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Executive Summary
Persimmon Homes Ltd (North London), Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd and Wates Developments Ltd
(“PTW”) have a controlling interest in a significant part of the land within the Main Expansion
Area (“MEA”) at Princes Risborough allocated under Local Plan Policy PR3. This Statement has
been prepared on a collaborative basis and represents their agreed position.
There is a demonstrable need for new homes within the District and it is imperative that the Local
Plan facilities early delivery of the MEA in order to boost significantly the supply of housing. The
policy wording in the Local Plan should seek to facilitate rather than hinder site delivery.
Princes Risborough represents a logical location of housing growth as this will help to deliver
funding to secure substantial infrastructure to support the step change in housing provision in
this part of the District. It is quite right that the MEA should feature as a principal component
part of the overarching spatial strategy as it has been demonstrated to be sustainable through
the Sustainability Appraisal process.
Whilst PTW supports the principle of the allocation and is investing significant resources into
bringing land under their control forward for development as expeditiously as possible, they
nevertheless require a pragmatic approach to the application both the Princes Risborough (“PR”)
and Development Management (“DM”) policies. As a result, PTW maintain their objections to
the soundness of the Local Plan for the following reasons:


The Plan is not justified having regard to the overall approach to policies PR3, PR4, PR6,
PR7, PR8 and PR17, such that it cannot be said to provide the most appropriate strategy
when considered against the reasonable alternatives. This is particularly the case in
relation to the Council’s viability assumptions at paragraph 5.3.224 of the Submission
Local Plan which suggests that the required package of infrastructure works at the MEA
is to be funded by the developers and that it is affordable and provides a competitive
return. The policies should be revised in order to assist in bringing the MEA forward,
which matters and suggested changes will be addressed in our Matter 8 Statement.



The Plan is not justified having regard to the approach to certain of the Development
Management policies (DM22, DM24, DM40 and DM41) which have significant cost
implications and will adversely impact upon the viability of schemes.



The Plan is not consistent with national policy due to the constraints imposed upon
housing delivery at Princes Risborough resulting from the onerous policy requirements.

In order for the Local Plan to provide an appropriate basis for the planning of the District to 2033,
PTW identify a need to prepare and consult upon necessary modifications to the Local Plan in the
form of amended policy wording that would, inter alia:
(i) Amend the wording of the Princes Risborough policies to reflect viability concerns and to
provide a flexible approach to ensuring delivery of housing during the plan period; and
(ii) Amend the wording of policies DM22, DM24, DM40 and DM41 so as not to stifle
development that could otherwise come forward
The above changes are necessary in order to ensure a sound Plan.
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Introduction
1.1.

This Statement has been prepared on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd (North
London), Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd and Wates Developments Ltd (“PTW”) who have
a controlling interest in a significant part of the land within the Major Expansion
Area (“MEA”) at Princes Risborough allocated under Local Plan Policy PR3.

1.2.

Land under PTW’s control is located to the south west of Longwick Road and
extends to circa 33ha, see Plan WBP1 included at Appendix A. The joint land
holding is capable of delivering in excess of 700 dwellings (together with
associated infrastructure) within the plan period.

1.3.

The allocation of the site within the Princes Risborough MEA is justified when
assessed against the reasonable alternatives (as assessed through the
Sustainability Appraisal (“SA”) – see below).

1.4.

However, and notwithstanding, including for the reasons set out in the
representations upon the Proposed Submission Local Plan, PTW remain
concerned as to the impact of the cumulative policy and infrastructure burdens
placed upon certain of the allocations, particularly at Princes Risborough 1. There
is an element of cross-over with the questions for the Matter 3 and Matter 8
issues and we set out our position and suggested changes to certain of the
policies (excluding those relating to Princes Risborough) below.

1

We will address our concerns and suggested modifications to the Princes Risborough chapter of the Local
Plan in our Statement for Matter 8 in due course.
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Issue:
Is the objectively assessed need for housing soundly based, supported by robust
and credible evidence and is it consistent with national policy? And will it be met
during the Plan period?
Housing Supply
5. Is the make-up of the housing supply justified and supported by robust
evidence?

