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Ministry of Housing 
Communities and Local Government 
3rd Floor, South East Fry Building 
2 Marsham Street 
LONDON SW1P 4DF  
 
BY E-MAIL 
 
         1st October 2020 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
SUBMISSION ON THE WHITE PAPER “CHANGES TO THE CURRENT PLANNING SYSTEM” 
 
Please find below, first, our general comments on the White Paper “Changes to the Current 

Planning System”, followed by our specific responses to the consultation questions. 

 

We are a small membership charity which has been operating for nearly sixty years, promoting 

public interest and care for the beauty, history and character of the South Hams. We encourage 

high standards of planning and architecture that respect the character of the area and oppose 

inappropriate development. We aim to secure the protection and improvement of the 

landscape, and in particular the South Devon Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and to 

promote the conservation of the South Hams as a living, working environment.   

 
1. Assessing the amount of housing required 

 

The Government’s 300,000 new houses a year target is increased to 337,000 according to its 

new “revised standard method”.  A central algorithm that determines housing need and 

allocates building quotas around the country will remove any input from local authorities and in 

the case of the South Hams will impose 769 houses a year (up from the current 324 a year). This 

is an increase of 137%. 

 

Local authorities will have no say in the matter and no right to challenge the quotas that will be 

imposed by the algorithm. The implications for local democracy are very serious. 

 

The Government proposes to make an adjustment to existing projections for housing need 

based on “market signals”: “The affordability of homes is the best evidence that supply is not 

keeping up with demand.” The Government’s “affordability adjustment” requires more housing 
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developments to be built in the expensive areas, which are coincidentally the most profitable 

areas for developers. It seems that the Government’s solution to the problem of a shortage of 

genuinely affordable homes is to build more unaffordable homes in the areas with highest 

house prices. The country’s complex housing problems cannot be fixed simply by flooding the 

market with an over-supply of the wrong type of housing on the assumption that if you build 

more than you need house prices will eventually come down. The environmental consequences 

alone of this oversupply model will be disastrous. 

 

We object to the imposition of housing quotas by algorithm and are highly sceptical of the need 

for the increased overall number of houses that is proposed both nationally and locally.  

According to the Government’s Dwelling Stock Estimates the average increase in dwellings has 

been 168,000 a year since 2001 and yet in a comparable period, according to the Office for 

National Statistics the average increase in households has been 147,000 a year (or alternatively 

159,000 a year according to a new method of calculation) while there were an estimated 

648,114 vacant dwellings in England in October 2019 (according to Government Dwelling Stock 

Estimates).  The proposed new housing target seems highly questionable on the basis of this 

evidence. The assessment of local housing need should be in the hands of local authorities and 

should be open to scrutiny and review. It is not enough however to determine just a number of 

houses. Local authorities should assess the type of housing needed (e.g. flats, 2/3/4 bedroom 

houses, sheltered housing), the type of households that require housing (e.g. in this area local 

families, single people, second home owners, retirees) and the cost of housing required - in 

particular the appropriate cost for different categories of household.  Local housing should 

above all meet local needs. 

 

This White Paper does nothing to “deliver the housing people need” or the “happier, more 

rooted communities “that the introduction promises. Indeed the introduction is a case of 

blatant misselling. 

 

2. Affordable Homes and the lifting of the small sites threshold 

 

The standard definition of affordable housing will remain as 20% below market rent or 20% 

below market value for new built starter homes that are bought (see also comments below on 

First Homes). Furthermore the new proposals reduce the amount of affordable housing 

required. For developments of between 10 and 40 homes, no affordable housing will be 

required. 

 

It is unacceptable that affordable homes are not defined in terms of their affordability to those 

with median household incomes or below - which is the commonly accepted international 

measure of affordability. In many developed countries affordable housing is defined as a 

housing cost that does not exceed 25% to 30% of gross income. Office for National Statistics 

data shows that the ratio of house prices to wages is about 11 for the lower quartile in the 

market in the South Hams. A discount of 20% or 30% of market value (as proposed for “First 

Homes”) does not begin to be genuinely affordable for the majority of households buying a 
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property for the first time.  It is lamentable that the Government proposes to reduce the 

requirement to build what is an already unacceptable amount of lower cost housing.  

