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Matter 5 – Other Housing Policies 
Home Builders Federation (HBF) 

  
 
CORBY LOCAL PLAN PART 2 (LPP2) EXAMINATION 
MATTER 5 – OTHER HOUSING POLICIES 
 
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 LPP2 
consultation dated 16th September 2019. This representation answers specific 
questions as set out in the Inspector’s Matters, Issues & Questions document 
dated 10th July 2020. 
 
CUSTOM & SELF BUILD 
 
Policy 12 – Custom & Self Build  
 
1. Has the Custom and Self Build Demand Assessment Framework been 
based on a robust methodology? Are the assumptions made 
appropriate having regard to the higher than average levels of 
deprivation in the Borough?  
 
There is a significant difference between the identified need of 5 entries on 
the Council’s Custom & Self Build Register and the assessment for 50 plots 
per annum in the Three Dragons Custom & Self Build Demand Assessment 
Framework Report (December 2018). 
 
The Assessment is modelled by using :- 
 

• national household profiles of households with a realistic prospect of 
taking up Custom & Self Build ;  

• types of project undertaken or planned ;  
• profile of local population ;  
• local housing values ;  
• drop-out rates reflecting ability to finance ; and  
• annual local demand for different types of Custom & Self Build.  

 
These assumptions may not accurately reflect the characteristics of Corby 
Borough. The Council has acknowledged higher than average levels of 
deprivation (LPP2 para 2.12), which could significantly reduce the level of 
potential demand for Custom & Self Build over the plan period. It is noted that 
since July 2018 when the Council introduced eligibility criteria requiring 
applicants to demonstrate a local connection and availability of finance to 
build their own home the number of entries on the Council’s Custom and Self-
Build Register reduced from 31 to 5 (LPP2 para 7.25). The HBF contend that 
it is reasonable to assume that the level of actual demand is closer to the level 
of demand currently shown on the Council’s Custom & Self Build Register 
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rather than the over-estimated assessment contained in the Framework 
Report.  
 
2. There is a significant difference between the 5 persons on the 
Council’s Custom and Self-Build Register (December 2019) and the 
demand identified in the above assessment of 50 units per year. How 
can this be explained? Is the inclusion of this policy in the plan 
proportionate to the identified local need?  
 
The disparity between 100 plots (5 entries on Custom & Self Build Register) 
and 1,000 plots (Custom & Self Build Framework Assessment of 50 plots per 
annum) over the 20 years plan period is unexplained in the Council’s 
evidence. The reliance on an over-estimated modelling forecast of possible 
theoretical demand for Custom & Self Build (see HBF answer to Q1 above) 
could lead to an over-supply of plots against actual minimal demand for 
Custom & Self Build plots, which will result in unimplemented consents and 
non-delivery of housing. 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”.  
   
As set out in the NPPG, the Council’s approach should be to work with 
landowners and developers to encourage the provision of Custom & Self Build 
plots rather than to impose provision as a policy requirement. Policy 30 of the 
adopted North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (NNJCS), Policy 13 of 
the LPP2 and the first and last paragraphs of Policy 12 are appropriate and 
proportionate responses to the minimal identified local need for Custom & Self 
Build. The inclusion of the second paragraph in Policy 12 for sites of 20 or 
more dwellings to provide Custom & Self Build plots is a disproportionate 
policy response on behalf of the Council (see HBF answer to Q3 below). 
 
The second paragraph of Policy 12 should be deleted. 
    
3. Is the requirement for 20 or more dwellings to provide a proportion of 
custom and self-build plots justified by the evidence?  
 
This requirement is unjustified by the Council’s evidence. It is also a 
disproportionate response (see HBF answer to Q2 above). 
  
There is an absence of rationale for the choice of 20 or more dwellings as the 
threshold for selecting sites to provide Custom & Self Build plots. This choice 
of threshold for qualifying development proposals is unduly onerous and 
unsound because it is not justified by an accurate assessment of demand 
(see HBF answers to Q1 & Q2 above).  
 
The second paragraph of Policy 12 should be deleted. 
 
4. How many sites in the housing supply have planning permission or 
are subject to a current planning application for self-build plots? How 
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many self-build plots could potentially be provided on sites allocated in 
the plan? (Policies H1 – H7)  
 
The extent of existing consents for Custom & Self Build plots should be 
confirmed by the Council. However, it is understood that the West Corby 
Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) will make available land for 60 Custom & 
Self Build plots of which the majority will be deliverable during the LPP2 plan 
period (see Barton Willmore pre-submission representation on behalf of 
Taylor Wimpey & Barratt Homes). 
 
