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Dear

Representation to Pre-Submission Draft East Northamptonshire  

Local Plan, Part 2/ 2011-2031 (Regulation 19 consultation, February 2021) 

Land off Chelveston Road, Raunds, Northamptonshire 

On Behalf of Vistry Homes Ltd 

I write on behalf of , in response to the Pre-Submission Draft East 

Northamptonshire Local Plan, Part 2/ 2011-2031 (Regulation 19 consultation, February 2021) that runs 

until 19th March 2021 (4:30pm). 

Introduction 

Our client has interest in land at Land off Chelveston Road, Raunds, Northamptonshire, which they 

continue to promote as an alternative site to Land East of the A6, Bedford Road, Rushden (identified under 

Policy EN28 of the Pre-Submission Draft). 

You will note that we have previously responded to the East Northamptonshire Council with the following 

representations (under both names Linden Homes Strategic Land and Vistry Group/Vistry Homes Ltd, 

following a corporate merger completed in January 2020): 

• Call for Sites submission to the District-Wide Local Plan Part 2 – representation letter dated 10th 

September 2018. 

• Representation to Draft East Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 2 consultation – representation 

letter dated 17th December 2018. 

• Delivery Statement – representation letter dated 12th November 2019. 

• Representation to Consultation on Additional Sites, 7th February – 23rd March 2020 – representation 

letter dated 17th March 2020. 

• Representation to Additional Sites Consultation (Rushden), October 2020 – representation letter 

dated 9th November 2020. 
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Our client’s site adjoins the existing built-form of Raunds, to the east of Chelveston Road and is well 

connected to the rest of the settlement and the town centre. 

A Site Location Plan accompanied the Delivery Statement – representation letter dated 12th November 

2019 and shows the extent of the site outlined in red. 

To the northwest of the site, is new build residential development that is in part under construction. This is 

currently being developed by Taylor Wimpey and is known as Darcie Park for 460 dwellings. A newly 

constructed roundabout to serve Darcie Park is located to the west of the Site. 

We have set out the context of our client’s site in previous representations to the Local Plan Part 2, as 

detailed as the beginning of this representation letter, including the Delivery Statement – representation 

letter dated 12th November 2019. 

In summary, our client maintains that the approach taken by the Council in the Part 2 Local Plan is unsound 

and that their site at Raunds, which represents an achievable, suitable and deliverable site for residential 

development and should be allocated in order to address the reasons for our objection to the Pre-

Submission Draft as set out below. 

Vistry Homes Ltd object to both the spatial development strategy under Policy EN1 of the Pre-Submission 

Draft and the proposal to allocate Land East of the A6 at Rushden (under Policy EN28) to meet the shortfall 

of housing established through the delay in delivery of strategic sites, including land at Rushden East, for 

a number of reasons, which can be summarised as follows: 

• There is no policy basis for the Council continuing to restrict consideration of sites only to Rushden. 

• The approach of allocating a single, strategic site to address the current shortfall in housing land 

will not help to fully address the Council’s existing and worsening shortfall in deliverable housing 

land. 

• The allocation of further large/strategic scale growth at Rushden runs the risk of compromising the 

delivery of existing planned growth in the area, particularly the Rushden East Sustainable Urban 

Extension (SUE). 

• An approach which disperses growth to the Market Towns, including Raunds, would be more 

effective in addressing the housing land supply issues faced in the area. 

• The North Northants Joint Core Strategy (JCS) will be more than five years old by the time the 

Local Plan Part 2 is adopted. Given the failure to deliver on strategic sites and the emergence of 

a shortfall in deliverable housing land supply is likely to render the JCS out of date, it would be 

prudent for the Local Plan Part 2 to have regard to the Local Housing Need (LHN) Standard 

Methodology figure (current and emerging), against which housing land supply will be measured, 

to avoid exacerbating the housing land supply issue. 

• The site identified for allocation is in an area the Council have previously assessed as not being 

suitable for development.  

