
Appendix 1:  Eastleigh Borough Council Response to White Paper:  Planning 

for the Future  

 

The Government has set out for consultation major proposals to reform the planning 

system.  The deadline for response is 29 October.  The proposals, if implemented, 

would include some major changes to the English planning system.   

This paper sets out the Council’s response. 

Sections in italics are a brief summary of the White Paper’s commentary / proposals, or its 

specific questions. 

 

OVERALL RESPONSE 

This Council supports the Government’s aim of speeding up the delivery of 

development whilst enhancing design quality.  The Council considers that in overall 

terms the planning system is already working well – it is planning for and permitting 

major new development, working with applicants and other interested parties to 

secure the best outcomes.  There is a real risk that making the major changes to the 

planning system envisaged by the White Paper will in reality create uncertainty and 

delay.  The reforms should be more focussed on those areas of the system where 

there is a genuine need for change.  There should be more emphasis on ensuring 

that the development which has been permitted by the planning system is delivered 

quickly. 

A key principle for the planning system should be to ensure that decisions are taken 

at the right level – in some cases this may be at the national level where this will 

genuinely lead to the most effective outcome;  in many cases it will be at the local 

level, ensuring that elected Councils have the powers to make timely decisions 

which are right for their area.  

 

PILLAR ONE – PLANNING FOR DEVELOPMENT 

General Response 

The Government is aiming to speed up the delivery of housing whilst enhancing 

design quality.  These aims are fully supported.  In addition, it is important to create a 

clear and cost effective process for preparing Local Plans, and ensure that plans are 

based on full engagement with local communities to properly reflect the needs and 

priorities of local areas.  However the proposals within the White Paper will not meet 

these aims. 



In preparing Local Plans Councils are correctly required to, and more importantly 

want to, make decisions based on a wide range of sustainable development issues 

in-order to secure the best future for their area.  These decisions have a major 

impact for individual communities, businesses key interest groups (environmental, 

economic, etc), landowners and developers.   

Local Plans should be prepared within a national framework and meet development 

needs wherever possible.  Within this framework, plans will be adopted more quickly 

where elected Councils can more readily make their own choices on where 

development is located.  Local Councils are responsive and accountable to the 

needs of local communities and their priorities, and fully understand the 

characteristics of and issues for their areas. 

However these development decisions can have a significant effect on local 

communities.  Therefore it is important that interested parties have the right to 

discuss and engage with the Council on the emerging approach, based on 

proportionate evidence.  This inevitably takes some time (although we suggest below 

proposals to speed up the process).    

For Local Plans, the most important aspect is to ensure they look long term and are 

reviewed on a regular basis, rather than necessarily the speed at which they are 

prepared.  Currently the NPPF requires plans to look at least 15 years ahead.  A 15 

to 20 year time horizon, depending on the nature of the plan, is supported. 

Not only does this promote long term strategic planning for communities and 

infrastructure, it will ensure there is always a long term supply of sites across the 

country.  Within this sustainable geographical framework with a long term supply of 

developable sites, what actually happens on different sites at different times can still 

change rapidly as required to respond to the changing needs of the economy and 

society, Government investment decisions, etc. Criteria based development 

management policies equally create an appropriately sustainable yet flexible 

framework for dynamic change within for example urban areas.   

Plans should be kept up to date and if they are not the ‘presumption in favour of 

sustainable development’ enable Councils to make appropriate decisions to maintain 

housing supply. 

These are the key ‘building blocks’ to ensure that Local Plans provide for the 

necessary development at the right time.     

 

Local Plans take on average 7 years to prepare, require a disproportionate burden of 

evidence which becomes outdated quickly.  It is difficult for the public to engage.  Adopted 

plans are not a definitive statement. Local Plans should allocate enough land in the right 

places and give certainty, making getting permission as simple as possible. 



 

Question 4. What are your top three priorities for planning in your local area?  (Range of 

choices) 

As local planning authority we consider them all to be important.  Planning is about 

considering a wide range of factors, seeking optimum solutions where possible and 

balancing factors where necessary based on democratic decision making. 

 

Proposal 1:  Local Plans should be simplified into 3 types of area:   

‘growth*’ – substantial development (new settlements, urban extensions, key regeneration 

sites).   

‘renewal*’ – smaller scale development within urban areas / town centres / villages;  a 

statutory presumption in favour of uses specified for each area.  Councils can consider 

resisting inappropriate development in gardens. 

