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Changes to the current planning system   
 

Ministry of Housing Communities and Local Government Consultation  
 
Date:  29 September 2020 
 
 

Country Land and Business Association 
 
The 30,000 members of the Country Land and Business Association (CLA) are individuals, 
businesses and charities who collectively manage and/or own over half of all rural land (10m 
acres) in England and Wales and run some 250 different types of rural businesses (including 
agriculture, forestry, tourism, hospitality, retail and residential lettings). They generate jobs; they 
provide land and buildings for investment, and housing for local people. Most objectives for the 
countryside - economic, social and environmental - rely on land owners and managers for their 
success, and frequently bring them into contact with the planning system. 

 
CLA Overview  
 
Standard method for assessing housing numbers in strategic plans  
Whichever method is used it will not change the fact that for too long, the standard methodology 
does not help to provide for small quantities of new housing of all types and tenures in 
thousands of rural villages, especially those of less than 3000 inhabitants.  The CLA’s Strong 
Foundations policy statement1 was specifically aimed at the challenges faced by rural 
communities to deliver organic incremental growth. It found that more than 2000 villages across 
England are overlooked by the local planning process as they are judged to be “unsustainable” 
because housing needs assessments use out of date criteria to judge sustainability.  
 
Supporting small and medium-sized developers 
The CLA calls for the government to keep the current extension for implementation of planning 
permissions under constant review. It may well be necessary to consider a further extension 
from 1 May 2021. Secondly, the CLA calls for the government should provide an extension for 
developments proposed under GPDO 2015 Part 3 Class Q by extending the current three-year 
completion deadline by a further two years resulting from the general lack of builders in the rural 
areas and the availability of materials which is preventing farm building conversions to rural 
dwellings being completed in time.  
 
Extension of permission in principle consent regime  
The CLA notes the government’s keenness to extending the PiP framework to major 
development. The CLA calls on the government to extend the PiP framework to rural economic 
development proposals too, as set out in recommendations made in the CLA’s Rural 
Powerhouse: a planning system designed for rural areas report published in July 2020.  
 

 
1 CLA Strong Foundations – Sustainable Villages 

https://www.cla.org.uk/sites/default/files/FINAL_CLA%20StrongFoundations%20Sustainable%20Villages%20lo%20res.pdf
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Q1: Do you agree that planning practice guidance should be amended to specify that the 
appropriate baseline for the standard method is whichever is the higher of the level of 
0.5% of housing stock in each local authority area OR the latest household projections 
averaged over a 10-year period?  
Q2: In the stock element of the baseline, do you agree that 0.5% of existing stock for the 
standard method is appropriate? If not, please explain why. 
Q3: Do you agree that using the workplace-based median house price to median earnings 
ratio from the most recent year for which data is available to adjust the standard 
method’s baseline is appropriate? If not, please explain why.  
Q4: Do you agree that incorporating an adjustment for the change of affordability over 10 
years is a positive way to look at whether affordability has improved? If not, please 
explain why.  
Q5: Do you agree that affordability is given an appropriate weighting within the standard 
method? If not, please explain why. 
 
CLA response The standard methodology calculation may well lead to more land being 
released for housing development. The new standard requirement will be binding on local 
authorities. This is distinct from the current, and shortly to be revised, standard method for 
calculating local housing need.  
 
However, whichever method is used it will not change the fact that for too long, the standard 
methodology does not help to provide for small quantities of new housing of all types and 
tenures in thousands of rural villages, especially those of less than 3000 inhabitants.  The CLA’s 
Strong Foundations policy statement2 was specifically aimed at the challenges faced by rural 
communities to deliver organic incremental growth. It found that more than 2000 villages across 
England are overlooked by the local planning process as they are judged to be “unsustainable” 
due to a lack of public services such as post offices or access to banks.  These so called 
“unsustainable villages” are not allocated housing and have very limited development options to 
improve their sustainability, leaving them in a permanent cycle of decline.  
 
Sustainability assessments measure villages against a range of services and amenities more 
akin to how previous generations lived and used services.  Access to post offices is assessed by 
98% of local authorities, access to banks by 48%, but access to broadband by a mere 18% of 
local authorities! This flies in the face of COVID-19 experience, which has showed how much 
economic and social activity can still take place even as physical retail is limited. 
 
Local authorities, including in designated areas, must be required to factor current and emerging 
technological development into their assessments, and central government must address the 
housing needs of all communities by requiring and funding planning authorities to conduct 
Housing Needs Assessments in any community not allocated housing in the local development 
plan. 
 
