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DRAFT  

CPRE Surrey 
 

Planning for the right homes in the right places: 
 consultation proposals 

 
 
Question 1(a) 
Do you agree with the proposed standard approach to assessing local housing need? If not what 
alternative approach or other factors should be considered? 
No 
We have very strong reservations on the proposed methodology. In summary, our objections 
are: 
1. The equating of need with demand 
2. The assumption that building more houses in high price areas will reduce the costs 
3. The failure to address the overwhelming need for social and low cost housing 
4. The disregard of an inadequate infrastructure and adverse impact on the rural environment, 

including the Green Belt, when calculating ‘local housing need’.  
5. Doing nothing to address the problems of high land values and the impact on viability 
More detailed objections are- 

• It is stated on page 4 that the new approach ‘will give local communities greater control so they 
can make informed decisions about exactly where much-needed homes should be built’.  

 This cannot be the case in areas such as Surrey where unrealistic housing targets are proposed 
 on all the district councils with very limited account taken of constraints, both physical such as 
 the Green Belt and infrastructure such as road/ transport capacity. Already large areas of Green 
 Belt are being lost across the county and the new formula will make the situation far worse. 
 Local communities will have very little control of their local environment and, as has been 
 stated in the press, many authorities will suffer the double whammy of higher housing figures 
 plus sanctions under the delivery test.  
 We object to this top down approach. It makes a fundamental change to the planning system 
 which has evolved and worked well over many years, and will bring to an end a balanced 
 approach to  landuse planning 

• The proposed formula is illogical and appears to have been derived by working backwards to 
get the desired housing numbers without assessing the impact on specific areas of the country. 

• There is no evidence of spatial planning. Other, much welcomed, proposals to reinvigorate the 
North and Midlands and spread investment outside the prosperous areas of the country are lost. 
Instead the formula concentrates development in the South and East where recent growth is 
leading to an overstretched infrastructure and environmental degradation. With the proposed 
methodology, regional disparities will be intensified. There are already problems of over-
population in Surrey, but with these dwelling targets, the problems of congestion and declining 
quality of life will be intensified.  

• There is no evidence that property prices will fall as a result of higher building rates. For 
example, there has been considerable growth in dwelling numbers in parts of East London but 
property prices and land values remain so high there is little affordable/ social housing because 
of viability problems. Kate Barker’s theory has been discredited and needs to be revisited. In 
most cases the percentage of new build is small compared with the size of the existing housing 
stock so there will be little or no reduction in house prices. 

• The calculations are based on government household projections. Not only have these been 
proven to be highly inaccurate when compared with the census, but small errors are 
compounded over successive years. There is also the likely impact of Brexit on inward-
migration, leading to fewer and smaller families. This needs to be taken into account. 
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• The household figures are not transparent. It is impossible to know what estimates have been 
made for inward migration or employment growth. They are certainly not based on natural 
internal population or household growth. This is clear in the rural local authorities of Mole 
Valley and Tandridge in Surrey, for example. It also appears that if a local authority has 
provided a high number of new dwellings in recent years, there are straight line upward 
projections without any consideration of capacity.  

• The unrealistic nature of the proposed formula becomes clear when looking at the impact on 
particular areas. In Surrey, for example, Epsom and Ewell, a small, fairly dense populated 
borough has a 39% increase over its SHMA OAHN and a 220% increase (that is over three 
times) over its current  Local Plan housing target. Tandridge, one of the most rural districts in 
the country has a 416% uplift over its existing target, even though natural growth is very low. 
The fact that the process is flawed is clear in the case of Greenwich with an 847% uplift. Closer 
to home the nearby London Boroughs of Merton and Sutton have widely differing assessments 
despite similarities in the housing stock and property prices. Paragraph 8 refers to the NPPF to 
assessing need and then taking into account constraints, such as the Green Belt and AONB. It is 
unclear how this approach will operate with the new system unless neighbouring authorities all 
agree to help reach the targets, despite their own constraints.  