‘protection’ – more stringent protection, e.g. for green belts, conservation areas, wildlife 

sites, flood risk and important areas of green space, open countryside.  (Some areas defined 

nationally, some locally). 

Plans would set out suitable uses, and limitations on height / density as relevant for sub 

areas.  Growth areas should allow sub areas for self / custom / community built housing. 

Alternative approaches: 

-Growth areas – ‘permission in principle’ 

-Growth / renewal areas combined – ‘permission in principle’ 

5. Do you agree that Local Plans should be simplified in line with our proposals? 

No.  The proposals do not simplify plans.  ‘Growth’, ‘renewal’ and ‘protection’ areas 

are the same as ‘allocations’, ‘urban areas / village envelopes’, and ‘designations’.  

In that sense there is no objection, and the new terms are likely to be better 

understood by the public, but this approach does not in itself simplify the process.  If 

plans are in addition to establish height / density controls (and a range of other 

necessary design code factors) this will substantially slow down plan making.  

Establishing such criteria across existing urban areas, with a mosaic of 

characteristics, would be particularly difficult and is likely to limit the ability to seek 

solutions to achieve high quality growth on individual sites.  

  

Proposal 2:  Development management policies established at national scale and an altered 

role for Local Plans. 



Plan making would focus on identifying areas for development and protection.  Development 

management policies would be restricted to those necessary, including broad height / scale / 

density.  The NPPF would be the source of generic development management policies, 

these should not be repeated.  Local (and neighbourhood) plans will produce design guides / 

codes to provide certainty and reflect local character.  Ideally these will be ‘twin tracked’ for 

inclusion in the plan or SPD.  Plans will be more visual and engaging (with an interactive 

map).     

Development management policies / code requirements should be machine readable to 

screen proposals relative to binary requirements, enabling greater focus on areas of 

subjectivity. 

Alternatives: 

-rather than remove completely the ability of Councils to prepare development management 

policies, allow this in limited exceptional circumstances and standardise how they are written 

-allow flexibility for development management policies where they do not duplicate the NPPF 

policies 

6. Do you agree with our proposals for streaming the development management 

content of Local Plans, and setting out general development management policies 

nationally? 

Not sure.  We support the general concept of national development management 

policies for specific topics (provided they are written as policies and have 

development plan status), with a number of important caveats.  National policies 

must: 

 Be focussed only on those topics where it is clear that a common national 

approach would usually work (examples could include retail or flood risk 

policy).  They should define where a local approach is required.  For example, 

for retail development national policy should set out the ‘sequential’ and 

‘impact’ test, and local policy define the hierarchy of centres. 

 

 Enable alternative policies for different types of area where needed.  For 

example there could be separate national flood risk policies for greenfield 

areas (much more restrictive of development) and urban areas (measures to 

avoid / strongly minimise risk to support regeneration). 

 

 Be a template, with the ability for Councils to vary the policy where there is a 

clear local reason to do so (variation subject to usual Local Plan process). 

 

 Be accompanied by general national supporting text but also the ability for 

Councils to add additional local supporting text to provide the necessary local 

context / interpretation. 



In addition, Councils must have the ability to prepare additional development 

management policies where needed to cover local circumstances, provided this does 

not duplicate national policy.  A local example for Eastleigh Borough includes 

policies to manage the relationship between our leisure marine economy and the 

environment.    

     

Proposal 3:  Local Plans should be subject to a single statutory “sustainable development” 

test, replacing the tests of soundness. 

A simpler test and streamlined plans should reduce delays.  Sustainability appraisals will be 

replaced by a simplified process for assessing environmental impacts (still meeting legal 

requirements);  the ‘duty to co-operate’ will be removed (with further consideration given to 

strategic planning / growth and the area across which plans are prepared);  and a slimmed 

down test of deliverability included in the overall test (informed by infrastructure planning). 

Alternative 

-reform the tests of soundness to make it easier for a suitable strategy to be found sound, for 

example being less prescriptive about deliverability and requiring a reserve stock of sites 

7a.  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? 

Not sure.  No objection in principle as this covers the key issues and maintains our 

legal environmental commitments.  We don’t believe this in itself will speed up plan 

preparation.   

7b.  How could strategic, cross boundary issues be best planned for in the absence of a 

formal duty to co-operate? 

The Council does not support the proposed abolition of the ‘duty to co-operate’.  

