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White Paper: Planning for the Future 
 
Consultation response from the Woldingham Parish Council 
 
We are very concerned that this white paper appears to undo much of the work 
this Parish Council has done over the last five years and removes any influence 
or control that we currently have over the planning process. Our neighbourhood 
Plan was prepared, approved and adopted over five years ago.  It was based on 
extensive community research, collaboration and input and therefore is the most 
democratic and relevant plan for the community. It has given this community a 
significant say in local planning to ensure that the character of our village is 
maintained while we still comply with all other existing planning legislation. It 
contains many specific requirements such as wooded hillsides, minimum plot 
sizes in the urban area and restrictions on tandem building. To downgrade this 
document would be catastrophic for the morale and effort currently put into the 
planning process by this Council and the village. We also believe that the unique 
character of this village would be lost within five to ten years. It is a beautiful and 
green and uniquely English village and landscape.  Local knowledge, planning 
and regulation enables this preservation.  Top down, broad policies are by 
definition blind to such local richness and cannot protect it. 
 



Questions 
 
Q1.What three words do you associate most with the planning system in 
England? 
 
Local, Democratic, Controlled.  

 
Q2. Do you get involved with planning decisions in your local area? 
 
Yes. We are designated as a statutory consultee that provides us with a voice to 
try and ensure compliance of planning applications with our adopted 
neighbourhood plan. We also engage and consult regularly with the district 
planning authority. 

 
Q3. 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? 
 
As a statutory consultee, the current process works well for us. Our local 
database is integrated with the Tandridge District Council planning system and 
has been developed over many years with continuous improvements. We have a 
very good working relationship with Tandridge District Council. 
 
Q4: What are your top three priorities for planning in your area? 
 
Preserving the character of our village, protecting the openness and permanence 
of the Green Belt and protecting the Surrey Hills AONB.  
 
Q5: Do you agree that Local Plans should be simplified in line with our 
proposals? 
 
No.  The NPPF and the current PPG already allows for all of this without the loss 
of democracy, local input and upheaval that would arise from these proposals.  
Councils can already designate “growth”, “renewal” and “protected” areas.  
“Automatic permission” will require all of the procedures for outline permission 
(flooding, EIA, etc.) as they do today, it will just take place at the Local Plan level.  
That merely adds complexity to the Local Plan process and does not streamline 
anything. 
 
Automatic permission in principle is undemocratic and eliminates any opportunity 
for local input into development proposals.    
 
Q6: Do you agree with our proposals for streamlining the development 
management content of Local Plans, and setting out general development 
management policies nationally? 
 



No, for four reasons: 
 
1.   The NPPF cannot replace local development control policies as it would be 
impossible for the one-size fits all approach in a national document such as the 
NPPF to reflect the variety of regional and local circumstances, such as need 
and infrastructure/sustainability, which extend far beyond the few design and 
density parameters specified in proposal 2.     
 
2. Neighbourhood Plans should definitely not be downgraded to “design guides”.   
Neighbourhood Plans were introduced on the basis that it would give local areas 
the ability to shape development in their area.  Proposal 2 is completely contrary 
to that and would lead to unintended consequences that would decimate the 
richness of our landscape and character areas.  
 
3. Automatic permission in principle is undemocratic and eliminates any 
opportunity for local input to development proposals.  Local input is more steeped 
in the actual facts, needs and conditions of the area. 
 
4. There is no evidence that the proposals would result in any streamlining.   
 
Q7(a):  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?  
 
No.  The existing tests are well-defined.  However, even experts in the field of 
“sustainable development “and the “environment” do not agree on what 
constitutes “sustainable development”.  Therefore, it would be impossible to 
determine whether or not a Local Plan met this ill-defined concept. 
 
Q7(b): How could strategic, cross boundary issues be best planned for in 
the absence of a formal Duty to Cooperate? 
 
Regional planning  
 
Q8(a) Do you agree that a standard method for establishing housing 
requirements (that takes into account constraints) should be introduced? 
 
No, for two reasons:   
1.  This approach removes the all-important and vital element of local and 
democratic accountability that is possible under the current system.  Local 
accountability is valuable because it is also where the most detailed knowledge 
exists.  If local authorities want to pursue growth, then they are able to set 
housing requirements that are in excess of their objectively assessed need and 
understand where this can viably be delivered.  
 



2. The ONS household projections project the past into the future.  Historically 
growth has occurred in the South, and this would be enshrined by these 
proposals.  This means that there could never be any “rebalancing” between 
north and south.  
 
Q8(b) Do you agree that affordability and the extent of existing urban areas 
are appropriate indicators of the quantity of development to be 
accommodated? 
 
