
East Northamptonshire – Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston DPD 

Inspector’s Note on further work required in order to establish that the DPD is 
sound. 

A. HOUSING LAND SUPPLY 

1. The RNOTP is a site allocations DPD. As such, in order to satisfy test of 
soundness 4, the DPD should make provision, through the allocation of land 
for housing, to meet the requirements of the adopted North 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy. In so doing, it should be 
demonstrated (from the evidence base) that there is a flexible supply of land 
for housing in accordance with the guidance in PPS3, particularly paragraphs 
5259. 

2. As GOEM have indicated that they would be satisfied with the five year 
land supply requirements being met on a districtwide basis it is not 
necessary to apply that test to the individual parts of the district as defined in 
CSS Table 5, or to the RNOTP plan area,. Nevertheless, I remain concerned 
that the assumptions underlying the housing trajectory in the first five years 
are not only heavily reliant on “windfalls” in the rural area but the 
deliverability of sites with planning permission and those identified in the rural 
potential study (Doc. 329) have not been assessed rigorously as required by 
paragraph 54 of PPS3. That work should be done. 

3. The advice in paragraph 55 of PPS3 is clear. This DPD ought to identify 
a supply of specific, developable sites for years 6 to 10 (from adoption) and, 
where possible, years 1115. As it may reasonably be assumed that this DPD 
will be adopted in 2009, critical dates in the trajectory are 2014 and 2019. 
As the Council have freely acknowledged, the DPD does not make specific 
allocations in Oundle for years 610 and the trajectory (Doc. 909, Appendix 
7) shows the allocations which are made being developed by 2013. Thus, the 
DPD fails to provide for a continuing delivery of housing to achieve the CSS 
requirements for Oundle in accordance with PPS3 guidelines, discounting 
unallocated “windfalls”, the supply of which is uncertain. Despite the fact that 
the CSS is to be reviewed before 2011 the strategy extends to 2021 and, to 
accord with PPS3, a site allocations DPD should make the necessary housing 
provision for the plan period. The approach taken in paragraph 8.11 of the 
DPD, which identifies possible sites but does not give a preference or make 
any allocations, is unsound. 

4. The various options available to me have been fully discussed at the 
hearings (ENC response No. 27). I have concluded that it would not be 
appropriate for me to select one of the sites from the list in paragraph 8.11 
on the basis of the evidence before me because I am not convinced that all of 
the possible options have been adequately evaluated. The technical and 
sustainability work to support the choice of the preferred options has been 
found wanting. The Roger Tym work (Doc. 322) needs to be developed 
further to relate more specifically to the actual areas which might be 
developed, taking into account mitigation measures. 



5. It is necessary, therefore, for the Council to undertake further work, 
including the further evaluation of all possible alternatives, to make up the 
shortfall in housing delivery until at least mid2014. In this respect, I note 
the suggestion by the County Highways Department that the density on the 
allocated sites might be increased. There is also no reason why urban 
capacity sites should not be allocated where deliverability is reasonably 
certain. Such alternatives should be evaluated against sustainability 
objectives as well as the possibility of bringing forward one of the additional 
greenfield sites put forward at earlier stages in the DPD process. Whatever 
the outcome, it seems likely that changes to the submitted DPD will be 
required and these should be the subject of full public consultation and formal 
sustainability appraisal. 

B. AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROVISION 

6. The “Blythe Valley” Court judgment has important implications for all 
DPDs in its interpretation of the guidance in paragraph 29 of PPS3. The 
inclusion of words within the policy to the effect that viability factors will be 
assessed on an individual site basis is not sufficient. It follows that the 
evidence base should demonstrate the extent to which the affordable housing 
target for the plan area and the sitesize thresholds and proportions reflect an 
assessment of the likely economic viability of land for housing within the area 
taking account of risks to delivery and the likely availability of finance. Such 
information is not evident in the SHMA. 

7. Such assessments are required for the plan area target in Policy 19, 
based on the likely effect on the economic viability of the land identified for 
housing within the plan area (as opposed to a subregional area). In a 
similar vein, the thresholds and percentage targets in Policy 20 should be 
assessed against the criteria in paragraph 29. 

8. The Council have proposed changes to the targets in Policy 19. 
These should be publicised along with any other changes which may need 
to be made to reflect additional assessment work undertaken. 

