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Dear Sir / Madam 
 
White Paper “Planning for the Future”: a submission from Buriton Parish Council 
 
The parish of Buriton covers an attractive rural area in East Hampshire, bordering onto 
West Sussex and in the South Downs National Park. 
 
The Parish Council prides itself on helping to look after the local environment whilst 
facilitating new development and we have been praised (and won awards) for a number of 
innovative initiatives.  
 
We consider that we are a well-run and well-regarded Council with a track record of 
engaging our community in our work – including the production of a Parish Plan, a Local 
Landscape Character Assessment and a Village Design Statement (VDS). Most recently 
our VDS has been refreshed, updated and adopted by the National Park Authority as 
being in conformity with its new, award-winning Local Plan. 
 
We have recently supported the allocation of a new site for housing development on the 
edge of the village through the Local Plan process as we recognise that new homes – 
particularly affordable homes – are needed to maintain the vitality of rural communities.  
 
We welcome the opportunity to comment on this White Paper as it seems to include a 
number of good points as well as others which we hope that Government will reconsider – 
particularly in the context of protected landscapes such as National Parks. 
 
The Parish Council notes that the Questions included in the White Paper Consultation 
(Questions 1 to 26) do not give readers the opportunity to comment on all aspects of the 
White Paper, its implications and any omissions.  
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In this regard the consultation seems to be a poor example of engaging with the public and 
letting people have their say: something which the White Paper appears to hold dear from 
the Foreword onwards. Perhaps this is an illustration of how the wide-ranging implications 
of planning in this country cannot be simplified into a standard set of questions so as to be 
suitable for digital analysis. 
 
We trust, therefore, that the Government will read the following introductory points as well 
as our responses on specific questions: 
 

 We are pleased to note that the principle of a plan-led system is being retained 
(with local planning authorities producing Local Plans for their areas) – albeit with 
some significant changes proposed. 

 

 But we are surprised that the White Paper seems to have been written without any 
real reference to climate change or to the depletion of nature in this country. 
There is much that the planning system can and should be able to do to help 
address these priorities, but the White Paper provides no clear suggestions. Other 
Government Departments are currently steering new legislation through Parliament 
(such as the Environment Bill and the Agriculture Bill) which will need to be 
embraced by the planning system – but the White Paper does not seem to align 
with those proposals. It is as though the MHCLG department is operating in a silo, 
unaware of wider issues. In this regard, the White Paper proposals for reforming the 
planning system do not seem to be fit for purpose nor ‘future-proofed’. 

 

 We are unclear about the status of National Parks. The White Paper omits any 
reference to National Parks both in paragraph 1.8 (penultimate bullet point) and in 
paragraph 2.8. The White Paper suggests that Local Plans should identify all land 
as either ‘Growth’ areas, ‘Renewal’ areas or ‘Protected’ areas and gives a number 
of  examples of areas that would be ‘Protected’ in paragraph 2.8 including Green 
Belt, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Conservation Areas, Local Wildlife Sites, 
flood risk areas and even individual gardens. But there is no mention of the highest 
level of landscape protection in this country: National Parks. This should be rectified 
in the same way that the NPPF (National Planning Policy Framework) lists 
protected areas in its Footnote 6. 

 

 We note the emphasis on good design but feel that the White Paper is over-
looking the crucial role that local communities can (and already do) play in helping 
deliver the sort of ‘beautiful places’ that are being sought. The White Paper also 
aims to “give you a greater say over what gets built in your community” and 
suggests that “the planning system has lost its link to communities”, but it makes no 
reference to Village Design Statements (VDSs) which are adopted as 
Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) in many parts of the country. Local 
people can see and appreciate the subtle nuances that make the character and 
special qualities of one place different from the next. Input from local communities 
(through genuine public engagement) can be hugely beneficial and Village Design 
Statements should be retained in any revised planning system – and enhanced in 
status to be “binding on decisions” as proposed for other design guidance in the 
White Paper. 
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 Related to the above, Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) currently 
build upon and provide more detailed guidance about policies in Local Plans and 
can provide the ‘fine grain’ that can make all the difference between good and 
average outcomes. There is, however, no mention of SPDs in the consultation 
paper and so we assume that the Government is intending to retain them? 

