
��
�

 

 

ABSTRACT 

Increasing discourse on sustainable development highlights the need for activities with a lower 

environmental impact and higher levels of social and economic equity, echoed in new government 

policies and agendas.  This report seeks to investigate rural Low Impact Development (LID) and its place 

within the planning system in England and Wales.  The various aspects of ‘green living’ and ‘eco-dwelling’ 

are explained, and key features of planning legislation are identified.  Several examples of LID are then 

studied through research and direct communication, with comparative analysis and discussion of their 

attributes and experiences.  Finally, their suitability for increased support within the planning system is 

concluded and justified. 
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LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT (LID) AND THE PLANNING SYSTE M 

 

 

1.0 Aims 

The report aims to evaluate the benefits of rural LID’s and consider their suitability for increased support 

within the planning system.  This is in view of the increased need for sustainable development as 

highlighted by mounting academic research and its influence on international and national government 

policies and agendas. 

 

2.0  Objectives 

i. To outline the relevance of LID’s to contemporary sustainable development theory and practise 

ii. To identify key features of planning legislation with relevance to LID’s  

iii. To evaluate the environmental, economic and social attributes of a selection of eco-dwellings to 

present a comparison review 

 

2.1 Limits 

The report does not aim to cover associated issues of the urgent need for sustainable urban housing and 

retrofitting, the detailed architecture of a sustainable home or the suitability of each individual rural site 

location.  Nor does the report give extensive attention to the inextricably linked issue of financial 

economies and how they are affected by LID any more than it focuses on the human rights issues 

involved in choosing to live the low impact (LI) lifestyle in the countryside. 

 

3.0 Introduction 

 

3.1 Sustainable Development 

Sustainable Development encompasses three main pillars of theory: environmental sustainability, social 

equality and sustained economic growth.  The most favoured and applied definition is probably from 

Agenda 21 which came out of the Rio Summit in 1992 stating that sustainable development “meets 

present needs without compromising future needs”.  The focus here was on lifestyles and consumption 

levels, but by the next conference ten years later in Johannesburg, focus had moved towards a more 

technocentric and market-led approach of efficiency and alternatives.  This raises the argument that 

capitalist modeling does little to confront the root causes of environmental, economic and social 

degradation thus far (Daniels et al, 2008; Lietaer, 1999; Jackson, 2006), and that economic development 

is in conflict with environmental protection and social equity.  There has also been little mention of the 

planning system in influencing change at a national level – its importance is often overlooked although 

planners are essentially the decision-makers and gatekeepers to any development possibilities.  The 

Homes and Communities Academy (2008) have also highlighted the problems of turning policy into 

practice and discuss the growing opportunities for skills training and knowledge sharing for employees of 

the Planning Department to facilitate better understanding of sustainability issues.  The 2005 UK 
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Sustainable Development Strategy does, however, aim to put sustainability at the core of planning and 

policy developments to focus on: consumption and production, climate change, natural resource 

protection and sustainable communities (HM Govt, 2005). 

 

“We cannot solve the problems we have created with the same thinking that created them” 

(Albert Einstein; quoted in Hay, 2005)  

 

3.2 Low Impact Development (LID) 

The term ‘Low Impact Development (LID)’ was coined by former editor of The Ecologist, Simon Fairlie 

(1996) to describe:  

 

“... development that, through its low negative environmental impact, either enhances or does not 

significantly diminish environmental quality.” 

 

This broad definition tends to focus on rural land-based livelihood developments, as the basic needs 

sufficiency involved (food, water and power for example) requires access to land-based resources and 

control over their management.  The aim of LID is to have an overall positive environmental impact.  This 

often sits side by side with the ethos of equality and human rights, and by nature, reduces the need for 

external economies and financial capital by following a more equitable and localised resource loop.  Larch 

Marxey (2009:a) admits that LID is constantly evolving, but that it “offers holistic solutions to climate 

change, peak oil and sustainability.  It has the potential to help revitalise Britain’s countryside and urban 

communities, and help the nation feed and power itself”.  Simon Fairlie (2009; founder of Chapter 7, 

editor of The Land magazine and former editor of The Ecologist) defines LID as “development which, by 

virtue of its low or benign environmental impact, may be allowed in locations where conventional 

development is not permitted”, although this statement could be perceived as assumptive and optimistic. 

 

Spiritual connections to the land appear to be another complimentary aspect of LID, and there is growing 

academic support for a need to re-connect the human spirit to its environment to facilitate societal 

understanding and willingness to change – an ideology previously the reserve of ‘radical’ and ‘deep 

greens’ (Pepper, 1996).  Environmental Education is an area embracing the concept as Wooltorton and 

Marinova (2006) show, but the majority of this radical academic approach is present in Australasia and 

North America.  Another Australian, Hay (2005; 2006), has written on the subject using the term 

“ecosynchronous” to describe the human state that more fully recognises patterns and events in nature 

and how humans and human systems are an integrated part of a holistic process.  He argues a need to 

restore this connectedness, lost over the centuries of evolution, to make a sustainable future a realistic 

proposal. 

 

3.3 Definitions 

There are several phrases relating to sustainable settlement(s), which call for some explanation and 

discussion: 

i. Eco-dwellings / Eco-homes:  




�
�

These terms are commonly used in popular media and marketing descriptions, and relate to the 

ecological merits of the individual dwelling.  There is a tendency to focus on domestic-energy 

efficiency, carbon emissions and building materials. 

ii. Eco-towns:  

The term is based on a settlement with a minimum of 5,000 residents using the principles of 

Sustainable Communities (see below). These are the current focus for national development and 

provisions for their place within the planning system have been recognised (CLG, 2007:b). 

iii. Sustainable Communities:  

The phrase relates to the facilities and functions of a community, and promotes the ‘bottom-up’ 

flow of input (CLG, 2007:a).  There is often less focus on environmental attributes, but with more 

consideration of social and political inclusion. Sustainable communities continue to be supportive 

of traditional multi-use space design. 

iv. Low Impact Development (LID): 

The phrase literally describes any type or scale of development that could be classified as ‘low-

impact’ (see 3.2). 

v. Low Impact Dwelling: 

The term could essentially be used in the same context as ‘eco-dwelling’ or ‘eco-home’, but is 

less common in contemporary media, used more often in official documentation, or subject-

specific literature which considers a more holistic range of impacts and implications. 

vi. Transition Towns (TT): 

A social movement, seeking to increase resilience to peak oil and climate change through 

dramatic reductions in carbon emissions and dependence on external resource inputs 

(Transitiontowns.org, 2009). 

 

3.4 Permaculture 

LID also often employs permaculture principles and systems which uses an ecological and regenerative 

approach to agriculture, buildings, resource use and lifestyles, based on three basic concepts of people-

care, earth-care and fair shares.  Its suitability for further consideration in sustainable development has 

been highlighted by the Worldwatch Institute in their 2008 edition of State of The World, which is arguably 

the first mention of permaculture in any documents or publications considered by the government or large 

inter-governmental organisations in review of developments.  An example of its success can be seen in 

Cuba, where Soviet collapse and embargos forced a transition to self-sufficiency reflective of 

permaculture principles.  Even in Havana, 60% of resident food needs are grown within the urban 

confines (Dale, 2009).  A local authority (LA) publication for Gloucestershire refers to permaculture as a 

system that is “underrepresented in agricultural education” (Vision 21, 1996).  

 

3.5 Planning 

Planning Policies are written for England and Wales – Scotland uses a different system.  So for the 

purposes of this report, the focus shall be on English and Welsh projects despite the suitability of many 

projects in Scotland.  Although there are national guidelines, these are open to interpretation by county 

and local councils. 
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Planning policy was borne out of the need for agricultural land and food security after WWII in the 1947 

Town and Country Planning Act (TCPA) which has been subsequently consolidated and updated (but 

largely unchanged) in the 1990 TCPA (Taylor, 2008).  This was, however, preceded by a planning 

process which, by the 18th Century, had focused on social control through public health, design and 

architectural planning (Cullingworth, 1979).  There are lots of additional acts and regulations that 

compliment and complicate the system, but the main purpose of the TCPA is to regulate the use of land 

(Bulleid, 1993).  The 1990 TCPA provides the framework for National Planning Policy Statements 

(previously known as Guidance Notes) (PPS’s/PPG’s) which tackles individual areas of planning focus 

and current issues of concern.  They are regularly updated.  These statements can then be used to direct 

Local Development Plans or Structure Plans previously known as Local Development Frameworks 

(LDP’s/LSP’s/LDF’s).  To understand the planning situation for any one site, all levels of policy and plan 

must be considered (Bulleid, 1993). 

