
Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable) 
Organisation 
Name: 
 

Rose and Sons Ltd Organisation 
Name: 
 

Roebuck Land and Planning Ltd 

 
Are you responding, 
to object to, or in 
support of the Plan? 

  To which statutory requirement 
does your response relate? 

  If your response is about the Plan’s 
“soundness”, to which of the 
soundness tests does it relate? 

 

Object   
X 

 1) Legal compliance 
 

 
 

 a) Positively prepared 
 

 
 

   2) Compliance with the Duty 
to Cooperate 

 
 

 b) Justified 
 

 
X 

Support  
 

 3) Soundness 
 

 
X 

 c) Effective  
 

 
 

      d) Consistent with national policy 
 

 
 

 
Please provide details about what part/ parts of the Local Plan your representation relates (as 
appropriate) 
Section/ Chapter   Policy/ paragraph   Policies Map  

Number/ reference 4  Number/ reference   Number/ reference  

Heading Spatial 
Development 
Strategy 

 Heading   Heading  

 
Statement 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements 
[(1)-(3), above] and/ or soundness test [(a) – (d), above]? 
8: Housing Delivery & 9: Delivering Sustainable Urban Extensions 

Para 8.6, Table 16, 9.1 and Table 22 

The Plan fails to meet the tests of soundness in respect to being properly justified by robust and credible evidence.   
With regard to the Major Sites, the delivery assumptions for Rushden East and Irthlingborough are unrealistic and 
too ambitious to be relied upon. 

For Rushden East SUE there is an expectation that 1200 units can be delivered in the period 2019-2031 based on 
Table 16 at paragraph 8.8 of the draft LPP2.  The majority of the site is the subject of a live Outline Planning 
Application (ref:20/1453/OUT) with an expiry date of 27 August 2021.  The application will need to be reported to 
Committee and gain a resolution to grant; given the timescales for S106 negotiations and agreement to conditions 
this would result in an actual determination date toward the end of 2021.  Any permission would then be followed 
by Reserved Matters applications for the first phases of housing and infrastructure along with the required S278 
Agreements to create the access points from the adopted highway network.  The timescale to achieve this could be 
around 12 months which would result in the first dwelling completions occurring in Summer 2023.  At that point 
there would be 7 full years remaining of the Plan period.  To achieve the 1200 units assumed in the Plan would 
require a delivery rate of 171 units per annum.  A reliable rate of housing delivery per sales outlet is 35 dwellings 
per annum (market and affordable housing).  Assuming two main points of access across the SUE and two 
principle developers in control of this site, a delivery per annum of 140 units would appear to be the maximum 
achievable.  Therefore, the assumed delivery for the Plan period should be no more than 980 dwellings. 

 

For an objection, how could the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph be amended in order to meet 
the stated statutory requirement and/ or soundness test? 
The assumed delivery from Rushden East SUE over the Plan period should be 980 dwellings (maximum 140 
dwellings per annum).  Given uncertainties over the delivery of Irthlingborough West SUE (250 units assumed in 
the Plan period), the residual requirement to be planned for should be increased by 470 dwellings to account for 
this.  Additional allocations should be identified within LPP2.  

  



 

 
Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable) 
Organisation 
Name: 
 

Rose and Sons Ltd Organisation 
Name: 
 

Roebuck Land and Planning Ltd 

 
Are you responding, 
to object to, or in 
support of the Plan? 

  To which statutory requirement 
does your response relate? 

  If your response is about the Plan’s 
“soundness”, to which of the 
soundness tests does it relate? 

 

Object   
X 

 1) Legal compliance 
 

 
 

 a) Positively prepared 
 

 
 

   2) Compliance with the Duty 
to Cooperate 

 
 

 b) Justified 
 

 
X 

Support  
 

 3) Soundness 
 

 
X 

 c) Effective  
 

 
 

      d) Consistent with national policy 
 

 
 

 
Please provide details about what part/ parts of the Local Plan your representation relates (as 
appropriate) 
Section/ Chapter   Policy/ paragraph   Policies Map  

Number/ reference 9  Number/ reference EN33  Number/ reference  

Heading Delivering 
SUEs 

 Heading Rushden 
East SUE 

 Heading  

 
Statement 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements 
[(1)-(3), above] and/ or soundness test [(a) – (d), above]? 
If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? Justified, Effective 

Section/ Chapter: 8: Housing Delivery & 9: Delivering Sustainable Urban Extensions 

Policy/ paragraph: 8.6, Table 16, 9.1 and Table 22  

Policies Map: 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements above 
and/ or soundness test?  

The Plan fails to meet the tests of soundness in respect to being properly justified by robust and credible evidence.   
With regard to the Major Sites, the delivery assumptions for Rushden East SUE and Irthlingborough West SUE are 
unrealistic and too ambitious to be relied upon. 

For Irthlingborough West SUE, this is not a housing commitment as the site does not have planning permission (a 
live planning applications submitted in 2010 remains undetermined).  It has been over 6 years since the site gained 
a resolution to grant at Committee.  Whilst the Council have indicated there is a commitment to bringing the site 
forward, there is no evidence presented that this is feasible.  The Council admit there are ongoing uncertainties 
regarding development viability given the remediation work necessary prior to development due to historic mining 
activity.  Therefore, there is sufficient doubt about the delivery of the site that it cannot be relied upon to deliver 250 
units within the Plan period. 

For an objection, how could the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph be amended in order to meet 

the stated statutory requirement and/ or soundness test?  

There should be no assumed delivery from Irthlingborough West SUE (west of Huxlow School) over the Plan 
period unless clear and robust evidence can be offered that the physical site constraints can be overcome and 
planning permission eventually granted. Given uncertainties over the delivery of Irthlingborough West SUE and the 
extent of delivery at Rushden East SUE, the residual requirement to be planned for should be increased by 470 
dwellings to account for this.  Additional land should be identified for allocation to 2031 in LPP2. 

 



 

For an objection, how could the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph be amended in order to meet 
the stated statutory requirement and/ or soundness test? 
There should be no assumed delivery from Irthlingborough West SUE (west of Huxlow School) over the Plan period 
unless clear and robust evidence can be offered that the physical site constraints can be overcome and planning 
permission eventually granted. Given uncertainties over the delivery of Irthlingborough West SUE and the extent of 
delivery at Rushden East SUE, the residual requirement to be planned for should be increased by 470 dwellings to 
account for this.  Additional land should be identified for allocation to 2031 in LPP2.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable) 
Organisation 
Name: 
 

Rose and Sons Ltd Organisation 
Name: 
 

Roebuck Land and Planning Ltd 

 
Are you responding, 
to object to, or in 
support of the Plan? 

  To which statutory requirement 
does your response relate? 

  If your response is about the Plan’s 
“soundness”, to which of the 
soundness tests does it relate? 

 

Object   
X 

 1) Legal compliance 
 

 
 

 a) Positively prepared 
 

 
 

   2) Compliance with the Duty 
to Cooperate 

 
 

 b) Justified 
 

 
 

Support  
 

 3) Soundness 
 

 
X 

 c) Effective  
 

 
X 

      d) Consistent with national policy 
 

 
 

 
Please provide details about what part/ parts of the Local Plan your representation relates (as 
appropriate) 
Section/ Chapter   Policy/ paragraph   Policies Map  

Number/ reference 8  Number/ reference EN24  Number/ reference  

Heading Housing 
delivery 

 Heading Oundle 
housing 
allocations 

 Heading  

 
Statement 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements 
[(1)-(3), above] and/ or soundness test [(a) – (d), above]? 
Attached submission refers 

Are you responding, to object to, or in support of the Plan? 

Object 

To which statutory requirement does your response relate? 

Soundness 

If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? 

Justified, effective 

Section/ Chapter: Spatial Development Strategy  

Policy/ paragraph: EN1, EN2 and EN5 

Policies Map: Oundle  

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements above 
and/ or soundness test?  

Policy EN1: Spatial Development Strategy 

We support the continued identification of Oundle as an Urban Area which forms the highest tier of an urban 
focused strategy for growth and, the main service centre for the rural north of the district.   However, at subsection 
3, it states that development will be directed towards delivering the outstanding allocations.  This is contradictory 
with the evidence base which suggests that there are delivery issues with the 2011 RNOTP housing allocations for 
Oundle  (OUN3(1) and OUN3(3)).  These cannot be relied upon and where they do not meet the 2019NPPF 
guidance as being available and deliverable.   We agree that these should not count towards the Oundle growth 
strategy for the purposes of establishing a residual requirement for the town. 

 

 



 

Policy EN2: Settlement boundary criteria– urban areas 

This policy is not effective.  It is not clear for decision-taking.  Specifically, whether development proposals are 
required to meet all criteria set out in the policy or whether it is possible to qualify under one or two subsections 
only and not be in conflict with the policy.    The use of ‘or’ between limbs f and g indicate these are not 
interdependent.  However, this should be made clearer.  Generally, there appears to be conflict with the provisions 
of Policy EN5 – Development on the Periphery of settlements with a defined settlement boundary and rural 
exceptions housing which seeks to restrain housing outside of all settlements.    

