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CVRA Commi%ee Member Planning

Pillar One – Planning for Development
Q1. What three words do you
associate most with the
planning system in England?

1. Biased (in favour of developers, not residents)
2. Cumbersome
3. Complex

Q2. Do you get involved with
planning decisions in your local
area? (Select One)
Q2 (a) If no, why not? (Select
One)
Don’t know how to

Yes

N/A

It takes too long
It’s too complicated
I don’t care
Other (please specify):
Q3. Our proposals will makeOther
it
– Website and ability to subscribe to email no ﬁca ons for speciﬁc roads
much easier to access plans and or areas, as now (but more map-based with ability to draw your own
contribute your views to
deﬁned area).
planning decisions. How would
you like to ﬁnd out about plans
Omi7ng or curtailing a key stage of the process, as you propose, will
and planning proposals in the
make it harder to contribute our views. Communi es have a right to
future? (Select One)
par cipate in plans and decisions on planning proposals. The planning
Social Media
Online News
Newspaper
By post
Other (please specify):

system is there to serve the public interest, not favour one sector, such as
landowners or developers, over another.

Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng
statement

development proposals that do not comply with prescribed standards for
(say) minimum internal ﬂoor space, outdoor private amenity space, child
play space, sunlight/daylight levels, tree canopy cover or natural green
space. We need to stop building sub-standard homes because this is all we
can squeeze into the available space; a>er all, less than 10% of the UK is
built land.
A democra cally elected planning commi%ee (propor onally
representa ve of the local area) would improve decision-making. Also,
the local community should have equal speaking rights to Council oﬃcers
when proposals are being presented to commi%ee.

Q7(a) Do you agree with our
proposals to replace exis ng
legal and policy tests for Local
Plans with a consolidated test of
“sustainable development”,
which would include
considera on of environmental
impact?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng
statement
Q7. (b) How could strategic,
cross-boundary issues be best
planned for in the absence of a
formal Duty to Cooperate?
Q8. (a) Do you agree that a
standard method for
establishing housing
requirements (that takes into
account constraints) should be
introduced?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng
statement

Q8. (b) Do you agree that
aﬀordability and the extent of
exis ng urban areas are
appropriate indicators of the
quan ty of development to be
accommodated?

Not sure
“Sustainable” sounds subjec ve and could be open to interpreta on /
abuse.
Sustainable development is about integra ng environmental, economic
and social objec ves, not trading them oﬀ against one another. The
proposals put economic growth ahead of the well-being of people and the
environment.
If feasible, a statutory sustainable development test aimed at ensuring
that environmental, economic and social objec ves are successfully
integrated would be welcome.
By ensuring that strategic, cross-boundary projects have a separate
budget allocated by central government, and an independent body to
oversee the delivery of such projects.

No
The idea that one size ﬁts all is ﬂawed.
There are huge concentra ons which have aﬀected the property market
e.g. London and the South-East. These areas have the greatest
aﬀordability constraints, where house prices are most out of kilter with
incomes, and are therefore unlikely to be the most sustainable loca ons
to develop, yet under the proposed approach these areas would have to
plan for a greater number of homes.
Under the new proposals for a standard method, new homes would need
to be delivered in areas which have already shouldered signiﬁcant housing
growth in recent years. These are areas where road infrastructure is
creaking, where school places are oversubscribed and where access to
medical care is already exceedingly diﬃcult. This is unsustainable, in every
sense of the word.
Not sure
Covid-19 has changed how we work and is star ng to change where we
want to live, which will aﬀect the quan ty of development to be
accommodated in any given area.
The quan ty of development should be based upon an assessment of local

Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng
statement

needs alongside a place’s capacity to accommodate development based
on the availability of infrastructure and services, in accordance with NPPF
para 122.
Simply building more homes won't make them more 'aﬀordable' as
developers are unlikely to ﬂood the market to a level that would make
house prices fall.
In London & the South East developers are currently building as many
units as possible on a site, driven by economic objec ves. Standards are
being compromised as focus is on number of units, not quality and
sustainability. Environmental and social objec ves have to be ‘nego ated’
by planners and are seen as a burden by developers.
Make be%er use of digital technologies to drill down to neighbourhood
level planning, targets and monitoring. Targets must include typologies
and tenures, not just number of units, so that we build the right
proper es in the right place, with the right infrastructure to support it.