Eastleigh Borough lies within the wider closely inter connected area of South 

Hampshire, and it is vital that Councils work in close co-operation with each other in 

preparing Local Plans to meet the development and infrastructure needs for the 

area.  The ‘duty to co-operate’ is working effectively in South Hampshire through the 

Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH).  PfSH has a track record of preparing 

strategies for the area with an agreed distribution of development to reflect 

sustainable patterns of development, and is currently updating this strategy to 

ensure the latest development needs are fully met. 

Proposal 4:  A standard method for establishing housing requirement figures which ensures 

enough land is released in the areas where affordability is worse, to stop land supply being a 

barrier to enough homes being built.  The housing requirement would factor in land 

constraints and opportunities to more effectively use land, including through densification 

where appropriate, to ensure that the land is identified in the most appropriate areas and 

housing targets are met. 



The standard method would distribute the national target of 300,000 dwellings per annum to 

individual Councils having regard to the size of existing urban areas;  affordability;  the 

extent of land constraints;  better use of brownfield land;  land required for other uses;  and a 

buffer to provide choice.  Councils would be required to meet their target.  As a result the 5 

year land requirement could be removed, although the housing delivery test and 

presumption in favour of sustainable development would be retained. 

Alternative:  Continue to allow targets to be set locally. 

8a:  Do you agree that a standard method for establishing housing requirements (that takes 

into account constraints) should be introduced? 

 

No.  Agree with defining housing (and economic) needs in a standard way.  (Based 

on the Government’s proposed new method of calculating housing needs, 

Eastleigh’s needs would increase by around 26%.  It is important to ensure that 

needs are considered and provided for on a wider sub-regional basis, so that the 

best overall locations for growth can be selected).   

Do not agree with provision being defined in a standard mathematical way.  The area 

of constraints is only part of the picture.  The availability of urban land cannot be 

determined by a standard national method and can only be determined by local 

surveys and knowledge of individual sites and opportunities.  A standard national 

method is likely to under-estimate the ability of cities / major urban areas to deliver 

high density / high quality development in well-connected locations.  The inter 

relationship between constraints and proximity to urban areas or transport 

infrastructure is a key consideration.  A Council with a large area of unconstrained 

land next to a major town should reasonably accommodate more growth than a 

Council whose unconstrained land is more remote and unconnected. 

An approach which ensures that each Council’s provision adds up to what is 

required across England is welcomed, but this approach would need to 

accommodate significantly more discretion / judgement to reflect local circumstances 

and opportunities.  A standard mathematical approach is not appropriate.   

The 5 year land supply position depends on short term economic cycles and 

developer’s build out rates, not to whether the Council has planned positively for a 

set of housing sites to meet short, medium and long term needs.  Therefore the 

Council supports the proposed abolition of the 5 year land supply requirement.  

The Council has a track record of positively intervening to deliver new homes (e.g. 

through land assembly, purchase of homes for rent, etc), and it is disappointing that 

the White Paper does not recognise this wider role that Councils play. 

 



Proposal 7:  Local Plans should be visual and map based, standardised based on the latest 

digital technology, and supported by a new template. 

11.  Do you agree with our proposals for accessible web based Local Plans? 

Yes.   

 

Average time taken from plan publication to adoption rose from 450 to 815 days from 2009 

to 2019.   

Proposal 8:  Local authorities and the Planning Inspectorate will be required through 

legislation to meet a statutory timetable for key stages of the process, and we will consider 

what sanctions there would be for those who fail to do so. 

Under the current system it regularly takes over a decade for development sites to go 

through the Local Plan process and receive outline planning permission.  Under our 

proposals this would take 30 months although we expect many Councils will be able to do 

this more quickly. 

Stage   

1 6 months Council ‘call for’ suggested areas of growth, renewal, protection, 
and what development should look like  

   

2 12 months Council prepares Local Plan and any necessary evidence.  
Higher risk Councils (e.g. areas?) would receive mandatory 
Planning Inspectorate advisory visits 

   

3 6 weeks Council submits plan to Secretary of State with a statement of 
reasons.  Representations on how the plan should change and 
why. 

   

4 9 months Planning Inspector conducts examination to test whether the plan 
is sustainable.  Their report could simply state agreement with all 
or part of the Council’s or a representor’s reasons 

   

5 6 weeks Local Plan comes into force. 

 

To support the transition to the new system, we propose a statutory duty for Councils to 

adopt a new Local Plan by a specific date (30 months from the legislation;  or 42 months for 

Councils with an adopted plan in the last 3 years or plan submitted for examination).  Plans 

would be reviewed every 5 years or earlier if needed.  Failure will risk Government 

intervention. 