 

 We question the comment about public engagement that is being made in the 
White Paper where it is stated that the proposals would “give you a greater say over 
what gets built in your community.” From our reading of the proposals it is intended 
to remove one of the two main opportunities for people to take part in the planning 
process: the opportunity to comment on planning applications. That would leave 
only the opportunity to engage in the formulation of the Local Plan – but, the five 
stages set out in paragraph 2.48 (“with meaningful public engagement at two 
stages”) seem to restrict public comments to Stage 1 [when there is nothing 
tangible to comment on] and to Stage 3 [when there is no prospect of helping to 
shape the plan as it will have already been submitted for examination to an 
Inspector]. This appears to be a significant reduction in local democracy and public 
engagement – and great reliance is being placed on ‘best in class’ ways of ensuring 
public involvement without recognising the poor quality (or expensive nature) of 
broadband provision in many rural areas. The proposals for “Responses will have a 
word count limit” also seem designed to reduce public involvement.   

 

 There are some vague references to ‘permissions being more swiftly turned into 
homes’ in the White Paper (ie. building out permissions granted) – but no details. In 
our experience this is a significant issue. In a neighbouring parish Planning 
Permission for 90 new homes was granted 3-4 years ago. The developers have 
deliberately made a very small start (almost literally a shovel in the ground) and 
have subsequently sat back and done nothing. In our own parish an allocation for a 
new housing site was approved in the Local Plan about a year and a half ago – but 
there has not yet been any noticeable progress, no planning application etc. There 
will be worse examples than these all around the country and so it will be very 
important for the industry to play its part in any revision of the planning system, not 
just local authorities and communities.  Perhaps there should be some sort of new 
tax (or use of Council Tax) on all new houses that are granted planning permission: 
that might speed up the construction of all the houses all over the country that have 
already been granted planning permission but have not yet been built? 

 

 There are a number of references to affordable housing in the White Paper – but 
no attempt at a definition of it (although there are a number of references to people 
owning a home of their own). Ensuring that Local Planning Authorities would be 
able to decide the tenure will be very important. The White Paper could have 
addressed and reformed the process for delivering affordable housing but it does 
not try to do so which seems to be a missed opportunity. 

 
In addition to the above points, our comments on the questions posed in the White Paper 
are as follows: 
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1. What three words do you associate most with the planning system in England? 
Impartial; Accessible; Well-regarded. 
 
2. Do you get involved with planning decisions in your local area?  
Yes, we are a Parish Council so we can take part in the formulation of plans for the area 
(at Local Plan stage) and comment on all planning applications.  
 
We also coordinate work to produce Village Design Statements and Local Landscape 
Character Assessments to help ensure good quality designs embracing local 
characteristics in all local developments. 
 
3. Our proposals will make it much easier to access plans and contribute your views 
to planning decisions. How would you like to find out about plans and planning 
proposals in the future?  
Whilst there must be scope to make more use of technology in the planning system, we 
are not sure that the White Paper proposals will improve the situation for us – or for our 
community. Our Local Planning Authority, the South Downs National Park Authority, 
already uses a range of ways to engage people in planning matters – including in areas 
where internet coverage is poor.  
 
In addition, from our reading of the proposals, it is intended to remove one of the two main 
opportunities for people to take part in the planning process: the opportunity to comment 
on planning applications. That would leave only the opportunity to engage in the 
formulation of the Local Plan – but, the five stages set out in paragraph 2.48 (“with 
meaningful public engagement at two stages”) seem to restrict public comments to Stage 
1 [when there is nothing tangible to comment on] and to Stage 3 [when there is no 
prospect of helping to shape the plan as it will have already been submitted for 
examination to an Inspector].  
 
This appears to be a significant reduction in local democracy and public engagement – 
and great reliance is being placed on ‘best in class’ ways of ensuring public involvement 
without recognising the poor quality of broadband provision in many rural areas.  
 
The proposals for “Responses will have a word count limit” also seem designed to reduce 
public involvement.   
 
Relying on online participation can risk excluding some voices and the White Paper seems 
to be assuming that the digitisation of planning is the same as democratic planning – but 
they are not the same thing. Enhanced online access will be of little use if opportunities to 
engage are so significantly reduced. 
 
Reducing opportunities for local participation could have significant consequences. Our 
planning authority acknowledges that it can often rely on detailed local knowledge, 
information and inputs. On at least one recent occasion we were able to point out that a 
site being considered for development was subject to repeated flooding – although not in 
any official flood zone – following heavy rainfall. This was duly investigated and an 
alternative site in the village found instead. But without adequate local input there could 
have been a serious mistake. Data sources are not always exhaustive or adequately 
detailed at micro level. 
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4. What are your top three priorities for planning in your local area?  