1.5.

Yes. The make-up of the housing supply, in so far as it relates specifically to the
principle of allocating major growth at Princes Risborough is justified, particularly
when assessed against the reasonable alternatives. The District is constrained
by Green Belt and AONB and every opportunity should be taken to provide for
growth in sustainable locations unconstrained by such landscape and land-use
designations.

1.6.

In addition, Princes Risborough is centrally located within the Housing Market
Area, is served by the principal road and rail network, and is well placed absent of
landscape (AONB) and land use (Green Belt) constraints, sufficient to
accommodate strategic scale growth in seeking to meet the identified housing
requirement2 as well as providing a commensurate level of supporting service and
infrastructure provision. This includes in relation to inter alia, provision of the
Princes Risborough relief road.

1.7.

The evidence underpinning the Council’s approach to site selection demonstrates
how the sites have been selected3.

1.8.

Based upon the content of the aforementioned evidence base documents, we are
of the view that the Council’s reliance upon housing delivery at Princes
Risborough is justified, subject to the modifications we set out below4.

2

The merits of providing for growth at Princes Risborough were identified in the adopted 2004 Local Plan
and the 2008 Core Strategy.
3

This includes in relation to the various options assessed as part of the Sustainability Appraisal as well as
the assessments undertaken in relation to preparation of the Housing and Economic Land Availability
Assessment (“HELAA”) (Sept 2017), the approach set out in Topic Papers (“TP”) 1: The Strategy (Oct 2017)
and TP2: Housing (Oct 2017) as well as the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Sept 2017). Other publications
integral to the site selection process include those relation to the Princes Risborough Expansion Area,
including, but not limited to, TP6 (October 2017) and the Princes Risborough Expansion Viability Report
(March 2017).

3

Matter 3:
Housing Provision, Supply, Affordability

1.9.

The SA sets out the various spatial options available to the Council and Part 2,
including Table 3, sets out the reasoning to justify the approach to
selecting/rejecting the spatial/strategic options.

1.10.

Table 3 on Page 13 of the SA states that Princes Risborough was selected at the
Phase 2 process in preparing the Local Plan on account of its potential to make a
significant contribution to housing growth at a sustainable location with good
range of services and infrastructure. Growth to the north of the town in the broad
location covered by the MEA is also unconstrained by the AONB which otherwise
serves as a policy constraint to providing for growth at alternative locations,
including at Kimble, Saunderton and Stokenchurch.

1.11.

Table 5 of the SA sets out the approach to assessing the quantum of growth that
could be met at Princes Risborough during the plan period.

1.12.

As set out on Page 18 of the SA, a particular focus of work in Phase 3 of the
Local Plan was to test the options for the scale of growth at Princes Risborough 5.

1.13.

Appendix 4, Table IVA sets out the appraisal findings for the various growth
options at Princes Risborough.

1.14.

Strategic option 4 has been carried forward in the submission Local Plan, which
provides for an additional circa 2,500 additional dwellings in the form of major
growth. Appendix III to the SA then sets out an appraisal of the various sites
options. Table IIID sets out the appraisal findings for the Princes Risborough site
options, which includes the sites controlled by PTW.

1.15.

Whilst we support a finding that (i) the Plan is sound in relation to the overall
spatial approach to the site allocations; and that (ii) the allocation of land at
Princes Risborough is justified as a component part of the housing supply, we
nevertheless consider that modifications are necessary in order to make the Plan

4

This is particularly the case in relation to the identification of Princes Risborough as a location for major
growth during the plan period to 2033.
5

The SA states that a total of 7 options for growth at Princes Risborough were considered, ranging from
no growth other than within the built up area boundary (option 1) to a high growth option of 4,000
dwellings (option 7).
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sound having regard to the Council’s delivery assumptions and the need to
ensure a flexible and responsive supply of land. These issues are address in
response to Q6 below.
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6. Are the allocations supported by a robust and comprehensive site assessment
methodology, free from significant development constraints and demonstrated to
be economically viable?
1.16.

Firstly, we generally endorse the Council’s approach to the breadth of technical
work undertaken as part of the evidence base in seeking to demonstrate that the
submitted Plan is sound.