Alternatives 

-examination process reformed, removing the automatic ‘right to be heard’, using written 

representations for less controversial plans 



-remove the examination stage, requiring Councils to undertake self assessment with the 

Inspectorate auditing a sample of plans (there is a risk this wouldn’t provide sufficient 

scrutiny) 

12.  Do you agree with our proposals for a 30 month statutory timescale for the production of 

Local Plans? 

No.  We fundamentally disagree with these proposals as they are wholly unrealistic.  

Based on our general comments above, they completely miss four fundamental 

points: 

-in-order to ensure a sufficient stock of developable land at any point in time, the 

most important point is to ensure Local Plans look 15 – 20 years ahead (which also 

facilities strategic planning for new communities and infrastructure) 

-Councils, in preparing Local Plans, are shaping the geographical future of their 

Boroughs.  Plans need to take into account a wide range of sustainable development 

issues, and have a major effect on key interested parties.  They need to be evidence 

based and open to engagement and consultation.  Once the call for proposals is 

received, the proposals expect Councils to prepare plans and the associated 

evidence within 1 year.  This is at best highly unlikely to be possible in many cases, 

for the reasons set out below. 

-moving straight from a ‘call for’ proposals to a final plan will lead to an unnecessarily 

adversarial process.  Whilst no organisation can ‘please all of the people all of the 

time’, Councils want to and are good at engaging with local communities to 

understand their needs and concerns to help shape the emerging Plan and achieve 

genuine ‘buy in’ where possible.  It is of fundamental importance that local 

communities have the opportunity for real engagement in the plan making process 

throughout the process, as proposals can have a major effect on local communities.  

-a nationally prescribed timeline does not reflect the nature of individual areas.  If an 

area has a low need for development and a limited number of reasonable choices for 

where to put that development this will ease plan making.  If an area has a high need 

for development, a wide range of reasonable choices for where development could 

go, and/or more complexed issues to resolve to ensure development is delivered 

appropriately (e.g. environmental and/or infrastructure issues), this will mean more 

time is needed. 

-the timescale required to prepare a plan cannot be determined with certainty at the 

outset.  It will depend on the availability of resources and the level and nature of 

representations received. 

We support the current Local Development Scheme process where Councils set the 

timescale for the preparation of their plans, taking account of the above factors, and 

the ability to change the LDS if needed (with reasons given). 



The White Paper correctly maintains a test of sustainable development (including the 

delivery of that development) and environmental tests (consistent with current 

national and international legal requirements necessary to secure the protection of 

important designations).  These are the fundamental tests on which Local Plans 

should be shaped, from which there are timescale implications, particularly when 

planning for strategic growth: 

 Selecting development locations based on sustainable development involves 

considering evidence on a wide range of issues, for example:  climate 

change, biodiversity, landscape, countryside gaps, transport and other 

infrastructure. 

 

 Significant streams of evidence need to be undertaken in sequence, for 

example: 

o Impacts of traffic on international sites:  transport modelling leading to 

air quality modelling / habitat condition 

o Deliverability:  identification of infrastructure required (transport 

modelling, discussions with infrastructure providers, etc) leading to 

infrastructure feasibility / costs;  master planning / development 

quantums;  all leading to viability testing.  

 

 The effect on international sites needs to be demonstrated using a 

‘precautionary approach’ and ‘beyond reasonable scientific doubt’ in order to 

meet legal commitments 

We do however have proposals for making the Plan preparation process more 

effective / quicker (some of which overlap with points within the White Paper or 

existing guidance): 

 A proportional approach to evidence gathering:  allocating a site for 50 

dwellings in an urban area does not require as much evidence as allocating a 

site for 5,000 dwellings in a green field area) (although noting that the 

cumulative effects of a plan need to be assessed, for example in relation to 

international environmental designations or strategic infrastructure needs); 

 

 An appropriate and proportionate consideration of deliverability:  Deliverability 

is particularly subject to changing circumstances over time, and at any point in 

time can change significantly depending on assumptions / approach taken.  

Attempting a false level of precision regarding the deliverability of strategic 

growth over say a 20 year period is of little benefit.  The focus should be on 

avoiding allocations which are clearly unviable, and then focussing on the 

actual ‘on the ground’ delivery of sites which are allocated.   On this basis, 

national policy / guidance should base the test of a ‘reasonable prospect of 

delivery’ on: 



 

o A broad approximation only; 

 

o National generic guidance on typical infrastructure costs under a range 

of scenarios rather than ‘high level engineering’ feasibility studies; 

 

o A very clear national expectation of what constitutes a reasonable 

percentage uplift in greenfield value for landowners, to ensure the 

development value is directed to funding the infrastructure needed. 

