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Matter 7 
Home Builders Federation (HBF) 

  
EAST NORTHAMPTONSHIRE LOCAL PLAN PART 2 EXAMINATION 
MATTER 7 – MEETING HOUSING NEEDS 
 
Inspector’s issues and questions in bold type. 
 
This Hearing Statement is made for and on behalf of the HBF, which should 
be read in conjunction with our representations to the pre submission Local 
Plan consultation dated 19th March 2021. This representation answers 
specific questions as set out in the Inspector’s Matters, Issues & Questions 
document dated February 2022. 
 
ISSUE 
 
Whether the Plan has been positively prepared and whether it is 
justified, effective and consistent with national policy and the JCS in 
relation to the provision of housing and whether it adequately address 
the needs for all types of housing and the needs of different groups in 
the community (as set out in paragraph 62 of the Framework).  
 
QUESTIONS 

 
EN29 Delivering wheelchair accessible housing  
 
1. Is Policy EN29 which requires all new housing development to include 
a proportion of Category 3 wheelchair accessible housing consistent 
with JCS Policy 30 and the advice at paragraph 130 (f) of the Framework 
including footnote 49 concerning the Government’s optional standards 
for accessible and adaptable housing?  
 
Policy EN29 is inconsistent with Policy 30 of the adopted North 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (NNJCS) and 2021 NPPF (paras 130(f) 
and Footnote 49). 
 
2. What evidence is there of identified need for such properties and 
where can this be found?  
 
Adopted NNJCS Policy 30 Bullet Point (c) set out that the Council should 
negotiate for a proportion of wheelchair accessible housing (M4(3)(b)) based 
on evidence of local needs. The Council’s evidence is set out in Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment Update January 2015. This is the same 
evidence submitted to the NNJCS Examination, which is now somewhat 
dated and does not demonstrate a local need in East Northamptonshire for 
M4(3)(b) housing. The NPPG (ID 56-005-20150327 to 56-011-20150327) sets 
out the evidence necessary to justify a policy requirement for optional 
standards, which the Council has not provided. Policy EN29 has not been 
justified by robust evidence of local need. 
 
What is the justification for the 5% requirement?  
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The Council has given no justification for the minimum 5% requirement. 
Furthermore, there is no justification for the requirement for wheelchair 
accessible (M4(3)(b)) rather than wheelchair adaptable (M4(3)(a)) housing. 
The Council has also failed to acknowledge that the requirement for M4(3) 
should only be required for dwellings over which the Council has housing 
nomination rights as set out in the NPPG (ID 56-008-20150327). 
 
Is the policy intended to apply to all new housing developments or those 
over a particular size threshold?  
 
As written Policy EN29 applies to all new housing developments regardless of 
site threshold. Policy EN29 also fails to account for site specific factors such 
as vulnerability to flooding, site topography and other circumstances, which 
make a site unsuitable for M4(3) compliant dwellings (NPPG ID 56-008-
20150327). 
 
Has the impact of this requirement on viability been assessed? 
  
The impact of Policy EN29 has not been fully assessed. The Council’s viability 
evidence is set out in East Northamptonshire Local Plan Viability Assessment 
by BNP Paribas dated January 2021. The Council’s assessment assumes 
costs of only £7,908 per apartment and £22,694 per house for M4(3) 
dwellings (para 4.22). These assumptions are less than the cost impacts of 
£15,691 per apartment and £26,816 per house estimated by EC Harris in the 
Government’s Housing Standards Review from September 2014, which may 
now also be an under-estimation of costs because of inflationary price 
increases since 2014. M4(3)(b) compliant dwellings are also larger than 
Nationally Described Space Standards (see DCLG Housing Standards 
Review Illustrative Technical Standards Developed by the Working Groups 
August 2013), therefore larger dwelling sizes should be used when calculating 
additional build costs for M4(3)(b) and any other input based on square 
meterage except for sales values because enlarged sizes are unlikely to 
generate additional value. 
 