Changes required: Policies EN2 and EN5 should be redrafted to reflect the settlement hierarchy and differentiate 
between the higher order settlements/urban areas.    

EN2 Sub-section f) in particular is vague and should be deleted.     

Are you responding, to object to, or in support of the Plan? 

Object 

To which statutory requirement does your response relate? 

Soundness 

If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? 

Justified, effective 

Section/ Chapter: 8 Strategic Housing requirements: Oundle  

Policy/ paragraph: Table 16 & EN24, EN25 

Policies Map: Oundle  

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements above 
and/ or soundness test?  

EN24: Oundle Housing Allocations 

The identified scale of housing at Oundle 

Adopted Policy 29 and Table 5 of the NNJCS set out a requirement for a minimum of 645 homes in Oundle to be 
provided within the Plan period to 2031. The draft LPP2, at Table 16, identifies that there were 392 dwelling 
completions between 2011 and 2019 (60.8%). There were 77 commitments as of April 2019, therefore leaving a 
shortfall of around 176 dwellings. This figure includes the long-standing allocations within the RNOTP for allocation 
OUN3(1) Ashton/Herne Road Phase 2 (50 dwellings) and OUN3(2) Dairy Farm (20 dwellings).  As these sites are 
not being actively allocated through the draft LPP2 process, the draft Plan for Submission considers there is 
actually a potential residual requirement for 246 dwellings, as a minimum provision up to 2031.   

To support this requirement, the draft LPP2 seeks to identify land for approximately 300 new homes to 2031.  
Whilst we agree with this general approach, LPP2 Table 16 is out-of-date and should be uplifted to April 2021 to 
reflect the most recent monitoring data.  This would enable the recent 2020 planning permissions in Oundle to be 
reflected (19/01327/OUT dated June 2020 for Cotterstock Road and 19/01355/OUT dated November 2020for St 
Christophers Drive).  This has the effect of changing the residual requirement from ‘300 homes’ to be met across 3 
sites to an outstanding requirement for ’70 homes’ to be found.   

Elsewhere in our representations, we express concern at the LPP2’s strategy and specifically, whether it identifies 
sufficient land to meet the NNJCS housing requirements in full and, how flexible the strategy is to respond to any 
shortfall that arises over the remaining years of the plan period.   

Oundle is identified as one of the principal towns, and work on the Oundle Neighbourhood Plan has demonstrated 
that there are site options, including land at Herne Road, that could be brought forward and allocated in the LPP2 
now to ensure the plan is sufficiently flexible to respond quickly to any (downward) change in the delivery trajectory.  
Identifying an additional housing allocation at Oundle would not prejudice the overall spatial strategy in the NNJCS.  
Rushden East would remain as the growth town to accommodate the major share of the growth requirements.  
Oundle is capable of accommodating further growth to 2031 and there are suitable and available sites that will 
contribute towards sustainable development, including land at Herne Road, Oundle (site 221b). 

     

Oundle Site Selection 

Three sites are proposed in draft Policy EN24: Oundle Housing Allocations at Cotterstock Road (c130 dwellings), 
St Christophers Drive (c100 dwellings) and Stoke Doyle Road (c70 dwellings) to meet the housing provision targets 
for Oundle. 

We agree that it is necessary to release greenfield land outside of the existing settlement confines to meet the 
adopted strategic housing requirement for Oundle.  However, the proposed strategy is not justified or effective for 



 

the following reasons: 

1. RNOTP Paragraph 8.18 

The Oundle site selection has been heavily influenced by paragraph 8.18 of the 2011 RNOTP which purpose and 
effect has been consistently overstated by officers.  It is regarded as strategic policy by the Council (as it identifies 
possible development sites that could come forward for development in order to deliver the strategic local plan 
housing requirement for Oundle beyond 2021).   

For ease, Paragraph 8.18 of the RNOTP is reproduced below and states:  

“PPS3 requires the Plan to indicate possible locations for housing development from 11-15 years from the date of 
adoption, i.e. from 2018/19 till after 2021. The Sustainability Assessment work has identified two particular sites 
which stand out as possible longer term site allocations. These sites, which could come forward following reviews 
of the Core Strategy and this Plan, are:  

• Land to the rear of the Cemetery, Stoke Doyle Road (230 dwellings capacity); 

• Land off Cotterstock Road/ St Peter’s Road (200 dwellings capacity) 

Although no longer in force, the Government’s Planning Policy Statement 3, required local planning authorities to 
set out in Local Development Documents their policies and strategies for delivering the level of housing provision, 
including identifying broad locations and specific sites that will enable continuous delivery of housing for at least 15 
years from the date of adoption, taking account of the level of housing provision set out in the Regional Spatial 
Strategy. Authorities were told that they should identify sufficient specific deliverable sites to deliver housing in the 
first five years and should also identify a further supply of specific, developable sites for years 6-10 and, where 
possible, for years 11-15. Where it was not possible to identify specific sites for years 11-15, the PPS required 
broad locations for future growth to be indicated (paragraphs 53-55). 

The Inspector’s report into the Examination of the RNOTP (dated 8 July 2009) addressed the issue of compliance 
with PPS3 and, in particular, the two sites listed in what was paragraph 8.11 and became paragraph 8.18:   

“3.79 As submitted the DPD identifies only the Ashton/Herne Road site as being developed before 2013. Thus, on 
the face of it the DPD fails to comply with the PPS3 requirements for a five year supply in Oundle. However, when 
the two OUN3 sites are taken together with the amended total for Creed Road of 145, they total 290 dwellings and 
the latest evidence is that development is likely to start on both sites by 2011, so meeting the five year requirement. 
Furthermore, the districtwide five year supply is adequate. Apart from failing to allocate sufficient land to provide a 
10 year supply, the Council have also failed to provide convincing reasons for not being able to allocate specific 
developable sites for the full plan period, especially as the sites identified in paragraph 8.11 as possible longer term 
sites are specific. They are not broad locations and might have been expected to have been shown on the 
proposals map… 

3.89 Consequently, I do not consider it to be necessary to allocate either of the identified longer term sites in 
Oundle through this DPD. There is no reason why they should not be mentioned but it is an issue for the next 
review of the CSS whether there is the infrastructural capacity, particularly highways, to accommodate more than 
the 610 dwellings currently provided for. Paragraph 8.11 as amended by suggested change U082 is correct… 

3.91 In order to make the DPD sound the Housing Strategy section within chapter 8, paragraphs 8.7-8.11 and 
policy OUN3 shall be deleted and replaced by a new section as set out in full in Annex 2 to this report” [emphasis 
added].   

Accordingly, the Examination report itself makes plain that it is wholly inappropriate for the Council now to claim 
that paragraph 8.18 is a “strategic policy”; the two sites were not allocated and the Inspector, whilst considering 
there was no reason why they should not be “mentioned”, expressly considered the issue of their possible future 
development to be a matter to be assessed through a future review of the Core Strategy.   These two sites were 
possible longer term site allocations that could come forward following reviews of the Core Strategy and RNOTP 
but this does not make them strategic policy.  Paragraph 8.18 constitutes supporting text (or reasoned justification) 
to the RNOTP housing allocations in Oundle for the period to 2014.  

The Council’s mischaracterisation of the RNOTP paragraph 8.18 goes to the heart of the Council’s case for taking 
an inflexible approach to site selection through the LPP2.   

Whilst the land at Cotterstock Road now has achieved an outline planning permission and has the status of 
committed development, the land at Stoke Doyle Road does not.  We submit that the land at Stoke Doyle Road 
should not have been selected for allocation in LPP2 ahead of other suitable and available sites.  It is entirely 
appropriate for the LPP2 to take a different approach and indeed, this is also necessary given the known site 
constraints associated with Stoke Doyle Road (and highlighted in the draft Policy EN25) that are described through 
the site assessment process that has followed.      

2. Oundle Site Assessments 

Regarding the Oundle Strategy, the plan is not supported by adequate and a proportionate up-to-date evidence 



 

base.   The background papers do not assist.  To deal with the conflict between the preferred options expressed 
through the work on the Oundle Neighbourhood Plan the council commissioned a bespoke assessment to support 
its preferred options for Oundle growth strategy.  There are clear inaccuracies relating to the approach taken in the 
2019 DLP Assessment of Sites which stem from an inherent misapplication of historic saved policies which have 
affected the Councils considerations and the strategy is not therefore justified.   

Regarding the proposed allocations in Section 8: Housing Delivery: Oundle; two of the sites have outline planning 
permission and the opportunity for a proper consultation process to be carried out that includes consideration of 
these sites has been lost.  As set out elsewhere in our representations, these sites are now better described as 
commitments should be added into column 7 of Table 16 and the figures re-based accordingly.   

At paragraph 8.23 of the draft LPP2, the Council lists the evidence base used to inform the site selection process, 
concluding these combine to provide a robust and systematic justification for the three site specific allocations.  The 
only one that is now properly capable of being considered through this plan-led process is the Land at Stoke Doyle 
Road.  We do not consider appropriate evidence exists to conclude this is the most appropriate strategy for 
delivering the remaining Oundle growth. 