 

 If the Government is serious about delivery, it should also continue to 

increase infrastructure funding. 

Removal of Examination Stage 

The Council supports the alternative proposal in the White Paper that Local Plans 

would no longer be subject to an independent examination. 

This fits with the Council’s overarching principle that decisions should be taken at the 

most effective level.  Locally elected Councils are accountable to their local 

communities and as such have a detailed knowledge and understanding of their 

areas. 

Councils should plan for the development needed in their area in accordance with 

the general principles of sustainable development as set out in the National Planning 

Policy Framework.  Councils should then be free to decide through the preparation of 

their Local Plan which locations in their area should be identified as growth areas.  

Local Plans should be prepared based on proportionate evidence and full 

engagement with communities and other interested parties, with the final decision 

resting with the locally elected Council.  Within an overall framework of sustainable 

development, the appropriate location for growth will depend on local priorities and a 

detailed local knowledge of the characteristics and issues within a local area.  In the 

light of the evidence and public engagement, locally elected Councils are best 

placed to make these decisions and be held accountable for them by the local 

community. 

Whilst the Council’s support for removing the independent examination stage is 

driven primarily by principle, it will also considerably speed up the preparation of 

plans.  Local Plan examinations have become drawn out, detailed and adversarial 

processes.  

 

 

Proposal 5:  Growth areas would automatically be granted outline permission in principle 

upon adoption of the Local Plan;  and full planning permission granted via a streamlined 



consent route.  In renewal areas there would be a general presumption in favour of 

development.  Automatic consent could be granted for specified forms of development (e.g. 

redevelopment of certain building types), with a faster planning application process for other 

proposals.  In protected areas, a planning application would still be required as now. 

Question 9a:  Do you agree that there should be automatic outline permission for growth 

areas? 

Question 9b:  Do you agree with our proposals for the consent arrangements for renewal 

and protected areas? 

Not sure.  The Council is not opposed to the principle of automatic outline 

permissions (permissions in principle) for those growth areas which are major new 

greenfield sites.  However there is a strong risk that including the necessary level of 

detail will considerably slow down the preparation of Local Plans.  These details 

should be deferred instead to the preparation of a design code following the adoption 

of the Local Plan.   

Furthermore this approach would not work successfully for smaller allocations within 

an existing built context.  It would not be realistic for a Local Plan to set appropriate 

design criteria to cover all sites across a Borough.  These will have a variety of 

different local contexts, and the types of proposal that emerge over the course of the 

plan period may be very different to those envisaged at the outset.  In addition local 

communities are less likely to engage on smaller sites through the Local Plan 

process in advance of a specific proposal.  In these cases planning applications 

should be considered on their merits as at present, giving elected Councils, working 

with communities and developers, the flexibility to find the right solution for individual 

sites.  The White Paper does not set out any detail on the other proposed consent 

arrangements and so it is not possible to comment further. 

 

Proposal 6:  The 8 or 13 week deadline for determining planning applications should be a 

firm deadline, with planning application fees refunded if they are not met.  There should be 

deemed consents for some developments (e.g. community infrastructure);  and delegation of 

detailed matters to planning officers where permission in principle has been established..  

There should be greater digitisation of the process with a reduced validation process,  

machine readable plans and standardised forms for statements and decisions. 

Question 10:  Do you agree with our proposals to make decision making faster and more 

certain? 

No.  Creating firm deadlines could increase the number of applications refused 

and/or (along with deemed consents) reduce design quality.  There is also a risk of 

loss of income / resource for planning authorities.  Increasing delegation would 

remove decision making powers from elected Councillors on matters of significant 

local concern. 



Not sure.  We support the principle of moving to greater digitisation where it 

demonstrably makes the system more efficient and frees up resources.  Greater 

digitisation and standardisation may also throw up considerable technical problems, 

remove transparency, and/or remove the ability to create bespoke local solutions.  

There’s a risk it may cause more problems than it solves, and so it needs to be 

approached carefully based on what works in practice. 

 

  

Proposal 9:  Neighbourhood Plans should be retained as an important means of community 

input, and we will support communities to make better use of digital tools. 

13a.  Do you agree that Neighbourhood Plans should be retained in the reformed planning 

system? 

Yes, provided these continue to conform with strategic decisions on development 

needs and locations as set out in Local Plans, they provide a useful tool to enable 

local communities to set local priorities. 