• Allowance is not being made for areas of economic growth, where more housing would be both 
acceptable and desirable. We are concerned that with the proposed methodology, development 
will be funnelled into the more prosperous areas, particularly the South East. Reduced housing 
requirements elsewhere will do nothing to help meet the national housing targets or obtain a 
more even spread of growth, with revitalisation of the more deprived areas. We also have 
doubts on whether the building industry will be able to cope with the proposed concentration of 
growth. In addition, apart from development taking place in unsustainable locations, there is 
also a danger of a decline in the quality of design resulting from the time pressures being 
imposed through the delivery test. 

• Nothing will be done in this process to provide much needed social housing. Building more  
expensive houses in areas already comprising expensive houses, with a formula based on the 
home ownership market, is not the solution to the country’s housing needs. We note that the 
chairman of one of the larger development companies, Berkeley Homes, considers that his firm 
gets the best reaction when engaging with the local community rather than through putting 
pressure on local authorities to deliver. He considers that effective measures are already in 
place through the appeals system where there is no up to date plan.  

• Lastly, we are informed that the figures given at local authority level are only indicative. It is 
not explained why this is the case using the methodology proposed, nor how proposed future 
dwelling figures will be formulated. 

 
 
Question 1(b) how can information on local housing need be made more transparent? 

• The household projection methodology and assumptions need clarification. We suspect there 
are large increases to accommodate inward migration. However, London is currently stating 
that it can build 77,000 new dwellings per.annum and can accommodate its own growth. Will 
the household projections factor this in? We note that leading academics are already saying that 
the supply of houses is exceeding household growth and that the big problem is the lack of 
affordability. More research is required into the underlying problem of addressing real housing 
need and homelessness, and the household projection assumptions need to be more transparent. 

 
• The importance of infrastructure, services and environmental impact such as air quality and the 

Green Belt  needs clarification. In the case of the latter, the Government claims to be protecting 
the Green Belt whereas in practice this methodology will lead to even more large swathes 
being built over than are currently being proposed. What is being done to take into account the 
limited capacity in many local authority areas? Reaching agreement with neighbouring 
authorities will not help in Surrey where there is already an infrastructure shortfall and most 
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land is Green Belt. Moreover, it would be political suicide for any authority in our area to 
consider taking a neighbour’s unmet need. 

• The £2.3 billion offered for new infrastructure is a drop in the ocean – see the calculation for 
Surrey CC. We note that a draft report by the Government infrastructure adviser recognises the 
importance of infrastructure in new housing delivery, and places an emphasis on densification 
around urban infrastructure hubs – an approach which does not accord with the proposed 
mechanistic formula. Clear information is required on what information is needed and how it 
will be funded. 

 
 
Question 2 
Do you agree with the proposal that an assessment of local housing need should be able to be 
relied upon for a period of 2 years from the date the plan is submitted? 
No 

• This is too short a time period and would mean continual revision of plans and consultation. A 
bureaucratic nightmare which in reality would be impossible to achieve. We support the current 
5 years with adjustments if there are clear shortfalls within that time period. There is a need for 
more short term stability. 

 
Question 3 
Do you agree that we should amend national housing policy so that a sound plan should identify 
local housing needs using a clear and justified method 
No 

• We support  the use of a clear and justified method, and also greater transparency with the 
preparation of OANs. Currently consultants refuse to divulge their assumptions and 
methodology. There is also a problem with the assumptions made with the government 
household projections, particularly on migration and recent growth assumptions. However, we 
do not believe that a standardised system such as that now proposed is acceptable. It should be 
left to the LPAs or housing market area partnerships to prepare a sound plan. 

• We do not consider the proposed methodology based on the ratio of local affordability plus the 
crude cap is fit for purpose as explained in response to Question 1. It may be easy to calculate 
and quick but is not the correct solution to the problem of affordability and housing needs, 
particularly at the local level. LPAs are a better judge on the planning of their areas. 

 
 
Question 4 
Do you agree with our approach in circumstances when plan makers deviate from the proposed 
method, including the level of scrutiny we expect from Planning Inspectors? 
No 

• In principle, the answer should be yes, but a review of Local Plan Inspectors’ letters indicate 
that Inspectors vary in the importance they attach to local constraints. As stated above, we 
object to the proposed methodology and so this affects the response to this question. 

