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Policy EN13: Design of Buildings / Extensions

Criteria point h) of this policy requires that parking provision is in line with Countywide parking standards 
and, where appropriate, incorporates charging points for electric vehicles.

Noting the recent public consultation on changing building regulations in England (15 July 2019) as well 
as the Future Homes Standard 2025, it is clear that requirements for Electric Vehicle charging points will 
come through building regulations guidance and therefore a specific planning policy requirement is 
surplus to requirements.

If such a policy requirement is to be included, given that electric vehicle technology will develop, it is 
likely the charging points installed in the near future may become outdated before there is substantial 
further interest in electric cars.  For this reason, Persimmon Homes would suggest if such a policy is to 
remain in the plan it be reworded to state that each dwelling has the ability to install electrical charging 
points at some point in the future if required.
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Policy EN24: Oundle Housing Allocations

In respect of point ‘iii) St Christopher’s Drive’, the policy states that the allocation is for ‘around 100 
dwellings’. However within the supporting text to the allocation policy (EN27: St Christopher’s Drive, 
Oundle) paragraphs 8.31-8.32 it is stated that outline application 19/01355/OUT for a 65 unit extra care 
facility and 65 dwellings units was granted, providing a total of 130 units. It is then stated in paragraph 
8.32 that “In the event that the extra care scheme does not prove to be deliverable, then the legal 
agreement should allow for this to be replaced by conventional affordable housing; to deliver the Joint 
Core Strategy requirement to provide for 40% affordable housing (Policy 30)”.

Paragraph 8.31 also states that “Oundle has a particular acute need” for Extra Care Housing and that “The 
Site was highlighted as suitable for extra care housing (see paragraph 8.75/ Policy EN31, below) due to 
its proximity to key town centre services such as convenience retailing, within 600m walking distance”.
Table 19 and Policy EN31 further emphasise the importance of the delivery of Extra Care Housing across 
the district generally and within Oundle specifically.

Therefore it should be made clear within the Oundle Housing Allocations policy that the primary 
intention for the allocation site is for the site to deliver a 130 unit scheme of Affordable Extra Care and 
Market Dwelling Units and that a 100 dwelling scheme should be the secondary option, consistent with 
the supporting text. Allocating the site within the policy for ‘around 100 dwellings’ is misleading when 
this appears to be contrary to the preferred option expressed in paragraphs 8.31-8.32. Making this clear 
within the policy itself will give greater weight to the preferred option and greater certainty to the 
authority and local area concerning the primary intentions for the development itself as well as in 
achieving greater consistency with Policy 31: Older people’s housing provision which highlights that the 
St Christopher’s Drive allocation “will, subject to viability, be supported to deliver specific Extra Care 
provision”. The following wording is therefore suggested to be incorporated within the policy:

“ iii) St Christopher’s Drive – around 100 dwellings *

* In June 2020 outline permission was granted for a scheme totalling 130 units, subject to a S106 
obligation. The S106 obligation includes a robust legal mechanism to ensure delivery of the extra care 
element of the scheme, in lieu of affordable housing obligations. In the event that the extra care scheme 
does not prove to be deliverable, then the legal agreement allows for this to be replaced by conventional 
affordable housing; to deliver the Joint Core Strategy requirement to provide for 40% affordable housing 
(Policy 30).”
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Policy EN27: St Christopher’s Drive, Oundle

The policy states that the allocation is for ‘around 100 dwellings’. However within the supporting text to 
the policy paragraphs 8.31-8.32 it is stated that outline application 19/01355/OUT for a 65 unit extra care 
facility and 65 dwellings units was granted, providing a total of 130 units. It is then stated in paragraph 
8.32 that “In the event that the extra care scheme does not prove to be deliverable, then the legal 
agreement should allow for this to be replaced by conventional affordable housing; to deliver the Joint 
Core Strategy requirement to provide for 40% affordable housing (Policy 30)”.

Paragraph 8.31 also states that “Oundle has a particular acute need” for Extra Care Housing and that 
“The Site was highlighted as suitable for extra care housing (see paragraph 8.75/ Policy EN31, below) 
due to its proximity to key town centre services such as convenience retailing, within 600m walking 
distance”. Table 19 and Policy EN31 further emphasise the importance of the delivery of Extra Care 
Housing across the district generally and within Oundle specifically.