Even based on an under-estimation of costs for M4(3)(b), the Council’s 
Viability Assessment shows that viability is challenging on Previously 
Developed Land (PDL) and in lower value areas (see Tables 6.4.1 – 6.4.9). 
Only where private sales values achieve £3,000 per square metre or above 
are schemes on PDL, large greenfield sites and SUEs viable. To assist in 
determining if the East Northamptonshire LPP2 is deliverable, the Council 
should clarify which areas of the District and / or allocated sites fall into each 
sales value category shown in Tables 6.4.1 – 6.4.9. 
 
EN32 Self and custom build housing  
 
11. Is the approach to self build and custom building housing justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy and the JCS?  
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The approach to self & custom build housing set out in Bullet Point (b) of 
Policy EN32 is not justified, effective nor consistent with national policy and 
the NNJCS.  
 
Where is the need for this type of housing established and is this a 
sound basis from which to seek provision?  
 
The Council’s evidence is set out in the Council’s Self-build and Custom 
Housebuilding Background Paper. This evidence shows minimal interest in 
self & custom building in East Northamptonshire with a mean average 
recorded expression of interest between 31/10/2016 - 30/10/2019 of only 31 
per annum on the Council’s Register. Similarly, modelling set out in the Self & 
Custom Build Demand Assessment Framework by 3 Dragons dated 
December 2018 identifies only 39 dwellings per annum.  
 
Both figures may be an over-statement of actual demand. It is noted that the 
Council’s neighbouring authority of Kettering Borough Council considers that 
“the level of modelled demand (714 dwellings between 2019 – 2031) in the 
Three Dragons Report (Custom and Self Build Demand Assessment 
Framework December 2018 in Appendix 1) represents an aspiration, which 
should not be considered as a strict target or a primary source in determining 
demand”. It is also noted that the Council’s Register does not currently include 
any local eligibility criteria. A simple reference to the headline number of 
entries on the Council’s Register may indicate a level of expression of interest 
in self & custom build but cannot be reliably translated into actual demand 
should plots be made available because entries may have insufficient 
financial resources to undertake a project, be registered in more than one 
Local Planning Authority area and have specific preferences. The Council’s 
Self Build and Custom Build Registration allows interested parties to specify 
locations of interest (one or more preferred locations). Preferred locations are 
set out in Table 3 of the Council’s Self-build and Custom Housebuilding 
Background Paper, which comprise :- 
 

• 11% in Rushden ; 

• 7% in Irthlingborough ; 

• 4% in Tresham Garden Village (Deene & Deenethorpe) ; 

• 61% in Oundle Thrapston, Higham Ferrers & Raunds ; 

• 11% in Rural areas (Northern Parishes) ; and 

• 5% in Rural areas (Southern Parishes). 
  
The Council has acknowledged that most self and custom build housing is 
likely to be delivered in the form of minor infill plots (1 – 2 dwellings), 
conversions and / or changes of use and other windfall developments. The 
Council’s annual monitoring data has confirmed a supply from such sources 
as 25 plots per annum. Therefore, there is a potential shortfall of only 6 - 11 
plots per annum totalling 68 – 132 plots to 2031. It is unlikely that self & 
custom build serviced plots on sites of 50 or more dwellings will satisfy the 
preferences of those wishing to build their own home.  
 
12. In practical terms how will proposals for self build be ‘supported’?  
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The Council should ensure that the Local Plan will result in a wide range of 
different self & custom build housing opportunities. Policy 30 of the adopted 
NNJCS provides support and encouragement for self / custom build schemes 
by requiring a percentage of such plots on Sustainable Urban Extensions 
including Deenethorpe Airfield Area of Opportunity – Tresham Garden Village 
(Policy 14). Policy EN32 Bullet Point (a) supports proposals for self-build 
housing developments on infill or other windfall development sites within 
urban areas, freestanding villages or ribbon developments. This is an 
appropriate and proportionate responses to the provision of self & custom 
build plots. Neighbourhood Plans are another potential source of supply. 
Neighbourhood Plans provide an opportunity to encourage self and custom 
build housing by inclusion of supportive planning policies or allocating sites for 
self and custom build housing. 
 
