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Matter 4.2 Allocated sites and other housing opportunities: What is the potential of 
the allocated sites and other opportunities to deliver the overall housing provision 
in the Plan? 
 
1. Hallam Land Management Limited (HLM) control land at Park Farm Way/Shelley 

Road (Policy Site 5).  Their trajectory for delivery of housing on this site is as follows: 
 
Planning Committee Resolution to Grant Spring 2018 

Section 106 Agreement signed Autumn 2018 

Site Marketed and Housebuilder secured June 2019 

Reserved Matters and Pre-Commencement Conditions Approved June 2020 

Access, ground works, servicing etc completed June 2021 

First Completions 2021/2022 

 
Housing Completions: 
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2. The above trajectory is reliant upon a Planning Committee resolution to grant being 

made in May 2018. 

 
Matter 4.4 Older peoples’ accommodation: Are policies H3 and H4 underpinned by 
robust evidence and are they effective? 
 
Matter 4.5 Self-build and custom housebuilding: Are policies H5 and H6 
underpinned by robust evidence and are they effective? 
 
3. No, Policies H3 and H5 are not supported by any viability evidence that demonstrates 

the plan will be deliverable. 
 

4. Paragraph 174 of the Framework is clear in requiring Councils to assess the likely 
cumulative impacts on development in their area of all existing and proposed local 
standards, supplementary planning documents and policies that support the 
development plan, when added to nationally required standards.   

 
5. As an indication of the direction of travel of Government thinking on this issue, the 

Draft National Planning Guidance states that the role for viability assessment is 
primarily at the plan making stage.  Further, the draft revised Framework (paragraph 
58) states that the use of viability assessment at the decision making stage should 
not be necessary. Whilst this is only a draft for consultation, it is an indication that it 
is important Councils undertake a thorough and robust assessment of the 
implications of their policies on viability at Plan making stage. 

 
6. No thorough assessment of the cumulative effects of existing and proposed local 

standards has taken place.  The Council’s Viability Study (VIA1) states at paragraph 
1.2 that it has tested the cumulative impact of the Council’s emerging requirements.  
However, the table on page 62 confirms that it has not taken into account Policy H3 
or H5.  No reason is given, and it is unclear why such an assessment could not have 
taken place.    
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7. The Council’s response to the objection made by HLM in respect of Policy H3 is that 

the wording provides flexibility to allow for viability to be taken into consideration at 
the planning application stage.  This approach is clearly contrary to paragraph 174 of 
the Framework above.   

 
8. Moreover, it is a policy approach that requires the time and costs involved with the 

need for a site specific viability assessment to be prepared and considered in each 
and every instance.  This only adds to the policy burdens on the applicant who not 
only has to prepare an assessment, but also pay the Council’s costs in independently 
assessing the viability assessment.   

 
9. The Council’s response to the objection made by HLM in respect of Policy H5 is that 

the Joint Core Strategy (JCS) Policy 30 already requires self-build plots, and 
therefore there was no need for it to be taken into account in the Council’s Viability 
Study.  That is incorrect.  Policy 30 of the JCS only requires self-build plots within the 
SUEs and other strategic developments (i.e. only developments over 500 units).  
Furthermore, Policy 30 does not specify what percentage of plots should be provided.  
Policy H5 requires 5% across all sites over 50 dwellings, and therefore goes beyond 
the requirements of Policy 30. 

 
10. The Council’s response also refers to the Stroud Local Plan in Gloucestershire where 

they concluded that purchasers in that District would pay a premium for serviced 
plots, and that this helps to mitigate any losses for the housebuilder from not being 
able to make any profit from selling houses.  That evidence is not provided, and has 
not been tested in the housing market within Wellingborough. 

 
11. The Council’s response also refers to custom build housing, and the potential for the 

housebuilder to build the house for the plot owner and therefore make a profit.  Having 
provided and sold the serviced building plot to the plot owner, there is no guarantee 
the landowner will use the housebuilder.  It will therefore have a negative impact on 
viability for 5% of the plots, the effect of which has not been assessed.  

 
12. Representations made by HLM to the Publication Plan also suggest that if a 5% 

requirement were to be retained, the affordable housing requirement should be 
applied net of self build (i.e. 30% of 95% rather than 30% of 100%). The Council’s 
response suggest it should apply to the total development as self build plots may be 
a mechanism for the delivery of affordable housing through a community led project 
with a social landlord. It is not questioned how someone who has the ability to afford 
to pay someone to build them a house could qualify for affordable housing, and no 
evidence is provided from Registered Providers that this is something they would 
deliver for people in housing need. The proposed policy needs to clearly express how 
it would be applied and the current wording fails to do this. 

 
13. HLM also remain unconvinced as to the evidence to justify a requirement of 5% on 

all sites over 50 dwellings given the low number of people on the register (currently 
35 as at February 2018).  The Council should be asked to provide evidence to the 
Examination as to how many plots they envisage will be secured by this policy based 
on their Draft Local Plan trajectory, and how that number is justified based on the 
level of need.      



Matter 4 Hearing Statement – Wellingborough Borough Local Plan 

  

 

 

 

Hallam Land Management Limited March 2018 

4 

           
14. In the absence of any evidence, the cumulative effect of these two policies may put 

implementation of the plan at serious risk as referenced in Paragraph 174 of the 
Framework.  The failure to properly assess the effects of policy requirements at the 
Plan making stage (in this case the JCS) has already resulted in delay in delivery of 
housing in the Borough.  This is evident from the protracted discussions that have 
ensued in relation to the planning application for Park Farm Way/Shelley Road (Policy 
Site 5).  The outline planning application was validated in December 2015, and 
remains undetermined nearly 30 months later.  The reason the application has yet to 
be determined is due to ongoing discussions in relation to the viability of development 
as a result of policy requirements introduced by the JCS that were not assessed. 

 
15. In conclusion, Policies H3 and H5, and the imposition of further requirements to 

provide housing to meet the needs of older people and 5% serviced building plots, 
will have a negative impact on viability that has not been assessed.  The implications 
of allowing the effects of these different requirements on viability to be considered at 
the planning application stage is delay, and that delay undermines the deliverability 
of the plan.  For that reason, the policies are unsound. 
 

 