 

 

 

Planning permission must be sought when: 

a. Changing the use of land 

b. Changing the use of a building 

c. Planning any civil engineering operation 

 

The Local Planning Authority may consult with other organisations such as Natural England or the 

Ministry of Agriculture to complete an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), although this is usually 

only done for industrial proposals. Consideration will also be given to issues surrounding nature, 

biodiversity, history and culture which may lead to objections by English Nature or English Heritage, for 

example.  Any existing plans for a site will also affect decisions made on a new proposal.  In short, the 

whole process needs lots of time, energy and coordination (Bulleid, 1993). 

 

Pembrokeshire (Wales), South Somerset, Milton Keynes, Oxford City and Torridge District (Devon) all 

have planning policies related to LID, but a matrix study carried out by an MSc student at the Centre for 

Alternative Technology to compare the policies with LID criteria as set out by Dobbyn et al (1999) and 

government policies regarding sustainable development deemed all but Pembrokeshire’s Policy 52 less 

than adequate (Lewinsohn, 2008). 

 

3.5.1 Policy 52 – Pembrokeshire, Wales  

This pioneering policy focused on LID in the county was largely defined by the 2002 report for the 

Countryside Council for Wales, researched and compiled by Land Use Consultants at the University of 

the West of England.  An outline is provided in Appendix 1. 
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3.5.2 Planning Policy Statements (PPS’s) 

There are several PPS’s – many focused on sustainability or environmental.  A PPS listing can be found 

at the Communities and Local Government website for Planning, Building and the Environment (2009:a). 

 

Most relevant to this report are; 

i. PPS1: Delivering Sustainable Development (inc. Planning and Climate Change supplement) 

ii. PPS3: Housing 

iii. PPS7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas 

iv. PPS9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation 

v. PPS10: Planning for Sustainable Waste Management 

vi. PPS12: Local Spatial Planning 

vii. PPS22: Renewable Energy 

viii. PPS23: Planning and Pollution Control 

ix. PPS25: Development and Flood Risk 

 

Investigations into the experience of LID’s and the planning system pointed towards a significant focus on 

the relevance of PPS7 in the decision-making process.  A breakdown of the main points will follow. 

 

PPS7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas  

It aims to promote “sustainable, diverse and adaptable agricultural practises” (PPS7:7).  This includes the 

maintenance of economic growth and employment through rural enterprise that efficiently uses resources 

and minimises any negative environmental impacts whilst increasing biodiversity and forest cover with 

management (with mention of renewable energy crops and “adding value” to primary produce).  Other 

objectives include social inclusion, increased leisure opportunities and protection of the intrinsic quality of 

the countryside by containment of urban sprawl and favoured brown-site development. 

 

It should also be noted that the nature of the rural economy is focused on market forces and the national 

economy rather than local sufficiency or subsistence economies. 

 

The annexes outline the restrictions on new accommodation proposals and highlight the strict need for its 

justification based on the needs of the enterprise itself rather than the people involved.  Should the need 

be sufficiently justified through clear evidence, only temporary dwellings will be allowed for new 

proposals.  Permanent dwellings will only be allowed to support existing accommodation on well-

established agricultural sites that have proved their profitability for at least three years, although these 

‘financial tests’ should also consider any wider benefits which may compensate for low profitability or 

subsistence enterprise (eg. Increased wildlife habitat and maintenance). 

 

PPS12: Local Spatial Planning 

This offers guidelines and techniques for planners without specialist knowledge to adequately understand 

environmental pressures and to assess the impacts of planning decisions, although the areas outlined for 

consideration are incredibly vague, and precise definitions of any spatial requirements are left to regional 

and local authorities to devise.  The Department of the Environment published a Good Practise Guide in 
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1994, which more clearly presents the criteria for assessing environmental impacts in three main areas; 

Global Sustainability, Protection of natural resources and Local Environmental Quality (DoE, 1994: 

Fig.3.1), although the use of these particular guidelines is not referred to specifically in any PPS’s.  The 

document is provided in Appendix 2. 

 

PPS3: Housing 

The consideration of the UK’s need for rural housing had allowed local authorities to grant planning 

consent in rural areas as an exception to local planning policies (DETR, 2000), although the 2006 revision 

of PPS3 seems to have cancelled this clause.  However, in 2007, the Prime Minister requested a review 

into how land use and planning could better support rural business and deliver affordable housing, which 

resulted in the 2008 Taylor Review (Communities and Local Government, 2009:b).  In this, Matthew 

Taylor comments on the negative impacts of an over-restrictive rural planning policy and the need for 

more affordable housing projects in these areas as a contributive boost to local economies and 

sustainable development.   

 

 

3.6 Eco-villages in Planning 

The term “eco-village” may have been coined only recently, but Barton (2000) and Fairlie (2009) explain 

that the concept is rather more traditional and reflects the way people had lived for centuries before the 

industrial revolution.  The eco-village could be thought of as a working ‘eco-system’; self-sustaining with 

closed resource loops and increased resilience to stress.  New styles of eco-home, including earth-

sheltered and timber-framed are also traditional resurgences (Hewitt and Telfer, 2007).  The Garden 

Cities and Town Planning Association of the 19th and 20th centuries advocated this kind of community 

model with access to countryside and multi-purpose developments (They are now known as the Town 

and Country Planning association and continue to advocate and campaign for sometimes radical changes 

in policy [TCPA, 2009]).  It was largely the fruits of their advocacy work and campaigning that led to the 

development of UK’s ‘new-towns’ such as Milton Keynes, and the suburbs of Greater London’s fringes.  

Even in the 19th century, town planners were turning their backs on urban growth in favour of smaller 

settlements and communities for increased well-being. Of course, even before all of this, eco-villages 

existed on the ‘common land’ that provided a home for the landless.  It was the second wave of the 

Enclosures Act enforcement in the late 1700’s that saw over 7 million acres of common countryside 

privatised.  This was further exacerbated by post WWII planning which effectively prevented members of 

the rural community from building their own homes as land was protected for commercial agriculture and 

tree-planting schemes (Fairlie, 2009).  Barton (2000) claims that even today, the majority of people 

surveyed across the demographic spectrum envisage their ideal dwelling place close to friends, family 

and community facilities, with a slower and more rural way of life. 

 

But Barton (2000) also argues that eco-villages cannot claim successful longevity as all developments 

eventually grow and create their own urban space and cannot supply the resources required to support 

the population. 
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4.0 Methods  

 

4.1 Phase I 

A background study of sustainable living initiatives and planning was carried out through a 

comprehensive literature review, including books, journal articles, governmental documents, previous 

research papers, the internet and other media publications and tools. 

 

Preliminary reconnaissance visits were made to two sites from opposite ends of the eco-living spectrum; 

BedZed: a medium-scale urban commercial eco-housing development with significant positive media 

attention, and Ourganics: a small independent rural land-based permaculture development.  The 2-week 

residential stay at Ourganics also provided a clearer practical understanding of permaculture and LIL. 

 

4.2 Phase II 

Eight case studies were selected and are displayed in Table 1.  The first six focus on rural LID, 

incorporating both sustainable living and working through land-based livelihoods.  They involved the 

development of new buildings or structures and/or a change of land use for the site to accommodate one 

or more residential dwellings, as it was these issues that created any contention with planning authorities.  

The final two case studies are commercial urban developments selected to provide a comparison of 

attributes. 

 

 

Table 1:  Case studies selected 

1. Lammas Pont y Gafel farm, nr. Glandwr, Pembrokeshire Awaiting appeal decision 

2. Landmatters Allaleigh, Devon Temporary 

3. Ourganics Litton Cheney, nr. Bridport, Dorset Temporary + conditions 

4. Tinkers Bubble Stoke Sub-Hamdon, Yeovil, Somerset Temporary + conditions 

5. Steward Community 

Woodland 

Moretonhampstead, Newton Abbott, Devon Temporary + conditions 

6. That Roundhouse Preseli Hills, Pembrokeshire Temporary + conditions 

7. BedZED Wallington, Surrey Granted 

8. Sherwood Energy 

Village 

Ollerton, Nottinghamshire Granted 

 

NB. As a result of the selection process to ensure a fair base for comparison, many other sites with 

eco-dwelling status could not be included, although they are considered within the wider context of 

discourse on the subject.  This includes existing dwellings retrofitted for eco-efficiency. 