EN25: Land Rear of Cemetery, Stoke Doyle Road, Oundle 

We consider there is a lack of evidence to demonstrate that the site is suitable and deliverable in the plan period.  

Draft Policy EN25 describes part of the site as being within fluvial Floodzones 2 and 3.  Further clarity is required 
as the site map contained in Figure 14 suggests this is outside of the site area (defined by a red line).  This 
requires further clarity as it may impact upon the overall site capacity.  

Draft Policy EN25 also includes refers to the site ownership being across two different ownerships.  There is 
insufficient evidence to demonstrate that this is a reliable source of supply to be delivered in the plan period.   

It is also reliant upon achieving highway access over the single-track Warren bridge, described in the draft Policy 
EN25 as a significant heritage asset.  Again, no specific evidence base has been provided to justify that this site 
can be delivered within this identified heritage constraint.   

The proposed site at Figure 14 indicates potential longer term development potential beyond the site allocation to 
the west.  This annotation is wholly inappropriate to include within LPP2 and should be deleted.  No assessment 
has been made that would underpin this nor does the evidence base consider this.   

The draft Policy EN25 requires the site to set aside land to extend the town burial ground.  Any extension of the 
burial ground can progress separately and is not dependant on the delivery of housing for its release.  It is not in 
itself a reason for allocating the remainder of the land. 

Change required:  

Additional evidence demonstrating the site is deliverable in-principle and if so, that it has the capacity to 
accommodate 70 homes.  If not sufficiently evidenced, Draft Policy EN25: Land rear of Cemetery, Stoke Doyle 
Road, Oundle should be deleted and an alternative site identified. 

Alternative/additional Site Allocation: Policy ENxx: Land at Herne Road, Oundle 

Consequential change to Oundle Policy Map to include Land at Herne Road, Oundle for housing development as 
shown edged in red below. 

  

 Are you responding, to object to, or in support of the Plan? 

Object 

To which statutory requirement does your response relate? 

Soundness 

If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? 

Justified, effective 

Section/ Chapter: Housing Delivery  

Policy/ paragraph: Chapter 8: Strategic Housing Requirements: Oundle 

Policies Map: Oundle  

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements above 
and/ or soundness test?  

Omission Site: Land at Herne Road, Oundle 

Land at Herne Road, Oundle (Site 221b: South of Herne Road) has been assessed as suitable and available and 



 

can contribute towards meeting the housing needs of the district within the plan period to 2031 in accordance with 
the adopted spatial strategy.   

Our client submitted a request for pre-application advice to ENC on 5 July 2019 with a follow up meeting held with 
officers during the summer 2020 following the provision of further supporting technical studies.    Detailed feedback 
has been received from the relevant departments within ENC and NCC plus the local NHS GP Primary Care 
General Medical Services.  No unsurmountable technical constraints were identified through this process.    

An indicative delivery trajectory has also been completed and submitted to ENC in February 2021 following a 
request from their policy officer and monitoring team.   

We consider the LPP2 requires additional sites to be allocated to deliver the required growth levels identified in the 
NNJCS.  The housing trajectory is overestimated by some 430 homes (see associated representations to Rushden 
East SUE and Irthlingborough West).  The land at Herne Road can plug the gap whilst the major strategic 
development sites are progressed.  It has been reviewed through the Councils site assessment process and 
performed well against the assessment criteria, including sustainability considerations.  The latest 2019 DLP 
assessment concludes at paragraph 4.12 that the site is “free from overriding physical constraints that would 
preclude its allocation in the plan”.  The only reason given for it not being recommended for allocation in the LPP2 
was based on uncertainty over “the availability and achievability of the sites as no response was received from the 
landowner/promoter when approached” (para 4.12).  We consider it should be included as an allocation to provide 
flexibility and certainty for the plan to deliver the required housing numbers.  

Our clients land at Herne Road was identified as a proposed allocation in the Oundle Neighbourhood Plan 
submission draft.  However, following examination, the draft ONP was withdrawn as the examining Inspector did 
not consider it meet the basic conditions.   

The Council (ENC) did not support the Town Council’s choice of sites to deliver the JCS growth requirements for 
Oundle through its Neighbourhood Plan preparation or through the LPP2.  In supporting the respective planning 
applications for two of its proposed allocations at Cotterstock Road (19/01327/OUT) for 130 dwellings and St 
Christophers Drive (19/01355/OUT) for 65 dwellings and a 65-bed extra care facility, it has effectively set aside the 
plan-led process for Oundle in favour of granting planning permission for speculative applications (in spite of it 
claiming a five-year housing land supply at the time).   

The Councils evidence base for the LPP2 includes the background Paper titled ‘Oundle Site Assessments’ dated 
2018 which has since been supplemented by a detailed site assessment by DLP Planning Ltd in July 2019.   The 
latter report is the most up-to-date piece of evidence and we therefore focus on its preparation in this objection.   

Our clients take issue with the approach to scoring the respective sites.  The 2019 DLP Site assessment evidence 
base states that it undertook landowner surveys in the form of questionnaires – to establish the availability of the 
selected sites for assessment.  If a questionnaire was not returned, the site scored up to ‘minus 5’ under criterion 
(availability) and 10(achievability).   If one was returned, it scored up to ‘plus 5’ against both criteria.   As can be 
seen from the detailed assessments at Appendix 13 of the DLP Assessment, these criteria alone have the 
capability of distorting and heavily influencing the overall sustainability score applied to a site, having a range of 10 
points.  This is amplified by the fact that many of the sites scored relatively equally in general performance terms – 
being greenfield land at the edge of the settlement.   

Consequently, the evidence base is out of date and is not fit for purpose.  For example, if these corrections were 
made, the overall score for Herne Road would make it a clear front runner in the comparative assessment of the 
Oundle sites.   

Following correspondence with officers, it has been confirmed to us that our client was not approached nor sent a 
questionnaire to complete.  Hence Site 221b was automatically incapable of achieving a positive ‘5’ score against 
criteria 9 &10.  No regard was had to the Oundle Neighbourhood Plan process and the fact that the site was being 
assessed through that process (and was being proposed for allocation).  It was entirely possible for the landowners 
details to be obtained through the Oundle Town Council (or failing that, the Land Registry).  In fact, little regard was 
had to the ONP process as being relevant to or capable of influencing any part of the district Council’s 
considerations relating to site selection. 

Therefore the fact that the 2019 DLP assessment claims to have approached all landowners/developers is 
incorrect and misleading.  Had that been done, it would have been clear that Herne Road should have scored ‘plus 
5’ in both these policy objectives at page 43 of the report.  This change has a dramatic impact upon the sites 
relative sustainability in the assessment, elevating it to one of the top 3 sites.  When other known updates are 
subsequently applied, for example the sites potential for providing strategic recreational space for the town and the 
opportunity to provide land to facilitate an improved access strategy for the Prince William School to the opposite 
side of Herne Road, it is clear that the Herne Road site would have been a frontrunner.  This, along with the known 
support for its allocation through the ONP process, could have (and we say should have) been taken into account 
in the 2019 DLP assessment.   

This point has been raised several times with ENC in the context of Site 221b: South of Herne Road but the 



 

assessment has not been updated to correct the status of the site as being ‘available’ or ‘achievable’.   

As this is the first opportunity for public comments to be submitted on the full evidence base for the Oundle site 
selection including the 2019 DLP assessment, it is necessary to set out the shortcomings with this part of the 
evidence base but also to highlight the fact that the Council could have taken the opportunity to amend and update 
its own evidence before this pre-submission draft consultation.   

In summary, Oundle Site 221b at Herne Road provides a clear opportunity to allocate alternative or additional land 
in the plan period to give more certainty to the housing strategy which will need to deliver sufficient homes to meet 
the identified need.  It fits with the spatial strategy of accommodating growth at Oundle as one of the priority towns 
for growth in the NNJCS and is available and deliverable.  It is in a single ownership, under the control of Rose and 
Sons Ltd and there are no barriers to its early delivery, unlike some of the identified preferred allocations including 
at Oundle. 

The site can accommodate circa 120 homes and a concept masterplan is shown below and appended to this 
submission.  We consider this site aligns with the NNJCS vision and strategic objectives and is suitable for 
allocation in the LPP2.   

Proposed change: Alternative or additional allocation  

Policy ENxx: Land south of Herne Road, Oundle 

Site Area 7.88 Hectares 

Residential development area 3.44 Hectares 

No. of Residential Units 111-122 

Consequential change to Oundle Policy Map to include Land at Herne Road, Oundle for housing development as 
shown edged in red below. 

 

For an objection, how could the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph be amended in order to meet 
the stated statutory requirement and/ or soundness test? 
Attached submission refers 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable) 
Organisation 
Name: 
 

Rose and Sons Ltd Organisation 
Name: 
 

Roebuck Land and Planning Ltd 

 
Are you responding, 
to object to, or in 
support of the Plan? 

  To which statutory requirement 
does your response relate? 

  If your response is about the Plan’s 
“soundness”, to which of the 
soundness tests does it relate? 