1.17.

However, and whilst the evidence base is comprehensive, we do not think that
the Plan is justified or effective in relation to the cumulative burden placed upon
the allocations6 which could serve to delay housing supply and impact upon
scheme viability.

This is particularly the case for the expectations and

assumptions relied upon by the Council in relation to the MEA at Princes
Risborough7.
1.18.

Appendix B to the Council’s Infrastructure Plan (“IDP”) (Sept 2017) identifies
costed infrastructure works at Princes Risborough in the sum of circa £80m. It
also includes works for which financials are yet to be attributed and therefore this
figure will increase. There are also the monetary sums required under CIL to be
taken into account, all of which places a significant financial burden upon the
delivery of new homes at Princes Risborough.

1.19.

We remain concerned as to the impact of the cumulative policy and infrastructure
burdens placed upon land at Princes Risborough which calls into question the
evidence base in relation to inter alia, viability methodology, infrastructure
costings and whether the full spectrum of obligations has been assessed
together.

1.20.

It is considered that a number of the generic ‘CP’ and ‘DM’ policies have
significant cost implications8 and, in turn, when assessed cumulatively, raise
serious questions over the deliverability of certain of the allocated sites.
Moreover, it is considered that Wycombe District Council has not produced a
robust evidence case to justify need and therefore conflict with national policy.

6

7

Contrary to the approach set out at paragraphs 174 and 177 of the NPPF.
Our viability concerns in relation to Princes Risborough will be set out in our Matter 8 Statement.

8

Policy CP 12 – Climate Change, DM33 – Managing Carbon Emissions, DM34 – Delivering Green
Infrastructure, DM40 – Internal Space Standards, DM41 – Optional Technical Standards.
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1.21.

The NPPF states that where the viability of a development is called into question,
Local Planning Authorities should look to be flexible in applying policy
requirements wherever possible.

1.22.

We do not consider that policies with the Plan are flexible enough to adhere to
this requirement. Most policies contain prescriptive and rigid obligations with no
room for negotiation and nor do they result in a fully viable allocation at Princes
Risborough9.

Modifications are sought in accordance with our comments and

observations in order to make the plan sound.
1.23.

As to the Council’s trajectory assumptions for Princes Risborough, these are said
to be supported by the Wessex Economics Housing Delivery Study (Aug 2017),
which examines lead-in times and anticipated delivery rates for the MEA10. We
consider this matter in Appendix 2 and consider that delivery rates on the land
controlled by PTW would exceed the assumptions in the Study.

1.24.

On the basis of the foregoing, including the content at Appendix 2, the policy
wording for the delivery of the MEA should not preclude the early release of land
for development where there is demonstrated to be sufficient capacity in the
highway network to enable an initial phase(s) of housing development to come
forward on the PTW controlled land parcels.

9

For which modifications are required in accordance with our submission(s).
See also pages 36-41 of the HELAA.

10
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7. Will the Plan be an effective mechanism for delivering the housing requirements
contained in Policy CP4?
a) Are the site allocations available and deliverable within the anticipated
timescales?

1.25.

The effectiveness of the Plan in so far as it relates to the planned provision of
major growth at Princes Risborough will be a function of the viability modelling.

1.26.

As set out in response to Q5 above, whilst the spatial strategy is generally sound,
certain of the detailed policies, including in relation to Princes Risborough are not
– particularly in the context of needing to demonstrate housing delivery as a
principal component of the Plan. In this context, the Plan provides very little in the
way of flexibility.

1.27.

Policy CP4 sets out a 10,925 dwelling housing target to be met during the plan
period (2013 to 2033). However, the components of supply identified in tables 4
and 6 of the Plan (as well as the indicative phasing/assumptions relating to
delivery in table 5) only provide for 10,927 dwellings. This is only 2 dwellings
above the target requirement cannot be said to provide sufficient flexibility to
account for potential non-delivery of identified sites.

1.28.