We, and others, made similar points in response to the consultation on Additional Sites in February/March 

2020 and the Additional Sites Consultation in October/November 2020, but note that the current Pre-

Submission Draft (Regulation 19) consultation does not deviate away from the principle of seeking to 

address the shortfall in housing land supply through a single large site in Rushden. The points made in 

relation to the previous consultation therefore still remain relevant and we have expanded on these below 

in relation to the tests of soundness. 
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Policy EN1: ‘Spatial development strategy’ 

We object to Policy EN1 which seeks to identify Rushden and Higham Ferrers as the main focus for major 

development, concentrated upon the Rusden East Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) and land to the 

east of the A6/Bedford Road. We object to Policy EN1 which, for Irthlingborough, Raunds and Thrapston, 

seeks development to be focused upon the major committed development sites within these towns and for 

further development to only be focused upon “urban re-imagination”. 

Overall, Policy EN1 is considered to be unsound as the spatial strategy is not positively prepared, 

ineffective and the policy is not justified by an appropriate evidence base. The policy is also ineffective as 

the growth at Rushden, including that of the JCS and now identified in the Local Plan Part 2, is unlikely to 

be deliver the required amount of housing over the remainder of the plan period to 2031 due to saturation 

at Rushden. Policy EN1 should be amended to identify additional growth at other main towns including 

Raunds and specific allocations should follow (see response to Policy EN28). 

Policy Compatibility 

 

The JCS, adopted in July 2016, identified Rushden as a growth town with Raunds as one of the Market 

Towns where the focus will be on ‘a scale of development related to existing commitments, infrastructure 

capacity, regeneration needs and local character at the Market Towns, allowing them to provide a strong 

service role for their local community and wider rural hinterland’. 

 

Figure 15 of the JCS identities the Functional Sub Areas of North Northamptonshire and place Raunds in 

the southern functional area with Rushden, with interdependencies between the settlements recognised. 

 

Figure 1: JCS Figure 15 Functional Sub Areas of North Northamptonshire 
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The JCS sets the roles and the implications of growth for each settlement at different levels of the hierarchy 

(JCS table 1). For East Northants, this identifies Rushden as a Growth Town and Raunds as one of the 

second tier Market Towns. 

Policy 28 sets out that 420 homes per annum will be required across East Northants, with Policy 29 

providing a breakdown of the distribution between settlements. 

However, throughout, the JCS is clear that if more housing is required to meet local needs or is required 

to meet a shortfall in deliverable sites (as is the case in East Northants), Part 2 Local Plans should look to 

Growth Towns and Market Towns to meet this need. 

Key references in the JCS are: 

• Policy 11 - it is necessary to identify additional sites to maintain a 5-year deliverable supply of 

housing land in the District in accordance with Policy 28, these should be identified at the Growth 

Town followed, if necessary and relevant, by the Market Towns within that District. 

• Paragraph 9.10 - These plans may assess higher levels of housing provision at individual 

settlements where this meets identified local needs and aspirations or, in the case of Growth 

Towns and Market Towns, would meet a shortfall in deliverable sites at another settlement within 

the same Part 2 Local Plan area. 

• Paragraph 9.17 - If the SUEs and other sites are not developed quickly enough to maintain a 

deliverable 5-year supply of housing land against the requirements set out in Policy 28, the Local 

Planning Authorities will identify additional sources of housing, with the priority being the Growth 

Towns and Market Towns. Additional sites should be capable of quick delivery, make appropriate 

contributions to infrastructure and help to deliver the place shaping principles set out in Table 2. 

• Policy 29 - Where necessary to maintain a deliverable 5-year supply of housing sites for a 

District/Borough, the relevant Local Planning Authority will identify additional sources of housing 

at the Growth Town, followed if necessary and relevant by the Market Towns within that 

District/Borough. 

It is therefore clear from the JCS that if there is a shortfall in housing and supply, from a policy perspective, 

this does not need to be met in a Growth Town or in the specific area where the shortfall in delivery has 

occurred. 

It is also clear that an assessment of the options needs to be undertaken with a key factor being the need 

for sites to be capable of quick delivery, which we do not believe to be the case with the proposed site, 

which is: 

a) significant in scale and will not made any meaningful contribution to meeting the current land supply 

shortfall, and  

b) in the same area as the Rushden East SUE, which is currently subject to a live allocation, bringing 

market saturation issues in to play. 