Q9. (a) Do you agree that there
should be automa c permission
in principle for areas for
substan al development
(Growth areas) with faster
routes for detailed consent?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng
statement

No
All permi%ed development rights should be stopped; they are a
developers’ charter.
Evidence from academics, sector representa ves and governmentcommissioned research highlights the poor planning outcomes of homes
delivered through permi%ed development rights. Shortcomings include
poor design; failing to meet basic space standards; poor residen al
amenity; lack of aﬀordable housing contribu ons; impact on business; and
lack of infrastructure. The best way to ensure the level of scru ny
required to address these unacceptable impacts on our environment,
health and well-being is to require a planning applica on and scrap
permi%ed development rights or automa c permission in principle.
No developments should be exempt from adhering to standards /
providing required ameni es for future occupiers / contribu ng to green
and built infrastructure and social housing; this is best controlled by a
robust planning system, coupled with good building control and
enforcement.
Development management is not the barrier to homes ge7ng built.
Developers are always chasing greater proﬁts and will sit on land with or
without planning permission in order to maximise proﬁts. Developers see
environmental and social objec ves as (unwelcome) reduc ons to their
proﬁt margins, and will always look for projects where such objec ves are
not a considera on, such as the replacement of a family-sized dwelling
with a block of ﬂats with no aﬀordable housing element.
All development needs to be subject to the same environmental and
social constraints e.g. 30% tree cover or 40% green space, minimum GIA
and amenity standards, daylight / sunlight standards, contribu on to local
infrastructure including green infrastructure, contribu on to social
housing (either as a levy or for larger developments as direct provision).
The redevelopment of industrial and commercial brownﬁeld sites should
be fast-tracked and incen vised, to discourage the piecemeal demoli on

and redevelopment of exis ng (perfectly habitable) residen al proper es.
The building of homes for the homeless should also be fast-tracked.
Q9(b). Do you agree with our
proposals above for the consent
arrangements
for Renewal and Protected areas
?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng
statement

No
All permi%ed developments should be stopped; they only beneﬁt
developers.
No developments should be exempt from adhering to standards /
providing required ameni es for future occupiers / contribu ng to green
and built infrastructure and social housing; this is best controlled by a
robust planning system, coupled with good building control and
enforcement.
Building on greenﬁeld sites should be disincen vised.
In terms of protec on, the law needs changing so that restric ve
covenants are a planning considera on instead of having to be privately
enforced i.e. developers should not be allowed to build on land that has a
restric ve covenant prohibi ng building, or certain types of buildings. The
default legal posi on should be that exis ng restric ve covenants apply,
unless developers apply to the Upper Land Tribunal to get them removed
and no aﬀected par es object.

Q9(c). Do you think there is a
case for allowing new
se?lements to be brought
forward under the Na onally
Signiﬁcant Infrastructure
Projects regime?

Yes

Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng
statement

New se%lements should consist of liveable, sustainable 20-minute
neighbourhoods. It is impera ve that the appropriate infrastructure is in
place to support these se%lements, so that they are not reliant on cars.

With increased use of digital technologies, more people will be able to
work from home and will not be constrained by the need to live within a
reasonable commu ng distance of a ﬁxed place of work (currently o>en
concentrated around large towns and ci es).

The provision of large-scale new infrastructure to support these new ‘ecose%lements’ needs to be overseen by an independent central body, not
local councils.

Q10. Do you agree with our
Not sure
proposals to make decisionmaking faster and more certain? Faster decision-making would be ideal but not at the cost of democra c
public scru ny and consulta on. Communi es have a right to par cipate
in plans and decisions on planning proposals. The planning system is there
Yes
to serve the public interest, not favour one sector, such as developers.
No
Not Sure
Currently slow decision-making is o>en due to under-funding of local
Please provide suppor ng
authori es and an excess of (inappropriate or sub-standard) development
statement
proposals.
The presump on in favour of sustainable development is already abused
(with the requirement for it to be sustainable o>en forgo%en).
Of par cular concern is the sugges on that detailed planning decisions be
delegated to planning oﬃcers where the principle of development has