Therefore it should be made clear within the allocation policy that the primary intention for the 
allocation site is for the site to deliver a 130 unit scheme of Affordable Extra Care and Market Dwelling 
Units and that a 100 dwelling scheme should be the secondary option, consistent with the supporting 
text. Allocating the site within the policy for ‘around 100 dwellings’ is misleading when this appears to be 
contrary to the preferred option expressed in paragraphs 8.31-8.32. Making this clear within the policy 
itself will give greater weight to the preferred option and greater certainty to the authority and local area 
concerning the primary intentions for the development itself as well as in achieving greater consistency 
with Policy 31: Older people’s housing provision which highlights that the St Christopher’s Drive 
allocation “will, subject to viability, be supported to deliver specific Extra Care provision”. The following 
wording is therefore suggested to be incorporated within the allocation policy:

“Land at St Christopher’s Drive, as shown on the Policies Map and indicated above, is allocated for 3.9 ha. 
In June 2020 outline permission was granted for a scheme totalling 130 units, subject to S106. The S106 
obligation secures a robust legal mechanism to ensure delivery of the extra care element of the scheme, in 
lieu of affordable housing obligations. In the event that the extra care scheme does not prove to be 
deliverable, then the legal agreement should allow for this to be replaced by a scheme for the delivery of 
around 100 houses conventional affordable housing; to deliver the Joint Core Strategy requirement to 
provide for 40% affordable housing (Policy 30). In the event that the extra care scheme is not delivered, it 
is expected that the proposed allocation will deliver around 100 houses.”
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Policy EN29: Delivering Wheelchair Accessible Housing

This policy requires that all new developments should include a minimum of 5% Category 3 Wheelchair 
Housing.

The PPG sets out clear criteria which Council’s must satisfy in order to adopt the optional enhanced 
standards over and above the Building Regulations. 

Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 56-006-20150327 of the PG advises on how LPA’s should assess need for 
accessibility requirements:

“The National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning authorities to have a clear 
understanding of housing needs in the area, including those for people with specific housing needs.  The 
Framework provides guidance on the methodology that can be used to undertake the needs assessment.”

Paragraph 007Reference ID: 56-007-20150327 of PPG sets out what evidence LPA’s should use to 
demonstrate a need to set higher accessibility, adaptability and wheelchair housing standards:

“Based on their housing needs assessment and other available datasets it will be for local planning 
authorities to set out how they intend to approach demonstrating the need for Requirement M4(2) 
(accessible and adaptable dwellings), and/or M4(3) (wheelchair user dwellings), of the Building 
Regulations.  There is a wide range of published official statistics and factors which local planning 
authorities can consider and take into account and these are considered below.”

Persimmon Homes are of the view that need has failed to be evidenced in respect of this policy for the 
reasons discussed below:-

The likely future need for housing for older and disabled people (including wheelchair user dwellings)

Authorities will need to gather evidence to determine whether there is a need for additional standards in 
their area, and justify setting appropriate policies in their local plans.  Just an ageing population nationally 
is not a reason in itself for requiring an increase in access standards, if this were the case these access 
requirements would have been a requirement of standard building regulations.  No evidence has been 
put forward by the council in this regard.

In addition accessibility levels in mandatory Building Regulations have been substantially improved in 
recent years.  The Council’s work does not appear to have any regard to this or indeed to what extent it 
will meet needs. 

Size, location, type and quality of dwellings needed to meet specifically evidenced needs

No information on the size, location and quality of dwellings needed for Category 3 dwellings has been 
put forward.
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The accessibility and adaptability of existing housing stock

The PPG also requires that Local Planning Authorities consider as part of their evidence base the 

accessibility and adaptability of the existing housing stock.  This information is missing.   

Without this key part of the evidence base it is impossible to draw conclusions upon whether 

the policy, and in particular the percentage requirement needed. 

How needs vary across different housing tenures

Need has not been demonstrated in this regard as there is no assessment with the evidence 

base put forward as to how needs for M4 (3) dwellings vary across the different housing 

tenures. Without this information and a suitable assessment of the existing housing stock, it is 

impossible to provide a clear picture of the need for adaption within new dwellings coming 

forward to qualify the figures put forward. 



Policy EN32: Self and Custom Build Housing

Persimmon Homes have a number of concerns on both the wording of this policy and its  ambiguous 
nature alongside the requirements of the policy itself.

It is unclear from the wording of the policy if the calculation of the 5% requirement of custom build/ self 
build plots applies to just the total number of market houses or the total number of market and 
affordable houses proposed.  The policy needs to clarify this and the subsequent wording of the policy 
needs to be consistent with the evidence base in terms of viability and the level of demand.

In the first sentence of the policy it states ‘New build developments will make provision for the delivery of 
serviced plots for self and custom build housing in suitable locations, where proposals are in compliance 
with other plan policies.’  It is unclear from the policy wording what is meant by ‘suitable locations’ and 
for this reason Persimmon Homes are of the view that these words should be deleted from the policy.