 

Proposal 10:  In-order to speed up the delivery of developments, master plans and design 

codes for major developments should include a variety of different development types from 

different builders to enable different phases to come forward together. 

Question 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? 

The aim is strongly supported.  Creating varied developments may be more 

applicable to large green field rather than urban sites.  The responsibility of the 

planning system is to ensure that timely decisions are made.  Once full planning 

permission has been granted, the planning system cannot set the pace of 

development, this requires other policy measures.  The White Paper does not set out 

clear proposals for how to speed up the delivery of development.  The Government 

should seriously consider financial incentives to encourage faster build out rates and 

avoid ‘land banking’.  

 

PILLAR TWO – PLANNING FOR BEAUTIFUL AND SUSTAINABLE PLACES 

The planning system should create a framework for quality, reflect local character, 

community preferences, the types of buildings / places which have stood the test of time, 

modern lifestyles / construction methods (including in relation to the environment). 

The commitment to creating quality places is welcomed.  The Council was 

disappointed by the previous loss of the Code for Sustainable Homes, and welcomes 



the commitment to energy efficiency and the environment, although considers this 

should be given more prominence as a key issue to address. 

 

Proposal 11:  In addition to the National Design Guide and proposed National Model Design 

Code, local design guidance and codes should be prepared with community involvement 

and be more binding.  

Question 17:  Do you agree with our proposals for improving the production and use of 

design guides and codes? 

Yes, the emphasis on design codes is welcome.  Considerable resources are 

needed to prepare a successful design code.  Therefore they should not be prepared 

as part of the Local Plan as this will significantly slow down plan preparation.  They 

should instead be prepared subsequent to the adoption of the Plan. 

Proposal 12 / 13:  We will set up a body to support the delivery of local design codes;  

propose that each Council should have a chief officer for design and place making;  and 

consider how Homes England’s objectives can give greater emphasis to delivering beautiful 

places. 

Question 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? 

Yes, the proposals for extra resources are welcomed.  The relationship between 

national and local design guides / codes is unclear, and local design codes need 

considerable resources.  A Chief Design and Placemaking Officer will establish a 

clear intent across Councils although it is not clear why ‘design’, important as it is, 

should be elevated above other important planning considerations (e.g. transport, 

the environment, etc).  In any case further resources would also be needed within 

Councils to expand design teams and skills. 

Question 19:  Do you agree with our proposal to consider how design might be given greater 

emphasis in the strategic objectives for Homes England? 

Yes. It is critical that Homes England becomes an exemplar for design and 

placemaking for the developments it is funding/assisting.  

Proposal 14:  A ‘fast track’ for beauty is proposed to accelerate high quality development.  

This will be achieved by supporting proposals which meet local design codes.  In growth 

areas site specific design codes will become a condition of the permission in principle.  

Permitted development rights will be amended to allow the ‘gentle intensification’ of towns 

and cities in accordance with design principles, established through ‘pattern books’ (prior 

approval would still be required for details). 

Question 20:  Do you agree with our proposals for implementing a fast track for beauty? 



No.  ‘Beauty’ is subjective and it is not clear that ‘fast tracking’ beauty will in itself 

lead to greater innovation.  The emphasis elsewhere in the White Paper on 

establishing strong design principles is a more appropriate approach.  The Council 

already uses design guidance / codes for major development, although notes that 

this is a resource intensive process.  As prior approval will still be required it is not 

clear how this will speed up development.  The Council is concerned that greater use 

of permitted development rights will further reduce income at a time when more 

resources would be needed to implement the White Paper’s proposals. 

Proposals 15 / 16:  The planning system will continue to protect important areas such as 

National Parks, SSSIs and Conservation areas and will do more, by promoting 

environmental recovery and long term sustainability, addressing climate change, promoting 

higher density development in accessible locations, promoting walking / cycling / public 

transport, reducing pollution and ‘greening’ our urban areas.  There will be a quicker, simpler 

framework for assessing environmental impacts and enhancements whilst still protecting the 

most important habitats / species and meeting legal commitments. 

The general principles are supported, however there is currently a lack of detail 

regarding the proposed simpler environmental impact framework, and how this 

relates to Local Plan / Development Management stages under the White Paper’s 

proposals.  The principle of avoiding duplication of assessments is welcomed.  In an 

area like Eastleigh, with a range of international / national and local designations, 

careful assessment is still required in-order to protect and enhance the environment. 