The November 2019 Additional Housing Site Assessment Paper (at paragraph 2.7) notes that as the 

Growth Town is where a significant proportion of the shortfall is identified, potential sites in Rushden ‘will 
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form a strong focus for meeting the shortfall’. This indicates the Council’s favour for sites in Rushden and 

introduces the flawed rationale that allocating more land in an area which already has seen significant 

delay in the delivery of commitments will somehow resolve the short-term land supply issue faced in the 

area, a point addressed further below. 

At paragraph 2.10, the rationale for not considering further sites at Raunds is set out which can be 

summarised as: 

a) the housing the need identified in the JCS already having been met, and  

b) infrastructure not keeping pace with development. This point is not elaborated on or supported by 

evidence. The approach also does not accord with the policies of the JCS policy which do not 

place a limit on the level of growth at Raunds. 

Removing sites in Raunds for consideration, in our view, is not justified on either ground. At a time when it 

is clear that deliverable housing land needs to be found, it is remis not to consider sites in the one Market 

Town which has manged to deliver sufficient homes to meet the JCS requirements. As elaborated on 

further below, such an approach is also likely to be ineffective in meeting the challenges of the area and 

does not represent a positive approach to meeting the development needs to the area. 

Deliverability of ‘Land east of the A6/Bedford Road, Rushden’ 

The proposal is to allocate one single large (strategic) site to address the shortfall. As noted above, the 

JCS sets out that sites to meet any shortfall should be capable of ‘quick delivery’, which will not be the 

case with a 450-unit site. Irrespective of the location of sites, a more appropriate approach would be to 

identify a range of smaller sites, with shorter lead in times, which could be delivered by a range of house 

builders within the first five years from adoption of the Local Plan Part 2.  

These sites could also be dispersed over a range of settlements, further boosting potential for delivery, in 

line with the NPPF, and avoiding issues of saturation, as discussed further below. 

A single site of 450 homes is unlikely to start showing completions until late into the five-year period, 

defeating the primary purpose of the allocation. Even when consented, particularly given the relationship 

Land East of the A6 has with the Rushden East SUE, discussed further below, it is highly unlikely to deliver 

more than 50 completions per year. 

The alternative of allocating multiple sites of between 50-150 dwellings would mean:  

a) less lead in time, and 

b) greater number of completions on an annual basis,  

Both of these factors would be a benefit to housing land supply and make the Part 2 Local Plan effective. 

The deliverability of the Land East of the A6 is not only complicated by the issue of market saturation 

covered below, but also by the functional relationship the site will have with the Rushden East SUE, 

particularly with regard to highways. The SUE will have a significant impact on the A6 and nearby junctions 

and ongoing objection from Highways England to the Rushden East applications shows the difficulty in 

ensuring the impacts can be properly mitigated. Adding a further strategic site in this location, which will 

inevitably have an impact on the plans for the area and complicate the delivery of the Rushden East SUE 
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as well as the proposed allocation, with no certainty as to the impact on both the local and strategic highway 

network evidenced. 

This matter does not appear to have been considered in any detail and there is no evidence base to justify 

that the site is deliverable, rendering the Part 2 Local Plan potentially unsound. 

Saturation in Rushden 

As noted above, in our view, the rationale for directing further growth to Rushden in light of the existing 

level of commitments and the fact that delivery in the town has not been strong, is flawed. 

Every area only has the market for a certain level of new homes. The level of growth already directed to 

Rushden is unprecedented and the demand untested. It is therefore unlikely likely that simply adding more 

supply in the area will generate an increase in completions overall. 

Further, as noted above in relation to highways, adding a greater level of growth to Rushden has the 

potential to undermine the delivery of the Rushden East SUE both through implications for local 

infrastructure provision but also the demand for homes in the area. 

It is clear from the forecast delivery rates for Rushden East that the site is expected to start delivery soon 

(first completions in 2022/23). If it doesn’t the housing land supply shortfall will be considerably greater 

than estimated by the Council. It would therefore be potentially be ineffective for the Council to allocate a 

site which may cause any uncertainty as to the delivery timeframe for what is a key site over the plan 

period. 

A more logical and effective approach for the Local Plan Part 2 is to focus on supporting the delivery of the 

SUE in Rushden and looking to other markets to deliver homes to make up the shortfall. 

