility.   There should be robust policies that 

ensure a greenfield last approach, that insist upon a natural capital and socio-economic assessment 

using Defra/Treasury Green Book guidelines. Substantial weight must be given to the natural capital 

and ecosystem services already provided by a location and they must not be swept aside under the 

guise of ‘nature restoration’.   The mitigation hierarchy must be embedded in the policy, such that 

avoiding harm is a strongly enforced first principle.  

Question 19 

Is establishing a 40% target for affordable housing an effective way of delivering an ambitious 

number of affordable homes? 

(Yes/No/Not sure) 

If you answered no, what changes to the target are needed? 

Absolutely not!   It is meaningless.    It will be undeliverable and renegotiated and also will not result 

in social housing, which is what is needed.   This comes back to the central issue with this project:  

lack of substantial public funding. 

Question 20 

Is the proposed planning policy on giving substantial weight in decision making to the social and 

economic benefits of new towns clear? 

(Yes/No/Not sure) 

If you answered no, please provide your reasons. 
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There are social and economic risks and costs to new towns, too and these have not been quantified 

due to the Government not following mandatory Green Book guidance.   These costs might include 

reduced natural capital, loss of agricultural land, diversion of resources away from existing 

communities into the new town, increased congestion in surrounding areas, together with declining 

air quality.   

Question 21 

Do you agree with the government’s approach to decision making policy on the Green Belt? 

(Yes/No/Not sure) 

If you answered no, what further change to plan-making or decision-making policy are needed? 

Without exception, there should be no new towns in the Green Belt.  

Question 22 

Do you think the proposed planning policy is sufficient for the purposes of safeguarding land for 

development as new towns. 

(Yes/No/Not sure) 

If you answered no, how could the policy go further? 

It is not at all clear how land for new towns is to be safeguarded and how this land interacts with 

local plans or planning applications.   There will be overlap, ambiguity and legal challenges about this 

new set of towns that sit out side the rest of the planning system. 

There should be no safeguarding of any greenfield land until every brownfield opportunity, empty 

home and unbuilt planning permission has been used.  

Question 23 

Do you think any additional planning policies are needed to support the delivery of the programme 

objectives? 

(Yes/No/Not sure) 

If you answered yes, please provide details. 

Planning guidance that protects developer profit margins must not apply to new towns.  There must 

be no leeway to renegotiate policy commitments.    

An upfront, and fixed rate, Community Infrastructure Levey would be a better way of ensuring 

affordable and infrastructure commitments are delivered for new towns than Section 106 contracts, 

and it would be better to have no negotiation at all. 

Question 24 

Do you have any views on the potential impacts of the New Towns Draft Programme on people or 

groups with protected characteristics? 

NO 

Final question 

Question 25 
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Is there anything else you would like to tell us that you think is relevant to this consultation but has 

not been covered in previous questions? 

Unlike large settlements proposed through a local plan, there is no independent arbiter in the form 

of the Planning Inspectorate to robustly check for soundness of the proposals.  These new towns are 

being pushed through the system without the benefit of any scrutiny other than this consultation, for 

which responses can simply be ignored. 

 