been established. While it is important that planning and other specialists
have oversight of / advise on detailed ma%ers, they should inform, not
decide, applica ons (other than minor non-conten ous ones). Public
par cipa on and democra c scru ny are integral to our current system
and necessary in order for decisions to be fair, transparent and robust.
Under the reformed system as proposed, the democra c scru ny and
public par cipa on that occurs in rela on to speciﬁc planning proposals
— a key plank of our current system —stand to be lost. This cannot be
right.
The proposal that applicants will be en tled to an automa c rebate of
their planning applica on fee if they are successful at appeal is unfair as it
will deter cash-strapped local authori es from refusing to grant
permission for an applica on they consider to be poor. Reaching a
planning decision is not always black and white and will depend on the
weight to be given to diﬀerent factors. Such a rebate should only be
required where a council's planning decision is deemed unreasonable by
an Inspector on material planning grounds. The community should also
have a right to appeal, as developers do, unless the decision-making body
is democra cally elected by propor onal representa on.
11. Do you agree with our
proposals for digi sed, webbased Local Plans?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng
statement

Yes
The planning system should deﬁnitely make greater use of digital
technologies. Targets should be set and monitored at a neighbourhood
level, with targets deﬁning the appropriate mix of typologies and tenures.
This will prevent developers focusing only on more proﬁtable areas /
schemes / typologies.
In addi on, interac ve mapping should be used to capture local evidence
about surface and foul water ﬂooding, which should then inform the Local
Plan.
The use of digital technologies must supplement but not replace human
interac on. Care must be taken not to disadvantage par cular groups. Inperson events should con nue as they provide for a level of engagement
and discussion that may not be achievable through digital technologies.

Q12. Do you agree with our
proposals for a 30 - month
statutory mescale for the
produc on of Local Plans?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng
statement

Not sure
Local Plan policies must be suﬃciently detailed and tailored to local
circumstances, challenges and opportuni es in order to deliver new
homes and suppor ng infrastructure, whilst mee ng broader objec ves,
such as the need for healthy, resilient communi es, achieving a net zero
carbon target and the protec on of green space, wildlife and the natural
environment. This level of detail plus the need for a community
consulta on process will inevitably take me, but there needs to be a way
that Local Plans can adapt more quickly to changing circumstances.
Under ‘alterna ve op ons’, the possibility of removing the right to be
heard is men oned. Maintaining the right to be heard is essen al if
communi es are to retain a meaningful inﬂuence and role in plan-making.
This right enables individuals and groups to engage in person alongside
other stakeholders and provides for thorough public scru ny of policies,

evidence and proposals. The delibera on and discussion that occurs at
examina ons in public helps foster consensus and ul mately leads to
be%er thought out plans and policies.

Q13. (a) Do you agree that
Neighbourhood Plans should be
retained in the reformed
planning system?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng
statement
Q13 (b) How can the
neighbourhood planning
process be developed to meet
our objec ves, such as in the
use of digital tools and reﬂec ng
community preferences about
design?

Yes
Planning should be done at the neighbourhood level, with greater
community involvement. The role of Neighbourhood Plans should
con nue as now or be enhanced, not restricted in the manner proposed.
Neighbourhood Plans have an important role to play in se7ng local
policies tailored to the needs of their neighbourhood and can foster
community ownership of and engagement with planning.
However, the costs involved in drawing up a Neighbourhood Plan are
currently prohibi ve for most communi es.
Digital tools should enable greater community engagement, but currently
in Croydon the views of residents are largely ignored even when a public
engagement process has taken place.
Communi es should be empowered to draw up Neighbourhood Plan
policies that require development to be zero carbon, nature friendly and
meet requirements for aﬀordable housing, workspaces, community
facili es and other land use needs, including any community-led schemes
and ini a ves.
Residents have been excluded from truly shaping the places that they live
in. Despite public consulta on exercises, power s ll resides with those
who have something to gain ﬁnancially or poli cally e.g. local poli cal
par es, developers, local authori es, na onal departments, etc.
What cons tutes good design is a subjec ve ma%er, and not all proposals
will please all residents all of the me.
A democra cally-elected (using propor onal representa on) local
decision-making body to replace the Council’s planning commi%ee would
help.

Q14. 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
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng
statement

Yes
According to the Local Government Associa on, over 1 million homes
consented in the last decade remain unbuilt. New research from housing
charity Shelter has found that 40% of permissions granted have not been
built out.
Too many landowners and developers are able to bank undeveloped land
for economic reasons. Some developers have over 10 years of housing
supply in their land banks. Introduce greater diﬀeren a on in types and
tenures of new homes to increase market absorp on and increase buildout rates (as recommended by Letwin review 2018).
Why not decrease the 3 year period that Developers have to commence
developing a site down to 1 year to speed up delivery of new housing.