LPP2 allocations H1, H5, and H6 as well as TC1, TC2 & TC3 are impacted by 
second paragraph of Policy 12 but it is impossible to calculate the potential 
yield of Custom & Self Build plots from these allocations due to the ambiguity 
about the scale of Custom & Self Build plots required by the Council. 
 
The 160 dwelling windfall allowance in the Council’s Housing Land Supply is 
also a potential source of supply for Custom & Self Build plots. 
 
It is noted that during 2018/19, three Custom & Self Build plots were 
completed and eight planning permissions for Custom & Self Build plots were 
granted in Corby Borough (see page 37 North Northamptonshire Authorities 
Monitoring Report 1/4/18 – 31/3/19 (EB-MON2a)). 
 
The HBF contend that the latest Monitoring Report shows that demand for 
Custom & Self Build plots in Corby is being met and it will be continued to be 
met via Policy 30 of the adopted NNJCS, the Council’s supportive policy 
approach in the first and last paragraphs of Policy 12 of the LPP2, Policy 13 of 
the LPP2 and other sources of HLS such as windfall allowance.  
 
The second paragraph of Policy 12 should be deleted.  
 
5. Is the policy clearly written and unambiguous so it is evident how a 
decision maker should react to development proposals (NPPF para 16)?  
 
The second paragraph of Policy 12 is not clearly written. It is ambiguous in the 
determination of the nature and scale of any provision of Custom & Self Build 
plots. Neither the applicant nor the decision maker would know what is 
required from a proposed development. 
 
Furthermore, there should be a policy release mechanism in case uptake of 
Custom & Self Build plots is below expectations due to a mismatch between 
an over-supply of land in the wrong locations (clusters of plots on larger 
housing sites in urban locations) and minimal demand for single plots in rural 
locations.  If consented plots remain undeveloped by Custom & Self Builders, 
Policy 12 provides no recourse for reversion of unbuilt plots back to the 
original developer. This lack of foresight causes problems for both developers 
left with unsold plots and the Council left with unimplemented consents in its 
Housing Land Supply. An inflexible policy approach will result in an ineffective 
policy.  
 
The second paragraph of Policy 12 should be deleted. 
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Policy 15 - Specialist and Older Persons Accommodation   
 
9. Is the requirement for schemes of 50 or more dwellings or 1.4 
hectares to include a proportion of housing designed to meet the needs 
of older households justified by the evidence? What are the viability 
implications?  
 
There is an absence of rationale for the choice of 50 or more dwellings as the 
threshold for selecting sites to provide housing designed to meet the needs of 
older households. Four LPP2 site allocations (H5, TC1, TC2 & TC3) are 
impacted by Policy 15. 
 
The housing needs of older people is a diverse sector with a wide range of 
products and locational requirements, the LPP2 should ensure that suitable 
sites are available for a wide range of developments across a wide choice of 
appropriate locations.  
 
10. Is it clear to decision makers, developers and the community how 
Policy 15 would be applied and what would be required from a proposed 
development? What delivery mechanisms would be employed?  
 
Policy 15 is not clearly written. It is ambiguous about the proportion, type and 
tenure mix of specialist housing and older people’s accommodation sought. 
Neither decision makers, developers nor the community would know what 
was required from a proposed development. 
 
11.What are the HAPPI principles? What status does the document 
have? Is it reasonable and justified to require development proposals to 
comply with these principles?  
 
The Housing Learning & Improvement Network (LIN) published the HAPPI 
principles, which are based on 10 key design criteria of :- 

• Space and flexibility ; 

• Daylight in the home & in shared spaces ; 

• Balconies & outdoor space ; 

• Adaptability & “care ready” design ; 

• Positive use of circulation space ; 

• Shared facilities & hubs ; 

• Plants, trees, & the natural environment ; 

• Energy efficiency & sustainable design ; 

• Storage for belongings & bicycles ; and 

• External shared surfaces & “home zones”. 
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The principles have no status other than as an example of a best practice 
guide. The HBF is supportive of the use of best practice guidance however 
the use of such guidance should remain voluntary rather than becoming a 
mandatory policy requirement, which would oblige developers to use this tool 
as a pre-condition for support from the Council for retirement and supported 
housing schemes and care homes.  
 
The reference to the setting out of the HAPPI principles as North 
Northamptonshire HAPPI design criteria in the forthcoming North 
Northamptonshire Place Shaping Supplementary Planning Document (see 
para 7.49 of supporting text) should not convey contrary to the Town and 
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (Regulations) 
development plan status onto a document, which has not been subject to the 
same process of preparation, consultation and Examination as the LPP2. 
 
It is not reasonable or justified for development proposals to be required to 
comply with these principles therefore Policy 15 should be modified. 