On this basis, it is critical that the policy wording in the Plan seeks to encourage
rather than frustrate delivery of the allocated sites. Accordingly, it is essential to
ensure the policies of the Plan do not place unnecessary burdens upon
development that could otherwise lead to viability concerns and/or delay delivery.

1.29.

This is particularly important given (i) the shortfall in housing delivery accrued
since the base date of the Plan11, which needs to be met within the first five years
of the plan (ii) the reliance placed upon Aylesbury Vale District Council (“AVDC”)
in helping to meet part of the OAN (any under delivery within AVDC will further
exacerbate the shortfall of housing provision to meet Wycombe’s needs); and (iii)
the lead times associated with large schemes are such that in order for the Plan
to be found sound sufficient flexibility should be built into the policies in order to
facilitate the provision of the proposed net additional dwellings.

11

Shortfall of 331 dwellings 2013 to 2017 (546x4yrs = 2,184 requirement – 1,853 completions)
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b) Should the Plan include a policy for the phased release of land for housing?

1.30.

No. The Council is not seeking to provide a stepped or phased trajectory, which
approach is supported on account of the content set out at paragraph 1.37 above.

1.31.

There is a pressing need for market and affordable housing in Wycombe District
and the imposition of a phasing policy is not necessary in the circumstances.

1.32.

The trajectory at Appendix 7 to the HELAA is helpful in setting out the delivery
assumptions and as is the case with the majority of Local Plans, we see
considerable merit in adding the trajectory as an Appendix to the Local Plan
which can be linked to Policy CP4 as a footnote.
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8. Will Policy DM22 (Housing Mix) be an effective mechanism for delivering an
appropriate mix of housing types, sizes and tenures?
1.33.

As a point of general principle, the PPG is clear in setting out the approach to be
considered in assessing options for the provision of self-build homes, which
options do not appear to have been explored by the Council in seeking to justify
the imposition of a 5% target. As such, criterion (2) of the policy requiring the
development of sites for 100 or more dwellings to provide for 5% self-build plots is
not justified by the evidence base. In this regard, paragraph 8.69 of the HEDNA
confirms that the demand for self-build plots is particularly small.

1.34.

Moreover, given the fragility of the delivery trajectory, the delivery assumptions for
the identified sites could be further impacted by the imposition of a requirement
for 5% self–build homes.

1.35.

Reserving an area for self-build plots could mean the loss of some of the largest
plots on the site (by definition, we assume self-builders are not likely to be
interested in building parts of flats, terraces or semis) and therefore PTW might
not be able to deliver the mix of dwelling types which allows them to maximise
their ability to cater for the full range of need, which could slow down sales.
Moreover, the self-build plots will be effectively sterilised until PTW have
progressed the building works to another part of the site, as otherwise there
would be health and safety site management issues with having our scheme
underway whilst third parties are building certain plots.

1.36.

The policy should be revised in order to require a smaller quantum of dwelling
plots for sale to self-builders. The policy should also provide for greater clarity as
to how the policy is to work in practice. We suggest the following wording:
i.

To support prospective self-builders, on sites of more than 200 dwellings,
developers will be encouraged to supply 1% of dwelling plots for sale to selfbuilders, having regard to the need identified on the Council’s Self-Build and
Custom Build Register.

ii. Planning permissions should include conditions requiring selfbuild
developments to be completed within 3 years of a selfbuilder purchasing a
plot.
iii. Where plots have been made available and marketed appropriately for at
least 6 months and have not sold out, the plot(s) will revert to the developer.

10
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Other Housing Policies
11. Do Policies DM36 (Extensions and alterations to existing dwellings), DM40
(Internal space standards) and DM41 (Optional technical standards for building
regulation approval) provide an appropriate mechanism for the design of new,
extended and altered dwellings?
1.37.

We are of the view that the wording of Policies DM40 and DM41 is too rigid and
cannot be said to be justified in so far as the implications of imposing such
standards have not been full assessed in the evidence base to the Local Plan.
DM40: Internal Space Standards

1.38.

The Core Strategy does not contain any minimum space standards and the
Council has produced no evidence that this has given rise to poor standards of
housing accommodation.

1.39.