Also for Developers this should not be just be making a small ini al
start on a development and then stopping all work, as they’ve now
complied with the condi on. Once Developers have commenced work
on a site it should be con nuous un l comple on except in very
speciﬁc circumstances.
Further if the 3 year period that Developers have to commence developing a site, an alterna ve op on to encourage Developers to get on
with developing a site is to impose ﬁnancial levies at a>er year 1 and
rising again a>er year 2.
Further measures could include:
- an annual undeveloped land levy, with higher rates for land with
extant planning permission
- charging council tax on undeveloped plots
ghter control on the purchase of restric ve op ons
ghter rules on foreign buyers
- a ban on land purchases by oﬀshore shell companies.

Pillar Two – Planning for Beau ful and Sustainable Places

Q18. Do you agree that we should establish
a new body to support design coding and
building be?er places, and that each
authority should have a chief oﬃcer for
design and place-making?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng statement
Q19. Do you agree with our proposal to
consider how design might be given greater
emphasis in the strategic objec ves for
Homes England?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng statement
Q20. Do you agree with our proposals for
implemen ng a fast-track for beauty?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng statement

Yes
However we have had such oﬃcers at Croydon Council and it hasn’t
prevented unsustainable piecemeal over-development in
inappropriate loca ons in the past. But with a stricter design code it
might.

Yes

No
Beauty is a subjec ve ma%er which doesn’t ﬁt within a rulesbased system and cannot be prescribed by law.

Pillar Three – Planning for Infrastructure and Connected Places
Q21. When new development happens in
your area, what is your priority for what
comes with it?

More or be%er infrastructure (such as transport, schools,
health)

More aﬀordable housing
More or be?er infrastructure (such as
transport, schools, health)
Design of new buildings
More shops and/or employment space
Green space
Don’t know
Other (please specify):
Q22. (a) Should the Government replace
the Community Infrastructure Levy and
Sec on 106 planning obliga ons with a new
consolidated Infrastructure Levy, which is
charged as a ﬁxed propor on of
development value above a set threshold?

Not sure

Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng statement

The most pressing issue that needs to be ﬁxed is that
infrastructure needs to go where the development and
concomitant popula on growth is happening. This is even
more cri cal in overpopulated areas such as London. We need
to create sustainable liveable neighbourhoods that do not rely
on cars. Infrastructure must be in the right place so that we
move towards 20-minute neighbourhoods; this must be the
gold standard for urban planning in order to combat climate
change, foster communi es and encourage healthier lifestyles.

A consolidated infrastructure levy makes sense, and the
exis ng systems certainly need reform. The current s.106 and
CIL systems are inherently ﬂawed but I don’t think your
proposals address the underlying issues.

It should not be lawful for local authori es to spend
infrastructure money raised in one area on infrastructure in
another part of the borough. Either reverse the current
percentages (85% to be spent in origina ng ward, 15%
allocated to the borough-wide pot) or establish rules based on
walking, cycling and journeys on public transport (or in the
short-term, as a transi onal measure, car journeys).
A second ﬂaw in the current system is that infrastructure
projects are o>en cross-boundary or inter-agency. This leads to
conﬂic ng priori es and wrangles over budgets, and delays in
delivery.
Addi onally, there needs to be greater public scru ny and
clarity on the extent of the infrastructure levy ‘pot’ (i.e. the
amounts raised from developments) and the process for
making bids to spend it, to encourage community-led
ini a ves.

Q22. (b) Should the Infrastructure Levy

Locally

rates be set na onally at a single rate, set
na onally at an area-speciﬁc rate, or set
locally?
Na onally at a single rate
Na onally at an area-speciﬁc rate
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 communi es?
Same amount overall
More value
Less value
Note sure
Please provide suppor ng statement

An infrastructure levy can’t be set na onally, as there are
signiﬁcant varia ons in the cost of land and the cost of labour
required to deliver that infrastructure.