 Good quality design of all new buildings so as to fit into the landscape and have 
regard to local character as identified in the Village Design Statement (VDS) 
produced by the local community and adopted by the Planning Authority as a 
Supplementary Planning Document; 

 Better enforcement when developers ignore planning policies; 

 The provision of affordable homes for local people to rent.  
 
5. Do you agree that Local Plans should be simplified in line with our proposals?  
No. We recognise that it can take a number of years to produce a local plan – but part of 
the delay here was a wait of almost a year from the date when the Local Plan was 
submitted to the Government’s Inspectors and the start of the Examination Hearings. The 
five-stage proposals in the White Paper are too rigid and do not provide adequate time for 
all constraints and implications to be considered.  A rigid and rushed process runs the risk 
of making poorly informed decisions.  These decisions can change the look and feel of the 
country for ever – they would not be reversible. 
 
When describing the three types of areas (Growth’ areas, ‘Renewal’ areas and ‘Protected’ 
areas) the White Paper omits any reference to National Parks – not only in paragraph 1.8 
(penultimate bullet point) but also in paragraph 2.8. A number of examples are provided of 
areas that would be protected including Green Belt, AONBs, Conservation Areas, Local 
Wildlife Sites, flood risk areas and even individual gardens. But there is no mention of the 
highest level of landscape protection in this country: National Parks. This should be 
rectified in the same way that the NPPF (National Planning Policy Framework) lists 
protected areas in its Footnote 6. The National Park Authority is quite capable of allocating 
sufficient development in the area (over 4,500 new houses in the current Local Plan) so as 
to help maintain the vitality of villages like ours whilst at the same time conserving and 
enhancing the natural beauty and other characteristics of the area as set out in legislation. 
A rigid and rushed process would limit the fine judgement that is often required in making 
such important decisions. 
 
6. Do you agree with our proposals for streamlining the development management 
content of Local Plans, and setting out general development management policies 
nationally?  
It may be possible to have standardised wording to cover some issues but in many cases 
we feel that it will still be important to tailor policies to local circumstances rather than to try 
to impose a ‘one size fits all’ approach across the whole country. There are many locally-
specific policies in the Local Plan for this area which address important issues such as 
dark night skies, tranquillity and affordable housing. It needs to be possible to retain such 
policies in any future Local Plans. 
 
7. Do you agree with our proposals to replace existing legal and policy tests for 
Local Plans with a consolidated test of “sustainable development”, which would 
include consideration of environmental impact?  
We think that this question relates to the proposal to abolish all the current environmental 
and related assessments (Strategic Environmental Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal 
and Environmental Impact Assessment) although it doesn’t explicitly say so. We think that 
robust tests   are vital in Protected Landscapes such as National Parks and replacing them 
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with ‘quicker and simpler assessments’ (a single ‘sustainable development’ test) would 
have risks.  
 
Of critical importance will be the definition of ‘sustainable development’. In recent years the 
real meaning of this internationally-based term appears to have been diluted and watered 
down in this country. Britain should be a world leader in sustainable development and the 
planning system should be designed to help ensure that this embraces environmental, 
social and economic issues, not just for the current population but for future generations, 
too. 
 
8. Do you agree that a standard method for establishing housing requirements (that 
takes into account constraints) should be introduced?  
Whilst dismissing the current assessments of housing need as ‘too complex’, the 
proposals appear to replace it with a ‘nationally-determined binding housing requirement 
for each local authority to deliver’. This seems to be based on delivering 300,000 homes 
per year across the country with a number of criteria built into some sort of algorithm which 
will then decide how many homes are required in each area each year. 
 
Whilst in theory this may appear as though it would speed up the Local Plan process we 
think that in practice it would be difficult for such a centralised system to have adequate 
local knowledge to understand the opportunities for new development and the constraints 
that might restrict it. Issues such as highways capacity and water supplies in rural areas 
such as here (with risks of aquifers gradually being depleted) are likely to be critical – and 
are best assessed at local level rather than nationally.  
 
One of the factors which it appears would be fed into the calculations would be the 
affordability of homes (“to ensure enough land is released where affordability is worst”) 
but, as many other organisations have already pointed out, this thinking is seriously flawed 
for a number of reasons. 
 
