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72.5 - Planning for the Future 
1. What three words do you associate most with the planning system in 

England? 

We have no comment. 

2. (a). Do you get involved with planning decisions in your local area? 

[Yes/No] 

Yes.  We are a parish council within the Lake District National Park (LDNP) 

and our Local Planning Authority is the Lake District National Park 

Authority (LDNPA).  We carefully consider all planning applications in our 

parish, including conducting site inspections where appropriate, and 

return comments to the LDNPA.  Our parishioners have the opportunity to 

make representations at our meetings about planning applications that 

are of interest to them.  We participated in consultations and other public 

engagement during the production of the emerging new Local Plan for the 

LDNP.  As councillors, we rightly have to submit ourselves to our 

electorate every four years.  We are concerned when we read in the 

White Paper (WP) “We will make it much easier for people to feed in their 

views into the system through social networks and via their phones” (Para 

1.17)  That unaccountable self-styled “influencers” using social media will 

be substituted for elected representatives.  Neither the term “parish 

council” nor “town council” appears anywhere in the WP.  We value our 

participation in planning decisions under the current system and consider 

that the new proposals would bypass parish and town councils.  There are 

also very few references in the WP to National Parks, so it is not at all 

clear how the proposals relate to them. 

(b). If no, why not? [Don’t know how to/ It takes too long/ It’s too 

complicated/ I don’t  

care / Other –please specify] 

 

not applicable. 

 

3. Our proposals will make it much easier to access plans and contribute 

your views to planning decisions. How would you like to find out about 

plans and planning proposals in the future? [Social media/ Online news/ 

Newspaper/ By Post/ Other – please specify] 

 We already engage with our LPA by electronic means.  We would 

welcome additional on-line tools for 3D visualisation of planning 
proposals.  However, it must be borne in mind that the provision of 
broadband (including mobile networks) is patchy and unreliable in this 

mainly mountainous area.  Not all of our parishioners have good 
access to the internet and some of them who technically could do not 

want to engage with it.  While additional electronic tools would be 
welcome, this must not come at the expense of those who still wish to 
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find notices on lamp posts and in newspapers (or who have no option 
but those traditional methods). 

  

 
4. What are your top three priorities for planning in your local area? 

[Building homes for young people/ building homes for the homeless/ 

Protection of green spaces/ The environment, biodiversity and action on 

climate change/ increasing the affordability of housing/ The design of new 

homes and places / Supporting the high street/ Supporting the local 

economy/ More or better local infrastructure/ Protection of existing 

heritage buildings or areas/ Other – please specify 

The planning system must support the National Park purposes 
and duty.  Of particular importance are:  conserving and 

enhancing this special landscape, including biodiversity and 
measures to address the climate emergency and its 

consequences (especially flooding);  the maintenance of vibrant 
communities and their cultural heritage by, among other things, 

enabling the delivery of sufficient well-designed affordable 
homes and measures to reduce the proportion of homes not in 

permanent occupation;  measures, including developer 
contributions to sustainable transport, to reduce significantly the 

reliance of the visitor economy on the private car. 
5. Do you agree that Local Plans should be simplified in line with our 

proposals? [Yes/ No/ Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 
Not sure.  We support the aim of increased and meaningful public 
engagement at the plan-making stage, but we anticipate that the 

significantly reduced opportunities for public engagement in 
development management (the current consideration of planning 

applications on a case-by-case basis ) will be seen as an attack on 
opportunities for democratic engagement.  We fear that, in the “rules-

based” system that is proposed, either the set of rules will need to be 
highly detailed and complex, or they will be skeletal to the point where 

the public has unpleasant surprises at the construction stage and no 
further opportunity to influence development (and this, unfortunately, 

is what the WP appears to be proposing in Para 2.13).  If the rules are 
detailed and complex, we anticipate that achieving meaningful public 

engagement would be difficult.  We think that the process of dividing 
land into three categories would be highly contentious as the 

consequences for residents on different sides of a boundary would be 
very different.  For this reason, we strongly disagree with the proposal 
in Para 2.11 that the “growth” and “renewal” categories be collapsed 

into a single one:  the alternative proposed in Para 2.12 is one that we 
believe would command more public support.  It is unclear from the 

White Paper how the three categories of land would be applied in 
National Parks. 
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6. Do you agree with our proposals for streamlining the development 
management content of Local Plans, and setting out general 
development management policies nationally? [Yes/ No/ Not sure. 

Please provide supporting statement] 
No.  It is already the case that Local Plans should not duplicate policies in 

the NPPF.  The proposal risks fostering a centralised “one size fits all” 
approach and one that has nothing between the very general policies of 

the NPPF and the very specific provisions of design codes and pattern 
books.  We see an important role for local nuance of NPPF policies and 

therefore endorse the alternative approach of Para 2.16:  “allow local 
authorities a similar level of flexibility to set development management 

policies as under the current Local Plans system, with the exception that 
policies which duplicate the National Planning Policy Framework would not 

be allowed” 
7. (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? (Yes/ No/ Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 

We have no comment. 