The needs of so called “unsustainable” villages for jobs, homes and modern services must be 
catered for, rather than ignored. It is only by delivering small quantities of new dwellings, of all 

 
2 CLA Strong Foundations – Sustainable Villages 

https://www.cla.org.uk/sites/default/files/FINAL_CLA%20StrongFoundations%20Sustainable%20Villages%20lo%20res.pdf
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types and tenures and including for elderly people, that sustainable development can be seen to 
be taking place.  
 
Do you agree that authorities should be planning having regard to their revised standard 
method need figure, from the publication date of the revised guidance, with the exception 
of:  
Q6: Authorities which are already at the second stage of the strategic plan consultation 
process (Regulation 19), which should be given 6 months to submit their plan to the 
Planning Inspectorate for examination?  
Yes 
Q7: Authorities close to publishing their second stage consultation (Regulation 19), 
which should be given 3 months from the publication date of the revised guidance to 
publish their Regulation 19 plan, and a further 6 months to submit their plan to the 
Planning Inspectorate?  
Yes 
If not, please explain why. Are there particular circumstances which need to be catered 
for? 
 
 
Q8: The Government is proposing policy compliant planning applications will deliver a 
minimum of 25% of onsite affordable housing as First Homes, and a minimum of 25% of 
offsite contributions towards First Homes where appropriate. Which do you think is the 
most appropriate option for the remaining 75% of affordable housing secured through 
developer contributions? Please provide reasons and / or evidence for your views (if 
possible): i) Prioritising the replacement of affordable home ownership tenures, and 
delivering rental tenures in the ratio set out in the local plan policy. ii) Negotiation 
between a local authority and developer. iii) Other (please specify) 21 The actual number 
of homes of any tenure type should be rounded to whole numbers, where the ratio would 
deliver, for instance, half an affordable home. With regards to current exemptions from 
delivery of affordable home ownership products:  
 
i) Prioritising the replacement of affordable home ownership tenures, and 
delivering rental tenures in the ratio set out in the local plan policy. 
ii) Negotiation between a local authority and developer. 
iii) Other (please specify) 
 
The Government’s acknowledgement and commitment to making housing more affordable to 
first time buyers, which is increasingly important in rural areas, is welcomed. The First Homes 
proposal may assist the younger generation to remain or to move to rural areas, redressing the 
rapidly ageing rural population, helping to sustain and grow local services and businesses and 
enabling the rural economy to thrive. 
 
However, there are nearly 700,000 people on a housing waiting list in rural areas3 and the First 
Homes policy will not meet this need as it is unlikely that they are in a position to buy their own 
accommodation. The delivery of affordable rented tenures will be compromised from the 
introduction of First Homes and so the remaining 75% of affordable housing must not prioritise 
home ownership tenures, but be based on local need.  

 
3 Countryside Charity, https://www.cpre.org.uk/about-us/cpre-media/rural-social-housing-waiting-lists-grow-2020/ 
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If given the choice, developers are likely to prioritise the delivery of home ownership tenures 
over home rented tenures given home ownership tenures give an instant release of capital. If the 
affordable housing mix is negotiated between the developer and local authority, it may be the 
developer negotiates a higher proportion of home ownership tenures or negotiates down the 
total affordable contribution on the grounds of viability.  
 
A local plan should set a minimum proportion of affordable rented tenures and a housing needs 
assessment should be undertaken to determine the mix of First Homes, affordable rented homes 
and shared ownership homes, satisfying any minimum requirements. This will ensure local need 
is met at a local level and a balance is struck between affordable rented units and discounted 
sale units.   
 
Q14: Do you agree with the approach of allowing a small proportion of market housing on 
First Homes exception sites, in order to ensure site viability? 
Yes, in the same way that market housing is allowed on rural exception sites in order to ensure 
site viability.  Cross subsidy is crucial if we are to see a real step change in the delivery of First 
Homes. 
 
Q16: Do you agree that the First Homes exception sites policy should not apply in 
designated rural areas? 
 
First Homes should be able to be delivered, along with other affordable tenures, on a rural 
exception site if a requirement is identified in the housing needs assessment.  
 
The rural exception site policy is an effective way of meeting local housing need at a local level 
with the type and tenure of housing determined by a housing needs assessment. It is important 
for First Homes to be delivered on a rural exception site in addition to being provided on an 
entry-level exception site.   
  
For each of these questions, please provide reasons and / or evidence for your views (if 
possible):  
 
Q17: Do you agree with the proposed approach to raise the small sites threshold for a 
time-limited period? (see question 18 for comments on level of threshold)  
Yes 
 
Q18: What is the appropriate level of small sites threshold? i) Up to 40 homes ii) Up to 50 
homes iii) Other (please specify)  
Up to 50 homes  
 
Q19: Do you agree with the proposed approach to the site size threshold?   
The consultation provides no indication of the site size threshold.  
 