 

4.2.1 Part 1 

Attribute tables were completed for each case study using data available from reconnaissance notes, 

website information, official planning applications and interviews. 
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Table 2:a includes all elements used as indicators for the new Code for Sustainable Homes STAR ratings 

system, which has replaced the BRE Environmental Assessment Method (BREEAM) for ‘EcoHomes’ 

(BREEAM, 2009; CLG, 2008).   

 

 

Table 2:a:  Attribute Table (STAR system) 
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Table 2:b includes elements considered equally important by the author, as they expand on the holistic 
principles of sustainability. 

 

Table 2:b:  Attribute Table (author’s own) 
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4.2.2 Part 2 

Interviews were secured with three participants; two from the case studies selected and one key 

informant: 

1. Paul Wimbush, project co-ordinator of Lammas – a proposed LID of nine eco-smallholdings 

2. Charlotte Oliver, resident and cooperative member of Landmatters – an existing LI permaculture 

development and community 

3. Simon Fairlie, founding member of Tinkers Bubble and current director of Chapter 7 - the 

independent planning advice office of The Land Is Ours (TLIO), who campaign for increased 

access to land rights 

 

Interviews were conducted using semi-structured plans to allow flexibility, greater depth, clarity and 

opportunities for expansion whilst ensuring key topics were addressed with each participant.  Each 

interview lasted for a duration of 30-90 minutes, and they were designed to obtain both quantitative and 

qualitative information.  The format of interviews with participant 1 and 2 is outlined in Figure 1. 
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The format of the interview with participant 3 is outlined in Figure 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The interview responses were recorded by hand and, as offered by the author, the responses were 

emailed to the respondents to review and agree with.  Simon Fairlie did not wish to review the author’s 

notes. 

 

 

5.0 Results 

 

5.1 Results tables 

A general overview of the six case studies are presented in Tables 3 and 4, providing details of their 

nature, planning situation and some key sustainability attributes.  This data has been collated from the 

methods discussed previously. 

 

 

�

0
���5��6����/
���$������������ �

Explanation of dissertation aims and content.  

Advise interviewee of right to anonymity, abstinence of response, termination of interview and their 

right to request information, copies of notes and ability to withdraw statements at any time. 

��������	
� ��
���������
�

��  7�"��������8������+�
����/
����9�
����+
���+������+ ��
"�����
����/
���
��  7��������+�-
���� ����
�/��/�"�����
�-��-�����8���: ��
"�9���8���
/�����+�������
��������-��

���8���>���<
�������
��  1���
�����������:���"����9�+�"�����-
��9�
�����
��� 9�����+����+���/��������������)��
�����
��  6�����������������
���
�����+�������������-������
/ 
�
���

�
���������
� �������
���������������
�

��  '������
�������-�������
���� ���":�/��
+
� 9����
�
 ��� ���+������
������-����� �
��  '������
���������
�
��������+����+�
"��
���
������� ������
��9����������+��-����/
���"�������

������/����
��  $������
��������
"���/�"���)�-�����=�
��  0�������<������
������+�-�����

�
����������	
��
���
��	

������
��
��������
��
����� ���




���
�

��
��������
� �������������
���� �������� ���������
����
� ����������

��
�
�	��	�� #�����?�����@���+��9�

'�"���2��-
���

������������������������������
��+����+���+�

6�+
/
+�������%�"���-��+
���9�
���
+���
�����""��
� 9�

���������
�������
�"���+�
�+����
����
'��"�������������+�
!�������
/��
'������+���
����������

*��
�
������������������� 0�
�������������*1*$�
���
���������������"����
���;�
������A����+��"�����%
�
���?�����+�������/���
�����
���
��������������
����

�	���	������ #�����?�*�����
�-9�1�/���
���������������+���+9��������9�
�����9��
���
���
!������� �
��+����9����-
�+����

*��
��������9�������� 9�
�+����
�����+��������������
���
���8����
'��"�������������+�
!�������
/��
B�����
�������

3�"����� ���
�-����+
�
����9�
������
����������

!��+
�
�������������
��+�
�/
+��������.619���+��
�-����
���������
�������� �����-���
+����
����
!���������-����-�������"
��
+��������"� �
����������-��
+�"��+�����
���"�%�������
���
���+����9�������
����-��/
��
�
� �
������
��������������"����
�����
�����
���
���������
���
�
� �

� �!	�"��� #�����?�����.
�����!-��� 9�
1������
�����������������"��+���
����/
���� ������� ���++��2��
�����"���������
+���9��
�-�
-�������"�/
�
�������+�
/����������

4����
���"���-��+
���
'��"�������������+�
B�����
���

	�

3�"����� ���
�-����+
�
����� !��+
�
������������
��
� �����+�
������
+������-�����+9���+�
�
�-������ �����-���
+�/����"���������-��+����
���
�-
�-��-������"�
����"�/������

�"�#����� ����� #�����?�$��2�����%,�"+��9�
$�"������
���������������+���+����A�9�
���-��+����+���������
����+����9����-
�+����

$����
���������+���+�
"�����"�������8������+�
���
+���
�����""��
� �
!�������
/��
B�����
���

��

3�"����� ���
�-����+
�
����9�
������
����������

!��+
�
��������-���
������
"�����-���������
+����������
/�-
����9���+��
�-��������-���
��������������<
��
��������������
�����"�
����"�/������

���$	������� �"�%�
$����	���

#�����?�(������-�"�����+9�
1�/���
����������������+���+�

$����
���������+���+�
"�����"���9����
+���
���
��""��
� ���+��+����
���

3�"����� ���
�-����+
�
����9�
������
����������

!��+
�
��������-���
������
"�����-�������+������
�-��-�
��
�-
�+������+��
�-�����-������

3������5��#��������+���
��� �



�	�
�

�������
�������/
���� �
��""���
��� �����+��
��
1���"����7��
�����'��2�

��������
'��"���������)�����������+���
����+�
!�������
/��
B�����
���

��

�������������+
�����������������
7������-�������������9�
+����
�������"��
�����
����-����
���������+9����-���-�
���/
�
����"�������"�+������
����������������3�"����� �
��"�
���/
�
�����"��������
�<���+��������������� �����
�
"����*����������������+����
/
�
������-�������-��+��������
 ������

�&	���� ��&� ��� #�����?�����7������9�
'�"���2��-
���
4�������"��������������6��
'�"���2��-
���7��
�����'��2�
���������

B�����
���

�������
�/
���
���
� �B�
�-+
��(������""��
� �
����-�����"�

3�"����� ���
�-����+
�
����9�
������
����������

!��+
�
��������������
���+�
��""
�"��������-��.6����
� �

���'��� C�����?$���� �
����-�"��9��������2�������
��+���""��
� ����
�
�
���

(���
%����+��
��
���D���%
������������ ������
������
-���
���+�/����"����
#��
+�������%�
����
���������

@�����+�
�

�)��

�&��$��������!%�("��	!�� C�����?�4�������9�
7���
��-�"�-
���
�
��+����
������+����
���������
������������
1
����+�����
�� �

$����
���������
+���
���
+�/����"������+����+
���
��"��� ���������������8���
��������������
�� �
B�����
���

��

@�����+�
�

�)��

 

 

 

 

 

 



�
�
�

��
��������
� ��
�����

�
�����)�

��
�����

�
*�����

��
�����

��*������
� $�
����������)������ ��+���,���
� 	--����.����)� ���
���������
/��,���

�	��	�� '���
/��������
-���
���
$�����'E��
&���������
���
B
�"�����
�

#�
�������
$��
��������
B���%-����

����-%�-������+� !�"�������
�����
&��"��
��)��"��������
#��+���+��
@�� �������������

*��
�������9�
������� 9�/����%
�++�+�
���+�������+�
��������
3���
�"���+�
��������

1����
���
���������
���F�
	�����������G�
H��%���9����
������<�-����
&���-�
�/�������

E��
�� ����-��
�����
&
�+�
�������
+����
(
�
%�������/
���

�	���	������ '���
/��������
-���
���
$�����'E��
(
����
�+�
����
����
B
�"����
B�����+�����

#�
�������
B���%-����

B��+������+� �����
4�%�
����
"����

!�"�������
�����
&��"��
��)��"��������
#��+���+�9����+���+�
���/���
@�� �������������

*��
�������9�
������� ���+�
�����
���+�
�������
����
!�������
(
�
"������%
�
���
�"��� "����

$-���+�
����-�������
���+�
.��������/
+�+�
� ������

�<�����������������+�
���%������
����������
E��
�� ����-��
�����
(�<����/�-
�����������I�
���%�-��
���
!�""��������2
���
�

� �!	�"��� '���
/��������
$�����'E�
(
����
�+�
����
���
&��+�������
B�����+�����
�/
�
������

#�
�������
$��
��������
$����"��������
�
�

&��+����-�+�
�"�+
�
���
�������<
��
���
�����������

!�"�������
�����
&��"��
��)��"��������
@�� �������������

*��
��������
��+���������
(
�
"������%
�
���
�"��� "����

.��+�
����-���+�����
H
9�����������
�����+���
/��
����+���+�

E��
�� ����-��
�����
B��%2���
���
7���� �����"����
������%
�
����������/���+���+�
��� ���+�

�"�#����
� �����

$�����'E�
$"�����
�+"
���
&��+%����
���
����"����
���
$-
���-�����
�
�
�
�

#�
�������
�

$���������������
&��+���+�+� ������
���+����
3�����������
��
4�%�
����
"����

!�"�������
����� *��
�������9�
������� ���+�
/����%�++�+�
���+����
6���"�����"�
&��+���+�
@�����$�-�"��
�&@$��

�����H�������
���2��
/
���
�<�������

#�"�/����������
�
�
� �
��+�������������+���+�
"�����"�������"�
���������-��
� ���+�
0������ �!�""
��
���
�

3������5� �#����������� %����
������ �



���
�

���$	���
���� �"�%�
$����	���

$�����'E�
(
���- +���
! ����������+�
����������
&��+�
1��2� ��
�

#�
�������
$����"�
$��
���
�
�
�

4�%�
����
"����
!��/���
#����
"�+�"����
����

!�"�������
����
&��"��
��)��"��������

0������ 9�
/����%�++�+�
�
"�������+��
��+���-���
�������
!�������
(
�
"������%
�
���
�"��� "����

$���%��
�+�
�

�<���������������
������
��������"
��
����
��+����+�

�&	��
�� ��&� ���

$�����'E�
&
�+�����
���
&��+�
�

'
��+����"�
"�����
��
���
���

&��+�
!���
$�����
����-�-������+�

!�"�������
����
#��+���+�

*��
��������
��+�������� 9�
��+�/����%
�++�+�
���+�����

$���%��
�+������
H�9����

1����
���
��/�� �
+
�������

���'��� '���
/��������
$�����'E�
!�"�
��+�
-���)������
�!,'��?����+�
@�
+�
�������
���

#�
�������
@�
+�
�������
���

#�� ���+)�����
"�+)������
�-��������
����

@�� ��������� ��
���
!�""��
� �
��"����)��� ��
���
���
�
�
���

(���� �
��""���������
�
� �

�)�������+�����
-�"���
�-����-�,*�

B�����
��+��
���
!,'���
�����2���
�<��������
������
���
��+�-����� ��
���
�

�&��$����
����!%�
("��	!��

'���
/��������
@����+��������
-������"���

��
������� ��<�����-%�-������+� &�������� ��
��� �<%��� �
�� �
���2����

*���+����
����
��""���
��� �
���+�

*���-�"������B#���"�
���%,�"�������+��+�
(���
%����+�/����"����

�

�



���
�

�

5.2 Interview responses – Lammas and Landmatters 

 

INCEPTION & AIMS: 

LAMMAS: The project began following the introduction of Policy 52 as the idea had been brewing 

for some time.  The location chosen was a result of it being offered by the landowner after advertising for 

a suitable site for the project. 

Aims: 

- the spiritual and practical reconnection of humans to the earth  

- to further the Low Impact movement through example  

- the fusion of the alternative with the mainstream to achieve carbon neutral lifestyles and reach 

 One Planet Footprint status (ultimately) 

- to monitor progress towards this status through annual review of residents’ Ecological Footprint  

LANDMATTERS: The project began following continued interest and the forming of a group.  The 

location for the project was chosen due to an existing alternative culture in the area (including Transition 

Town movement and Schumacher School) and the prospect of a longer growing season.  

Aims: 

- to facilitate low-impact lifestyles with a greater connection to nature 

- to experiment with the permaculture design method on a ‘whole site’ 

- to support increased access to the countryside, formal and informal education for the benefit of 

the wider community 

- to provide an example of Low Impact Living and reduced carbon footprints The main focus has 

been on the environmental attributes of the project.   

- To reside at the project forever if possible 

 

HUMAN INVOLVEMENT: 

LAMMAS: There has been widespread involvement in the project by hundreds of people from 

various disciplines (eg. Academics, solicitors etc), and whilst there are approximately 150 shareholders, 

there are currently about 20 people actively involved in particular roles. 

LANDMATTERS: Help with the planning application was given by Simon Fairlie (and info gathered 

through his workshops), who also acted as an expert witness along with a Highways Engineer and a 

member of the Permaculture Association.  The case was also presented by a Barrister.   Whilst nothing 

was proposed specifically to please the planners, prior knowledge of the system was helpful to know what 

information had to be provided.   

 

The application itself received support on a voluntary basis from various people and professionals who 

supported the project (eg. Solicitors, architects) but there was not any input from a formal planning 

professional. 

 

RESIDENT DEMOGRAPHIC:  
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LAMMAS:  

- 9 families, local and non-locally based 

- Differing levels of experience in low-impact or land-based living and from differing walks of life.  

This is considered an asset in terms of diversity as it can facilitate an exchange of skills.   

- It is expected that fundamental principles of permaculture and best practise will be upheld as they 

are an integral part of the LI culture.  However, they will be included in the legally binding 

leasehold agreement. 

LANDMATTERS:  

- nine adults and five children  

- non-local 

- All had prior experience of low-impact or land-based living as these experiences and skills are 

extremely useful  

 

RESOURCE LOOPS: 

LAMMAS: There will not be any imposed rules over consumption and trading of outputs from 

individual plots, but it is expected that some sort of community resource loop will develop naturally. 

LANDMATTERS: Resources are sourced as efficiently as possible – even the hay used for soaking 

up urine waste is sourced on-site and the sawdust for the solid waste toilet is collected from a local wood 

sculptor/carpenter who would need to find other ways of disposing of it otherwise. 

Food sufficiency fluctuates seasonally although the outputs are constantly increasing and the project is 

currently approximately 75% self-sufficient in the summer.   In the winter, they are more reliant on 

external sources – this is largely due to the lack of rodent-proof storage facilities.  There is also a problem 

with feeding large numbers of visitors during residential courses, but this will be the case for any project 

unless they are growing a substantial surplus of food.  Visitor needs and yields are difficult to predict and 

whilst they are currently growing extra vegetable in plot set-aside for the planned upcoming Permaculture 

Design Course, this does remove space from the use of residents. 

 

INCOME AND FUNDING: 

LAMMAS:  

- Heavily dependent on volunteers 

- The land was purchased through the cumulative total of personal loans from residents and 

supporters which will be paid back from the money generated from the sale of the leases to the 

residential families.  Further income for the project was obtained through grants and the selling of 

shares.   

- Income from tourism will be divided between residents and society as relevant; through parking 

and camping fees, administrators, cooks and a visitor manager; sales from products at the on-site 

cafe will go directly to the producers; individuals providing tours or directly involved with visitor 

activities will also receive a share of the proceeds.   

LANDMATTERS:  

- The land was bought by the coop through the equal contributions of members.  In the case of a 

shortfall in personal funds, money was borrowed from within the kitty and paid back in 
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instalments.  Further financial support came from other donations and loans which showed the 

level of support for the project. 

- residents must not need to commute outside the project for their main source of income, so whilst 

two of the members partake in occasional casual and seasonal work once or twice a week, their 

main jobs remain on site. 