 

3. First Time Housing 

 

At least 25% of affordable homes will need to be “First Homes” according to the proposals. First 

Homes are discounted by 30% of market value and are intended for people who have a local 

connection and are a key worker or first time buyer.  

 

Therefore while 25% of “affordable” homes (according to the Government definition) to be 

built will be slightly cheaper than the standard “affordable” homes, they will still be wholly 

unaffordable for the vast majority of first time buyers and key workers. 

 

While housing discounted by 30% of market value is better than housing discounted at 20% of 

market value, First Time housing does not qualify as genuinely affordable housing - see 

comments above - and furthermore will reduce the quantity of homes for rent that will be built. 

There is a pressing need for low cost rental property nationally and locally. 

 

4. Permission in Principle 

 

It is proposed that “Permission in Principle” is automatically granted to a development if the 

site is registered as brownfield - although an application requiring an Environment Impact 

Assessment or a Habitats Regulations Report will not be able to use this route. 

 

While brownfield development is preferable to green field development, the proposed changes 

will allow major developments to use this route, removing the right to proper scrutiny and 

eroding local democracy. 

 

5. Government Code of Practice on Consultation 

 

Finally, we wish to point out that this White Paper does not follow the Government’s Code of 

Practice on Consultation. An Impact Assessment setting out the costs and benefits of this White 

Paper has not been produced. A Consultation Coordinator has not been named. The White 

Paper is not clear and accessible for the general public. There is a lot of jargon that is not 

explained - the Code of Practice recommends a standard table of basic information so that all 

the key information is readily accessible.  We find this very disappointing.  

 

Yours sincerely,  
 
 
Didi Alayli, for and on behalf of the South Hams Society 
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DETAILED RESPONSE TO THE CONSULTATION QUESTIONS: 

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? 

It is the government’s clear intention to build 300,000 dwellings per year. 

That amounts to 3 million dwellings over the next 10 years.  It is stated by this consultation 

document that in 2018 there were 24.2 million dwellings. 

This intention will lead to a 12.4% housing stock increase over 10 years in the UK, not the 0.5% 

per year starting point prescribed in the question. 

In our view this is an unsustainable housing expansion totally unrelated to the natural resources 

available in the UK to support this level of growth. 

We cannot accept a methodology to that fails to fully encompass the whole spectrum of 

planning for the country’s future including, specifically, the environmental and social impact.  

 

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. 

For the reasons stated above, we feel it is inappropriate to start with a baseline of growth that 

is ultimately unsustainable given our resources as a nation.  We have a limited supply of land 

available in the United Kingdom and a limited amount of natural resources capable of 

supporting a growing population.  

 

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. 

Using a ratio of house prices to median earnings is the starting point for determining 

affordability - see comments on the international measure of affordability /and the median 

multiple indicator, recommended by the World Bank and the United Nations. Using a ratio of 

house prices to median earnings as a means of increasing building quotas in the more 

expensive areas does not help the issue of genuine affordability however. Therefore we do not 

support this principle. The analogy that supply and demand affects house prices alone is too 

simplistic. 

The table below shows how interest rates have fallen sharply over the recent decade making 

property an attractive investment location and savings a loss leader.  There are now over 

216,000 long term empty houses, which makes the point.  

 

Table 1: Bank of England base rate 1979-2017 
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 Bank rate at year end (%)* 

1979 17 

1980 14 

1981 14.375 

1982 10 

1983 9.0625 

1984 9.5 

1985 11.375 

1986 10.875 

1987 8.375 

1988 12.875 

1989 14.875 

1990 13.875 

1991 10.375 

1992 6.875 

1993 5.375 

1994 6.125 

1995 6.375 

1996 5.9375 

1997 7.25 

1998 6.25 

1999 5.5 
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2000 6 

2001 4 

2002 4 

2003 3.75 

2004 4.75 

2005 4.5 

2006 5 

2007 5.5 

2008 2 

2009 0.5 

2010 0.5 

2011 0.5 

2012 0.5 

2013 0.5 

2014 0.5 

2015 0.5 

2016 0.25 

2017 0.5 

2018 0.75 

 

We now have a low interest rate economy and this has driven the amount people borrow 

higher.  Historically, a single working person could borrow 3.5 times their annual wage for a 

mortgage. 