It is not clear in the White Paper whether the methodology for assessing housing numbers 
would apply in Protected Landscapes such as National Parks. Will they be given housing 
requirements based on the same formulae as everywhere else in the country? Or, more 
sensibly, will they be left (as now) to allocate land for housing for themselves, based on 
local needs, landscape setting etc? Our view is that the current system should continue in 
National Parks.  
 
By way of evidence for this, we would point out that in its recent, well-regarded Local Plan 
the South Downs NPA has allocated 4,750 new homes – not a small number in a 
Protected Landscape. But the National Park Authority considered these allocations in a 
‘bottom-up’, landscape-led approach and tailored each one to the individual site 
characteristics. A more arbitrary, ‘top-down’ approach using some national formula would 
not lead to the same outcome and the character of the National Park would inevitably be 
the worse for it. Please confirm that National Parks are not to be included in this proposed 
change to the methodology for determining housing numbers in strategic plans. There is 
no suggestion that there should be no development in National Parks, simply that the Park 
Authorities should be the custodians of the numbers as well as the locations.  
 
For all the above reasons we think that this proposal needs to be re-thought. 
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9. Do you agree with our proposals for the consent arrangements for Renewal and 
Protected areas?  
We understand that development proposals in protected areas would still require planning 
applications as they do today, with opportunities for local consideration and comment – 
and we think that this will be very important. 
 
10. Do you agree with our proposals to make decision-making faster and more 
certain?  
We have not experienced any significant problems with the speed of decision-making or 
their certainty. It seems inevitable to us that complicated applications will take longer than 
relatively simple ones. And allowing time for the professional planners to discuss potential 
changes with applicants in an iterative way can often lead to valuable improvements.   
 
At present we have an application in our parish which is described by the applicant as 
follows: “The extraction of 343,670 tonnes of chalk (156,214 cubic metres x 2.2 tonnes per 
cubic metre) and the importation of 1,149,000 tonnes (633,333 cubic metres x 1.8 tonnes 
per cubic metre) of clean inert waste/soils and clays and the importation of approximately 
31,000 tonnes of top soil (21,000 cubic metres x 1.4 tonnes per cubic metre) with the 
continuation of ancillary recycling operations until 31st December 2028.” The application 
provides no details of what the landscape would look like as a result of the restoration 
phase of the proposals (and this is in a National Park) and so the Planning Authority has 
much work to do to try to assess all the potential implications and discuss details with the 
applicants. We are confident that the Planners will play a positive role in helping to create 
the sort of ‘beautiful place’ that the White Paper champions – but we doubt that this could 
be done simply by digitising the process (which the White Paper seems to want to do). 
 
A standardised 50-page planning statement would not be able to provide all the 
information that is really required to describe many applications and to explain all the 
potential implications. 
 
There are other important aspects of planning applications that need to be provided before 
good decisions can be made including: evidence to support the numbers of affordable 
homes being proposed; detailed heritage information for all the applications which affect 
heritage assets; and ecological information which, with the current decline in species and 
biodiversity in this country, is increasingly important. We understand that new legislation 
will expect all planning applications to prove a net-gain in biodiversity and this would be 
very good idea: but proper proof and assessments will be necessary and it is difficult to 
see how all this important information can be provided in a maximum of 50 pages. 
 
The White Paper suggests that there should be standardised wording for policies in all 
Local Plans but, whilst this may be possible for some issues, we feel that in many cases it 
will be better to tailor policies to local circumstances rather than to try to impose a ‘one 
size fits all’ approach across the whole country. Here in the South Downs there are some 
innovative, forward-looking policies that are designed to address issues like dark night 
skies, tranquillity and ecosystem services. It would be bad to lose any of these. National 
Parks may need different policies from other places in the country. 
 
Similarly with the proposal for a standard set of (national) Conditions: whilst it may be 
possible to have standardised wording to cover some issues, we feel that being able to 
tailor some Conditions to local circumstances is surely necessary. 
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This part of the White Paper seems to be written to favour developers – and there is a 
huge risk that local landscapes, heritage features, biodiversity and local communities 
would suffer due to any such arbitrary changes to the current systems. Automatically 
giving deemed consent to an application just because a deadline is missed would be 
outrageous. 
 
There is, however, a reference to strengthening the role of enforcement in the planning 
system and we support this proposal very strongly. 
 
