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Dear Mrs Waye 

RURAL NORTH, OUNDLE AND THRAPSTON PLAN: PUBLIC EXAMINATION 
EAST NORTHAMPTONSHIRE COUNCIL ADDITIONAL RESPONSES 

I write in response to your email dated 21st October 2008 enclosing East Northamptonshire Council’s 
submissions made to the Inspector during the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan (RNOTP) 
Examination in Public. I should like to make the following comments relating to the Council’s relevant 
submissions. 

ENC Response to Inspector’s Request No.7 

Following submission of Carter Jonas’ Statement on Matter A, there was some further debate at the 
Examination regarding the wording of Policy 2 in the RNOTP. I note that the deletion of the following 
sentence from the end of Policy 2 “Proposals to replace existing dwellings with a higher density new development on 
the same site will not normally permitted” is not a proposed change listed in Doc.907. I therefore assume that 
the Council still supports the inclusion of this sentence. 

The Council has submitted a table showing a detailed breakdown of Rural Potential sites for the RNOTP 
by category in response to the Inspector’s request. Category 5 in this table (Table 1) includes sites that 
would involve the intensification of existing housing areas. The Council assumes that 30.4% of Rural 
Potential sites would fall within this category. However, if the wording of Policy 2 remains unchanged, 
then development within the definition of Category 5 would “not normally” be permitted. 

The wording “not normally” implies that such developments would only be allowed in exceptional cases. 
However, the Council clearly expects a large proportion of windfall sites to result in intensification of 
existing development, rather than only as exceptions. This would seem to be somewhat contradictory. 

We should therefore respectfully request that the above sentence and para.4.11 be deleted. Otherwise the 
Council will be limiting an important supply of housing in rural areas. 
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ENC Response to Inspector’s Request No.25 

We object to Proposed Change Ref: H018 (Doc.907). The Inspector clearly stated at the first hearing 
session that it does not make any difference whether words are included within a policy or in supporting 
text, they still carry weight in the context of an adopted Development Plan Document (DPD). 

Although the proposed wording is less formal in that Springfield Farm is not safeguarded, Paragraph 9.2 
would still refer specifically to that site as the possible location for a secondary school. We consider that 
the Council has not demonstrated that it has sufficiently considered any alternative sites. Nor has it 
demonstrated that there may be a need for a secondary school in the future, or indeed any other education 
provision. Removing such a reference from Policy THR1 does not address this issue sufficiently. 

Although we welcome the acknowledgement that the site has development potential, we propose that the 
reference to Springfield Farm in connection with a secondary school be deleted in its entirety. We 
support Proposed Change H020 on this basis. 

Closing Statement for ENDC 

Robust and Credible Evidence Base 

In his closing statement on behalf of East Northamptonshire Council, Mr Jameson states that “the bar 
should not be set too high in testing whether the choices made by the Plan are backed up by the background facts.” It is not 
clear what this statement is referring to in terms of a “bar” or the meaning of “too high”. Clearly, the 
Council considers that the evidence base it has submitted is adequate to support the content of the 
RNOTP. Carter Jonas and a number of other participants at the Examination do not agree. I respectfully 
suggest that it is for the Inspector to decide whether the Council has submitted sufficient information for 
him to make an informed judgement the soundness of the Plan. 

The RNOTP is in effect a Site Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD). There is no guidance in 
Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 12: Local Spatial Planning (June 2008) on the content of a Site 
Allocations DPD. However, the RNOTP was prepared under the previous PPS 12: Local Development 
Frameworks (2004), which states that 

“The identification of sites should be founded on a robust and credible assessment of the suitability, availability and 
accessibility of land for particular uses or mix of uses.”(Para.2.15) 

The Council’s Statement lists the evidence used to identify sites for allocation. We have already set out 
our concerns regarding these documents in our Submission Draft representations (February 2008) and 
Examination Statement on Matters C and K, and Site Specific Matter 1 (August 2008). I do not intend to 
repeat them here, but merely reiterate our concerns. 
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Soundness 

Mr Jameson also states that finding the Plan unsound would lead to a “free for all”. I assume this would be 
in terms of developers seeking planning permission for sites with an inadequate Plan to assess proposals 
against. 

If the RNOTP is found unsound, then any development proposals will be judged against the North 
Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy, which provides an overall policy framework. Policies in the 
adopted East Northamptonshire Local Plan (1996) will continue to be ‘saved’, even though they are now 
very out of date. This includes sites in Thrapston already allocated for housing, such as the Huntingdon 
Road site, although not the extension. 

We consider that the only problem the Council will face is that it will have no additional allocated sites to 
meet the housing requirement set out in the Core Spatial Strategy. It will therefore have to rely on 
windfall sites until a new version of the RNOTP has been adopted. 

Therefore, I respectfully suggest that the Inspector should not use the lack of an uptodate policy 
framework as a reason to find the Plan sound. 

I respectfully request that the Inspector takes into account these comments in drafting his Report. 

Yours sincerely 

AMY HALLAM BA (Hons) MSc MRTPI 
Senior Planner 
For and on behalf of Carter Jonas LLP 

Cc Paul Leeming, Carter Jonas LLP 