Proposal 17:  The existing systems for protecting heritage assets have worked well and 

should be reflected in Local Plans.  Historic buildings should play a central part in the 

renewal of our cities, and national planning policy should be revised to allow buildings to be 

sympathetically adapted to meet modern needs such addressing climate change.  

Consideration will be given to better ways to secure routine consents, including ‘earned 

autonomy’ for architectural specialists. 

The principle of this approach is supported. 

Proposal 18:  There will be ambitious improvements in energy efficiency standards.  From 

2025 new homes should generate a 75% - 80% reduction in CO2 emissions, contributing to 

the ‘net zero’ target by 2050.  The planning reforms will free up resources to strengthen the 

enforcement of these standards. 

The overall approach, including clear targets and deadlines, and the emphasis on 

enforcement, is welcomed.  However the importance of addressing climate change 

doesn’t appear to feature heavily in the White Paper, which is disappointing. 

 

PILLAR THREE – PLANNING FOR INFRASTRUCTURE AND CONNECTED 

PLACES 

The Government considers that section 106 contributions are opaque and create 

uncertainty, and that the community infrastructure levy is set when planning permission is 



granted and payable when development commences, creating a lack of responsiveness to 

changing market conditions. 

Question 21:  When new development happens in your area, what is your priority for what 

comes with it? 

As the local planning authority we set priorities according to the Council’s corporate 

strategy, and the specific needs of the development and site. 

Proposal 19 / 20:  The Government propose to replace the existing section 106 and CIL 

regimes with a single levy, charged as a fixed proportion of development value.  This would 

be set above a value threshold so that low value schemes were not liable.  Mandatory rates 

would be set nationally either for the whole country or for different areas, with the aim to 

increase revenues.  The levy would still be collected and spent locally.  The levy would be 

payable on occupation.  Based on value and occupation the levy would be more responsive 

to changing economic circumstances and reduce risk for developers.  Councils would be 

able to borrow against the levy.  The levy would be extended to better capture changes of 

use, and some permitted development rights (e.g. office to residential conversions). 

An alternative would be for the levy to continue to be set locally and still be optional, in 

anticipation that the uptake would be higher because planning obligations would still be 

abolished. 

Question 22a:  Should the Government replace the CIL and planning obligations with a new 

consolidated Infrastructure Levy, which is charged as a fixed proportion of development 

value above a set threshold? 

Not sure.  The aim to raise more funds from the uplift in land / development values is 

welcomed.  The proposals potentially create a simpler system and may create more 

certainty and ease ‘cash flow’ for developers so aiding the delivery of development.  

It is also understood the levy could be altered quickly at the national level to respond 

to economic circumstances, although this may create more uncertainty for Councils 

in terms of income for infrastructure investment.  However the Council considers the 

proposed Levy has yet to be fully thought through, it needs very careful 

consideration to ensure a workable system. 

Many aspects of the current system are working well provided they are properly 

resourced and should not be lost in a new system.  This Council successfully uses 

the planning obligations approach based on clear requirements set out in SPD.  This 

approach is used across all sites, including on strategic sites, to secure 

infrastructure.  This leads to a responsive, flexible and transparent approach, with a 

clear link between development and infrastructure. 

Planning obligations have a number of important advantages which should be 

retained in a new system.  They can: 

 Secure important non-financial measures. 



 Provide a clear legal link between a development and the mitigation measures 

necessary to meet the habitat regulations.  This is critical to the delivery of 

development in an area like South Hampshire, which depends on establishing 

a legal link to the delivery of strategic mitigation to address issues such as 

recreational disturbance. 

 

 

Question 22b:  Should the Infrastructure Levy rates be set nationally at a single rate, set 

nationally at an area-specific rate, or set locally? 

Locally.  This will ensure the system is fully responsive to the local market and local 

infrastructure needs. 

Question 22c:  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?    

Not sure.  The current system of CIL and planning obligations raise significant 

revenues but do not cover the cost of all infrastructure needs, so in that sense if 

greater revenues can be raised that is supported.  However a balance needs to be 

struck to ensure that development is still viable and deliverable. 

Question 22d:  Should we allow local authorities to borrow against the Infrastructure Levy, to support 

infrastructure delivery in their area? 

Yes. 

Question 23:  Do you agree that the scope of the reformed Infrastructure Levy should 

capture changes of use through permitted development rights? 

Yes.  (Planning obligations should also apply where justified).  Under permitted 

development rights, a significant number of schemes are currently making no 

contribution to infrastructure needs. 