• There are indications that LPAs will have the facility to  make a case for a different approach to 
the proposed methodology but little information is provided on this. It  is also unclear on how 
much weight can be given to constraints both in terms of infrastructure and environmental. At 
present Inspectors are generally ignoring constraints such as the Green Belt and placing their 
emphasis on the OAN targets. It would appear that this will remain the case despite recent 
ministerial statements.  

 
Question 5(a)  
Do you agree that the Secretary of State should have discretion to defer the period for using the 
baseline for some local planning authorities? If so, how best could this be achieved, what 
minimum requirements should be in place before the Secretary of State may exercise this 
discretion, and for how long should such deferral be permitted? 
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No and Yes 
• We support flexibility but have strong objections, expressed previously in government 

consultations, on the Housing Delivery Test, as it is largely outside the Local Authority’s 
ability to ensure when or if development proceeds, especially in a time such as the present 
where concerns about Brexit and the economy are putting off investment for new development. 
The LPAs will need greater powers, including CPOs at a value closer to existing land use 
values. There will need to be more flexibility if the economic situation is such that there is no 
demand for the scale of new dwellings envisaged.  

 
 
Question 5(b) 
Do you consider that authorities that have an adopted joint local plan, or which are covered by 
an adopted spatial development strategy, should be able to assess their 5 year land supply and/or 
be measured for the purposes of the Housing Delivery Test, across the area as a whole. 
Yes 

• Provided they all agree.  
 
Question 5(c) 
Do you consider that authorities that are not able to use the new method for calculating local 
housing need should be able to use an existing or an emerging local plan figure for housing need  
for the purposes of calculating 5 year land supply and to be measured for the purposes of the 
Housing Delivery Test? 
Yes 

• Although as stated above, we consider that the Housing Delivery Test  should be applied 
flexibly and  take account of the economic situation and whether developers are choosing to 
delay new builds. 

 
Question 6 
Do you agree with the proposed transitional arrangements for introducing the standard 
approach for calculating local housing need? 
Yes 

• We agree that the transitional arrangements appear to be reasonable but in the South and East, 
we are concerned at the scale of development proposed using the new formula (which as stated 
above, we object to). It may take longer to plan for the excessive targets, particularly as LPAs 
will have to take into account the infrastructure requirements. 

 
Question 7(a) 
Do you agree with the proposed administrative arrangements for preparing the statement of 
common ground 
Yes 

• We support the principle of closer working and an agreed statement on common ground but 
think, in the case of Surrey CC, it will not have the staff or financial resources to provide much 
concrete information on the social services, education and highways/ transport investment 
requirements. We also foresee problems with the statutory undertakers where major investment 
is required. 

• We also do not believe that in Surrey any LPA will be prepared to take any housing allocations 
from neighbouring authorities, unless forced, as in the case of Waverley and Woking, as 
proposed by the Planning Inspector, because all our local authorities have problems of severe 
congestion, and pressures on the Green Belt and other designations such as AONB. Moreover, 
as stated above, it would be political suicide for any local administration to contemplate such 
action.  

 
 (b) 
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Do you consider a statement of common ground should be implemented in areas where there is a 
Mayor with strategic plan-making powers? 
Yes 

• Detailed developments have to be implemented by the LPAs and so a statement should still be 
required. 

 
c) 
Do you consider there to be a role for directly elected Mayors without strategic plan-making 
powers, in the production of a statement of common ground? 
No 

• This would add to the bureaucracy and delay decision making. 
 
 
Question 8 
Do you agree that the proposed content and timescales for the publication of common ground  
are appropriate and will support more effective cooperation on strategic cross-boundary 
planning matters? 
Yes 

• However,  we consider that 12 months after the NPPF revision is optimistic, depending on the 
amount of detail required. With a plan period of up to 20 years, most statutory undertakers will 
not be prepared to indicate their requirements and cost implications. For example recently the 
Highways Authority has indicated that several major improvement schemes will be delayed, 
placing uncertainty on housing schemes dependent on this investment. 

• It is also unclear whether there will be public consultation on the common ground statements. 
In our opinion, there should be community involvement, and this needs to be factored into the 
timescales. 