With regards to saturation, the fact that the commitments in Raunds have been completed faster than 

expected means that the town will not have the issue of competing sites in the future. Any new allocations 

would have limited competition from other sites, allowing them to be built out quickly to meet the clear 

demand for homes in the area. 

Medium-sized and smaller housing allocations in towns such as Raunds would not undermine the adopted 

strategic housing policies and would assist in maintaining the viability of existing amenities and services 

by increasing the number of potential customers to help ensure greater vitality within the area. This 

consideration should be emphasised more so given the severe negative impact the coronavirus (COVID-

19) pandemic has had on the UK’s economy and the viability of local amenities and services.  

The impact of the COVID-19 has also potentially changed commuting patterns with more people working 

from home, resulting in settlements becoming more self-sustainable in terms of the need to travel and local 

amenities capable of peoples’ day-to-day needs. 

Housing Need 

Although the Local Plan Part 2 and the allocations process is seeking to identify land to meet a shortfall in 

housing land supply to deliver the JCS requirement, against which the five year housing land supply 

position is monitored at the current time, it should be recognised that the JCS will be over five years old in 

2021 and will need to be reviewed ahead of this time to see if the policies are out of date, in accordance 

with Regulation 10A of the Town and Country Planning (Local Plan) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 

2017. Paragraph 31 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2019) makes clear that any review 
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“must be completed every five years, starting from the date of adoption of the Local Plan” and paragraph 

33 of the NPPF states that “reviews should be completed no later than five years from the adoption date 

of the plan.”  

The fact that the JCS was prepared pre-LHN Standard Methodology combined with the fact that the 

strategy has clearly failed to deliver the expected level of homes, means that it is highly likely that policies 

in the JCS will be found to be out of date. The implication of this is that the Council’s housing land supply 

position will need to be measured against the LHN figure established via application of the Standard 

Methodology rather than the JCS housing requirement. 

The current LHN Standard Method sets out a housing need of 457 dwellings per annum, approximately 30 

homes per year above the adopted requirement (or 150 homes over a 5-year period). Whist not a massive 

increase, such a change would have an impact on the housing land supply figure. 

To mitigate the impact of the JCS being out of date in July 2021, we would advocate the Council seeking 

to allocated additional sites through the Local Plan Part 2. 

It is also worth noting the content of the appeal decision (ref. APP/G2815/W/19/3232099) at Land rear of 

7-12 The Willows, Thrapston, Northamptonshire. Notwithstanding the reason for the quashing the appeal, 

the Inspector stated that:  

“Much of the discrepancy (between the Council and the Appellant on housing land supply) can be 

put down to the Council not adhering to the definition of what constitutes a deliverable site in the 

Framework. The Council has included sites allocated in the emerging Local Plan (around 549 

homes) and unallocated unapproved development schemes that are likely to come forward on 

previously developed land in urban areas, two of which were discounted by the Council from the 

brownfield register (around 225 homes) (paragraph 36)”  

The Inspector therefore found that the Council were not capable of providing the clear evidence for the 

majority of sites put forward that fell outside of the definition of “deliverable” of Annex 2 of the NPPF. 

Therefore, whilst the Inspector’s approach was legally flawed, the conclusions regarding the Council being 

unable to demonstrate clear evidence and not demonstrate sufficient 5-year supply of housing land are 

correct. 

It is therefore considered that without an increase in the level of housing allocations made in the Part 2 

Local Plan, the plan will be ineffective and should be found unsound. 

Policy EN12 ‘Health and Wellbeing’ 

Policy EN12(e) requires undertaking of Health Impact Assessments at an early stage in the design process 

to ensure that issues identified can be addressed or incorporated into design proposals. 

Whilst we are supportive of the ethos of delivering healthy communities as the heart of planning policies, 

we consider that specific policies relating to healthy communities would not necessarily support a practical 

framework whereby decisions on planning applications can be made with predictability and efficiency. It 

would be unclear from Policy EN12 as to what is considered acceptable in terms of a healthy communities 

under the preparation of a Health Impact Assessment which consequently provides uncertainty to the 

applicant and decision-maker. 
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On the above basis, Policy EN12 is unsound the policy is not justified and ineffective. The reference to 

health impact assessment should therefore be omitted from Policy EN12 in the Pre-Submission Draft. 