As an example, the market tightly kept to 3.5 x the main wage and 1 x the second wage in the 

1980s -1990’s.  By 2012 a next generation person purchased a first time home of 7.6 x the only 
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salary, only possible because of lower interest rates and 20% help to buy scheme both of which 

had combined to drive up house prices further. 

In Table 2 below you can see the clear link between interest rates and house price levels.  As 

mortgages became cheaper, house prices rise because borrowing becomes cheaper.  There is 

also a link to earnings.  If you are not earning, you cannot buy.  We are about to reminded of 

this when the economic fallout of Covid-19 starts to hit home.  

 

Table 2: UK house prices, 1967 - 2014 

 

 

 

So the analogy of ‘build more houses, house prices drop improving the earnings to price ratio’ is 

too simplistic.  Unless huge amounts are invested in supporting infrastructure, the additional 

house building would have severe consequences for the existing population’s quality of life. 

Eventually people will leave the area.  This is not a sensible housing policy for people or for the 

environment they live in, which is already under huge pressure.  

So earnings to price ratios are a reality of unrestricted lending.  We have seen how lower 

interest rates and government ‘help to buy’ schemes (where the money often ends up in the 

wrong recipients pocket) also drive prices up further.  See the article below:  

Image 1:   Press article on help to buy  
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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. 

We do not agree to a policy of mass house building in an attempt to lower house prices to 

earnings ratios.  This would be a devastating policy with regards to the environment people 
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would end up living in.  As previously stated, supply and demand policy is not environmentally 

acceptable and is not the sole driver for affordability. So long as affordability is not given its 

true meaning then any use of the term in this White Paper is meaningless. 

 

Q5: Do you agree that affordability is given an appropriate weighting within the standard 

method? If not, please explain why. 

Again, affordability balanced against higher numbers of dwellings built should not be the driver 

in housing policy.  It will result in unsustainable living and is too simplistic a model for housing 

policy. 

We already know that currently there are 216,000 long term empty dwellings in this country.  

Building more in order to lower house prices simply will not work.  

This White Paper is missing a proper definition of affordability and that is a great shame.  

 

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? 

No comments to make. 

 

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?  

If not, please explain why.  Are there particular circumstances which need to be catered for? 

No comments to make. 

 

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) 

 

No comments to make. [See general comments] 

 

Q9: Should the existing exemptions from the requirement for affordable home ownership 

products (e.g. for build to rent) also apply to apply to this First Homes requirement? 

No comments to make. 
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Q10: Are any existing exemptions not required? If not, please set out which exemptions and 

why.  

No comment. 

 

Q11: Are any other exemptions needed? If so, please provide reasons and /or evidence for 

your views. 

No comment. 

 

Q12: Do you agree with the proposed approach to transitional arrangements set out above? 

No comment. 

 

Q13: Do you agree with the proposed approach to different levels of discount? 

No comment. 

 

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? 

We do not agree to this policy.  First home provision should come from existing development 

sites to avoid the requirement for further exception sites causing further harm to the 

countryside.  There is evidence that excessive profit is being made from new homes and these 

house providers should be required to support first time buyers on their sites. 

Outside London new builds are 24% to 60% more expensive than the surrounding housing 
market prices.  This premium should be enough to support the first time market.  
 

Table 3: New research1 (June 2020) on existing vs. new build prices  

 

                                                           
1 https://www.landlordnews.co.uk/new-research-highlights-why-and-where-to-invest-in-new-build-homes/ 
 
 

https://www.landlordnews.co.uk/new-research-highlights-why-and-where-to-invest-in-new-build-homes/
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The above regional comparisons serve to highlight the relative merits of investing in new-build 

in different parts of the country.  

 

Q15: Do you agree with the removal of the site size threshold set out in the National Planning 

Policy Framework? 

No.  Many sites in rural locations would fall below the threshold to make provision for 

affordable homes and those sites close to the threshold would reduce dwelling provision to 

meet the new threshold to make those sites more profitable. 

 

Q16: Do you agree that the First Homes exception sites policy should not apply in designated 

rural areas? 

Yes. 

 

Q17: Do you agree with the proposed approach to raise the small sites threshold for a time-

limited period? 

No.  Many sites in rural locations, where affordability is a huge challenge, would fail to create 

any affordable housing.  Without that provision to provide affordable housing, the government 

will effectively exclude a section of society from being able to afford their own home. 