 

PLANNING HISTORY: 

LAMMAS: The Lammas group was actually involved in the writing of Policy 52 as a group who were 

to be actively working with it in the future.  It should be noted that the policies are in fact written up by a 

different department to the planning office actually using it. 

The project was refused twice; initially due to insufficient data which was subsequently supplied, and then 

from a failure to pass the ADAS agricultural assessment (which was based on conventional farming 

methods rather than permaculture methods).  There were no other areas of dispute. 

LANDMATTERS: pre-2006 the land was classed as ‘agricultural land’; the retrospective change of 

land use application altered this to ‘agricultural, forestry, educational and residential’.  Two years were 

spent after the purchase of the land observing the site and organising the land management design 

before moving on.  Whilst it is understood that permanent planning permission is a possibility, obtaining 

this for an alternative project such as Landmatters is significantly more difficult than for conventional 

developments due to the uncertainty of the planners.  The proposal was initially refused on four counts; 

landscape character, transport and traffic, financial and functional (the need to live on-site) and 

development of the countryside. 

There have been planning conditions which has restricted some of the activities on-site (limits on 

dwellings, visitors etc), but permaculture allows the design to positively work with these. 

 

PLANNING CONCERNS: 

LANDMATTERS: It is understood that problems may develop where plans may not manifest as 

expected.  For example, the credit crunch may affect the demand for bespoke wooden furniture which will 

impact the prospective earnings from the activity.  These sorts of things could potentially be seen as an 

inability to meet planning requirements or as a deviation from the proposed plans.   

 

OPINIONS AND EXPERIENCES: 

LAMMAS: the respondent felt that stakeholders included local residents, other people considering 

land-based lifestyles, and potentially a significant proportion of the UK.  Members of the local community 

who have voiced their opinions have made both positive and negative comments.  Positively, the project 

would provide opportunities for volunteers and would improve locally available products and services as 

well as access to the area.  Negatively, concerns were raised over an increase in traffic and poor 

environmental benefits, a loss of the Welsh language and the negative impacts of gypsies, travellers and 

other visitors who were deemed undesirable in the area.   

 

The respondent expressed mixed feelings about the planning system, although he did feel disappointed 

and disillusioned.  He explained his appreciation for some of the institutional and infrastructural difficulties 

experienced by the planning system in accommodating an unconventional project like Lammas.  The 

system is not designed to understand permaculture or LI living, and therefore its attributes do not fit into 
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the existing parameters or ‘tickboxes’ employed by the planning process.  He explained that whilst the 

project was initially full of zest and creativity, the ensuing experience had been extremely exhausting and 

demoralising. 

LANDMATTERS: The respondent felt that stakeholders would be positively affected by the project 

by gaining increased access to the land (walkers, ramblers), having access to a place providing examples 

and advice on sustainability issues and permaculture for local people, schools, colleges and universities, 

and by providing a venue for events and workshops.  Some local people had expressed concern that the 

project would increase the local population and traffic, and attract unwanted people and behaviour 

associated with gypsies and travellers.  Some also claimed that the ecological aims of the project were 

being used as an excuse to live in the area. 

 

The respondent explained that the whole experience and exercise of dealing with the planning system 

had been interesting.  She spoke of the problems associated with an understaffed local planning 

department, which led to a dislike for unusual projects due to lack of time and resources available to cope 

with the extra ‘thinking’ and work involved.  She commented on the problems stemming from the 

opportunities for local and individual interpretation of national guidelines, and said that the system could 

do with an overhaul in view of pressing issues such as climate change.  There were components of the 

system that added to the difficulties; low council budgets and wages helped to encourage simpler (and 

less resource consumptive) projects and more commercially motivated developments.  Another problem 

was that the culture of planning held some outdated values with often little understanding of ecological 

issues, thus forming a Red Tape in some circumstances.  The planning system is not homogenous, and 

she explained that through leaving things open to interpretation led to unpredictability.  So, it is more 

important to show the capability to carry out the project and deliver on its proposals than to tailor the 

application to what you think the planners may want to see. 

 

SUGGESTIONS/FUTURE: 

LAMMAS: He felt that whilst radical action was required, there would be no simple ways to better 

the system.  Planning is an institution embedded with the concepts and structures of the post-WWII 

economic drive.  This underpinning system now acts as a hindrance to its progress in supporting 

sustainability.  On an individual applicant level, the system could be revised to enable such things as 

wooden structures to be erected without planning permission as they are in Hungary. 

LANDMATTERS: The planning department and system could benefit from becoming more creative, 

and by attracting staff who are educated or motivated in areas of ecology or environmental management, 

for example, who may better appreciate the need for change.  The traditional purpose of the planning 

system could still be upheld with better support for innovation. 

She added that support from people outside of the project and the planning system was very important, 

and whilst uncontrolled development of the countryside should not be permitted, the ability to address and 

adapt to urgent issues like climate change is dependent on people becoming better connected with the 

land, which may include living and working within it. 
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5.3 Interview response - Simon Fairlie - Chapter 7  

Chapter 7 began as the Rural Land Group in 1997, but was renamed in 1999.  It is part of The Land Is 

Ours (TLIO).  There was a need for somebody to be offering a service of this nature as there was a clear 

gap which was not being filled by anybody associated to the government.  Whilst there is a loose network 

of people who help with certain areas of Chapter 7’s work, the office and services are mostly run by the 

respondent alone.  He also helped work on the Pembrokeshire’s Policy 52 for Low Impact Dwellings. 

 

There has been an increase in people making contact with Chapter 7 for help and advice over the years, 

but that may simply be due to more people knowing about the service.  He receives approximately 10 

enquiries per week (500-600 per year).  Currently, 30-40% of all enquiries come from established LI livers 

(eg, caravans) but these numbers are gradually decreasing as they become less prevalent in Britain.  The 

increase has been with urbanites who wish to build eco-dwellings in rural locations.   

 

He explained that it was easier to get away with rural development up until the 1970’s when planning 

legislation tightened up.  From the late 1980’s onwards it was clear that there was a lot of ‘back door’ rural 

development through such means as converting agricultural dwellings.  In 1992, guidelines were 

tightened even further with the PPS7, but these rules were relaxed in the 1997 revision after more focus 

was put onto issues of sustainability.  A major turning point was reached in the case of PETA and Harris 

vs. Chichester Council in 1999 in which the viability of subsistence agriculture was proved.  He feels that 

Chapter 7 may have influenced the outcome of this case as they were discussed in an LID article 

published in a popular Legal Planning journal the previous year, and this was likely to have been read by 

those professionals involved.  Additionally, the judge assigned to the case just happened to himself own a 

LI dwelling and was well known for his radical views and the improvements he helped to make for gypsy 

and traveller communities in the past. 

 

The respondent felt that the planning system and land allocation system was top-down and liable to 

corruption.  Whilst large scale eco-towns have been endorsed and organised by the government, regular 

people find it very hard to obtain permission for a small scale development.  The UK can only claim to 

supporting self-builders in 10% of its new-build homes, whilst other parts of Europe claim 30-80%! 

 

He also mentioned the supposed focus on the words ‘community’ and ‘sustainability’ by the government, 

who were overusing the terms to incoherency, and failing to recognise the full dynamics of these 

networks. 

 

Whilst the Welsh Policy 52 is LID friendly, there are no areas of significant support in England.  Tinkers 

Bubble in Somerset was only supported whilst Lib Dem MP Paddy Ashdown was there. 

 

He suggested that positive changes could be made in a number of ways including: 

- empowering local authorities 

- focus on getting people out of cars 

- altering the clause in PPS7 which allows a building in the countryside if it is of exceptional 

architecture (Country House Policy).  This should also include designs of outstanding 
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sustainability.  This clause also disempowers poorer people who cannot afford to hire a top 

architect 

 

He suggests that the government has little awareness or recognition for the growing LI movement, and 

that despite mounting evidence that rural living is better for people’s wellbeing, there is a persistent 

ideology that ‘rural is for the rich’.  He feels that the issue will be ignored and future changes to the 

system will depend on the extent of the growing demand for sustainable rural LI dwellings.  When lots of 

people just start moving onto rural land, the council will become inundated with retrospective planning 

applications and be forced to deal with the problem.  He explains that it was ultimately these tactics that 

were largely responsible for the change in guidance and legislation for travellers and gypsies.  