Site notices on lamp-posts etc seem to be ridiculed in the White Paper which appears to 
want everything to be done digitally. There is certainly lots of potential for greater use of 
digital means – but there is still probably value in notices being placed at the physical 
location where development is proposed so that people are to be given the best 
opportunities for engagement in the planning system. Government needs to be aware that 
internet coverage is still very poor in many rural areas and, even where there is good 
coverage, there are sections of every community who do not use this sort of technology. 
Relying on online participation can risk excluding some voices and the White Paper seems 
to be assuming that the digitisation of planning is the same as democratic planning – but 
they are not the same thing.  
 
Interestingly, we note that the Government’s own ‘Landscapes Review’, which was set up 
to consider any necessary changes in National Parks, concluded that “their planning 
powers are important, the protections they give are essential and we don’t think they hold 
progress back.” Government should heed that advice throughout any reforms of the 
planning system. 
 
11. Do you agree with our proposals for accessible, web-based Local Plans?  
In principle this must be a good way forward but Government needs to remember that 
internet coverage is still very poor in many rural areas and, even where there is good 
coverage, there are sections of every community who do not use this sort of technology. 
For these reasons we believe that hard copy versions of Local Plans must also be 
available for the foreseeable future, until the above issues are resolved. 
 
As stated above, relying on online participation can risk excluding some voices and the 
White Paper seems to be assuming that the digitisation of planning is the same as 
democratic planning – but they are not the same thing. Enhanced online access will be of 
little use if opportunities to engage are so significantly reduced. 
 
12. Do you agree with our proposals for a 30-month statutory timescale for the 
production of Local Plans?  
No. We acknowledge that it can take a number of years to produce a local plan – but part 
of the delay here was a wait of almost a year from the date when the Local Plan was 
submitted to the Government’s Inspectors and the start of the Examination Hearings.  
 
The five-stage proposals in the White Paper are too rigid and do not provide adequate 
time for all constraints, implications and conflicts to be considered.   
 
As explained in our answer to Question 3, the five proposed stages would bring about a 
significant reduction in local democracy and public engagement.  
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A rigid and rushed process runs the risk making poorly informed decisions.  These 
decisions can change the look and feel of the country for ever – and such changes would 
not be reversible. 
 
If there is to be less detailed assessment at the planning application stage (particularly in 
‘growth’ or ‘renewal’ areas) then there ought to be more assessment at the plan-making 
stage (to check whether areas being allocated for development have any important 
properties: archaeology, biodiversity, cultural heritage etc). But, as well as proposing a 
rigid timetable for each stage of the plan-preparation process, the White Paper says that 
plans will be based on “more limited evidence”.  This feels like a potential risk of ‘dumbing 
down’ which could lead to some bad (and irreversible) mistakes. 
 
13. Do you agree that Neighbourhood Plans should be retained in the reformed 
planning system? We deliberately chose not to produce a Neighbourhood Plan for our 
parish but to work, instead, with the Local Planning Authority to help identify preferred 
locations for new housing (now included in the Local Plan) backed up by our locally-
produced Village Design Statement (adopted as a Supplementary Planning Document).  
 
By producing a Village Design Statement we are helping to ensure that the subtle nuances 
that make the character and special qualities of our village different from the next will be 
taken into account. 
 
Input from local communities (through genuine public engagement) can be hugely 
beneficial and Village Design Statements should be retained in any revised planning 
system – and enhanced in status to be “binding on decisions” as proposed for other design 
guidance in the White Paper. 
 
14. Do you agree there should be a stronger emphasis on the build out of 
developments? And if so, what further measures would you support?  
Yes, there are some vague references to ‘permissions being more swiftly turned into 
homes’ in the White Paper (ie. building out permissions granted) – but no details. In our 
experience this is a significant issue. In a neighbouring parish Planning Permission for 90 
new homes was granted 3-4 years ago. The developers have deliberately made a very 
small start (almost literally a shovel in the ground) and have subsequently sat back and 
done nothing. In our own parish an allocation for a new housing site was approved in the 
Local Plan about a year and a half ago – but there has not yet been any noticeable 
progress, no planning application etc. There will be worse examples than these all around 
the country and so it will be very important for the industry to play its part in any revision of 
the planning system, not just local authorities and communities.   
 
Perhaps there should be some sort of new tax (or use of Council Tax) on all new houses 
that are granted planning permission: that might speed up the construction of all the 
houses all over the country that have already been granted planning permission but have 
not yet been built. 
 