No.  House prices are set by the purchaser’s ability to pay.  The ability to pay is 
determined by the sum of deposit/equity plus size of mortgage.   Where low-
paying rural areas are near to high-paying ones, house prices will always be 
unaffordable because the high paying inward migrants can always afford to pay 
more than those locally employed.  Buildings hundreds more houses will not 
change this relationship – it will just concrete the countryside and make the 
affordability situation worse for everyone. 
 
Q9(a) Do you agree that there should be automatic outline permission for 
areas for substantial development (Growth areas) with faster routes for 
detailed consent? 
 
No.  The existing process works and is democratic.   There continues to be more 
permissions than actual building and so it is clear that planning permission is not 
the bottleneck, but the execution of those permissions by the applicants.  
Therefore, “automatic” outline permission will not build more of anything any 
more quickly than today but will lead to unintended consequences without proper 
planning review prior to permission. 
 
Q9 (b) Do you agree with our proposals above for the consent 
arrangements for Renewal and Protected areas?  
 
No.  As for Q9(a) for renewal areas.  For protected areas, local planning policies 
must already be consistent with the NPPF and so there would appear to be no 
change except for this proposal eliminating the local consultation process.   This 
would be undemocratic. 
 
Q9(c) Do you think there is a case for allowing new settlements to be 
brought forward under the Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects 
regime? 
 
No.   
 
Q10 Do you agree with our proposals to make decision-making faster and 
more certain? 
 



No. The fee is for the process not for the decision and so no to any refunds at 
any time.       
 
In addition, the proposal unfairly penalises Councils for poor quality information 
submitted by applicants and for seeking further clarity on complex matters or as a 
result of comments and new information provided by consultees. 
 
There are numerous reasons why Planning Inspectors may make different 
decisions to Councils and it is completely unreasonable to penalise Councils for 
this. 
 
Q11 Do you agree with our proposals for accessible, web-based Local 
Plans? 
 
Yes.  But the vast majority of this can already be implemented under the current 
framework without the removal of the undemocratic process embedded in this 
White Paper.  
 
Q12: Do you agree with our proposals for a 30 month statutory timescale 
for the production of Local Plans? 
 
No, for three reasons: 
 
1. Unfortunately, the primary reason for the constant need for “new” Local Plans 
is because the government keeps changing the planning system.  Otherwise, 
Local Plans would last for at least 15 years, and be reviewed every five years as 
per current legislation.   Local Plans that are truly strategic as the NPPF intends 
would not need to be changed every five years.   On that basis, taking a few 
years to develop something that lasts at least 15 or 20 years and that genuinely 
engages with local communities is entirely reasonable.   
 
2. 30 months assumes no local participation, which is fundamentally 
undemocratic and does not draw on local knowledge and fact and is an approach 
to which we are strongly opposed. 
 
3. 30 months assumes no legal participation or recourse, which is unacceptable 
for a statutory document. 
 
Q13(a):  Do you agree that Neighbourhood Plans should be retained in the 
reformed planning system? 
 
Yes, in their current state, scope and legal standing as part of the Development 
Plan and not downgraded to design guides as previous proposals have indicated. 
They give a degree of local control that is essential to preserve the existing 
diversity. They also provide the deepest level of insight into local conditions, 
infrastructure and needs. 



 
Q13(b): How can the neighbourhood planning process be developed to 
meet our objectives, such as in the use of digital tools and reflecting 
community preferences about design? 
 
The implied downgrading of Neighbourhood Plans to design guides under the 
guise of “digital tools” or “streamlining” negates Localism and the promise given 
to local communities that these Plans would be able to shape development in 
their areas.   This also eliminates the consultative, democratic process that is 
inherent to developing a Neighbourhood Plan and which brings local 
communities together to achieve shared objectives. 
 
Q14: Do you agree that there should be a stronger emphasis on the build 
out of developments? And if so, what further measures would you 
support?  
 
Yes.  If not fully built out in the three-year timescale, the developer would 
surrender the land at nil value to the local authority.  The local authority would 
then build affordable housing and any necessary infrastructure on that land.  If 
necessary, the government could lend the money to the local authorities to 
achieve the build-out.  
 
This mechanism will make planning permission a two-way contract – the local 
authority grants permission on behalf of the community, and the developer builds 
it.  At the moment, it is one way– the local authority grants and the developer 
either builds or adds it to their land bank.    There is no recourse, which is why so 
many permitted houses continue to remain unbuilt.   If the developer fails to 
complete their part of the contract, then the local authority would be justified in 
taking the land and building on it in order to ensure that the contract terms are 
fulfilled.  
 
This process would be both stream-lined and transparent. 
 
Q15: What do you think about the design of new development that has 
happened recently in your area? 
 