Part b iii) of the policy states that ‘be situated in opportunities for enhancement of the local 
distinctiveness of the development site in accordance with the relevant design and place shaping policies’.  
It is unclear what is expected from the local authority from this policy and Persimmon Homes are of this 
view this criteria point should be removed from the policy as it adds nothing in addition to what is 
considered in respect of the other policies in the plan.

It is noted from the last sentence that a detailed SPD on Self Build and Custom Build will follow.  Whilst 
such a document would be useful in setting what is expected in matters such as marketing, such a 
document lawfully can only expand on existing policy and cannot introduce new burdens on a 
development which have not been examined as part of the local plan adoption process (Skipton 
Properties Ltd v Craven DC and William Davis Ltd v Charnwood Borough Council 2017refer).  Any 
elements which will have an impact on viability would need to come through this current local plan 
process.

In the Council’s evidence base there are two different sets of figures identifying need.  The Council’s own 
figures based upon their own Self Build Register identify an annual shortfall of 6 self/ custom build 
dwellings a year.  In comparison, the modelling work undertaken by Three Dragons on behalf of the 
council (‘Demand Assessment Work Framework’ December 2018)  identified an annual shortfall of 11 self 
/ custom build dwellings.  The figures produced by Three Dragons are significantly higher than the 
council’s own figures and the modelling they have is used is bespoke and has not been tested.  The 
requirements set out in this policy have been calculated on the basis of the level of demand estimated by 
Three Dragons with the Council stating in their Background Paper 11 on Self and Custom Build that the 
requirements of this policy would yield 13 dwellings a year – this is more than double identified on the 
Self Build Register and therefore unjustified.  

Furthermore, the Council’s Background Paper fails to consider the contribution that other mechanisms 
for promoting/ providing self/ custom build housing, for example, as set out in the PPG the use of the 
council’s own land for such purposes. Without such consideration it appears the Council is seeking to 
place the burden for delivery of self build/ custom plots on house-builders without looking sufficiently at 
other delivery mechanisms.   This is clearly set out in in the PPG where it states:-

‘Relevant authorities should consider the evidence of demand for self-build and custom house building in 
their area from the register when developing plans to dispose of land within their ownership.  This can be 
particularly valuable in ensuring sufficient sites come forward for self build and custom build housing.’

These options need to be fully explored, as required by the PPG, before a mandatory requirement is 
imposed on house builders

In addition, the views of local estate / land agents do not appear to have been sought by the Council 
which is surprising given the sharp contrast in the 2 different sets of figures.  
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For the above reasons, Persimmon Homes are of the view that the thresholds and requirements of this 
policy need to be reconsidered so they correspond with the evidence on demand set out within their 
own Self Build Register.  The PPG clearly states that the level of demand is to be established from the 
number of entries on their own Self Build Register as paragraph ID 57-025 states:-

‘Relevant authorities must give suitable development permissions to enough suitable serviced plots of 
land to meet the demand for self-build and custom build in their area.  The level of demand is established 
by reference to the number of entries added to an authorities register during a base period.’

Notwithstanding the above, whilst the policy includes a cascade mechanism, Persimmon Homes are of 
the view that this should be amended to period of 6 months whereby if a plot remains unsold it should 
revert back to the developer to be delivered as part of the overall scheme. 

This policy also does not take into account the complexities / practicalities of delivering self build houses 
alongside a larger residential development.  Persimmon Homes have had practical experience of 
providing self build homes on developments, and are aware of the potential issues ensued with this.  In 
particular we have found that as lead developer we have had a lack of control over individual 
developments coming forward, resulting in sites not being developed in a comprehensive manor, design 
quality issues as well as site management issues.  

Furthermore the excessive levels of self/ custom build houses required by this policy is likely to have the 
impact of harming housing delivery in the county.  The government is looking to speed up delivery of new 
homes and Persimmon Homes is working alongside the Government for demonstrate higher rates of 
delivery on site and this includes maximising efficiency on site and through the construction process.  The 
company’s practice mechanisms for delivery are such that houses can be delivered quickly.  Self-build 
projects, however are not able to deliver the levels of efficiency that Persimmon Homes can and 
timescales are exceptionally in excess of the average time for a Persimmon Home to be constructed.  As 
such on-plot self build requirements slow down the delivery of homes on major sites which affects the 
Council’s supply of homes.  The Council is in effect substituting a proportion of expedited housing 
delivery on major sites with a proportion of slower and more unstable delivery from self-build.  This 
situation will only be exacerbated with the number of self / build custom build houses coming forward as 
part of this draft policy exceeding demand levels, thus plots will sit empty for in excess of 12 months.
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