In terms of assessing the soundness of the Council’s approach, the PPG sets out
the tests to be undertaken by Councils to assess whether there is a need and/or
justification to apply the national space standards.

This includes, inter alia,

assessing whether completions have fallen below the national standard. We are
not aware of any evidence that assesses the position.
1.40.

Moreover, and for the reasons set out in our representations, adopting the space
standards will affect viability. It could also impact upon the wider housing market
as the cost of bigger dwellings would be an additional cost burden on the
developer and purchaser. This is reflected in the Table at Appendix 3 which
illustrates that by adopting the standards, the cost of starter homes increases
significantly. This has the adverse effect of starter homes driving unaffordability
rather than addressing it and helping people to get their first home.

1.41.

A ‘one size fits all’ policy with stated thresholds is unlikely to be effective for all
schemes and areas. This position is echoed in The Housing White Paper (March
2017) which states that the Government is concerned that a one size fits all
approach may not reflect the needs and aspirations of a wider range of
households.
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DM41: Optional Technical Standards
1.42.

Our concerns relate to the requirement at part (2) of the policy for all new
dwellings to achieve the standards at M4(2) and at (3) to provide a percentage of
new homes to meet M4(3).

1.43.

The Council has produced a Viability Assessment which has purportedly
incorporated costs of building all new homes to the higher optional Building
Regulations Standard M4(2) Accessible and Adaptable Dwellings which suggests
this is achievable.

1.44.

In relation to M4(2), the difficulty with the imposition of wording requiring all new
dwellings to achieve the standard is firstly the increase footprint and build cost for
each dwelling; and secondly the costs associated with step free access to all
dwellings, including flatted blocks.

1.45.

Unless step-free access can be provided to each flat, the upper floors would not
comply with M4(2). Provision of a lift in these blocks would be the only theoretical
way we can see to satisfy the standard for the upper floor flats. However, lifts are
expensive and there needs to be several flats served by each lift in order to make
its maintenance viable. For small blocks the service charges which would end up
being imposed on occupants to support a lift would be punitive. Flatted blocks
large enough to spread the cost of lifts may not be appropriate for all sites,
including Princes Risborough.

1.46.

Paragraph 010 ID: 56-010-20150327 of the PPG deals with this consideration
and makes it clear that “in setting policies requiring M4(2) and M4(3) compliant
dwellings, local planning authorities will need to assess whether this has an
impact on non-lift serviced multi-storey development in their local housing mix.
Where step-free access in this type of development is not viable, neither of the
Optional Requirements in Part M should be applied.”

1.47.

Overall, we are of the view that the lack of flexibility in terms of the policy wording
could adversely impact upon site delivery.

12
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1.48.

The policy wording should be reworded to include the following:
“The Council will therefore encourage all new homes to be built to the higher
optional Building Regulations standard M4 (2) Accessible and Adaptable
Dwellings and will apply it as a planning condition to development where viability
is not compromised. The requirement to provide affordable dwellings constructed
to Building Regulation Standard M4(3) Category 3: Wheelchair Accessible
Standards, will be dependent on identified need at the time a planning application
is submitted and the suitability of the site”
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Affordable Housing
13. Have the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessments (HEDNA 2,
HEDNA3, and HEDNA 5) been positively prepared and are their conclusions in
respect of affordable housing soundly based and justified?

1.49.

We address the soundness of the policy under three sub headings as set out
below.

Overall % of Affordable Housing

1.50.

Policy DM24 states that affordable housing will be sought on developments of 10
or more dwellings or more than 1,000sqm of residential floorspace. Financial
contributions are sought for smaller schemes o between 6 and 10 dwellings.

1.51.

The OAN for Wycombe District has been assessed at 13,200 dwellings.

1.52.

Policy CP4 makes provision for a total of 10,925 dwellings, relying upon AVDC to
accommodate unmet housing needs totalling 2,275 dwellings.

1.53.

Paragraph 5.4 of the Housing TP (Oct 2017) states that the affordable housing
need for Wycombe District is 23% of the 13,200 total housing need for the
District.

This equates to an overall affordable housing need totalling 3,100

dwellings.
1.54.