Q20: Do you agree with linking the time-limited period to economic recovery and raising 
the threshold for an initial period of 18 months?  
Yes  
 
Q21: Do you agree with the proposed approach to minimising threshold effects? 
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Yes  
 
Q22: Do you agree with the Government’s proposed approach to setting thresholds in 
rural areas? 
Yes, albeit, the proposed approach for setting thresholds in rural areas only applies to 
“designated rural areas”.  
 
Q23: Are there any other ways in which the Government can support SME builders to 
deliver new homes during the economic recovery period? 
 
Yes. The government must keep the current extension for implementation of planning 
permissions under constant review. It may well be necessary to consider a further extension 
from 1 May 2021.  
 
Secondly, the government should provide an extension for developments proposed under 
GPDO 2015 Part 3 Class Q. Currently these developments, which are expected to provide rural 
dwellings through the conversion of farm buildings, are expected to be completed within a three-
year time period starting with the date of the prior approval decision. These proposed 
conversions are suffering from a lack of builders and materials just as much as larger 
developments. The CLA would welcome the government’s attention being given to extending the 
current three-year completion deadline for a further two years thus providing those in rural areas 
with the ability to actually deliver these new dwellings without having to waste time and money, 
including the planning authority’s, having to reapply for a Class Q prior approval.   
 
Q24: Do you agree that the new Permission in Principle should remove the restriction on 
major development? 
 
Q25: Should the new Permission in Principle for major development set any limit on the 
amount of commercial development (providing housing still occupies the majority of the 
floorspace of the overall scheme)? Please provide any comments in support of your 
views. 
Q26: Do you agree with our proposal that information requirements for Permission in 
Principle by application for major development should broadly remain unchanged? If you 
disagree, what changes would you suggest and why? 
Q27: Should there be an additional height parameter for Permission in Principle? Please 
provide comments in support of your views. 
Q28: Do you agree that publicity arrangements for Permission in Principle by application 
should be extended for large developments? If so, should local planning authorities be: 
ii) subject to a general requirement to publicise the application or iii) both? iv) disagree If 
you disagree, please state your reasons. 
Q29: Do you agree with our proposal for a banded fee structure based on a flat fee per 
hectarage, with a maximum fee cap? 
 Q30: What level of flat fee do you consider appropriate, and why? 
Q31: Do you agree that any brownfield site that is granted Permission in Principle 
through the application process should be included in Part 2 of the Brownfield Land 
Register? If you disagree, please state why. 
Q32: What guidance would help support applicants and local planning authorities to 
make decisions about Permission in Principle? Where possible, please set out any areas 
of guidance you consider are currently lacking and would assist stakeholders. 
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Q33: What costs and benefits do you envisage the proposed scheme would cause? 
Where you have identified drawbacks, how might these be overcome? 
Q34: To what extent do you consider landowners and developers are likely to use the 
proposed measure? Please provide evidence where possible. 
 
CLA response – The CLA notes, in paragraph 90, the government’s keenness to expand the 
current permission in principle framework, for housing-led development, to major development. 
In July 2020, the CLA published a report entitled Rural Powerhouse: A planning system 
designed for the rural economy – a copy can be found here. In this report we have a section 
about avoiding wasted expenditure (page 9) in relation to planning applications for rural 
economic development – it includes case studies. We set out that the solution to this problem is 
to extend the PiP framework to include all types of rural economic development as a mechanism 
for pushing the huge levels of upfront costs (which have to be paid for out of fluctuating farm 
incomes in the main) required to support a planning application, back to the technical details 
consent stage (see page 11). We see the extension of the PiP framework to rural economic 
development as a crucial for encouraging new investment into rural businesses which would 
assist in closing the productivity gap, of 8%, between rural and urban businesses. By doing so, 
we estimate that a further £20bn would be added to national GVA (see Business Case at pages 
21-23). We would be very happy to discuss this matter further.   
 
 
 
 
 

 
For further information please contact:  
 
Fenella Collins MRICS 
Head of Planning  
CLA, 16 Belgrave Square 
London SW1X 8PQ 
 
Tel:  020 7235 0511 
Fax: 020 7235 4696 
Email: Fenella.collins@cla.org.uk  
www.cla.org.uk 
 

 
Hermione Warmington MRICS 
Policy Advisor, Property and Business 
CLA, 16 Belgrave Square 
London SW1X 8PQ 
 
Tel:  020 7235 0511 
Fax: 020 7235 4696 
Email: hermione.warmington@cla.org.uk  
www.cla.org.uk 
 

CLA reference (for internal use only): A1559003 
 

https://www.cla.org.uk/sites/default/files/Rural%20Powerhouse%20-%20A%20Planning%20System%20designed%20for%20the%20Rural%20Economy%20-%20July%202020_0.pdf
http://www.cla.org.uk/
http://www.cla.org.uk/