15.  What do you think about the design of new development that has happened 
recently in your area?  
We have had a Village Design Statement since the year 2000 and we have updated it on a 
number of occasions since then. The Planning Authority has generally paid serious regard 
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to this locally-produced Supplementary Planning Document when considering all planning 
applications and, as a result, virtually all the new development in our parish has been of 
good quality, maintaining and enhancing the look and feel of the area. 
 
In 2010 the new South Downs National Park Authority was created and they have also 
generally had great regard for the design of new development – and they have adopted 
our most-recently updated version of our Village Design Statement as a Supplementary 
Planning Document in the latter part of 2017. 
 
The main problems that we find with designs of new development are those that can be 
undertaken via ‘permitted development rights’. These can change the look and feel of 
villages like ours and it has been suggested that they could, over time, lead to significant 
changes in character: a death by a thousand cuts.  
 
16. Sustainability is at the heart of our proposals. What is your priority for 
sustainability in your area?  
It is not clear to us that sustainability is “at the heart” of these proposals as the question 
would like us to believe.   
 
We are amazed that the White Paper seems to have been written without any real 
reference to climate change or to the depletion of nature in this country. There is much that 
the planning system can and should be able to do to help address these priorities, but the 
White Paper provides no clear suggestions.  
 
The definition and interpretation of ‘sustainability’ and ‘sustainable development’ are 
crucial but, unfortunately, the real meanings of these internationally-based terms appear to 
have been diluted and watered down in this country. Britain should be a world leader in 
sustainable development and the planning system should be designed to assist.  
 
‘Sustainability’ is a holistic concept, embracing social, environmental and economic issues 
– not just for the current population but for future generations, too: the question should not 
be looking for respondents to prioritise any one aspect over others.  
 
In areas like ours, the provision of well-designed, affordable social housing for rent in 
perpetuity as well as for sale can make important contributions to many aspects of 
sustainability. 
 
17. Do you agree with our proposals for improving the production and use of design 
guides and codes?  
The emphasis on design (which could be ‘binding on decisions’) appears to be 
encouraging but we question whether it is really fair for the White Paper to suggest that 
‘planning for beautiful and sustainable places has failed in recent decades’. We are not 
convinced that this is true in our area. 
 
We feel that the White Paper is overlooking the crucial role that local communities can 
(and already do) play in helping deliver the sort of ‘beautiful places’ that are being sought. 
The White Paper also aims to “give you a greater say over what gets built in your 
community” and suggests that “the planning system has lost its link to communities”, but it 
makes no reference to Village Design Statements (VDSs) which are adopted as 
Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) in many parts of the country.  
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We have had a Village Design Statement since the year 2000 and have updated it on a 
number of occasions since then. The Planning Authority has generally paid serious regard 
to this locally-produced Supplementary Planning Document when considering all planning 
applications and, as a result, virtually all the new development in our parish has been of 
good quality, maintaining and enhancing the look and feel of the area. 
 
Government must retain the opportunity for valuable community-level input into the 
planning system to continue in this way. Village Design Statements, adopted as 
Supplementary Planning Documents, can aid local acceptance of development and ensure 
good local design standards to help deliver the sort of ‘beautiful places’ that the White 
Paper appears to be seeking.  
 
Local people can see and appreciate the subtle nuances that make the character and 
special qualities of one place different from the next. Input from local communities (through 
genuine public engagement) can be hugely beneficial and Village Design Statements 
should be retained in any revised planning system – and enhanced in status to be “binding 
on decisions” as proposed for other design guidance in the White Paper. 
 
With good design often requiring great subtlety and nuances to ensure that new 
developments ‘fit in’ and ‘look right’, we are not convinced that it is really possible for a 
digitised machine-readable ‘tick box’ approach to replace experienced assessment by 
local planning authorities.   
 
18.  Do you agree that we should establish a new body to support design coding 
and building better places, and that each authority should have a chief officer for 
design and place-making?  
We have no expertise in this matter but have always found our Planning Authority well 
qualified and willing to work with us at community level. As long as any national body and 
local chief officer appreciate the crucial role that local communities can (and already do) 
play in helping deliver the sort of ‘beautiful places’ that are being sought – and do not try to 
impose national solutions from on high – then both ideas would seem to be sensible. 
 