Apparently, travellers now have more rights than other people when it comes to securing land for living on 

in the countryside! 

 

5.4 Exceptional attributes       

It should be noted that Landmatters achieved great results in carbon and ecological footprinting 

exercises; their carbon footprint has far exceeded the 60% emissions cut target for 2050 suggested by 

the Stern report, and their ecological footprint (EF) was calculated to be less than 46% of an average UK 

citizen – the equivalent of just 1.3 planets (Landmatters.org.uk, 2009), compared with the UK’s average of 

3 planets (WWF, 2008). 

 

Steward Community Woodland also claims to have exceeded the 60% emissions cut target by producing 

just 23% of the national average.  This is inclusive of a carbon ‘food’ footprint of just 20% of the UK 

national average (stewardwood.org, 2009). 

 

5.5 Critique 

It is important to highlight any improvements that could have been made to the methods of data collection 

and analysis: 

 

5.5.1 Attribute table 

Whilst several sources were used for the collation of data, some were more expansive than others and 

there may have been attributes applicable to some case studies that were not advertised in any 

document or website.  The author was able to clarify and expand on existing data with those case studies 

that were involved in an interview, which may have presented an unfair comparison in some areas for 

consideration.  Care was taken to avoid the over-representation of any party in the construction of the 

results tables, which were intended to provide a clear comparison of key elements of each case study. 

 

Ideally, comprehensive calculations of each case study’s EF would have been carried out, but this was 

not feasible given the time constraints involved.  Additionally, the Standard Assessment Procedures 

(SAP’s) used by the Code for Sustainable Homes are usually carried out by an accredited Code 

Assessor.  In the absence of such a person, the author was only able to consider the qualitative merits of 

these elements.   
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5.5.2 Interviews 

Ideally, the interviews would have been recorded with some audio device to allow a free-flowing 

conservation with opportunities to accurately review and collate responses later (Oliver, 2003), but this 

equipment was not available. 

 

As Kvale (2007) mentions, the benefits of semi-structured interviews can often be coupled with 

unfortunate negative aspects.  This was experienced during the last interview with Simon Fairlie which 

raised issues that may have been helpful to investigate earlier on in the projects life. 

 

 

6.0 Analysis 

 

6.1 Energy 

All dwellings were designed to be energy efficient and make the best possible use of insulation and solar 

gain, although this was less prevalent in some of the LID’s.  The LID’s were all off-grid so were limited in 

their consumption of energy by their ability to produce it, although this may have contributed to the more 

varied forms of renewable generation being employed.  The LID’s were all able to generate their own 

energy by dwelling/household whereas the commercial developments used more centralised systems 

that could be topped up with power from the grid (as well as being able to sell back any surplus energy 

created).  At least one LID also used bottled gas to heat a large urn for visitors’ refreshments.  Sherwood 

Energy Village also used ground source heat pumps. 

 

6.2 Recycling and Waste 

All of the LID’s were able to recycle their food waste and human waste on-site, as well as water.  They 

also would have less goods requiring recycling off-site (eg. Plastic packaging) as many of their 

consumables were obtained directly from the site without the need for packaging.  This also reduces their 

waste generation in general.  All of the commercial developments provided recycling collection services 

and voluntary community compost schemes; BedZed provided built-in recycling compartments in the 

fitted kitchen units.  All used conventional toilet systems which run through the conventional water 

sewage treatment system (using chemicals and conventional energy resources). 

 

6.3 Ecology 

Whilst efforts are made by all projects to encourage wildlife habitats, the LID’s used for the study are 

rurally based, and therefore better suited to support higher levels of species abundance and diversity at 

all levels.  They are also (mostly) run on permaculture principles which encourage diversity of crops and 

habitats.  Additionally, little machinery is used on the LID’s which offer less soil disturbance than high 

density commercially built housing.  Despite this, the urban examples have put effort into reclaiming land 

and returning it to nature around the housing sites.  Most of the LID’s claim to strictly using biodegradable 

soaps and detergents only, so as to reduce water, soil and wildlife pollution.  They also all practise 

organic farming to reduce pollution within the ecological system.  Whilst the LID’s were located in rural 

areas, many of the larger commercial developments were utilising brownfield sites (eg. Disused colliery, 

waste treatment land). 
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6.4 Materials 

Efforts are made by all to use locally sourced and reclaimed materials, although it should be noted that 

local stone must be mined, and many of the other building and insulating materials used are not as 

environmentally sensitive.  For example, BedZed used conventional concrete as other suitable holders of 

thermal mass were not cost-effective.  The LID’s used materials mostly available on-site and from 

renewable sources (timber).  Other materials were reclaimed and it should be noted that the materials 

used also reflect positively on the build’s affordability.  However, plastics and canvasses were also often 

used.  The ecological footprint of benders and yurts is 94% lower than that of an average house 

(Landmatters.org.uk, 2009). 

 

6.5 Water 

All the developments made use of rainwater harvesting and a certain amount of grey water recycling, and 

the LID’s all extracted water from on or near the site either via a spring, stream/river or well, which could 

be filtered if needed for drinking water.  At least two LID’s also used micro-hydro systems. 

 

6.6 Food 

The commercial developments made little mention of food production, although at BedZed it was 

explained that the land could not be used for food production based on the pollution left from its former 

purpose, but that people could use their gardens or roof terraces if they chose to, and were notified of a 

local veg box delivery scheme.  All of the LID’s were involved with food production, and whilst they mostly 

aimed for complete self-sufficiency in the foods possible, they were all currently dependent on external 

supplies to some extent.  This appeared to be attributed to several issues; lack of adequate winter 

growing and storage structures due to planning restrictions, early stages of project development and the 

need to satisfy planning requirements in terms of visitors who cannot feasibly be catered for in the early 

stages of project development. 

 

6.7 Livelihoods and lifestyles 

This area struck the widest divide between the types of development.  The residents in LID’s were 

actively engaged with sustainable forms of income generation; in terms of environmental sustainability, 

socially inclusive activities and economically diverse and less dependent on state benefits (UWE, 2002) 

or external forces due to the nature of subsistence agriculture which allowed them to live with less need 

for external financing or purchasing power. Despite these comments, there was a noticeable need for 

small top-ups on their income, usually obtained from low paid part-time work outside of the projects, but 

again, this need may be reduced as the projects develop and become more financially viable.  The 

Lammas application reported a potential increase in revenue generated from the area of 40x its current 

economic output.  This, teamed with the limited resources available and the intention for living in a LID 

has a knock-on effect on the lifestyles of residents.  By nature they consume less, waste less, travel less, 

and have a more conscious understanding of the consequences of their actions.  In the commercial eco-

projects, there appeared to be little influence on the lifestyle habits of the majority of residents, apart from 

reduced consumption of water and non-renewable energies.  Whilst the site locations were designed to fit 

in with local transport links and there was at least one example of on-site car-sharing schemes and 

encouragement to use electric/fuel efficient cars or bicycles, there was little evidence that this made a 

substantial difference to the residents actual transport habits.  At BedZed, a survey sample showed that 
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50% of residents owned at least one vehicle, and their Carbon and Ecological footprints were almost the 

same as the UK national average.  Commuting to work, shopping habits and amenity travel were reported 

to be largely responsible for this (from discussion with BioRegional staff, 2008).  All of the LID’s however, 

had vehicles for communal use and to serve a variety of functions, and encouraged shared journeys.  

Some used biofuels, and one also used electric bicycles powered by their own renewable sources. 

 

6.8 Affordability and social inclusion 

All the developments were mixed-use and the commercial sites had a proportion of affordable housing 

available through housing associations, although the privately-owned homes were reported to be slightly 

more expensive than its conventional counterpart (due to the added value of desirable eco-homes in the 

private market).  The LID’s were all self-built using free or cheap materials, and thus reducing the cost 

significantly.  For example, Lammas homes were estimated to cost between £50,000-£100,000 upon 

completion (inclusive of a 999 year lease and 8 acres of land) which was approximately half the cost of an 

average house in Wales at the time of estimation (lammas.org.uk, 2009).  Residents at LID’s need less 

money to survive due to the subsistence culture of the projects, and Tinkers Bubble report living costs of 

just £17 per week (Tinkers Bubble Trust, 2004).  At least one of the LID’s admitted the need for 

permanent residents to have prior knowledge of LIL or land-based living, which could be perceived as an 

exclusive activity.  BedZed provide an on-site area for childcare, and one LID comments on the benefits 

of community living and working to provide childcare and other caring facilities (eg. For the sick). 