 

Q18: What is the appropriate level of small sites threshold?  

i) Up to 40 homes  

ii) Up to 50 homes  

iii) Other (please specify) 

The threshold should remain as per current NPPF guidance. 

 

Q19: Do you agree with the proposed approach to the site size threshold? 

No. 

 

Q20: Do you agree with linking the time-limited period to economic recovery and raising the 

threshold for an initial period of 18 months? 

No.  What is an economic recovery if it seeks to exclude a poorer social group from housing? 

 

Q21: Do you agree with the proposed approach to minimising threshold effects? 

No.  The government is obviously expecting repercussions because of this policy.  It fails to 

recognise that some sites – for example, in desirable rural locations - will limit dwelling 

numbers precisely to raise their profitable value.  It is well known that a site that provides no 

affordable housing raises its sales value considerably.  Is this not the exact opposite of the 

government’s intentions?  
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Q22: Do you agree with the Government’s proposed approach to setting thresholds in rural 

areas? 

No. 

 

Q23: Are there any other ways in which the Government can support SME builders to deliver 

new homes during the economic recovery period? 

No.  The COVID 19 pandemic fallout regarding employment is yet to come.  As personal 

earnings become unstable, moving home may well not be top of the list.  The housing market 

needs buyers who have an income to invest in it.  It will not be the SME’s who will need 

support.  

 

Q24: Do you agree that the new Permission in Principle should remove the restriction on 

major development? 

No.  Outline Planning Applications is the correct route, whereby the local population is fully 

informed and able to express their reasoned views on the potential impact of any proposal on 

their environment.  We have seen this locally where it is clear in cases of potential local 

flooding as a result of major developments, where only local residents hold that knowledge.  

 

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 floor 

space of the overall scheme)? Please provide any comments in support of your views. 

No comment to make. 

 

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? 

No.  We do not agree that PIPs are suitable for major development proposal.  Outline Planning 

Permission route is the acceptable route where the public are fully informed of the proposal 

and are able to provide additional information on potential impacts. 

 

Q27: Should there be an additional height parameter for Permission in Principle? Please 

provide comments in support of your views. 

No comment to make. 

 

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: 

i) required to publish a notice in a local newspaper? 

ii) subject to a general requirement to publicise the application or  

iii) both? 

iv) Disagree 



 

13 
 

Answer:  (iv) Disagree.   

Publicity arrangements should always be thorough, including local site notices. The 14 day 

consultation timescale would not be long enough to facilitate a fair consultation process.  It is 

entirely possible for key stakeholders to be away on holiday for that timescale and 

subsequently not have the opportunity to respond to a consultation process.  A two week 

consultation period for major developments that bring long lasting environmental changes is 

simply not adequate.    

  

Q29: Do you agree with our proposal for a banded fee structure based on a flat fee per 

hectarage, with a maximum fee cap? 

No comment to make. 

 

Q30: What level of flat fee do you consider appropriate, and why? 

No comment to make. 

 

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? 

No.  They should be recorded as Brownfield first on the register. 

 

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. 

A thorough public consultation would help, where local residents can bring local knowledge to 

the fore.  Major sites are invariably carried out by people not from the area concerned.  Local 

knowledge of the LPAs has also deteriorated as Councils have combined into larger areas.  

 

Q33: What costs and benefits do you envisage the proposed scheme would cause? Where 

you have identified drawbacks, how might these be overcome? 

No comment to make. 

 

Q34: To what extent do you consider landowners and developers are likely to use the 

proposed measure? Please provide evidence where possible. 

No comment to make. 

 

Q35: In light of the proposals set out in this consultation, are there any direct or indirect 

impacts in terms of eliminating unlawful discrimination, advancing equality of opportunity 

and fostering good relations on people who share characteristics protected under the Public 

Sector Equality Duty? If so, please specify the proposal and explain the impact. If there is an 

impact – are there any actions which the department could take to mitigate that impact? 
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Yes, we have a serious concern here.  

By refusing to acknowledge the true meaning of affordable in relation to housing, the 

Government is failing to address the serious disadvantage (a direct impact) caused to those in 

the lowest earnings quartile in particular and is thereby not advancing equality of opportunity 

or advancing the life chances of this group.  

By accepting the internationally accepted definition of affordable housing the consequences of 

this White Paper could be mitigated to some degree. 

 

 

 

Ends.  