As confirmed at paragraph 5.14 of the Housing TP, a percentage of the 2,275
dwellings to be met within AVDC will be affordable and will thus contribute to
meeting Wycombe’s affordable need.

1.55.

Applying AVDC’s 25% affordable housing requirement to the 2,275 dwellings to
be met within AVDC would provide for 569 dwellings.

1.56.

If this quantum were subtracted from the total 3,100 affordable housing need for
Wycombe, the residual to be met would be 2,531 affordable dwellings (3,100 –
569).
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1.57.

The anticipated supply of affordable housing is explained at pages 59 to 60 and
Appendix 10 of the HELAA. It totals 3,065 dwellings which is 534 dwellings in
excess of the residual affordable housing requirement to be met within Wycombe
District.

1.58.

Paragraph 154 on page 59 states that the housing supply has been assessed in
order to estimate approximately how much affordable housing may come forward
during the plan period. The supply figures are summarised in Table 25 on Pg59,
whilst Appendix 10 provides the detailed site schedules.

1.59.

In carrying out the detailed site assessment in Appendix 10, the Council applies
an indicative % to the qualifying sites.

Importantly, this is not based on bed

spaces but rather the overall number of dwellings e.g. for the Princes Risborough
Expansion Area Table 10 shows a figure of 664.8 affordable dwellings at 40%12.

1.60.

On the basis of the foregoing, we object to the imposition of a 40% bed space
affordable requirement at Princes Risborough. The Policy should be based upon
the evidence in the HEDNA, requiring 23% on the basis of the total number of
dwellings to be provided.
Bed Spaces or Dwellings

1.61.

We object to the means of calculating the amount of affordable housing to be
provided as part of development schemes on the basis of the total gross internal
area. In our considerable experience, it is standard practice for the amount of
affordable housing to be provided as part of development schemes to be
calculated as a percentage of the total number of dwellings.

This provides

greater certainty for the development industry.

1.62.

In the case of the Princes Risborough MEA, a requirement for 40% of the total
gross internal area on development schemes to be affordable would differ
depending on the overall number of dwellings to be provided on a given site as
well as in relation to the mix of dwellings. A greater number of larger units would
trigger a disproportionate amount of affordable housing.. This is particularly
relevant in light of housing mix need identified (para 6.17 of the draft Local Plan),
which requires the majority of market houses to be 3 – 4 bedrooms in size.

12

Based upon a total supply of 1,662 dwellings within the plan period.
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1.63.

Moreover, and as per the worked example at paragraph 3.11 of the Council’s
Princes Risborough Expansion Viability Report (Sept 2017), the requirement to
provide 40% of the total floorspace as affordable equates to an affordable
housing requirement of 45% of the total number of dwellings. This is an onerous
and disproportionate requirement.

1.64.

All of the other authorities within the HMA apply affordable housing on the basis
of the total number of dwellings to be provided which approach provided the
necessary certainty for developers and decision makers in relation to the
application of the affordable housing policy.

1.65.

As set out at paragraphs 1.70 and 1.71 above, the Council has applied the
affordable % on the basis of dwelling numbers in Appendix 10 to the HELAA and
this approach should be carried forward in an amended Policy DM24.

Viability

1.66.

The viability wording at paragraph 6.36 of the Plan should be included in the
upper case policy wording to provide for a flexible application of the policy in the
event schemes are required to be viability tested.

Changes Sought

(i)

The affordable percentage should be reduced on account of the supply
providing for a total of 3,634 affordable dwellings (3,065 in Wycombe and
569 in AVDC to meet Wycombe’s needs) which overprovides against the
requirement for 3,100 dwellings.

(ii)

The % of affordable homes to be provided should be calculated on the
basis of the total number of dwellings to be provided, not as a percentage
of bed spaces and should be set at 23% to reflect the evidence base; and

(iii)

The viability wording at paragraph 6.36 of the Plan should be included in
the upper case policy wording to provide for a flexible approach to the
application of the policy wording.
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14. Are the affordable housing requirements identified in Policy DM24 (Affordable
Housing) deliverable and justified by robust viability evidence? And how will the
affordable housing need of 3,100 dwellings be met?
1.67.