 

6.9 Other variables 

At least two of the commercial developments used porous paving to allow percolation of surface water 

run-off back into the ground, and the majority of LID’s returned their water back into the watercourse 

following sufficient treatment, whilst surface water soaked into the ground. 

Where more than one person or unit was living at a LID, the management was through the decision-

making cooperative society members, and day-to-day management was obviously the responsibility of all 

those residing and working on-site.  The commercial developments were owned and managed by 

commercial developers and housing associations. 

An example would be that amongst Welsh LID, rates of unemployment and/or state support are extremely 

low despite high levels of entitlement (UWE, 2002), attributed to the subsistence culture. 

The aim to educate both residents and outsiders through example and skills sharing activities encourages 

the spread of sustainable awareness, and as Ayres Gipson (2009) explains through his experience as a 

therapist, education leads to choice which leads to empowerment and therefore the ability to take 

responsibility for ones actions. 

 

 

7.0 Discussion 

From the analytical data presented, and comparisons made to commercial eco-developments, 

conclusions can be made about the validity, issues and considerations relevant to rural LID’s and the 

planning system within which they must adhere. 

 

These ‘low impact’ developments clearly impact less on the environment than conventional developments 

and it could be argued that they should not come under the scrutiny of conventional planning controls as 
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a result of their ‘non-threat’ to the countryside.  Of course, this is a simplified argument and every 

development should be judged on its own merits.  As Simon Fairlie (2009) explains, there is no way that 

everybody in the UK could live the LI lifestyle as there is only one acre of land per citizen.  But as few 

people choose to live this lifestyle, should those that do be given greater support – as eco-pioneers and 

developers of a sustainable future with collective benefits for all, and with respect for their human rights to 

live where and how they choose? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There is little evidence to credit the concerns of local people as with regard to LID’s attracting gypsies and 

associated anti-social behaviour.  The cases which produce a possibility of traffic increase are also 

tackled by the conditions attached to the planning permission. 

 

The people involved with the LID’s studied clearly appreciate the need to protect the countryside and 

respect the fundamental aims of the TCPA.  However, they also tend to have a greater understanding of 

the complex systems that exist in the countryside, and tend to attribute greater consideration for the need 

for interdependent relationships and holistic management.  The comments made by the interviewees 

demonstrate the opinion that proximity to these environments and systems are essential.  The time spent 

observing and planning the physical design of the projects before their implementation is further evidence 

of the professionalism involved, contrary to other suggestions made by opposing stakeholders who 

suggest that the opportunity to acquire cheap land is behind the guise of environmental benefits which 

may not be as great as portrayed.  The participants expressed a rational understanding of the challenges 

faced in reaching their environmental goals, and showed appreciation for doing things properly and with 

adequate skill.  Charlotte at Landmatters (interviewee 2) talked of plans to acquire a horse, but only after 

residents were adequately skilled and knowledgeable and the site was able to support the animal. 

As previously mentioned, government targets to reach zero-carbon housing on all new developments by 

2016 use the STAR ratings system in the Code for Sustainable Homes as a Standard Assessment 

Procedure (SAP) to measure ecological and carbon efficiency.  This report has highlighted aspects of the 

SAP that could significantly benefit from further attention.  Suggestions include the consideration of 

embodied energy of building materials, and for ‘carbon-positive’ activities which lock-up carbon (such as 

increased vegetation) as well as expectations for ‘carbon-neutral’ development which simply refrains from 

generating or releasing carbon.  Maxey (2009:b) suggests that rural LID’s are underrepresented by this 

lack of consideration.  Additionally, the LID’s studied here are all off-grid which remove the need for 

infrastructural materials such as pipes and cables, ground disturbance for their laying and the need to 

treat grey and black water which does not come under the scrutiny of the SAP system.  The 

Consideration should be given to Article 8 of the Human Rights Act 1998 (HRA) which refers to the 

‘Right to Respect for Private and Family Life’, although this is often dismissed as being outweighed by 

the harm to public interest caused by the development: 

“There shall be no interference by a public authority with the exercise of this right except such as in 

accordance with the law and is necessary in a democratic society in the interest of national security, 

public safety, or the economic well-being of the country, for the prevention of disorder or crime, for the 

protection of health or morals, or for the protection of the right and freedoms of others.” 

(OPSI, 2008) 
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reconnaissance visit to BedZed also brought up the fact that large south-facing windows are used for heat 

loss calculations rather than a source of passive solar heat gain as is their actual purpose. 

By bringing LID into the mainstream of planning policies, awareness of the issues involved in sustainable 

development will be increased, thus leading to higher expectations for outstanding design which should 

spill over into the commercial sector. 

Pembrokeshire Council states the need for 75% of all basic needs to be met on-site to ensure self-

sufficiency, using the ADAS agricultural assessment method to determine this for projects requesting 

planning permission under their Low Impact Development Policy 52.  That Roundhouse (case study 6) 

has proved that this is achievable, but considerations should be given to the length of time required to 

establish self-supporting resource supply systems.  Proposed developments, such as Lammas (who 

failed the assessment), cannot claim these merits immediately and bring forward arguments as to the 

methods employed by ADAS which fail to recognize permaculture systems.  Zahm et al (2008) support 

this complaint by confirming the need for policymakers to appreciate the need for relevant methods and 

indicators of sustainability, as designed in accordance to the scale and type of farming in operation. 

Whilst sustainable agriculture has been highlighted over recent decades as a way to move forward, its 

definition seems to vary enormously between academics and farmers themselves, with varying amounts 

of focus on economical/financial sustainability and environmental/ecological sustainability (Robinson and 

Harris, 2004).  The benefits of a permaculture-based agricultural system have been highlighted by Pretty 

(2008) who pays attention to the lack of supportive agricultural policy at any level which, he argues, is 

imperative to the growth of sustainability in all countries. 

 

The economic implications have not been fully considered in this report, but it should be noted that LID’s 

offer little positive benefit at national and international levels during this current time of a dependence on 

global market trading systems of resources and services.  Douthwaite (1999) suggests a reversion to 

grass-roots economies based on time and energy alongside resources and tradable currencies to combat 

the “insatiable need for growth” that has been responsible for environmental and social degradation due 

to its fragility and vulnerability to breakdown.  It is increasingly understood that this current system needs 

a dramatic shift in purpose, function and structure if a sustainable future is to be reached (Douthwaite, 

1999; Pepper, 1996) and support for these changes are evident in the Green New Deal proposals (GND 

Group, 2008).  Specific reference to LID’s as suitable facilitators of this change can be found in 

Buckingham and Theobald (2003) and Trainer (1995), whilst Douthwaite (1999) argues that human 

behavior towards the environment is affected by the complex interactions and constraints imposed by the 

‘money-society paradigm’. 

Hewitt and Telfer (2007) discuss the opportunities for LID as a way to make use of cheap land available 

on steep slopes or other undesirable locations.  Using designs such as earth-shelters, this land can be 

made productive and could be well suited to housing associations or local authorities (LA’s) seeking low-

cost options to increase social housing stocks.  They also offer opportunities for those on low incomes to 

consider ownership of property and/or land, with the additional choice of rural or LI lifestyles, demand for 

which is “underestimated at all levels”, as claimed by Simon Fairlie during the interview.  This is evident in 

the lack of its mention in any official planning document despite the government’s provision of 
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environmental and social sustainability agendas through the development of the Sustainable 

Communities Act (CLG, 2007) and such like.  Fairlie (2009) highlights the need for increased support of 

‘self-build’ schemes, low impact or not, in addressing national priorities.  He goes on to suggest that the 

radical appearance of LID’s could be a result of the lack of self-build culture in the UK, where it accounts 

for less than 10% of all new build dwellings.  Countries in Western Europe and Scandinavia such as 

Germany, Italy, Norway and even Ireland boast over 40%.  Sweden has proved that even urban areas 

can successfully accommodate self-build projects - over 200 are completed annually in Stockholm. 