19. Do you agree with our proposal to consider how design might be given greater 
emphasis in the strategic objectives for Homes England?  
We know very little about ‘Homes England’ but note that they describe themselves as 
“government’s housing accelerator” who wants to “release more land to developers who 
want to make a difference.” In that context it would seem vital to us that good design 
should be a cornerstone of what they are trying to do. Why have they not already been 
stressing the importance of good design? 
 
20. Do you agree with our proposals for implementing a fast-track for beauty?  
We are nervous about a number of aspects of this proposal: 

 Any change to the National Planning Policy Framework to assist the proposal must 
explicitly include Village Design Statements (when adopted by the Local Planning 
Authority) in the local design guides that would have to be complied with; 

 Widening and changing the nature of permitted development can have adverse 
effects – both on the quality of the individual buildings permitted but also on the 
wider look and feel of communities; 
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 It is difficult to see how devising some ‘development types’ at national level 
(“replicable forms of development to be approved easily and quickly”) would be able 
to take account of local context. Simply modifying some standard housing types is 
likely to reproduce ‘average’ designs across the country which would not meet the 
Government’s aspiration for design and beauty. 

 
21. When new development happens in your area, what is your priority for what 
comes with it?  
Any new development in our parish must bring attractive, on-site socially affordable rented 
housing for local people and a financial contribution towards infrastructure improvements 
that will help support sustainable living. 
 
22 & 23. Should the Government replace the Community Infrastructure Levy and 
Section 106 planning obligations with a new consolidated Infrastructure Levy?  
We disagree with the proposal to shift the cash-flow burden of the new Infrastructure Levy 
onto the Local Planning Authorities and small communities. This is simply not sensible nor 
practical. Getting infrastructure in place before development arrives can be very important 
– but the suggested procedures (whereby local authorities would need to borrow against 
Infrastructure Levy revenues so that they could pay for infrastructure in advance) could be 
hugely challenging for Parish Councils (and risky for all authorities). The current CIL 
arrangements where the charge is set when planning permission is granted and payment 
is due when development commences is preferable. 
 
The proposals to extend the scope of the Infrastructure Levy (to cover changes of use 
which require planning permission (even where there is no additional floorspace) and to 
cover some permitted development rights) seem sensible and should have been included 
from the outset of CIL. 
 
We doubt whether a flat-rate charge, based on the final value of a development but set 
nationally, can really be set at the ‘right’ level for everywhere in the country. 
Circumstances, including the costs of providing infrastructure and the amount of ‘land 
value uplift’, will surely vary? This proposal seems to be included because many 
authorities have not yet adopted their own CILs. Could it be argued that authorities who 
have taken the time and trouble to identify their own rates (supported by local evidence) 
should be allowed to keep them if they so wish? The alternative option mentioned in the 
White paper (allowing the Infrastructure Levy to remain optional, and set by individual local 
authorities) may also be preferable to the national idea. 
 
It will be vital for local communities (through Parish Councils) to continue to receive their 
share of any Infrastructure Levy. 
 
We are not clear whether the White Paper is proposing that S.106 agreements would be 
completely abolished. These agreements are not always just financial contributions: they 
can be contractual agreements to cover a range of other matters and this should not be 
lost. 
 
24. Do you agree that we should aim to secure at least the same amount of 
affordable housing under the Infrastructure Levy, and as much on-site affordable 
provision, as at present?  
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Yes, providing on-site affordable housing is important in social terms and the amounts 
should not be reduced. 
 
25. Should local authorities have fewer restrictions over how they spend the 
Infrastructure Levy?  
Parish Councils already have a wide range of options to spend their portion of CIL but if 
any authorities started to use this money to “improve services or reduce council tax” (as 
suggested in the White Paper) this could lead to the prospect of the levy not being spent 
on providing the infrastructure needed. This would not seem wise. 
 
It will be vital for local communities (through Parish Councils) to continue to receive their 
share of any Infrastructure Levy. 
 
26. Do you have any views on the potential impact of the proposals raised in this 
consultation on people with protected characteristics as defined in section 149 of 
the Equality Act 2010?  
Proposals in the White Paper to digitise many aspects of the planning system could have 
some adverse ‘equalities’ effects as people living in rural areas may have poor internet 
coverage and there will be some people in every community, including elderly residents, 
who may not be adequately computer literate. Government must not overlook or ignore 
these sections of society.  
 
We hope that you will study all our comments carefully and we hope that they are helpful 
to you in deciding the next steps on this very important topic. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Petra Norris 
Clerk to Buriton Parish Council 
 
 
 
 