Policy EN28: ‘Land east of the A6/Bedford Road, Rushden’ 

For reasons discussed under Policy EN1, we consider Policy EN28 to be unsound as a basis for allocating 

further growth at Rushden is not justified and the approach will be ineffective in addressing the land supply 

challenges in the area. 

We noted in out last representations that a site at Land to the south east of Rushden (South of Newton 

Road), which is in the same area and adjoining the proposed allocation at Land East of the A6, was 

assessed by the Council during the Consultation on Additional Sites (7th February – 23rd March 2020) with 

reference to the site assessment reported to the Planning Policy Committee on 17th December 2019 (Item 

6, Appendix 1: Additional Housing Site Assessments at paragraph 2.18): 

“4. Land to the south east of Rushden – It is recognised that this site could be developed independently 

from the Rushden East SUE. However, major improvements would need to be carried out to the local 

highway network. The area lies within Rushden parish, which defines the Growth Town for the District, and 

therefore is a preferred location for development in the North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy. 

However, there are issues of accessibility to Rushden town centre and poor access to its facilities and 

services, which, prior to the construction of the SUE, do not exist to the east of the A6. Further at this time 

the location is considered to be poorly integrated with the form of the settlement of Rushden. There is also 

a possible archaeological constraint on development which needs further investigation. For these reasons 

this site is not favourably considered.” 

It is clear that the Council had already identified the area of land to the south of Rushden East SUE and 

east of the A6 as unsuitable and not favourable and recognised key issues in relation to highways 

alongside the SUE coming forward, as well as the site’s poor connectivity and accessibility to Rushden 

town and the SUE (prior to its construction). These issues remain with the proposed allocation and it is 

unclear how the Council believe their choice of allocation can be justified. Indeed with regards to 

connectivity, the proposed allocation at Land East of the A6 is located even further south than the SUE, 

with less connection to the town centre, and will be disconnected from the SUE even when associated 

local services come forward. 

Our conclusion is that the proposed allocation at Land East of the A6 under Policy EN28 has not been 

adequately assessed by ENC in respect of various technical matters, fundamentally in terms of highways, 

but also other important matters including flood risk/drainage, landscape/visual, heritage, archaeology and 

ecology which have not been assessed by ENC. 

Policy EN28 is therefore unsound as the policy is not justified by an appropriate evidence base. Policy 

EN28 should be omitted from the Pre-Submission Draft. Our client’s site should be considered for an 

alternative residential allocation – see under ‘Omission Site’ below. 

Policy EN29: ‘Delivering wheelchair accessible housing’ 

We object to Policy EN29 which, to help meet current and future needs for people with disabilities, all new 

housing development will be required to include a minimum of 5% Category 3 (wheelchair accessible) 

housing. 
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Paragraph 31 of the NPPF requires the preparation and review of all policies to be underpinned by relevant 

and up-to-date evidence, which should be adequate and proportionate, focused tightly on supporting and 

justifying the policies concerned, and take into account relevant market signals. 

Footnote 46 states that planning policies for housing should make use of the Government’s optional 

technical standards for accessible and adaptable housing, where this would address an identified need for 

such properties. 

We note that JCS Policy 30(c) sets out that the Council should negotiate for a proportion of Category 3 

(wheel-chair accessible) housing based on evidence of local needs. 

We consider that the Council have not provided any rationale or sufficient evidence to require housing 

developments to provide a proportion of wheel-chair accessible housing. The Council has not provided 

any evidence of local needs as per Policy 30(c) of the JCS and instead is reliant on the Strategic Housing 

Market Update (January 2015) originally submitted as part of the JCS examination, which is not 

demonstrative of local needs and is now, in any event, out-dated. 

The optional higher standards should only be introduced on a “need to have” rather than “nice to have” 

basis. For the Council to justify the adoption of higher optional standards for accessible / adaptable homes, 

there must be clear evidence as to the need and where their impact on viability has been considered. This 

should be evidenced through specific local assessment. 

It should also be noted that the requirement for Category 3 wheel-chair accessible housing under Local 

Plan policies should only be required for dwellings over which the Council is responsible for allocating or 

nominating a person to live in that dwelling as set out under Paragraph 009, Reference ID 56-009-

20150327 of the National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). The Council is therefore not able to require 

wheel-chair accessible housing for any market sale housing. 