Indicators show that whilst the government aims to incorporate new sustainable policies into existing 

infrastructure, progress has been disappointing within land use plans and policies, and have had little 

effect in actually securing sustainable development (DEFRA, 2008).  Tony Wrench (2009) claims that the 

entire planning system is “topsy turvy”, allowing high impact developments and complicating the process 

for low impact developments.  If reversed, its effects could be immense, profound and precedential.  In 

Chapter 7’s Planning Briefings (2005), the system is described as an “uncomprehending bureaucracy” 

which presents obstacles and prevents people from living a sustainable and self-reliant way of life.  

Systems such as the ‘betterment’ of land prevent individuals from affording a piece of land that is suitable 

for development, because as soon as it is labelled suitable, its value increases and whilst profits can be 

made by development companies, banks and LA’s, the opportunities for individuals become less equal 

(Fairlie, 2009).  Dale (2009) agrees that there is a need to re-evaluate priorities in terms of development, 

and the author suggests the use of the Sustainable Communities Act (CLG, 2007) to influence national 

policies using a bottom-up approach. 

 

Whilst the TCPA aims to protect the countryside, it has unintentionally priced out the rural poor and 

supported the degeneration of rural communities and livelihoods (Best and Shucksmith, 2006).  This has 

been done through ‘betterment’ schemes and strict planning controls, leading to a situation whereby it 

has become what Fairlie (2009) describes as either ‘factory or museum’ offering opportunities only for the 

wealthy who tend to commute to urban areas for work or profit-making industries and commercial 

agriculture.  It should be mentioned that the planning system was devised during a time when the concept 

of ‘ecosystems’ was just being developed – by A.G. Tansley in the 1940’s and 50’s - so its development 

lacked a clear model for understanding relationships, exchanges, interdependencies and consequences 

within the natural world (Pepper, 1996).  MP Matthew Taylor’s 2008 review recommends the revision of 

PPS’s to create a more coherent set of guidelines and reduce the conflicting priorities for assessment 

with greater clarity over what constitutes an appropriate ‘evidence base’, including a re-examination of the 

Code for Sustainable Homes and its applicability to off-grid areas.  He expresses the need for a better 

definition of ‘sustainability’ and clearer aids for local interpretation of the statements that take account of 

its three strands in a more balanced way.  Chapter 7 (2005) also maintain that the flexibility of the 

planning system leave material considerations vulnerable to personal opinions and discretion.  Taylor 

(2008) also suggests a new focus on rural community extensions and increased support for new rural 

live/work units that ultimately aide the reversal of current rural-urban commuting trends (Taylor, 2008).  

Theoretically, the TCPA does prevent this behaviour and should be commended in its success for 

preventing eco-urbanites from attempting to live sustainably in the countryside with little or no relevant 

knowledge of land-based living and/or no intention of reducing their car-use or employment in other 

places.  The system also considers the long-term implications of any new development and must be 



���
�

certain that approval of an LID project does not unintentionally facilitate higher impact development in the 

future.  

 

Further suggestions for improvements to the spatial planning community are made by the Sustainable 

Development Research Network (SDRN, 2008) who also express the need to clarify the tools and 

weightings used for a more coherent and standardised use of sustainability appraisals.  The author 

suggests that the use of Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA’s) could be extended to proposed 

residential sites as well as industrial developments, and that tools such as EIA and Ecological 

Footprinting (EF) could be used to support outstanding projects as well as oppose and prevent poorly-

performing ones. 

 

There is further discourse in support of the LID movement at a grass-roots level which involves 

empowerment and personal responsibility over resource use.  Research shows that there is a gap 

between public attitudes – which tend to be pro-environmental, and their actual actions – which tend to be 

less environmentally sensitive, which the Sustainable Consumption Roundtable (SCR, 2006) attribute to a 

lack of mainstream example, awareness and community empowerment.  Hewitt and Telfer (2007) agree 

that with conventional eco-homes, people continue to be alienated from the natural resources and 

systems that take place to support them; comments made by a representative at BedZed confirm this 

allegation with reference to the unchanged EF of their residents on average (see 6.7).  Other studies 

support these statements by stating that increased personal desire to change consumption patterns do 

more to influence EF than the built form alone, and that this change is led by examples of actions and the 

perception of opportunities and cultures (Jackson, 2006; Moos et al, 2006).  Stephen Thake (2008) also 

prepared a report outlining the need for a stronger civil society to counteract wasteful consumerism 

brought on by protective individualism.  This need to incorporate a focus on community structure and 

values is missing from the planning system at present, and is echoed in Ayres Gipson’s (2009:41) words 

as he writes about LID and its often misunderstood intention of saving the planet.  “Its humanity that 

needs saving” he states. 

 

The Green Alliance’s research (2009) finds that public attitudes determine the political approach taken by 

politicians of all parties, and policymakers are aware that if they sway from the socially acceptable and 

‘normal’, they risk opposition voting and even less public support (Cullingworth, 1979).  Inevitably this 

results in poor public relations as not all stakeholders can get the outcome they desire.  LID’s seem to 

conjure the same attitude of ‘NIMBYism’ that has been seen in opposition to wind farms.  This may be 

subconsciously attributed to the cultural legacy of LI livers through history as second-class citizens 

(Fairlie, 2009). 

 

 

8.0 Conclusions 

The ecological attributes of rural LID have proven to be excellent working examples of progress towards a 

more sustainable future, and in some cases, far exceed recommendations and expectations of carbon 

emission reduction targets by 2050, which were recently raised from the 60% calculated in the Stern 

Report, to 80% by the Climate Change and Energy Secretary Ed Milliband (BBC, 2008) in view of recent 

evidence of the speed and depth of degradation.   
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Benefits extend to the wider community at all levels in terms of education and demonstration, 

conservation and regeneration of natural resources, and support for rural communities and livelihoods.  

Residents are empowered with freedom and choice of location and lifestyle with little dependence on 

state finances and services as is synonymous with conventional urban social housing schemes, which 

reduces the burden on government resources. 

 

Concerns over potential disbenefits are substantial and the obstacles posed by the planning system are 

justified in their objectives to ascertain reasonable use of the land, but the methods employed need 

adjustment to accurately represent the context of LID.  This includes a rebalancing of priorities over 

conservation and evolution of an area in view of wider sustainability issues over time, and the revision of 

policies that continue to support conventional forms of development focused on commerce and revenue. 

 

The merits of LID and permaculture must be kept in perspective; whilst it is easy to romanticise the 

ideologies, theories and practises involved, it should be remembered that these systems have emerged in 

modern times as a reaction to the issues that have been much better researched and tested.  It is 

imperative to appreciate the potential for further issues to arise as a result of these solutions.  Therefore, 

it is important to apply holistic, inclusive and dynamic approaches to the three pillars of sustainability 

(environmental, social and economic), and not to create further constraints in the process. 

 

The Rt. Hon Lord Paddy Ashdown said: 

“Indeed, progress can only come where people have the ability to challenge the conventional way of 

doing things” 

(pre-1996 as Mr Paddy Ashdown MP: Fairlie, 2009) 
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APPENDICES 

 

·  Appendix 1 

 

Introduction to Pembrokeshire County Council’s POLI CY 52 – Low Impact Development Making a 

Positive Contribution 

 

“Policy 52 ‘Low Impact Development Making a Positive Contribution’ provides a context for permitting 

development in the countryside as an exception to normal planning policy other than that which is already 

possible under Agricultural Workers dwelling policies. Normally planning policy strictly controls 

development in the countryside but the Authorities consider that exemplars of sustainable living 

may be permitted. Carrying out low impact activities on a site and ensuring that the buildings associated 

with it are low impact is not considered sufficient to allow development in the countryside because all 

development should be sustainable, irrespective of where it is located. This is why the Authorities expect 

any such development to prove that it will provide positive benefits, in addition to being low impact. 

Proposals need to be tied to the land and provide sufficient livelihood for 

the occupants. One or more households can be involved in an individual proposal.” 

 

The document goes on to specify the ‘positive benefits’ as environmental (eg. biodiversity conservation) 

and social or economic (eg. Local food supply, education).   

 

The complete document can be viewed at 

http://www.lammas.org.uk/lowimpact/documents/AdoptedLowImpactSPG.pdf 
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·  Appendix 2 

 

‘Environmental Stock Criteria’, in Department of the Environment (1994) Environmental Appraisal of 

Development Plans: a good practise guide, Fig 3.1, p10.  HMSO; London 

 

 

 

 