Not sure
The current system isn’t delivering the necessary
infrastructure, so it’s diﬃcult to judge if the amount of value
captured is correct or not.
A consolidated levy should probably capture more value than
the current systems, to support greater investment in
infrastructure, aﬀordable housing and local communi es.
All developments should contribute, there should be no
exemp ons for smaller projects as this simply encourages
developers to ‘play the game’ and exploit loopholes.
A clearer audit trail is needed i.e. a publicly available
dashboard monitoring receipts and expenditure / planned
expenditure. The current annual monitoring reports in Croydon
are unclear and insuﬃcient; they illustrate how much has been
collected and how much has been spent (separately), but not
what the ‘available balance’ is and what infrastructure is
planned. It’s possible that s.106 and CIL receipts are being
misappropriated.

Q22. (d) Should we allow local authori es
to borrow against the Infrastructure Levy,
to support infrastructure delivery in their
area?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng statement

Q23. Do you agree that the scope of the
reformed Infrastructure Levy should
capture changes of use through permi?ed
development rights?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng statement

Not sure
Borrowing against the infrastructure levy to support
infrastructure delivery makes sense to smooth out ming
issues, but this must be ghtly controlled.
Croydon Council already has a dispropor onately high level of
debt. There should be caps on local authority levels of
borrowing.

Not sure
Any development that adds to the local popula on should
contribute towards local infrastructure.
There should be no permi%ed development rights, but if these
are con nued, then changes of use should be liable to
infrastructure levy.

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?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng statement

Not sure
We need to deliver more aﬀordable homes than we do at
present. There should be higher levels of direct public
investment but developers must also provide more by way of
planning obliga ons. Loopholes whereby developers are able
to avoid providing aﬀordable housing through below-threshold
projects or as a result of exercising permi%ed development
rights must be closed, along with the spurious 'ﬁnancial
viability assessment' loophole.
Provision of aﬀordable housing should be a mandatory
requirement that developers and landowners factor in from
the outset when devising schemes and remain commi%ed to
on delivery.
The government should not reduce requirements for SMEs, as
proposed in the separate consulta on regarding ‘Changes to
the Current Planning System’ closing 1 October.
Although mixed tenure communi es should be delivered
where possible, some developments may be inappropriate for
aﬀordable housing. The provision of aﬀordable housing should
be managed at local authority area level, not at individual
development level. There is currently too much emphasis on
every development mee ng all requirements, when
realis cally there are diﬀering needs at play.
Developers should either contribute via a ﬁnancial levy or via
on-site provision, and ul mately the decision should rest with
the local authority.

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
authori es?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng statement
Q24. (c) If an in-kind delivery approach is
taken, should we mi gate against local
authority overpayment risk?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng statement

Not sure
The Council should be able to agree whatever is in the best
local interests, depending on the size mix of the development
and local demand for aﬀordable housing. The decision whether
to accept a ﬁnancial contribu on, on-site provision or
discounted purchases should ul mately rest with the local
authority.

Not sure
Control should reside with the local authority.

Q24. (d) If an in-kind delivery approach is
Not sure
taken, are there addi onal steps that would
need to be taken to support aﬀordable
Control should reside with the local authority.
housing quality?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng statement
Q25. Should local authori es have fewer
restric ons over how they spend the
Infrastructure Levy?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng statement

Q25 (a) If 'yes', should an aﬀordable
housing ‘ring-fence’ be developed?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng statement

Not sure
The current systems need to be reformed. It might be
advisable to divide the infrastructure levy into discrete pots for
transport, schools, medical facili es, etc.
There should be restric ons on the amount that is spent on
less cri cal infrastructure. At the moment too much is spent on
‘nice to have’ infrastructure e.g. public art or public realm
improvements, rather than ‘need to have’ infrastructure such
as major public transport improvements or new schools and
medical facili es (because the la%er types of project are more
diﬃcult to deliver).
Yes
The aﬀordable housing pot should deﬁnitely be separate from
the infrastructure pot.
In addi on, all developments should be liable to aﬀordable
housing contribu ons, either by way of a ﬁnancial levy or by
way of the provision of a propor on of units on larger
developments, depending on what meets the local demand.

Equali es Impact
Q26. Do you have any views on the
poten al impact of the proposals raised in
this consulta on on people with protected
characteris cs as deﬁned in sec on 149 of
the Equality Act 2010?

Yes
Care must be taken to ensure that any changes s ll enable
all groups to be involved in democra c scru ny and public
engagement processes.

Yes
No
Not Sure
Please provide suppor ng statement
Final Ques on
Have you responded to a Government
consulta on before?
Yes
No

No / Yes
(according to whether you responded to consulta on on
short term changes to current planning system which closed
on 1st October)