 

Proposal 21:  The proposed Infrastructure Levy would be used to secure affordable homes.  

This could be by ‘in kind’ delivery of homes on site.  The Government intend to set out 

detailed arrangements to manage risk to Councils and incentivise the provision of good 

quality affordable homes. 

Question 24a:  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? 

Yes, whilst ensuring that other infrastructure needs are also met.  Affordable housing 

needs to be delivered in the right places, to the people in need, and in perpetuity.  



The Council is concerned that an element of affordable provision will be redirected to 

‘First Homes’, which meet an aspect of general market needs rather than genuinely 

affordable needs. 

Question 24b:  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? 

Question 24c:  If an in-kind delivery approach is taken, should we mitigate against local 

authority overpayment risk? 

Yes 

Question 24d:  If an in-kind delivery approach is taken, are there additional steps that would 

need to be taken to support affordable housing quality? 

Yes.  If the Government adopts the proposed system, it needs to give careful thought 

to how to avoid a situation where developers provide poor quality affordable homes 

(or First Homes) at the expense of payment of the full levy. 

Note:  The Government concluded its consultation on First Homes in August 2020, and is 

committed to changing the planning system in order to secure the delivery of this 

tenure.  Government is currently seeking views on the detail of the relevant proposals- 

namely the ability to secure First Homes through developer contributions (but subsequently 

through the proposed Infrastructure Levy set out in the White Paper Proposal 21). The 

minimum discount for First Homes should be 30% from market price which will be set by an 

independent registered valuer.  The Government is proposing policy compliant planning 

applications will deliver a minimum of 25% of onsite affordable housing as First Homes, with 

an expectation that this will be achieved by replacing other home-ownership tenures (e.g 

shared ownership).   

 

The Council considers that local authorities are well placed to decide upon the detail 

of local connection eligibility criteria for First Homes.  There is clearly an expectation 

that housing and planning authorities will take on new administrative burdens to 

oversee the covenant processes to maintain the discount on properties; enforcing 

restrictions on lettings, etc.  Despite suggested steps to minimise the costs for local 

authorities, any costs incurred must be cost-neutral to the Council and new burdens 

funding will be expected in order to cover the necessary investment in services. 

 

 

Proposal 22:  More freedom could be given to Councils over how the Infrastructure Levy is 

spent.  Once core infrastructure needs are met, the Levy could for example be spent on 

other service improvements or Council tax reductions.  It may be necessary to ring fence 

some of the levy for affordable housing provision.  Currently neighbourhoods / parishes 

receive up to 25% of the CIL raised in their area, and the intention is this would be kept. 



Question 25:  Should local authorities have fewer restrictions over how much they spend the 

Infrastructure Levy 

Not sure.  There is already considerable flexibility available through the CIL system 

for how Councils spend receipts related to the overall infrastructure needs of a 

Borough.  The proposals take this further and break the link between development 

and infrastructure.  A development levy should be focussed on providing the 

infrastructure needed to support development, and not as a substitute for proper 

funding of local government. 

Proposal 23:  The Government intend to develop a comprehensive resources and skills 

strategy for the planning system.  The cost of the system should be principally funded by its 

beneficiaries, landowners / developers;  although there should still be some funding from 

general taxation given the public benefit and transition costs.  Planning fees will continue to 

be set nationally, to cover the cost of process all applications.  Pre-application charging 

should be better regulated.  A small proportion of the development levy should fund the cost 

of preparing Local Plans, design codes and enforcement.  There should be a ‘deep dive’ 

regulatory review to remove outdated regulations to reduce costs for Councils.  There should 

be a new performance framework for Councils to ensure early intervention if problems occur.  

There will be a strong emphasis on digital planning. 

The Council supports ensuring the planning system is properly resourced.  However 

it is concerned that there is the potential for a loss of income from a range of the 

proposals within the White Paper (i.e. regarding permissions in principle, the return 

of fees if deadlines not met [which will often relate to the larger more costly 

applications to process], greater use of permitted development rights, and regulation 

of pre-application fees).  There is no detail regarding the performance framework.  

The Government needs to ensure it is creating a system that will work with realistic 

timescales.  Aspects of the White Paper’s proposals are not realistic, and only a 

change to the proposals will resolve that, not a performance framework. 

 

Proposal 24:  The Government intend to strengthen enforcement powers and sanctions to 

address intentional unauthorised development, including higher fines and more effective 

temporary stop notices. 

The Council welcomes this approach. 

 

 

   

 