 
Question 9 

a) Do you agree with the proposal to amend the tests of soundness to include that: 
i) Plans should be prepared based on a strategy informed by agreements over the wider 

area, and 
ii) Plans should be based on effective joint working  on cross-boundary strategic priorities 

which are evidenced in the statement of common ground? 
  

Yes. 
•  This suggests going back to the concept of sub-regional planning based on a national  

 strategy on population distribution, - which, we suggest, is highly desirable. 
  

b) Do you agree to the proposed transitional arrangements for amending the tests of 
soundness to ensure efficient co-operation? 

   Yes 
• Although in consultation with the local community 

 
Question 10 

a) Do you have suggestions on how to streamline the process for identifying the housing need 
for individual groups and what evidence could be used to help plan to meet the needs of 
particular groups? 

• We support identifying the needs for specific groups. However, it would be difficult to 
streamline the process as each authority will have to look at its own statistical data and 
demands. A check list of sources of information for each group would assist. 

• It is important to be able to implement the policies. We have in mind local plan policies 
requiring mixed dwelling types and sizes. In our area development usually results in large 4 
and 5 bedroom dwellings despite policies on smaller starter homes and affordable housing. 
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LPAs will have to be prepared to refuse applications which don’t meet local needs, even if 
this results in failing to meet the 5 year targets. 

 
b) Do you agree that the current definition of older people within the NPPF is still fit for 

purpose? 
Yes 

• Subject to taking into account the varying retirement ages. 
 

 
Question 11 

a) Should a local plan set out the housing need for designated neighbourhood planning areas 
and parished areas within the area? 

Yes 
• Although with full and effective consultation with the local community. 

 
b) Do you agree with the proposal for a formula- based approach to apportion housing need  

to neighbourhood plan bodies  in circumstances where  the local plan cannot be relied on 
as a basis for calculating housing need? 

No 
• Some neighbourhood plan areas are tightly drawn round small settlements or 

neighbourhoods, often comprising conservation areas with little capacity for additional 
dwellings. 

• Even if the boundary includes rural areas, account has to be taken of designations such as 
ancient woodland, SSSIs, local nature reserves, AONBs and  mineral safeguarded areas, as 
well as Green Belt designation. Where there is no adopted local plan, the LPAs should be 
able to come up with a more logical apportionment than one based on a population 
percentage. 

 
Question 12 
Do you agree that local plans should identify the infrastructure and affordable housing needed, 
how these will be funded and the contributions developers will be expected to make? 
Yes but 

• We support this in principle, but in practice we do not see how the funding can be calculated 
with any accuracy perhaps several years in advance, and what contribution developers should 
be expected to make. This may be reasonable for the 5 year target but not for developments 
proposed later in the plan period. 

• We also have doubts on whether the LPA will have the expertise to determine costs and 
viability. They will be dependent on statutory undertakers, housing associations and highway 
authorities etc who will be unlikely to be able determine what funding will have to be provided 
by the developer several years in advance. Great reliance will have to be placed on information 
from the developer which will be subjective and should not be relied upon. 

 
Question 13  
In reviewing guidance on testing plans and policies for viability, what amendments could be 
made to improve current practice? 

• There should be full transparency on the part of the developers’ calculations, including public 
access to the data. 

• There needs to be an examination into the excessive land values in certain parts of the country. 
In Surrey there are examples of having obtained planning permission, the land is sold on two or 
three times at higher values so that any affordable housing is no longer viable. Either land 
should be valued at nearer existing use value or there should be some form of taxation which 
can be reinvested in the required infrastructure. There has to be a mechanism for capturing 
increased land values in order to pay for essential services and infrastructure. 
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Question 14  
Do you agree that where policy requirements have been tested for their viability, the issue should 
not usually need to be tested again at the planning application stage? 
Yes 

• We agree in principle, but in practice it is unlikely that adequate information will be available 
on viability at the time of the local plan preparation, unless development is proposed for the 
first few years of the plan’s adoption. 

• In any event costs can change, and do, over short periods, as has been seen in recent requests 
for reductions in affordable housing. 