On the above basis, Policy EN29 is unsound the policy is not justified by an appropriate evidence base. 

Policy EN29 should be omitted from the Pre-Submission Draft. 

Policy EN31: ‘Older people’s housing provision’ 

We object to Policy EN31 in respect of older people’s housing provision. Whilst we recognise the 

importance of ensuring that future requirements for retirement housing for older people is met, we object 

to Policy EN31 which states that “larger sites will be expected to deliver a minimum of 10% of housing for 

older people.”  

Larger sites are defined under Policy EN31, alongside SUEs, sites of 50 or more dwellings in the towns of 

Rushden, Higham Ferrers, Irthlingborough and Raunds; 25 or more dwellings in the towns of Oundle and 

Thrapston; or as opportunities for development in the villages are limited, and sites are often small scale 

in nature, all developments of 5 or more dwellings will be expected to deliver 20% of housing for older 

people. We object to the definition of larger sites under Policy EN31 that are required to contribute towards 

the specified provision of housing for older people. 

The Council, at paragraph 8.73 of the Pre-Submission Draft state that, in determining an appropriate 

proportion (of housing for older people), the Council will have regard to evidence of local need (where this 

is available), the scale and location of the site and the viability of the development. Any case that is made 

on the topic of viability needs to be accompanied by a detailed viability assessment in order that it can be 

determined whether it is fully justified. 
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For the Council to justify a percentage requirement of housing for older people, the viability of the policy 

must be considered and this should be evidenced through specific local assessment. The onus should not 

be on the applicant to justify the development’s viability on a case by case basis. 

On the above basis, Policy EN31 is unsound the policy is not justified by an appropriate evidence base. 

The relevant part of Policy EN31 that require larger sites to provide a proportion of housing for older people 

should be omitted from the Pre-Submission Draft. 

Policy EN32: ‘Self and custom build housing’ 

We object to Policy EN32 in respect of self and custom build housing. Whilst we recognise that the Council 

is required to meet an identified need for self and custom build housing, we object to Policy EN32 which 

requires new build developments to make provision for the delivery of serviced plots for self and custom 

build housing. In particular, we object to the requirements of Policy EN32 which seeks development sites 

of 50 or more dwellings to provide 5% of the plots as serviced custom build plots as such a policy is not 

justified and will not be effective. 

As stated previously, paragraph 31 of the NPPF requires the preparation and review of all policies to be 

underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence., which should be adequate and proportionate, focused 

tightly on supporting and justifying the policies concerned, and take into account relevant market signals. 

Paragraph 8.84 of the Pre-Submission Draft states that the Council appointed Three Dragons to prepare 

an assessment for forecasting demand and need for self and custom build housing. This study compared 

the numbers of persons/ groups on the Self and Custom Build Register, finding that a mean average of 28 

dwellings per annum were being delivered through 1 and 2 dwelling sites, compared to a need to make 

provision for 39 dwellings per annum for self and custom build as a whole. 

Table 3 contained at paragraph 6.2 of the evidence base document ‘Background Paper 11 – Self & Custom 

Housebuilding’ shows what the Council consider to be the level of demand to date, from the implementation 

of the 2015 Act (1st April 2016), to the end for the 2018-19 base monitoring period (30th October 2019). 

Table 3 sets out the number of expressions of interest within this period, showing 23 no. expressions of 

interest for Raunds and a total of 228 expressions of interest across all of the various settlements and 

areas of the District. 

The Council’s evidence and modelling prepared by the Three Dragons may indicate a level of expression 

of interest in self and custom build housing. However, the evidence may not reliably translate into actual 

demand should such plots be made available. The Council’s policy approach should, therefore, be realistic 

so that where self and custom build plots are provided, they are delivered and do not remain unsold. 

The Council’s view that 50-500 dwellings is a reasonable threshold to define medium to larger scale 

dwelling schemes to meet self and custom build housing lacks any justification for defining this threshold 

under the policy and is not supported by robust evidence.  

We remain the view that the viability of providing serviced land plots must be fully considered; it is likely 

that whole sites would be more suitable, whereas smaller sites or sites where there is a clear site-wide 

design approach, particularly for medium sized sites in the 50-500 unit size, may not be suitable for self 

and custom build plots. 