 

Object   
X 

 1) Legal compliance 
 

 
 

 a) Positively prepared 
 

 
 

   2) Compliance with the Duty 
to Cooperate 

 
 

 b) Justified 
 

 
X 

Support  
 

 3) Soundness 
 

 
X 

 c) Effective  
 

 
 

      d) Consistent with national policy 
 

 
 

 
Please provide details about what part/ parts of the Local Plan your representation relates (as 
appropriate) 
Section/ Chapter   Policy/ paragraph   Policies Map  

Number/ reference 8  Number/ reference EN27  Number/ reference  

Heading Housing 
delivery 

 Heading St 
Christopher’s 
Drive, 
Oundle 

 Heading  

 
Statement 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements 
[(1)-(3), above] and/ or soundness test [(a) – (d), above]? 
Are you responding, to object to, or in support of the Plan? 

Object 

To which statutory requirement does your response relate? 

Soundness 

If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? 

Justified, effective 

Section/ Chapter: Spatial Development Strategy  

Policy/ paragraph: EN27 

Policies Map:  

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements above 
and/ or soundness test?  

EN27: St Christophers Drive 

Whilst the site has obtained outline planning permission for 65 homes and a 65-bed extra-care facility, there is 
some doubt cast in paragraph 8.32 of the draft LPP2 as to its future delivery.   Should the developer seek to ‘swap’ 
the extra care facility into traditional affordable housing at a future reserved matters stage, the capacity of the site 
may change and it is not yet confirmed whether 100 homes can be accommodated on site as set out in draft Policy 
EN27.  This figure requires further testing to establish its reliability for the purposes of making sure LPP2 is likely to 
be effective. 

 

 



 

For an objection, how could the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph be amended in order to meet 
the stated statutory requirement and/ or soundness test? 
Further evidence is required to demonstrate site capacity 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable) 
Organisation 
Name: 
 

Rose and Sons Ltd Organisation 
Name: 
 

Roebuck Land and Planning Ltd 

 
Are you responding, 
to object to, or in 
support of the Plan? 

  To which statutory requirement 
does your response relate? 

  If your response is about the Plan’s 
“soundness”, to which of the 
soundness tests does it relate? 

 

Object   
X 

 1) Legal compliance 
 

 
 

 a) Positively prepared 
 

 
 

   2) Compliance with the Duty 
to Cooperate 

 
 

 b) Justified 
 

 
X 

Support  
 

 3) Soundness 
 

 
X 

 c) Effective  
 

 
 

      d) Consistent with national policy 
 

 
 

 
Please provide details about what part/ parts of the Local Plan your representation relates (as 
appropriate) 
Section/ Chapter   Policy/ paragraph   Policies Map  

Number/ reference 4  Number/ reference EN1  Number/ reference  

Heading Spatial 
Development 
Strategy 

 Heading Spatial 
development 
strategy 

 Heading  

 
Statement 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements 
[(1)-(3), above] and/ or soundness test [(a) – (d), above]? 
Are you responding, to object to, or in support of the Plan? 

Object 

To which statutory requirement does your response relate? 

Soundness 

If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? 

Justified, effective 

Section/ Chapter: Spatial Development Strategy  

Policy/ paragraph:  

Policies Map:  

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements above 
and/ or soundness test?  

Oundle Evidence Base: 

This 2019 DLP Report sought to re-assess the Oundle site options to support the results of the Interim Oundle 
Sustainability Appraisal dated December 2018 by Aecom on behalf of the Council (ENC).   

It has apparent that there is an inherent mistake within two of the assessed criteria, namely the availability and 
achievability criteria 9 &10 for three of the sites for development, one of which is our clients site at Herne Road, 
Oundle -Site 221b.  This site was known to ENC to be available for development through the earlier work on the 
Oundle Neighbourhood Plan, with Herne Road being re-affirmed through a pre-application enquiry submitted to 
ENC by the landowner on 5 July 2019.  Despite landowner support for development, this site scored negatively 
against the availability and achievability criteria by DLP, marked down as being unavailable for development on the 
basis that the landowner had not responded to a June 2019 questionnaire.  For Herne Road, it has come to light 
that neither the landowner nor their agent was contacted during this site re-assessment process.  This factual 
mistake seeks to highlight the concerns with the draft LPP2 site selection process for Oundle which includes 
reliance upon the 2019 DLP Report that has not yet been subject to any public or independent scrutiny.      



 

The impact of this single change is significant, in that it has the effect that it alters the site score of some Oundle 
sites by 16 points, including Herne Road, changing its relative sustainability ranking from 5th to 2nd with a total of 
24 points.  The consequential change to the St Christophers Drive site’s relative performance on this point alone is 
that it effectively moves to 3rd position after the other sites have also been corrected.  Updating other site criteria 
which we consider to be incorrect, including the scoring for Agricultural Land Classification;  access considerations 
and noise constraints (no housing was envisaged close to the A505 boundary) puts the Herne Road Site 221b as 
the most sustainable option when considered against the other Oundle sites performance. 

In summary, there are clear factual errors within the 2019 DLP Report and we consider this has had a direct impact 
upon the three sites favoured by the Council (which has led to two planning permissions being granted over the 
past 2 years) and ultimately selected as the preferred options for allocation within the submission draft LPP2.   

Of the remaining site that is not a current commitment through the grant of a planning permission, Stoke Doyle 
Road has been selected due to it being one of the highest performing sites ranked on their comparative 
performance against the chosen criteria.  The evidence base is not up-to-date and the draft Policy EN25 does not 
deliver the most sustainable strategy.  The plan is not justified or effective.    

 

For an objection, how could the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph be amended in order to meet 
the stated statutory requirement and/ or soundness test? 
The evidence base for Oundle site selection requires updating/correcting 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable) 
Organisation 
Name: 
 

Rose and Sons Ltd Organisation 
Name: 
 

Roebuck Land and Planning Ltd 

 
Are you responding, 
to object to, or in 
support of the Plan? 

  To which statutory requirement 
does your response relate? 

  If your response is about the Plan’s 
“soundness”, to which of the 
soundness tests does it relate? 

 

Object   
X 

 1) Legal compliance 
 

 
 

 a) Positively prepared 
 

 
 

   2) Compliance with the Duty 
to Cooperate 

 
 

 b) Justified 
 

 
 

Support  
 

 3) Soundness 
 

 
X 

 c) Effective  
 

 
X 

      d) Consistent with national policy 
 

 
 

 
Please provide details about what part/ parts of the Local Plan your representation relates (as 
appropriate) 
Section/ Chapter   Policy/ paragraph   Policies Map  

Number/ reference 8  Number/ reference EN32  Number/ reference  

Heading Housing 
delivery 

 Heading Self and 
custom 
build 
housing 

 Heading  

 
Statement 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements 
[(1)-(3), above] and/ or soundness test [(a) – (d), above]? 
Are you responding, to object to, or in support of the Plan? 

Object 

To which statutory requirement does your response relate? 

Soundness 

If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? 

Justified, effective 

Section/ Chapter: Spatial Development Strategy  

Policy/ paragraph: EN32 

Policies Map:  

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements above 
and/ or soundness test?  

Policy EN32: Self and custom build housing  

Draft Policy EN32 requires 5% of new housing on sites of 50 or more new houses to be made available as serviced 
building plots to facilitate custom and self-build housing.   

The Councils latest position is set out in the “Custom and Self Build Demand Assessment Framework (Dec 2018)” 
prepared by Three Dragons.  It concludes that there could be an annual demand for 39 Custom and Self Build 
Plots (CSB) a year.  The policy sets a distinction between limited circumstances where single plots will be 
permitted and the delivery strategy for development to be delivered as part of a local plan allocation.  

The policy requirement for 5% provision for sites over 50 units is not effective.  The Council has set out its spatial 
strategy which is reliant upon a mix of sites primarily located at the urban areas.   The level of commitments 
already benefitting from planning permission primarily exclude delivery of self or custom build housing plots going 
forward.    This does not reflect the locational demands on the current register or offer a choice of locations to 
qualifying persons.   A general observation is that strategic sites are not typically the desired location for CSB 



 

products.  CSB persons are typically looking for smaller sites that are more bespoke.   

A more flexible policy is required that reflects the nature of CSB that includes sites beyond the main towns.  The 
policy should be updated to encourage small sites for up to 10 plots (i.e. minor development) to come forward 
adjacent to the towns but also including the Rural Areas.        

Other forms of demand evidence should also be capable of being considered in addition to the Self build register to 
prove need/demand.  This should be reflected within the policy (or at least the explanatory text) rather than being 
left to a future SPD. 

 

For an objection, how could the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph be amended in order to meet 
the stated statutory requirement and/ or soundness test? 
Change required: 

Rewrite policy to combine product types 

Or 

Remove/increase the limit of 1 single plot within the first limb a) of the draft Policy EN32 for self-build to allow for 
both self-build and custom build products on small sites within or adjacent to settlements (i.e up to 10 units) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable) 
Organisation 
Name: 
 

Rose and Sons Ltd Organisation 
Name: 
 

Roebuck Land and Planning Ltd 

 
Are you responding, 
to object to, or in 
support of the Plan? 

  To which statutory requirement 
does your response relate? 

  If your response is about the Plan’s 
“soundness”, to which of the 
soundness tests does it relate? 