This question is addressed in part through our response to Q13 above. The
Council’s assumptions in relation to affordable housing delivery are set out at
Appendix 10 to the HELAA and provide for 3,065 dwellings.

1.68.

As to viability matters, the imposition of affordable housing needs to be assessed
on a cumulative basis with the DM policies and we will address this matter in our
separate but related submissions in relation to Matter 8 – Princes Risborough.

**********
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Appendix 2: Princes Risborough Delivery Rates
Matter 3 Statement
Woolf Bond Planning LLP for Persimmon Homes Ltd (North Thames), Taylor
Wimpey UK Ltd and Wates Developments Ltd

Delivery Rates at Princes Risborough

A1.

The Wessex Economics Housing Delivery Study (Aug 2017) examines lead-in
times and anticipated delivery rates for the MEA1, modelling two scenarios.

A2.

Scenario 1 assumes first completions in 2022/23 with a total of 2,008 dwellings
completed by the end of the plan period (2033).

A3.

Scenario 2 assumes first completions at a later date of 2024/25, with 1,662
completions by the end of the plan period2.

A4.

Both scenarios assume average annualised completions of 157dpa over the
entire built out which is aligned with the average of 160dpa for large sites set out
in the Nathaniel Lichfield Report ‘From Start to Finish’ (Nov 2016).

A5.

However, on the basis of the likely number of outlets likely to be operating at the
PTW controlled land, we consider the delivery assumptions are more likely to be
geared towards a 2022 start date (subject to the Plan addressing our concerns
expressed in relation to viability) but with an increased rate of annualised
completions3. PTW are working collaboratively to boost delivery. They are keen
to progress matters by means of an application(s) and want to maximise market
penetration with the commensurate provision of supporting infrastructure.

A6.

In relation to Princes Risborough, the trajectory at Appendix 7 to the HELAA is
based upon scenario 2 and assumes first completions totalling 75 dwellings will
be achieved in 2024/25.

1

See also pages 36-41 of the HELAA.
It is the scenario 2 trajectory that has been carried forward in the Local Plan (se also Appendix 7 to the
HELAA)
3
Delivery from the three land parcels totalling approximately 200dpa (3 outlets on the Persimmon land
(Persimmon @ 40dpa, Charles Church @ 40dpa and affordable @ 20dpa), and 60dpa on each of the Taylor
2

A7.

Paragraph 5.10 of the Wessex Economics Study suggests that the timetabling of
the provision of the relief road is critical in terms of when large scale development
can commence at princes Risborough. However, the paragraph goes on to state
that the Council is investigating to see if there is scope to commence delivery on
the site prior to completion of the relief road, in terms of the capacity of the
existing road network. This suggestion is mirrored at paragraph 5.46 of TP6
where it is stated that improving the capacity of two key roundabouts within
Princes Risborough might release some development.

A8.

We are of the view that delivery in the early years could be realised at the MEA
subject to a flexible approach to allowing some development to come forward
ahead of the relief road. This could provide for completions in 2022 in step with
the approach at scenario 1 but with accelerated growth thereafter.

A9.

PTW’s Highway consultants Milestone have recently submitted a Scoping Report
to the County Council in order to inform the subsequent preparation and
submission of a planning application(s) for approximately 700 dwellings on the
land controlled by PTW4.
Independent Review of Build Out Rates (June 2018)

A10.

In setting out our expectations in relation to increased delivery rates on the land
controlled by PTW above that assumed in the Wessex Economics Study, we refer
the Inspector to the content of the recently published Independent Review of
Build Out Rates: Draft Analysis published by Sir Oliver Letwin MP (June 2018).
The terms of reference for the analysis were to consider the rate of housing
delivery to be achieved by allocations and/or sites with permission.

A11.