Where developers have managed to circumvent the existing local controls, they 
are not in keeping with the character that is uniquely Woldingham. Where they 
have adhered to the Neighbourhood plan and associated design guidance, they 
have enhanced the local environment. In the main, this has been a positive 
contribution given the reliance on the Local Plan and the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Q16: Sustainability is at the heart of our proposals.  What is your priority 
for sustainability in your area? 
 



Preservation of the existing countryside which includes green and open spaces, 
trees and extensive biodiversity, and requirements for new buildings to address 
sustainability. 
 
Q17 Do you agree with our proposals for improving the production and use 
of design guides and codes? 
 
No because the paragraphs above this question do not say that failure to adhere 
to all of these codes would be reasons for refusal.  Therefore, any guides will be 
just “guidance” and so not carry the weight of policy, and so this guidance will be 
completely ineffective.     
 
Q18: 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? 
 
No. We see no reason to impose an organisational structure on local authorities 
or take away their remaining and limited independence to make decisions in their 
area.   
 
Q19: Do you agree with our proposal to consider how design might be 
given greater emphasis in the strategic objectives for Homes England? 
 
We believe good design is relative to the local character and environment. Local 
criteria that may differ significantly from a national concept and would be a better 
way to ensure both standards and diversity. In Woldingham we have a design 
guidance that is very specific and appropriate to our village.  It delivers the 
strategic objectives set out in national frameworks and the District Council Local 
Plan but also delivers the strategic objectives of the village. 
 
Q20: Do you agree with our proposals for implementing a fast track for 
beauty? 
 
No.  The first justification (para 3.17) is already part of the planning process.  The 
second may actually introduce a layer of bureaucracy for some sites.  The third 
will make permitted development even more complex, and so cannot really be 
called a “fast track” or “streamlining” as it merely shifts the burden from planning 
to Permitted Development. 
 
This process also replicates standard forms of development which legislates 
homogeneity and this is likely to be detrimental to the character of our area and 
of many areas in the country. 
 
Q21: When new development happens in your area, what is your priority for 
what comes with it? 
 



Improvements to existing infrastructure that are controlled locally. The existing 
CIL system provides this. 
 
Q22(a): Should the Government replace the Community Infrastructure Levy 
and Section 106 planning obligations with a new consolidated 
Infrastructure Levy, which is charged as a fixed proportion of development 
value above a set threshold? 
 
No.  It should continue to be set on the size of the development as that is the 
only objective metric.  “Value” is far too subjective and will not be streamlined.  It 
should be payable at the commencement of the development as “occupation” is 
also subjective.  
 
Q22(b) Should the Infrastructure Levy rates be set nationally at a single 
rate, set nationally at an area-specific rate, or set locally? 
 
Locally. 
 
Q22(c) Should the Infrastructure Levy aim to capture the same amount of 
value overall, or more value, to support greater investment in 
infrastructure, affordable housing and local communities? 
 
More, to support greater investment in all of those things. 
 
Q22(d) Should we allow local authorities to borrow against the 
Infrastructure Levy, to support infrastructure delivery in their area? 
 
No.   
 
Q23 Do you agree that the scope of reformed Infrastructure Levy should 
capture changes of use through permitted development rights? 
 
No, as it will be impossible to administer if the “value” approach put forward 
above remains.  It will be worse than “viability” is today.  If it relies on the size of 
the development, then Yes. 
 
Q24 (a) 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?  
 
No.  Affordable housing is not infrastructure necessary to accommodate new 
development – it is housing that is necessary to meet the affordable needs of 
local communities.  Therefore, the Infrastructure Levy should not be used as is 
proposed and instead affordable housing provision should be secured via S106.      
 
We believe that this proposal would deliver less affordable housing than today.  



 
Q24 (b) Should affordable housing be secured as in-kind payment towards 
the Infrastructure Levy, or as a ‘right to purchase’ at discounted rates for 
local authorities? 
 
Neither.  As above, this approach conflates the provision of necessary 
infrastructure to accommodate the increased demand that arises from new 
housing with providing affordable housing for local communities.    
 
As above, we believe that under this proposal fewer affordable housing units will 
be delivered compared to today. 
 
Q24 (c) If an in-kind delivery approach is taken, should we mitigate against 
local authority overpayment risk? 
 
Yes.  However, the need to do this indicates that the approach itself is flawed. 
 
Q24 (d) If an in-kind delivery approach is taken, are there additional steps 
that would need to be taken to support affordable housing quality? 
 
Yes. 
 
Q25: Should local authorities have fewer restrictions over how they spend 
the Infrastructure Levy? 
 
No.  New homes bonus went into the general funds of many cash-strapped 
councils instead of what was promised.  The same will happen with the 
Infrastructure Levy unless the current rules remain. 
 
Q26: 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? 
 
No. 
 
 
 

 
  
 