 (b) How could strategic, cross-boundary issues be best planned for in 
the absence of a formal Duty to Cooperate. 

 We have no comment  
8 (a) Do you agree that a standard method for establishing housing 

requirements (that takes into account constraints) should be 
introduced? [Yes/ No/ No sure. Please provide supporting statement] 

 Not sure.  We partly support this, since it has the potential to improve 
transparency.  However, it is not made clear whether National Park 

Authorities would be given binding targets, or whether the Housing 
Authorities would have to impose them on the NPAs. 

 (b) Do you agree that affordability and the extent of existing urban 
areas are appropriate indicators of the quantity of development to be 

accommodated? [Yes / No/ Not sure. Please provide supporting 
statement.] 

 Not sure.  A fundamental driver of house prices in the LDNP is that 

around 80% of our properties are “unfettered” (no form of local 
occupancy constraint) and an increasing proportion of these are 

becoming second homes and holiday lets.  Building our way out of the 
affordability problem in the Lake District is not feasible because, as 

implied in Para 2.25, it would undermine the reason for designation as 
a National Park.  The most powerful tools the planning system could 

reasonably provide to the LDNPA would be mechanisms for preventing 
the loss of community vibrancy caused by the ever-increasing 

proportion of homes not in permanent occupation. 
9 (a) Do you agree that there should be automatic outline permission for 

areas for substantial development (Growth areas) with faster routes 

https://abovederwentparishcouncil.wordpress.com/


ABOVE DERWENT PARISH COUNCIL 
Clerk: Rachael Kelly, 29 Greystoke Park Avenue, Penrith, Cumbria, CA11 9DB. Tel: 01768 863900; 

clerk@abovederwent.org.uk; https://abovederwentparishcouncil.wordpress.com/  
 

for detailed consent? [Yes/ No/Not sure. Please provide supporting 
statement.] 

 Yes – because this appears to be what is currently done by our LPA in 

its Allocations of Land exercise.  Sites of various sizes are allocated for 
specific purposes and this is a statement that development for those 

purposes is permissible in principle.  The site-specific issues that would 
need to be addressed are set out for each site.  This provides a high 

degree of confidence for developers that, provided they address the 
site-specific issues, detailed planning consent will be forthcoming. 

 (b) Do you agree with our proposals above for the consent 
arrangements for Renewal and Protected areas? [Yes/ No/ Not sure. 

Please provide supporting statement.] 
 We are dismayed by Para 2.36, which shows that Government has no 

clear view about how to remedy the democratic deficit that this “front-
loaded” system would bring about.  Mechanisms for neighbours to 

have their say should not have been an afterthought.  The proposals 
for protected areas are supported, except for our earlier comments 
about the need for locally-nuanced policies to interpret NPPF policies in 

the local context. 
 (c) Do you think there is a case for allowing new settlements to be 

brought forward under the Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects 
regime? [Yes/ No/ Not sure. Please provide a supporting statement.] 

 We have no comment to make, as Para 2.25 indicates that the 
question is not relevant to National Parks. 

10. Do you agree with our proposals to make decision-making faster and 
more certain? [Yes/ No/Not sure. Please provide supporting 

statement.] 
Yes – we agree with the aim for more use of digital technology, but 

this must not be done in such a way that those without access to it are 
excluded from the planning process. 

No – the imposition of strict deadlines would further erode any 
remaining potential for parish councils – some of whom do not meet 

monthly – to make representations about planning applications. 
11. Do you agree with our proposals for accessible, web-based Local 

Plans? [Yes/ No/ Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 

 Yes – because additional means of accessing local plans have the 
potential to increase transparency and engagement, especially among 

demographic groups that do not engage with the current system. 
No - because, exclusive reliance on these means also has the potential 

to exclude other demographic groups.  In Para 2.45, it is reported that 
one PropTech states that 70% of its users are below 45 years of age.  

If we exclude that part of the UK population that is below 15 years old 
(which does not seem unreasonable in this context), then those under 

45 represent only about 46%, and are, therefore, over-represented.  
Hence, those over 45 are under-represented. 
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12. Do you agree with our proposals for a 30 month statutory timescale for 
the production of Local Plans? [Yes/ No/ Not sure. Please provide 
supporting statement.] 

Yes.  We agree that the current process takes toolong.  We are not a Local 
Planning Authority, so we cannot comment on the feasibility of 

completing the process in 30 months. 
13. (a) Do you agree that Neighbourhood Plans should be retained in the 

reformed planning system? [Yes/ No/ Not sure. Please provide 
supporting statement.] 

 Not sure.  It is not clear what role would remain for Neighbourhood 
Plans in the proposed system.  Here in the LDNP only two have been 

made, and they consist of lists of policies.  If lists of policies were only 
allowed in the NPPF, then all that would remain for a Neighbourhood 

Plan would appear to be design codes and pattern books, which are 
supposed to have been developed with meaningful community input 

anyway. 
 (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? 
 We have no comment. 