 

Object   
X 

 1) Legal compliance 
 

 
 

 a) Positively prepared 
 

 
 

   2) Compliance with the Duty 
to Cooperate 

 
 

 b) Justified 
 

 
X 

Support  
 

 3) Soundness 
 

 
X 

 c) Effective  
 

 
 

      d) Consistent with national policy 
 

 
 

 
Please provide details about what part/ parts of the Local Plan your representation relates (as 
appropriate) 
Section/ Chapter   Policy/ paragraph   Policies Map  

Number/ reference 8  Number/ reference EN25  Number/ reference  

Heading Housing 
delivery 

 Heading Land rear 
of 
Cemetery, 
Stoke 
Doyle 
Road, 
Oundle 

 Heading  

 
Statement 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements 
[(1)-(3), above] and/ or soundness test [(a) – (d), above]? 
Are you responding, to object to, or in support of the Plan? 

Object 

To which statutory requirement does your response relate? 

Soundness 

If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? 

Justified, effective 

Section/ Chapter: 8 Strategic Housing requirements: Oundle  

Policy/ paragraph: Table 16 & EN24, EN25 

Policies Map: Oundle  

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements above 
and/ or soundness test?  

EN24: Oundle Housing Allocations 

The identified scale of housing at Oundle 

Adopted Policy 29 and Table 5 of the NNJCS set out a requirement for a minimum of 645 homes in Oundle to be 
provided within the Plan period to 2031. The draft LPP2, at Table 16, identifies that there were 392 dwelling 
completions between 2011 and 2019 (60.8%). There were 77 commitments as of April 2019, therefore leaving a 
shortfall of around 176 dwellings. This figure includes the long-standing allocations within the RNOTP for allocation 
OUN3(1) Ashton/Herne Road Phase 2 (50 dwellings) and OUN3(2) Dairy Farm (20 dwellings).  As these sites are 
not being actively allocated through the draft LPP2 process, the draft Plan for Submission considers there is 
actually a potential residual requirement for 246 dwellings, as a minimum provision up to 2031.   



 

To support this requirement, the draft LPP2 seeks to identify land for approximately 300 new homes to 2031.  
Whilst we agree with this general approach, LPP2 Table 16 is out-of-date and should be uplifted to April 2021 to 
reflect the most recent monitoring data.  This would enable the recent 2020 planning permissions in Oundle to be 
reflected (19/01327/OUT dated June 2020 for Cotterstock Road and 19/01355/OUT dated November 2020for St 
Christophers Drive).  This has the effect of changing the residual requirement from ‘300 homes’ to be met across 3 
sites to an outstanding requirement for ’70 homes’ to be found.   

Elsewhere in our representations, we express concern at the LPP2’s strategy and specifically, whether it identifies 
sufficient land to meet the NNJCS housing requirements in full and, how flexible the strategy is to respond to any 
shortfall that arises over the remaining years of the plan period.   

Oundle is identified as one of the principal towns, and work on the Oundle Neighbourhood Plan has demonstrated 
that there are site options, including land at Herne Road, that could be brought forward and allocated in the LPP2 
now to ensure the plan is sufficiently flexible to respond quickly to any (downward) change in the delivery trajectory.  
Identifying an additional housing allocation at Oundle would not prejudice the overall spatial strategy in the NNJCS.  
Rushden East would remain as the growth town to accommodate the major share of the growth requirements.  
Oundle is capable of accommodating further growth to 2031 and there are suitable and available sites that will 
contribute towards sustainable development, including land at Herne Road, Oundle (site 221b). 

     

Oundle Site Selection 

Three sites are proposed in draft Policy EN24: Oundle Housing Allocations at Cotterstock Road (c130 dwellings), 
St Christophers Drive (c100 dwellings) and Stoke Doyle Road (c70 dwellings) to meet the housing provision targets 
for Oundle. 

We agree that it is necessary to release greenfield land outside of the existing settlement confines to meet the 
adopted strategic housing requirement for Oundle.  However, the proposed strategy is not justified or effective for 
the following reasons: 

1. RNOTP Paragraph 8.18 

The Oundle site selection has been heavily influenced by paragraph 8.18 of the 2011 RNOTP which purpose and 
effect has been consistently overstated by officers.  It is regarded as strategic policy by the Council (as it identifies 
possible development sites that could come forward for development in order to deliver the strategic local plan 
housing requirement for Oundle beyond 2021).   

For ease, Paragraph 8.18 of the RNOTP is reproduced below and states:  

“PPS3 requires the Plan to indicate possible locations for housing development from 11-15 years from the date of 
adoption, i.e. from 2018/19 till after 2021. The Sustainability Assessment work has identified two particular sites 
which stand out as possible longer term site allocations. These sites, which could come forward following reviews 
of the Core Strategy and this Plan, are:  

• Land to the rear of the Cemetery, Stoke Doyle Road (230 dwellings capacity); 

• Land off Cotterstock Road/ St Peter’s Road (200 dwellings capacity) 

Although no longer in force, the Government’s Planning Policy Statement 3, required local planning authorities to 
set out in Local Development Documents their policies and strategies for delivering the level of housing provision, 
including identifying broad locations and specific sites that will enable continuous delivery of housing for at least 15 
years from the date of adoption, taking account of the level of housing provision set out in the Regional Spatial 
Strategy. Authorities were told that they should identify sufficient specific deliverable sites to deliver housing in the 
first five years and should also identify a further supply of specific, developable sites for years 6-10 and, where 
possible, for years 11-15. Where it was not possible to identify specific sites for years 11-15, the PPS required 
broad locations for future growth to be indicated (paragraphs 53-55). 

The Inspector’s report into the Examination of the RNOTP (dated 8 July 2009) addressed the issue of compliance 
with PPS3 and, in particular, the two sites listed in what was paragraph 8.11 and became paragraph 8.18:   

“3.79 As submitted the DPD identifies only the Ashton/Herne Road site as being developed before 2013. Thus, on 
the face of it the DPD fails to comply with the PPS3 requirements for a five year supply in Oundle. However, when 
the two OUN3 sites are taken together with the amended total for Creed Road of 145, they total 290 dwellings and 
the latest evidence is that development is likely to start on both sites by 2011, so meeting the five year requirement. 
Furthermore, the districtwide five year supply is adequate. Apart from failing to allocate sufficient land to provide a 
10 year supply, the Council have also failed to provide convincing reasons for not being able to allocate specific 
developable sites for the full plan period, especially as the sites identified in paragraph 8.11 as possible longer term 
sites are specific. They are not broad locations and might have been expected to have been shown on the 
proposals map… 

3.89 Consequently, I do not consider it to be necessary to allocate either of the identified longer term sites in 



 

Oundle through this DPD. There is no reason why they should not be mentioned but it is an issue for the next 
review of the CSS whether there is the infrastructural capacity, particularly highways, to accommodate more than 
the 610 dwellings currently provided for. Paragraph 8.11 as amended by suggested change U082 is correct… 

3.91 In order to make the DPD sound the Housing Strategy section within chapter 8, paragraphs 8.7-8.11 and 
policy OUN3 shall be deleted and replaced by a new section as set out in full in Annex 2 to this report” [emphasis 
added].   

Accordingly, the Examination report itself makes plain that it is wholly inappropriate for the Council now to claim 
that paragraph 8.18 is a “strategic policy”; the two sites were not allocated and the Inspector, whilst considering 
there was no reason why they should not be “mentioned”, expressly considered the issue of their possible future 
development to be a matter to be assessed through a future review of the Core Strategy.   These two sites were 
possible longer term site allocations that could come forward following reviews of the Core Strategy and RNOTP 
but this does not make them strategic policy.  Paragraph 8.18 constitutes supporting text (or reasoned justification) 
to the RNOTP housing allocations in Oundle for the period to 2014.  

The Council’s mischaracterisation of the RNOTP paragraph 8.18 goes to the heart of the Council’s case for taking 
an inflexible approach to site selection through the LPP2.   

Whilst the land at Cotterstock Road now has achieved an outline planning permission and has the status of 
committed development, the land at Stoke Doyle Road does not.  We submit that the land at Stoke Doyle Road 
should not have been selected for allocation in LPP2 ahead of other suitable and available sites.  It is entirely 
appropriate for the LPP2 to take a different approach and indeed, this is also necessary given the known site 
constraints associated with Stoke Doyle Road (and highlighted in the draft Policy EN25) that are described through 
the site assessment process that has followed.      

2. Oundle Site Assessments 

Regarding the Oundle Strategy, the plan is not supported by adequate and a proportionate up-to-date evidence 
base.   The background papers do not assist.  To deal with the conflict between the preferred options expressed 
through the work on the Oundle Neighbourhood Plan the council commissioned a bespoke assessment to support 
its preferred options for Oundle growth strategy.  There are clear inaccuracies relating to the approach taken in the 
2019 DLP Assessment of Sites which stem from an inherent misapplication of historic saved policies which have 
affected the Councils considerations and the strategy is not therefore justified.   