C. SETTLEMENT HIERARCHY AND BOUNDARY DEFINITION 

9. The Council have provided further information on the background to 
identification of a settlement hierarchy in their response No. 17 and I am 
now satisfied with regard to the justification for the choice of the smaller 
service centres but this is not the case with regard to the distinction 
between category A and B network villages. 

10. I am referred to the village boundaries consultation work in 
Document 330 and the rural potential study (Doc. 329). I am aware that 
there was extensive consultation at parish level concerning aspirations for 
development and the principles of settlement boundary definition. Table 1 
in Doc. 330 under paragraph 2.22 states that the village classification has 
“been informed through other evidence base reports”. The table on page 
2 of response No. 17 lists category B settlements but does not explain 
why they are so categorised. 



11. The evidence I have appears to be primarily related to physical 
capacity rather than an analysis of functional relationships, availability of 
services and sustainability criteria. Some of this work appears to have 
been done by Entec (Doc. 305, Appendix C) with a listing of settlement 
facilities but it is not clear whether this (or other similar) work has been 
done to inform the choice of settlements included in category A. For 
example, Lilford is not listed in the Entec appendix at all. Sustainability is 
an important consideration as recognised in the listed action under 
objective 2B of the 2005 Rural Strategy (Doc. 229). 

12. I wish to see further technical evidence to support the inclusion of 
individual settlements in category A of the settlement hierarchy. 

13. I accept that there has been extensive public consultation over a 
long period of time concerning the definition of village settlement 
boundaries, as set out in section 2 of Doc. 330. It is important that such 
criteria are clearly understood by all and consistently applied. The basic 
approach is a sound one but my confidence in the consistency of 
application has been undermined by the representations made on the 
submitted DPD. The Council have admitted errors in definition. I must, 
therefore, request that the boundaries be reexamined on the ground to 
ensure that they represent an uptodate assessment strictly in 
accordance with the stated criteria. 

D. POLICY 12 – IMPORTANT OPEN SPACE 

14. Policy 12 is wordforword the same as adopted Local Plan Policy 
EN20. As that is a saved policy there was no need to repeat it in this 
DPD. However, in choosing to do so, the Council might have expected to 
have to justify the identification of each area of land against the criteria 
set out in the policy. It transpired that the survey work to support the 
local plan policy dates from the early 1990s. That work does not form 
part of the evidence base. 

15. I do not take issue with the principal of the identification of open 
areas within towns and villages which are important to the maintenance of 
the character of an area but it is not sufficient to rely on local opinion to 
inform the identification of such sites. As submitted the plan policy is not 
sound because it is not justified by reference to a robust and credible 
evidence base. 

16. Prior to the production of the Council’s response No. 33 I had not 
been aware that so many additional areas of Important Open Land are 
shown on the proposals map insets which accompany this DPD. There is 
no reference to additional areas in either paragraphs 5.4 and 5.5 of the 
DPD and only passing reference in paragraph 23.4 of the preferred options 
document. 

17. For this policy to be considered sound I will need to see evidence 
that each and every area shown on the proposals map can be justified in 
terms of the criteria set out in the policy based upon a systematic field
based survey. 



E. POLICY 22 – OPEN SPACE, SPORT AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 

18. In order to be sound this policy should fully reflect the guidance in 
PPG17. It should also be supported and justified by reference to the 
findings and recommendations in the Open Space, Sport and Recreation 
Study undertaken by PMP (Doc. 309). 

19. I am concerned that the first sentence in the policy states and 
intention to “resist” the loss of existing open space, sport and recreational 
facilities, without apparent qualification. There is no support for this 
approach either in PPG17 or in the PMP study. It does not allow for the 
possibility that alternative provision might be made which would have a 
wider benefit to the community nor does it relate in any way to local 
surpluses or deficiencies measured against the standards in Table 1. It 
might be expected that the policy would more clearly reflect the approach 
set out in Section 13 of the PMP report, especially the diagram in 
paragraph 13.14. 

20. The representations on the submitted DPD draw attention to the fact 
that several areas of land in private ownership, with no public access, and 
in some cases private gardens have been included on the proposals map 
insets as subject to this policy. Despite the inclusion of sites with no 
accessibility rating in Appendix S. this does not appear to be compatible 
with the methodology used, especially in relation to accessibility factors. 
These areas need to be reassessed and I will need individual responses 
from the Council. 

21. I have drawn attention to the statement in paragraph 6.19 that an 
Open Space Strategy is to be adopted as an SPD. This is not within the 
current LDS and so this statement is premature. An amendment is 
required. 

John RMattocks 

Inspector 


