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From: Fiona Waye [mailto:fionawaye@nnjpu.org.uk] 
Sent: 31 October 2008 11:19 
To: Michael Burton; John Ware 
Subject: FW: Closing Statement for ENDC  RNOTP Examinaiton 

For info…. 

Fiona
FionaFionaFiona

From: Louise Copsey [mailto:Louise.Copsey@ppgllp.co.uk] 
Sent: 30 October 2008 13:49 
To: Fiona Waye 
Cc: Graham Holland 
Subject: Closing Statement for ENDC  RNOTP Examinaiton 

Dear Fiona, 

Thank you for sending us a copy of the Closing Statement given by Rob Jameson on behalf of 
ENDC in connection with the issue of soundness and the evidence base. 

It is not my intention to repeat the comments that I made during the session of the Examination 
on 9 October when the evidence base was considered. However, I would note that paragraph 
4.37 of PPS12 requires the evidence base to contain two elements, one of which is research / 
fact finding, containing evidence that the choices made by the authority are backed up by the 
background facts. The comments that I made to the Inspector on 9 October with regard to our 
client’s site at St Peter’s Road indicated that, in the context of that particular site, the 
assessment undertaken by Roger Tym and Partners did not appear to be based upon 
background facts. 

I would disagree with the observation on the second page of Mr Jameson’s response that the 
issue of background facts “is a lesser test”. Paragraph 4.37 of PPS12 is clear in indicating that 
the evidence base should contain two elements and PPS12 does not seek to accord greater 
weight to one of those elements over the other. 

At page 3 of his statement, Mr Jameson refers to the observation that the methodology for the 
site selection process in the RNOTP “is the same as was employed in the now adopted CSS.” 
We continue to maintain that that is the main problem with the evidence base supporting the 
RNOTP as it has been undertaken still at a strategic level. Paragraph 4.37 of PPS12 requires 
that the evidence gathered for the RNOTP “should be proportionate to the job being undertaken 
by the plan.” Unlike Mr Jameson, I have no difficulty in accepting that an evidence base 
deemed appropriate for the CSS “to support strategic allocations is somehow inadequate to 
support the modest allocations contained in this plan.” The work undertaken for the CSS 
produced an outcome proportionate to the job being undertaken by the CSS, namely the 
identification of strategic urban extensions. The evidence supporting the RNOTP has not 
moved this analysis forward sufficiently to enable a full understanding of the housing land 
allocations that are not of a strategic size. 

We disagree with the proposition that the bar has been set too high (page one of Mr Jameson’s 
statement). Those responding to DPDs are fully aware of the fact that a DPD is deemed to be 
sound on submission and, as a consequence, it is very difficult for that DPD to be amended in 
any meaningful way. That being the case, those responding to a DPD should be assured of the 
comfort that the evidence base is credible and well – founded. As the relevant regulations 
anticipate that a DPD is sound on submission, it must follow that the evidence base has to be 
credible otherwise the perception of soundness upon submission is undermined. 



Paragraph 4.36 of PPS12 states that DPDs must be justifiable, being founded on a robust / 
credible base and the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives. We do not consider that this wider issue has been fully met in the submission of 
the RNOTP. Paragraph 4.42 of PPS12 states that a sustainability appraisal must be 
proportionate to the plan in question. It should not repeat the appraisal of higher level policy. 

We have noted the comment at the final paragraph of the statement prepared by Mr Jameson 
and would suggest that there may be merit in keeping the Examination open in order properly to 
address the issues contained in ENC’s response to Inspector’s request no. 27. Point 4 within 
the response to request no. 27 states that “the Inspector could allocate additional land on the 
basis that the site or sites concerned have already been the subject of a sustainability 
assessment and consultation on this”. The Inspector will be aware of the fact that the land off 
St Peter’s Road formed part of the Statement of Site Allocation Representations Report dated 
March 2008, it was referred to at paragraph 4.6 of the Regulation 31 Statement and our clients 
have submitted a detailed sustainability assessment of the site in question utilising the criteria in 
the East Northants Sustainability Assessment Final Report produced by Roger Tym Partners in 
May 2007. 

Given issues raised with regard to the evidence base in broad terms, our clients would wise to 
bring to the attention of the Inspector the content of an element of that Evidence Base, namely 
Library Doc. 909. The housing trajectory contained therein plainly anticipates development 
commencing at St Peter’s Road, Oundle, in 2013 / 14. The submitted RNOTP clearly indicates, 
at paragraph 8.8, that there is a shortfall in the provision of housing land at Oundle. Given the 
sustainability work that has already been undertaken with regard to the St Peter’s Road site, our 
clients would suggest that a combination of that sustainability appraisal and the content of 
Library Doc. 909 can properly lead to the allocation of the land in question for the 
accommodation of new housing in the RNOTP, as an addition to Policy OUN3 of the 
submission document. 

As we stated during the course of the Examination, our clients are not seeking the rejection of 
the DPD but believe that sufficient information is available to enable the Inspector to allocate a 
site off St Peter’s Road, Oundle for the accommodation of new housing to address the stated 
shortfall in housing provision referred to at paragraph 8.8 of the submitted version of the 
RNOTP. Government guidance attaches significant weight to the preparation and use of 
housing trajectories and our clients consider that the content of Library Doc. 909 can reasonably 
be drawn upon by the Inspector to propose an allocation of land off St Peter’s Road, Oundle to 
address the shortfall of housing provision in that settlement. 

With kind regards. 

John Holden 
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