Regarding the proposed allocations in Section 8: Housing Delivery: Oundle; two of the sites have outline planning 
permission and the opportunity for a proper consultation process to be carried out that includes consideration of 
these sites has been lost.  As set out elsewhere in our representations, these sites are now better described as 
commitments should be added into column 7 of Table 16 and the figures re-based accordingly.   

At paragraph 8.23 of the draft LPP2, the Council lists the evidence base used to inform the site selection process, 
concluding these combine to provide a robust and systematic justification for the three site specific allocations.  The 
only one that is now properly capable of being considered through this plan-led process is the Land at Stoke Doyle 
Road.  We do not consider appropriate evidence exists to conclude this is the most appropriate strategy for 
delivering the remaining Oundle growth. 

EN25: Land Rear of Cemetery, Stoke Doyle Road, Oundle 

We consider there is a lack of evidence to demonstrate that the site is suitable and deliverable in the plan period.  

Draft Policy EN25 describes part of the site as being within fluvial Floodzones 2 and 3.  Further clarity is required 
as the site map contained in Figure 14 suggests this is outside of the site area (defined by a red line).  This 
requires further clarity as it may impact upon the overall site capacity.  

Draft Policy EN25 also includes refers to the site ownership being across two different ownerships.  There is 
insufficient evidence to demonstrate that this is a reliable source of supply to be delivered in the plan period.   

It is also reliant upon achieving highway access over the single-track Warren bridge, described in the draft Policy 
EN25 as a significant heritage asset.  Again, no specific evidence base has been provided to justify that this site 
can be delivered within this identified heritage constraint.   

The proposed site at Figure 14 indicates potential longer term development potential beyond the site allocation to 
the west.  This annotation is wholly inappropriate to include within LPP2 and should be deleted.  No assessment 
has been made that would underpin this nor does the evidence base consider this.   

The draft Policy EN25 requires the site to set aside land to extend the town burial ground.  Any extension of the 
burial ground can progress separately and is not dependant on the delivery of housing for its release.  It is not in 
itself a reason for allocating the remainder of the land. 

 



 

For an objection, how could the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph be amended in order to meet 
the stated statutory requirement and/ or soundness test? 
Change required:  

Additional evidence demonstrating the site is deliverable in-principle and if so, that it has the capacity to 
accommodate 70 homes.  If not sufficiently evidenced, Draft Policy EN25: Land rear of Cemetery, Stoke Doyle 
Road, Oundle should be deleted and an alternative site identified. 

Alternative/additional Site Allocation: Policy ENxx: Land at Herne Road, Oundle 

Consequential change to Oundle Policy Map to include Land at Herne Road, Oundle for housing development as 
shown edged on attached plan. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable) 
Organisation 
Name: 
 

Rose and Sons Ltd Organisation 
Name: 
 

Roebuck Land and Planning Ltd 

 
Are you responding, 
to object to, or in 
support of the Plan? 

  To which statutory requirement 
does your response relate? 

  If your response is about the Plan’s 
“soundness”, to which of the 
soundness tests does it relate? 

 

Object   
 

 1) Legal compliance 
 

 
 

 a) Positively prepared 
 

 
 

   2) Compliance with the Duty 
to Cooperate 

 
 

 b) Justified 
 

 
X 

Support  
X 

 3) Soundness 
 

 
X 

 c) Effective  
 

 
 

      d) Consistent with national policy 
 

 
 

 
Please provide details about what part/ parts of the Local Plan your representation relates (as 
appropriate) 
Section/ Chapter   Policy/ paragraph   Policies Map  

Number/ reference 4  Number/ reference EN1  Number/ reference  

Heading Spatial 
Development 
Strategy 

 Heading Spatial 
development 
strategy 

 Heading  

 
Statement 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory requirements 
[(1)-(3), above] and/ or soundness test [(a) – (d), above]? 
Policy EN1: Spatial Development Strategy 

We support the continued identification of Oundle as an Urban Area which forms the highest tier of an urban 
focused strategy for growth and, the main service centre for the rural north of the district. However, at subsection 3, 
it states that development will be directed towards delivering the outstanding allocations. This is contradictory with 
the evidence base which suggests that there are delivery issues with the 2011 RNOTP housing allocations for 
Oundle (OUN3(1) and OUN3(3)). These cannot be relied upon and where they do not meet the 2019NPPF 
guidance as being available and deliverable. We agree that these should not count towards the Oundle growth 
strategy for the purposes of establishing a residual requirement for the town. 

 

For an objection, how could the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph be amended in order to meet 
the stated statutory requirement and/ or soundness test? 
 

 



 

 

East Northamptonshire Publication (Pre-Submission Draft) Local Plan Part 2: Regulation 19 

consultation 

Roebuck Land and Planning Ltd are instructed on behalf of Rose and Sons Ltd to submit 

representations in response to the Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan Part 2 (Regulation 19) March 

2021 Consultation (the 'LPP2'). 

Our client has important land interests in the Local Plan area, including at Herne Road, Oundle.  As 

such this response focuses on issues affecting Oundle in particular.   

 

Are you responding, to object to, or in support of the Plan? 

Object 

To which statutory requirement does your response relate? 

Soundness 

If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? 

Justified, Effective 

Section/ Chapter: 8: Housing Delivery & 9: Delivering Sustainable Urban Extensions 

Policy/ paragraph: 8.6, Table 16, 9.1 and Table 22  

Policies Map: 

 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory 

requirements above and/ or soundness test? 

 

The Plan fails to meet the tests of soundness in respect to being properly justified by robust and 

credible evidence.   With regard to the Major Sites, the delivery assumptions for Rushden East and 

Irthlingborough are unrealistic and too ambitious to be relied upon. 

For Rushden East SUE there is an expectation that 1200 units can be delivered in the period 2019-

2031 based on Table 16 at paragraph 8.8 of the draft LPP2.  The majority of the site is the subject of 

a live Outline Planning Application (ref:20/1453/OUT) with an expiry date of 27 August 2021.  The 



application will need to be reported to Committee and gain a resolution to grant; given the 

timescales for S106 negotiations and agreement to conditions this would result in an actual 

determination date toward the end of 2021.  Any permission would then be followed by Reserved 

Matters applications for the first phases of housing and infrastructure along with the required S278 

Agreements to create the access points from the adopted highway network.  The timescale to 

achieve this could be around 12 months which would result in the first dwelling completions 

occurring in Summer 2023.  At that point there would be 7 full years remaining of the Plan period.  

To achieve the 1200 units assumed in the Plan would require a delivery rate of 171 units per annum.  

A reliable rate of housing delivery per sales outlet is 35 dwellings per annum (market and affordable 

housing).  Assuming two main points of access across the SUE and two principle developers in 

control of this site, a delivery per annum of 140 units would appear to be the maximum achievable.  

Therefore, the assumed delivery for the Plan period should be no more than 980 dwellings.  

 

For an objection, how could the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph be amended in order to meet 

the stated statutory requirement and/ or soundness test? 

 

The assumed delivery from Rushden East SUE over the Plan period should be 980 dwellings 

(maximum 140 dwellings per annum).  Given uncertainties over the delivery of Irthlingborough 

West SUE (250 units assumed in the Plan period), the residual requirement to be planned for 

should be increased by 470 dwellings to account for this.  Additional allocations should be 

identified within LPP2.  

  



Are you responding, to object to, or in support of the Plan? 

Object 

To which statutory requirement does your response relate? 

Soundness 

If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? 

Justified, Effective 

Section/ Chapter: 8: Housing Delivery & 9: Delivering Sustainable Urban Extensions 

Policy/ paragraph: 8.6, Table 16, 9.1 and Table 22  

Policies Map: 

 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory 

requirements above and/ or soundness test? 

 

The Plan fails to meet the tests of soundness in respect to being properly justified by robust and 

credible evidence.   With regard to the Major Sites, the delivery assumptions for Rushden East SUE 

and Irthlingborough West SUE are unrealistic and too ambitious to be relied upon. 

For Irthlingborough West SUE, this is not a housing commitment as the site does not have planning 

permission (a live planning applications submitted in 2010 remains undetermined).  It has been over 

6 years since the site gained a resolution to grant at Committee.  Whilst the Council have indicated 

there is a commitment to bringing the site forward, there is no evidence presented that this is 

feasible.  The Council admit there are ongoing uncertainties regarding development viability given 

the remediation work necessary prior to development due to historic mining activity.  Therefore, 

there is sufficient doubt about the delivery of the site that it cannot be relied upon to deliver 250 

units within the Plan period. 

 

For an objection, how could the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph be amended in order to meet 

the stated statutory requirement and/ or soundness test? 

 

There should be no assumed delivery from Irthlingborough West SUE (west of Huxlow School) 

over the Plan period unless clear and robust evidence can be offered that the physical site 

constraints can be overcome and planning permission eventually granted. Given uncertainties 



over the delivery of Irthlingborough West SUE and the extent of delivery at Rushden East SUE, the 

residual requirement to be planned for should be increased by 470 dwellings to account for this.  

Additional land should be identified for allocation to 2031 in LPP2. 

 

 

Are you responding, to object to, or in support of the Plan? 

Object 

To which statutory requirement does your response relate? 

Soundness 

If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? 