14. Do you agree there should be a stronger emphasis on the build out of 
developments? And if so, what further measures would you support? 

[Yes/ No/ Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 
 No.  We believe that land banking by developers is a far bigger barrier 

to the delivery of homes than is the current planning system.  The 
current system does, however, make it too easy for developers to 

delay build-out by allowing minimal operations to qualify as “material 
commencement”.  Government should also consider reducing the 

current three years allowed before a planning consent lapses in the 
absence of a material commencement.   

15. What do you think about design of new development that has 
happened recently in your area? (Not sure or indifferent / Beautiful 

and/ or well-designed/ Ugly and/ or poorly-designed/ There hasn’t 
been any/ Other – please specify] 

 Design in recent years has significantly improved in comparison with 

what was permitted in the 60s, 70s and 80s.  Our LPA is open to 
innovative designs that respect the qualities of the LDNP, but some 

residents are also critical of innovative design. 
16. Sustainability is at the heart of our proposals. What is your priority for 

sustainability in your area? [Less reliance on cars/ More green and 
open spaces/ Energy efficiency of new buildings/ More trees/ Other – 

please specify] 
 Less reliance on cars;  energy efficiency;  greater flood resilience. 

17. Do you agree with our proposals for improving the production and use 
of design guides and codes? [Yes/ No/ Not sure. Please provide 

supporting statement.] 
 We have no comment. 
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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/ No/ Not sure. Please 

provide supporting statement.] 
 We have no comment. 

19. Do you agree with our proposal to consider how design might be given 
greater emphasis in the strategic objectives for Homes England? [Yes/ 

No/ Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 
 Yes.  Good design should be incorporated into all new homes, whether 

they are an “affordable” product or not. 
20.  Do you agree with our proposals for implementing a fast-track for 

beauty? [Yes/ No/ Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 
 We have no comment. 

21.  When new development happens in your area, what is your priority for 
what comes with it? [More affordable housing/ More or better 

infrastructure (such as transport, schools, heath provision)/ Design of 
new buildings/ More shops and/or employment space/ Green space/ 
Don’t know/ other – please specify) 

 The principal impact of new development (particularly for tourist 
facilities) in the LDNP is often on the transport infrastructure.  

Therefore, our priority would be the improvement of sustainable 
transport infrastructure. 

22 (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? [Yes/ No/ Not sure. Please 

provide supporting statement.]  
Not sure.  We are uncertain of the implications of this proposal for the 

delivery of affordable housing in the LDNP.  The LDNPA does not use 
the CIL and consents for affordable housing are always accompanied 

by a S106 agreement.  Any change in these mechanisms must not 
jeopardise the delivery of consents for affordable housing. 

 (b) Should the Infrastructure Levy rates be set nationally at a single 
rate, set nationally at an area-specific rate, or set locally? [Nationally 
at a single rate/ Nationally at an area-specific rate/ Locally] 

 We have no comment. 
 (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? [Same 

amount overall/ More value/ Less value/ Not sure. Please provide 
supporting statement.] 

We have no comment:  our LPA does not currently use the CIL. 
 (d)Should we allow local authorities to borrow against the 

Infrastructure levy, to support infrastructure delivery in their area? 
[Yes/ No/ Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 

We have no comment. 
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23. Do you agree that the scope of the reformed Infrastructure Levy 
should capture changes of use through permitted development rights? 
[Yes/ No/ Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 

 Yes.  We do not see why developers benefiting financially from 
changes of use should not make a contribution towards infrastructure. 

24.  (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 supporting statement.] 

 Yes.  It is difficult enough under the current system to ensure that a 
satisfactory proportion of new homes are affordable units and we 

would not support any measure that made it more so.  We strongly 
support on-site provision rather than financial contributions, given the 

small number of sites that can reasonably be acceptable in a National 
Park. 

 (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? [Yes/ No/ No sure. Please provide supporting 

statement.] 
 We have no comment. 

 (c) If an in-kind delivery approach is taken, should we mitigate against 
local authority overpayment risk? [Yes/ No/ Not sure. Please provide 

supporting statement.] 
We have no comment. 

 (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/ No/Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 
 We have no comment. 

25. Should local authorities have fewer restrictions over how they spend 
the Infrastructure Levy? [Yes/ No/ Not sure. Please provide supporting 

statement.] 
 (a) If yes, should an affordable housing ‘ring-fence’ be developed? 

[Yes/ No/ Not sure. Please provide supporting statement.] 
 We have no comment. 
26.  Do you have any views on the potential impact of the proposals raised 

in this consultation on people with protected characteristics as defined 
in section 149 of the Equality Act 2010?Greater reliance on interactive 

maps and other visualisation tools has the potential to discriminate 
against the blind and visually impaired:  the new plans must be fully 

accessible to such people. 
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