The content at paragraph 4.2 on page 11 is of particular relevance to the point we
are making about the need for policies to provide for an appropriate mix of
housing which sizes should not be unduly restricted through the imposition of
arbitrary/optimal standards, particularly in relation to ensuring a higher rate of
build out (emphasis underlined):

Wimpey and Wates parcels). The strong market conditions at PR will enable this level of growth to be
absorbed.
4
Which includes mitigation measures to be put in place to allow the development to come forward within
the confines of the local highway network as a phase 1 of the expansion proposals, prior to delivery of the
relief road.
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“When a large house builder occupies the whole (or even a large part) of
a large site, the size and style (and physical context) of the homes on
offer will typically be fairly homogeneous. We have seen examples of
some variation in size, style and context on some large sites; but the
variations have not generally been great. It has become apparent to us
that, when major house builders talk about the absorption rates on a
large site being affected by “the number of outlets”, they are typically
referring not only to the physical location of different points of sale on the
site, but also and more importantly to differences in the size and style
(and context) of the products being offered for open market sale in
different parts of the site. Even these relatively slight variations are
clearly sufficient to create additional demand – and hence additional
absorption, leading to a higher rate of build out.
It is also clear from our investigation of large sites that differences of
tenure are critical. The absorption of the ‘affordable homes’ (including
shared ownership homes) and of the ‘social rented housing’ on large
sites is regarded universally as additional to the number of homes that
can be sold to the open market in a given year on a given large site. We
have seen ample evidence from our site visits that the rate of completion
of the ‘affordable’ and ‘social rented’ homes is constrained by the
requirement for cross-subsidy from the open market housing on the site.
Where the rate of sale of open market housing is limited by a given
absorption rate for the character and size of home being sold by the
house builder at or near to the price of comparable second-hand homes
in the locality, this limits the house builder receipts available to provide
cross-subsidies. This in turn limits the rate at which the house builder will
build out the ‘affordable’ and ‘social rented’ housing required by the
Section 106 Agreement – at least in the case of large sites where the
non-market housing is either mixed in with the open market housing as
an act of conscious policy (as we have frequently found) or where the
non-market housing is sold to the housing association at a price that
reflects only construction cost (as we have also seen occurring). If freed
from these supply constraints, the demand for ‘affordable’ homes
(including shared ownership) and ‘social rented’ accommodation on
large sites would undoubtedly be consistent with a faster rate of build
out. And we have heard, also, that the demand for private rented
accommodation at full open market rents (the scale of which is at
present uncertain) would be largely additional to, rather than a substitute
for, demand for homes purchased outright on the open market.”
A12.

Paragraph 4.3 concludes as follows:
“The further work we have done since 9 March, and the further evidence
we have heard, has done nothing to alter my view that the homogeneity
of the types and tenures of the homes on offer in these sites, and the
limits on the rate at which the market will absorb such homogenous
products, are the fundamental drivers of the slow rate of build out.
Indeed, our further work has reinforced this view.”

A13.

We commend the aforementioned conclusions to the Inspector.
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Appendix 3: Space Standard Analysis for Princes Risborough
House Class

GIFA sqm

Value psqm
for market
house

min GIFA for
NDSS for
property type

£5,600

2 bed 4
2 bed 4
2 bed 4
2 bed 4
2 bed 4
2 bed 4
3 bed 5
3 bed 5
3 bed 5
3 bed 5
3 bed 5
3 bed 5

60
67
63
68
71
72
75
88
89
90
91
92

£336,000
£375,200
£352,800
£380,800
£397,600
£403,200
£5,000
£375,000
£440,000
£445,000
£450,000
£455,000
£460,000

value of NDSS
compliant property
at £4305 psqm

Assumed standard build
cost market and
affordable @BCIS £1287
psqm

NDSS compliant
unit cost @ BCIS
£1287 psqm

£5,600

£1,287

£1,287

79
79
79
79
79
79

£442,400
£442,400
£442,400
£442,400
£442,400
£442,400
£5,000

93
93
93
93
93
93

£77,220
£86,229
£81,081
£87,516
£91,377
£92,664
£1,287

£465,000
£465,000
£465,000
£465,000
£465,000
£465,000

£101,673
£101,673
£101,673
£101,673
£101,673
£101,673
£1,287

£96,525
£113,256
£114,543
£115,830
£117,117
£118,404

£119,691
£119,691
£119,691
£119,691
£119,691
£119,691