Justified, effective 

Section/ Chapter: Spatial Development Strategy  

Policy/ paragraph: EN1, EN2 and EN5 

Policies Map: Oundle  

 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory 

requirements above and/ or soundness test? 

 

Policy EN1: Spatial Development Strategy 

We support the continued identification of Oundle as an Urban Area which forms the highest tier of 

an urban focused strategy for growth and, the main service centre for the rural north of the district.   

However, at subsection 3, it states that development will be directed towards delivering the 

outstanding allocations.  This is contradictory with the evidence base which suggests that there are 

delivery issues with the 2011 RNOTP housing allocations for Oundle  (OUN3(1) and OUN3(3)).  These 

cannot be relied upon and where they do not meet the 2019NPPF guidance as being available and 

deliverable.   We agree that these should not count towards the Oundle growth strategy for the 

purposes of establishing a residual requirement for the town. 

 

 

 



Policy EN2: Settlement boundary criteria– urban areas 

This policy is not effective.  It is not clear for decision-taking.  Specifically, whether development 

proposals are required to meet all criteria set out in the policy or whether it is possible to qualify 

under one or two subsections only and not be in conflict with the policy.    The use of ‘or’ between 

limbs f and g indicate these are not interdependent.  However, this should be made clearer.  

Generally, there appears to be conflict with the provisions of Policy EN5 – Development on the 

Periphery of settlements with a defined settlement boundary and rural exceptions housing which 

seeks to restrain housing outside of all settlements.    

Changes required: Policies EN2 and EN5 should be redrafted to reflect the settlement hierarchy 

and differentiate between the higher order settlements/urban areas.    

EN2 Sub-section f) in particular is vague and should be deleted.     

 

 

  



Are you responding, to object to, or in support of the Plan? 

Object 

To which statutory requirement does your response relate? 

Soundness 

If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? 

Justified, effective 

Section/ Chapter: 8 Strategic Housing requirements: Oundle  

Policy/ paragraph: Table 16 & EN24, EN25 

Policies Map: Oundle  

 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory 

requirements above and/ or soundness test? 

 

EN24: Oundle Housing Allocations 

The identified scale of housing at Oundle 

Adopted Policy 29 and Table 5 of the NNJCS set out a requirement for a minimum of 645 homes in 

Oundle to be provided within the Plan period to 2031. The draft LPP2, at Table 16, identifies that 

there were 392 dwelling completions between 2011 and 2019 (60.8%). There were 77 commitments 

as of April 2019, therefore leaving a shortfall of around 176 dwellings. This figure includes the long-

standing allocations within the RNOTP for allocation OUN3(1) Ashton/Herne Road Phase 2 (50 

dwellings) and OUN3(2) Dairy Farm (20 dwellings).  As these sites are not being actively allocated 

through the draft LPP2 process, the draft Plan for Submission considers there is actually a potential 

residual requirement for 246 dwellings, as a minimum provision up to 2031.   

To support this requirement, the draft LPP2 seeks to identify land for approximately 300 new homes 

to 2031.  Whilst we agree with this general approach, LPP2 Table 16 is out-of-date and should be 

uplifted to April 2021 to reflect the most recent monitoring data.  This would enable the recent 2020 

planning permissions in Oundle to be reflected (19/01327/OUT dated June 2020 for Cotterstock 

Road and 19/01355/OUT dated November 2020for St Christophers Drive).  This has the effect of 

changing the residual requirement from ‘300 homes’ to be met across 3 sites to an outstanding 

requirement for ’70 homes’ to be found.   



Elsewhere in our representations, we express concern at the LPP2’s strategy and specifically, 

whether it identifies sufficient land to meet the NNJCS housing requirements in full and, how flexible 

the strategy is to respond to any shortfall that arises over the remaining years of the plan period.   

Oundle is identified as one of the principal towns, and work on the Oundle Neighbourhood Plan has 

demonstrated that there are site options, including land at Herne Road, that could be brought 

forward and allocated in the LPP2 now to ensure the plan is sufficiently flexible to respond quickly to 

any (downward) change in the delivery trajectory.  Identifying an additional housing allocation at 

Oundle would not prejudice the overall spatial strategy in the NNJCS.  Rushden East would remain as 

the growth town to accommodate the major share of the growth requirements.  Oundle is capable 

of accommodating further growth to 2031 and there are suitable and available sites that will 

contribute towards sustainable development, including land at Herne Road, Oundle (site 221b). 

     

Oundle Site Selection 

Three sites are proposed in draft Policy EN24: Oundle Housing Allocations at Cotterstock Road (c130 

dwellings), St Christophers Drive (c100 dwellings) and Stoke Doyle Road (c70 dwellings) to meet the 

housing provision targets for Oundle. 

We agree that it is necessary to release greenfield land outside of the existing settlement confines to 

meet the adopted strategic housing requirement for Oundle.  However, the proposed strategy is not 

justified or effective for the following reasons: 

1. RNOTP Paragraph 8.18 

The Oundle site selection has been heavily influenced by paragraph 8.18 of the 2011 RNOTP which 

purpose and effect has been consistently overstated by officers.  It is regarded as strategic policy by 

the Council (as it identifies possible development sites that could come forward for development in 

order to deliver the strategic local plan housing requirement for Oundle beyond 2021).   

For ease, Paragraph 8.18 of the RNOTP is reproduced below and states:  

“PPS3 requires the Plan to indicate possible locations for housing development from 11-15 years from 

the date of adoption, i.e. from 2018/19 till after 2021. The Sustainability Assessment work has 

identified two particular sites which stand out as possible longer term site allocations. These sites, 

which could come forward following reviews of the Core Strategy and this Plan, are:  

• Land to the rear of the Cemetery, Stoke Doyle Road (230 dwellings capacity); 



• Land off Cotterstock Road/ St Peter’s Road (200 dwellings capacity) 

Although no longer in force, the Government’s Planning Policy Statement 3, required local planning 

authorities to set out in Local Development Documents their policies and strategies for delivering 

the level of housing provision, including identifying broad locations and specific sites that will enable 

continuous delivery of housing for at least 15 years from the date of adoption, taking account of the 

level of housing provision set out in the Regional Spatial Strategy. Authorities were told that they 

should identify sufficient specific deliverable sites to deliver housing in the first five years and should 

also identify a further supply of specific, developable sites for years 6-10 and, where possible, for 

years 11-15. Where it was not possible to identify specific sites for years 11-15, the PPS required 

broad locations for future growth to be indicated (paragraphs 53-55). 

The Inspector’s report into the Examination of the RNOTP (dated 8 July 2009) addressed the issue of 

compliance with PPS3 and, in particular, the two sites listed in what was paragraph 8.11 and became 

paragraph 8.18:   

“3.79 As submitted the DPD identifies only the Ashton/Herne Road site as being developed before 

2013. Thus, on the face of it the DPD fails to comply with the PPS3 requirements for a five year supply 

in Oundle. However, when the two OUN3 sites are taken together with the amended total for Creed 

Road of 145, they total 290 dwellings and the latest evidence is that development is likely to start on 

both sites by 2011, so meeting the five year requirement. Furthermore, the districtwide five year 

supply is adequate. Apart from failing to allocate sufficient land to provide a 10 year supply, the 

Council have also failed to provide convincing reasons for not being able to allocate specific 

developable sites for the full plan period, especially as the sites identified in paragraph 8.11 as 

possible longer term sites are specific. They are not broad locations and might have been expected 

to have been shown on the proposals map… 

3.89 Consequently, I do not consider it to be necessary to allocate either of the identified longer 

term sites in Oundle through this DPD. There is no reason why they should not be mentioned but it is 

an issue for the next review of the CSS whether there is the infrastructural capacity, particularly 

highways, to accommodate more than the 610 dwellings currently provided for. Paragraph 8.11 as 

amended by suggested change U082 is correct… 

3.91 In order to make the DPD sound the Housing Strategy section within chapter 8, paragraphs 8.7-

8.11 and policy OUN3 shall be deleted and replaced by a new section as set out in full in Annex 2 to 

this report” [emphasis added].   



Accordingly, the Examination report itself makes plain that it is wholly inappropriate for the Council 

now to claim that paragraph 8.18 is a “strategic policy”; the two sites were not allocated and the 

Inspector, whilst considering there was no reason why they should not be “mentioned”, expressly 

considered the issue of their possible future development to be a matter to be assessed through a 

future review of the Core Strategy.   These two sites were possible longer term site allocations that 

could come forward following reviews of the Core Strategy and RNOTP but this does not make them 

strategic policy.  Paragraph 8.18 constitutes supporting text (or reasoned justification) to the RNOTP 

housing allocations in Oundle for the period to 2014.  

The Council’s mischaracterisation of the RNOTP paragraph 8.18 goes to the heart of the Council’s 

case for taking an inflexible approach to site selection through the LPP2.   

Whilst the land at Cotterstock Road now has achieved an outline planning permission and has the 

status of committed development, the land at Stoke Doyle Road does not.  We submit that the land 

at Stoke Doyle Road should not have been selected for allocation in LPP2 ahead of other suitable 

and available sites.  It is entirely appropriate for the LPP2 to take a different approach and indeed, 

this is also necessary given the known site constraints associated with Stoke Doyle Road (and 

highlighted in the draft Policy EN25) that are described through the site assessment process that has 

followed.      