 
Question 15 
How can the Government ensure that infrastructure advisers, including housing associations,  
are engaged throughout the process, including in circumstances where a viability assessment  
may be required? 

• The Government can only encourage, it cannot require infrastructure advisers to engage and 
provide the required information - unless penalties of some kind are introduced. 

• Also, as referred to above, it is difficult to carry out detailed costings some years in advance of 
a scheme progressing so there will be reluctance to reach decisions on viability. 

 
Question 16 
What factors should we take into account in updating guidance to encourage viability 
assessments to be simpler, quicker and more transparent, for example through a standardised 
report or summary format? 

• We support a preferred methodology with transparent costs particularly on land values. 
‘Commercial sensitivity’ is unacceptable. A standardised report format would assist. 

 
Question 17 

a) Do you agree that LPAs should set out in plans how they will monitor and report on 
planning agreements to help ensure that communities can easily understand what 
infrastructure and affordable housing has been secured and delivered through developer 
contributions? 

Yes.  
• Fully support this. Some authorities do it already. 

 
b) What factors should we take into account in preparing guidance on a standard approach 

to monitoring and reporting planning obligations? 
• There should be data on the requirements included in each agreement, what has been achieved, 

including costs where relevant, and what has yet to be achieved. 
 

c) How can LPAs and applicants work together to better publicise infrastructure and 
affordable housing secured through new development once development has commenced, 
or at other stages of the process? 

• LPAs should have powers to ensure the requirements are met. Planning applicants should not 
be permitted to barter away requirements once they receive planning permission. 

 We would welcome the information to be included on the councils’ web sites and in their 
 Annual Monitoring Reports plus annual reports to the planning committee, including what has 
 been achieved as well as outstanding items.  

Developers are quite capable of publicising their own contributions. 
 
Question 18 
a) Do you agree that a further 20% fee increase should be applied to those LPAs who are 

delivering the homes they think their communities need? What criteria should be used to 
measure this? 

No.  
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• We disagree entirely with this approach. 
• Poorly performing authorities are already often poorly resourced.  
• We question what happens with LPAs where there is little demand for new housing but there 

are other significant planning issues, or where there  are delays to implementation which may 
be entirely out of their control. There are concerns that some authorities may permit 
unacceptable proposals in order to get the higher fees. 

• There will be a better planning service if the authority is adequately staffed. Many have no 
experts on conservation/ design, ecology/ trees and viability assessments etc. There should also 
be a contribution to the plan-making process particularly as there are increasing demands / tests 
on housing provision. As the Government’s demands in the Local Plan process become more 
complex, despite the aim of simplification, local councils often have to resort  to the use of 
expensive consultants at a time of severe financial restraint. 

 
b) Do you think that there are more appropriate circumstances when a LPA should be able 

to charge the further 20%? If so, do you have views on how these circumstances could 
work in practice? 
• Account could be taken of existing staffing levels and whether the service is self funding, 

although we generally support a standardised fee structure across the country. 
 

c) Should any additional fee increase be applied nationally once all LPAs meet the required 
criteria, or only to individual authorities who meet them? 
• We would prefer to see a national system of fees rather than differentials as proposed. 
 

d) Are there any other issues we should consider in developing a framework for this 
additional fee increase? 
• There should be an assessment of the costs of running a development control/ development 

management service. The service should preferably be self-funded through fees which 
should be ring fenced. 

 
Question 19 
Having regard to the measures we have already identified in the housing White Paper, are 
there any other actions that could increase build out rates? 

• Local authorities and housing associations should be given more resources and powers to 
deliver large quantities of social housing, preferably without rights to buy. That is where 
the greatest need is yet little attempt is being made to address this major problem, other 
than the vain hope that building more houses will reduce house prices. In particular, local 
authorities should be allowed to borrow on the open market to finance the social housing 
that is so desperately needed, using the assured future flow of rental receipts as collateral. 

• Measures should be introduced to capture the increase in land values where planning 
permission is granted and the finance used to help fund the necessary infrastructure. This 
could forestall delays. 

• More should be done to reduce high vacancy levels, particularly in London, and reducing 
the chronic under-occupation of many homes by offering householders incentives to 
downsize, thus reducing demand. 
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