We also consider that the Council have not adequately considered the practical elements of implementing 

self-build housing on major development sites under Policy EN32. We are of the view that there are 
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significant health and safety issues with incorporating self-build plots alongside a principal housebuilder. 

This includes the storage of materials for self-build plots which cannot often be held on the plot leading to 

material stored/spilling off-plot and a principal housebuilder cannot be responsible for. There are also wider 

issues within a controlled site from members of the public wanting to access self-build plots and also ad-

hoc self-builders wanting to access the plots outside of operation hours (especially as those defined by 

condition). 

We are also of the view that the timings for bringing forward self-build plots alongside major development 

site can have further complications. Vistry Homes Ltd is committed to the delivery major development sites 

as early as possible in order to ensure the delivery of new homes. The company’s practices mechanisms 

for delivery are such that houses can be delivered quickly and consistent within the controls of reserved 

matters and relevant conditions. Self-build projects, however, are not able to deliver to the levels of 

efficiency that Vistry Homes Ltd can and timescales are exceptionally in excess of the average time for a 

Vistry 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 can affect reserved matters periods 

which may result in the need for renewed planning permissions (e.g. reserved matters) etc. Conversely, 

purchasers of self-build plots may also stop building due to lack of funds or excessively slow build 

programme resulting in part of the development site appearing to be still under construction which can give 

bad customer experience for purchasers of homes from the principal house builder who expected the site 

to be completed. 

Implementing self and custom build plots into major development sites could cause conflicts with Design 

and Access Statements and other design controls. Self-builders often want a bespoke plot to build an 

individual design, which might not align with how the local planning authority want major schemes (and the 

NPPF) to maximise the use of land in developments with higher density. It is unclear whether the Council 

will serve enforcement notice on self-builders for breach of conditions. 

There are also further legal complications as to how the liability of self-builders sit within a Section 106 

Agreement for the wider site. 

In summary, the Council have not adequately considered the practicalities of implementing self and custom 

build plots, and resulting complications and issues, into major developments sites under Policy EN32. The 

policy is therefore unjustified by lack of evidence presented and ineffective for the above reasons. Policy 

EN32(b) should be omitted from the Pre-Submission Draft. 

Omission Site: Land off Chelveston Road, Raunds 

Our client’s site at Land off Chelveston Road, Raunds represents an achievable, suitable and deliverable 

site for residential allocation in the Local Plan Part 2, the delivery of which can address the reasons for our 

objection as set out in this representation letter and address the shortfall of housing established through 

the delay in delivery of strategic sites in the District. Residential allocation of our client’s site will meet the 

existing and future housing requirements for East Northamptonshire District and Raunds, boosting the 

supply of housing and contributing to a deliverable supply of housing during the remainder of the plan 

period under the adopted JCS. The site is controlled by a developer, and not a promoter, and can be 

developed within the forthcoming five-year period, which will contribute significantly towards maintaining a 

rolling 5-year supply of suitable housing sites throughout the remainder of the JCS plan period and towards 

a reviewing and adoption of the JCS. 
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As stated above, we have set out the context of our client’s site in previous representations to the Local 

Plan Part 2 as detailed as the beginning of this representation letter. 

Conclusion 

Our client objects to the Pre-Submission Draft East Northamptonshire Local Plan, Part 2/ 2011-2031 

(Regulation 19 consultation, February 2021) on the basis that the Plan does not meet the tests of 

soundness as set out under Paragraph 35 of the NPPF. 

Our client’s site at Raunds, which represents an achievable, suitable and deliverable site for residential 

development and should be allocated in order to address the reasons for our objection to the Pre-

Submission Draft as set out above. 

Should you have any queries in respect of my client’s representation, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

My contact details are included in the letterhead. Alternatively, I look forward to receiving your written 

confirmation of receipt of this representation to the Pre-Submission Draft East Northamptonshire Local 

Plan, Part 2/ 2011-2031 (Regulation 19 consultation, February 2021) and I look forward to receiving 

notification of all future stages of the emerging East Northamptonshire Local Plan (Part 2/ 2011-2031) and 

associated evidence base. 

Yours sincerely, 

Principal Planner, Planning 

Cc.     Client 

 

 