13. Is the 50 dwellings threshold for custom build housing justified? Is 
the requirement for 5% of plots to be made available as serviced custom 
build plots reasonable?  
 
The site threshold of 50 or more dwellings is not justified. The requirement for 
5% of plots to be made available as serviced custom build plots is 
unreasonable. There is no legislative or national policy basis for imposing an 
obligation on landowners or developers of sites of more than 50 dwellings to 
set aside plots for self & custom build housing. The Council are not 
empowered to restrict the use of land to deliver self & custom build housing. 
The NPPG sets out ways in which the Council should consider supporting self 
& custom build by “engaging” with developers and landowners and 
“encouraging” them to consider self & custom build “where they are 
interested” (ID 57-025-201760728). Bullet Point (b) is a disproportionate 
response to the potential minimal shortfall in provision for self & custom build 
housing and the locational preferences expressed by interested parties. If the 
Council mismatches an over-supply of plots on housing sites of 50 or more 
dwellings against demand, there is a risk of plots remaining undeveloped. 
 
14.Why has a 12 month marketing period been chosen and is this 
justified?  
 
The Council has not justified the minimum 12 month marketing period during 
which serviced plots should be offered for sale for custom (or self) build, 
before release for general market housing as part of the consented scheme.  
 
It is important that plots should not be left empty to the detriment of 
neighbouring properties or the whole development. The timescale for 
reversion of plots to the original housebuilder should be as short as possible 
because consequential delays present practical difficulties in terms of co-
ordinating their development with construction activity on the wider site. Even 
greater logistical problems are created if the original housebuilder has 
completed the development and is forced to return to site to build out plots, 
which have not been sold to self & custom builders. The Council’s proposed 
minimum 12 months marketing period is too long. If Policy EN32 Bullet Point 
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(b) is retained, the marketing period should be as short as possible and 
should not exceed 6 months.  
 
16. Is there any evidence that the requirements of the policy would affect 
the viability or deliverability of housing sites? 
 
The provision of self & custom build serviced plots on sites of 50 or more 
dwellings adds to the complexity and logistics of development. It is difficult to 
co-ordinate the provision of self & custom build plots with the development of 
the wider site. Often there are multiple contractors and large machinery 
operating on-site, the development of single plots by individuals operating 
alongside this construction activity raises both practical and health & safety 
concerns. Any differential between the lead-in times / build out rates of self & 
custom build plots and the wider site may lead to construction work outside of 
specified working hours, building materials stored outside of designated 
compound areas and unfinished plots next to completed / occupied dwellings, 
which results in consumer dissatisfaction.  
 
As well as on-site practicalities, adverse impacts on viability should be tested. 
The Council’s Viability Assessment fails to consider any financial impacts. The 
HBF consider that the provision of serviced self & custom build plots will have 
a bearing on the development economics of the scheme. It is unlikely that up 
front site promotion costs (including planning & acquisition costs) and fixed 
site externals, site overheads and enabling infrastructure costs will be 
recouped because the plot price a self & custom builder is able to pay may be 
constrained by much higher build costs for self-builders. There are also 
impacts of not recouping profit otherwise obtainable if the dwelling was built 
and sold on the open market by the site developer, disruption caused by 
building unsold plots out of sequence from the build programme of the wider 
site and a worst-case scenario of unsold plots remaining undeveloped. 
 
Even excluding the impacts of providing self & custom build plots on sites of 
50 or more dwellings, the Council’s Viability Assessment shows that viability is 
challenging on Previously Developed Land (PDL) and in lower value areas 
(see Tables 6.4.1 – 6.4.9). Only where private sales values achieve £3,000 
per square metre or above are schemes on PDL, large greenfield sites and 
SUEs viable. To assist in determining if the East Northamptonshire LPP2 is 
deliverable, the Council should clarify which areas of the District and / or 
allocated sites fall into each sales value category shown in Tables 6.4.1 – 
6.4.9. 
 
 
 