2. Oundle Site Assessments 

Regarding the Oundle Strategy, the plan is not supported by adequate and a proportionate up-to-

date evidence base.   The background papers do not assist.  To deal with the conflict between the 

preferred options expressed through the work on the Oundle Neighbourhood Plan the council 

commissioned a bespoke assessment to support its preferred options for Oundle growth strategy.  

There are clear inaccuracies relating to the approach taken in the 2019 DLP Assessment of Sites 

which stem from an inherent misapplication of historic saved policies which have affected the 

Councils considerations and the strategy is not therefore justified.   

Regarding the proposed allocations in Section 8: Housing Delivery: Oundle; two of the sites have 

outline planning permission and the opportunity for a proper consultation process to be carried out 

that includes consideration of these sites has been lost.  As set out elsewhere in our representations, 

these sites are now better described as commitments should be added into column 7 of Table 16 

and the figures re-based accordingly.   

At paragraph 8.23 of the draft LPP2, the Council lists the evidence base used to inform the site 

selection process, concluding these combine to provide a robust and systematic justification for the 



three site specific allocations.  The only one that is now properly capable of being considered 

through this plan-led process is the Land at Stoke Doyle Road.  We do not consider appropriate 

evidence exists to conclude this is the most appropriate strategy for delivering the remaining Oundle 

growth. 

EN25: Land Rear of Cemetery, Stoke Doyle Road, Oundle 

We consider there is a lack of evidence to demonstrate that the site is suitable and deliverable in the 

plan period.  

Draft Policy EN25 describes part of the site as being within fluvial Floodzones 2 and 3.  Further clarity 

is required as the site map contained in Figure 14 suggests this is outside of the site area (defined by 

a red line).  This requires further clarity as it may impact upon the overall site capacity.  

Draft Policy EN25 also includes refers to the site ownership being across two different ownerships.  

There is insufficient evidence to demonstrate that this is a reliable source of supply to be delivered 

in the plan period.   

It is also reliant upon achieving highway access over the single-track Warren bridge, described in the 

draft Policy EN25 as a significant heritage asset.  Again, no specific evidence base has been provided 

to justify that this site can be delivered within this identified heritage constraint.   

The proposed site at Figure 14 indicates potential longer term development potential beyond the 

site allocation to the west.  This annotation is wholly inappropriate to include within LPP2 and 

should be deleted.  No assessment has been made that would underpin this nor does the evidence 

base consider this.   

The draft Policy EN25 requires the site to set aside land to extend the town burial ground.  Any 

extension of the burial ground can progress separately and is not dependant on the delivery of 

housing for its release.  It is not in itself a reason for allocating the remainder of the land. 

Change required:  

Additional evidence demonstrating the site is deliverable in-principle and if so, that it has the 

capacity to accommodate 70 homes.  If not sufficiently evidenced, Draft Policy EN25: Land rear of 

Cemetery, Stoke Doyle Road, Oundle should be deleted and an alternative site identified. 

Alternative/additional Site Allocation: Policy ENxx: Land at Herne Road, Oundle 

Consequential change to Oundle Policy Map to include Land at Herne Road, Oundle for housing 

development as shown edged in red below. 



 



Are you responding, to object to, or in support of the Plan? 

Object 

To which statutory requirement does your response relate? 

Soundness 

If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? 

Justified, effective 

Section/ Chapter: Housing Delivery  

Policy/ paragraph: Chapter 8: Strategic Housing Requirements: Oundle 

Policies Map: Oundle  

 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory 

requirements above and/ or soundness test? 

 

Omission Site: Land at Herne Road, Oundle 

Land at Herne Road, Oundle (Site 221b: South of Herne Road) has been assessed as suitable and 

available and can contribute towards meeting the housing needs of the district within the plan 

period to 2031 in accordance with the adopted spatial strategy.   

Our client submitted a request for pre-application advice to ENC on 5 July 2019 with a follow up 

meeting held with officers during the summer 2020 following the provision of further supporting 

technical studies.    Detailed feedback has been received from the relevant departments within ENC 

and NCC plus the local NHS GP Primary Care General Medical Services.  No unsurmountable 

technical constraints were identified through this process.    

An indicative delivery trajectory has also been completed and submitted to ENC in February 2021 

following a request from their policy officer and monitoring team.   

We consider the LPP2 requires additional sites to be allocated to deliver the required growth levels 

identified in the NNJCS.  The housing trajectory is overestimated by some 430 homes (see associated 

representations to Rushden East SUE and Irthlingborough West).  The land at Herne Road can plug 

the gap whilst the major strategic development sites are progressed.  It has been reviewed through 

the Councils site assessment process and performed well against the assessment criteria, including 

sustainability considerations.  The latest 2019 DLP assessment concludes at paragraph 4.12 that the 

site is “free from overriding physical constraints that would preclude its allocation in the plan”.  The 



only reason given for it not being recommended for allocation in the LPP2 was based on uncertainty 

over “the availability and achievability of the sites as no response was received from the 

landowner/promoter when approached” (para 4.12).  We consider it should be included as an 

allocation to provide flexibility and certainty for the plan to deliver the required housing numbers.  

Our clients land at Herne Road was identified as a proposed allocation in the Oundle Neighbourhood 

Plan submission draft.  However, following examination, the draft ONP was withdrawn as the 

examining Inspector did not consider it meet the basic conditions.   

The Council (ENC) did not support the Town Council’s choice of sites to deliver the JCS growth 

requirements for Oundle through its Neighbourhood Plan preparation or through the LPP2.  In 

supporting the respective planning applications for two of its proposed allocations at Cotterstock 

Road (19/01327/OUT) for 130 dwellings and St Christophers Drive (19/01355/OUT) for 65 dwellings 

and a 65-bed extra care facility, it has effectively set aside the plan-led process for Oundle in favour 

of granting planning permission for speculative applications (in spite of it claiming a five-year 

housing land supply at the time).   

The Councils evidence base for the LPP2 includes the background Paper titled ‘Oundle Site 

Assessments’ dated 2018 which has since been supplemented by a detailed site assessment by DLP 

Planning Ltd in July 2019.   The latter report is the most up-to-date piece of evidence and we 

therefore focus on its preparation in this objection.   

Our clients take issue with the approach to scoring the respective sites.  The 2019 DLP Site 

assessment evidence base states that it undertook landowner surveys in the form of questionnaires 

– to establish the availability of the selected sites for assessment.  If a questionnaire was not 

returned, the site scored up to ‘minus 5’ under criterion (availability) and 10(achievability).   If one 

was returned, it scored up to ‘plus 5’ against both criteria.   As can be seen from the detailed 

assessments at Appendix 13 of the DLP Assessment, these criteria alone have the capability of 

distorting and heavily influencing the overall sustainability score applied to a site, having a range of 

10 points.  This is amplified by the fact that many of the sites scored relatively equally in general 

performance terms – being greenfield land at the edge of the settlement.   

Consequently, the evidence base is out of date and is not fit for purpose.  For example, if these 

corrections were made, the overall score for Herne Road would make it a clear front runner in the 

comparative assessment of the Oundle sites.   

Following correspondence with officers, it has been confirmed to us that our client was not 

approached nor sent a questionnaire to complete.  Hence Site 221b was automatically incapable of 



achieving a positive ‘5’ score against criteria 9 &10.  No regard was had to the Oundle 

Neighbourhood Plan process and the fact that the site was being assessed through that process (and 

was being proposed for allocation).  It was entirely possible for the landowners details to be 

obtained through the Oundle Town Council (or failing that, the Land Registry).  In fact, little regard 

was had to the ONP process as being relevant to or capable of influencing any part of the district 

Council’s considerations relating to site selection. 

Therefore the fact that the 2019 DLP assessment claims to have approached all 

landowners/developers is incorrect and misleading.  Had that been done, it would have been clear 

that Herne Road should have scored ‘plus 5’ in both these policy objectives at page 43 of the report.  

This change has a dramatic impact upon the sites relative sustainability in the assessment, elevating 

it to one of the top 3 sites.  When other known updates are subsequently applied, for example the 

sites potential for providing strategic recreational space for the town and the opportunity to provide 

land to facilitate an improved access strategy for the Prince William School to the opposite side of 

Herne Road, it is clear that the Herne Road site would have been a frontrunner.  This, along with the 

known support for its allocation through the ONP process, could have (and we say should have) 

been taken into account in the 2019 DLP assessment.   

This point has been raised several times with ENC in the context of Site 221b: South of Herne Road 

but the assessment has not been updated to correct the status of the site as being ‘available’ or 

‘achievable’.   

As this is the first opportunity for public comments to be submitted on the full evidence base for the 

Oundle site selection including the 2019 DLP assessment, it is necessary to set out the shortcomings 

with this part of the evidence base but also to highlight the fact that the Council could have taken 

the opportunity to amend and update its own evidence before this pre-submission draft 

consultation.   

In summary, Oundle Site 221b at Herne Road provides a clear opportunity to allocate alternative or 

additional land in the plan period to give more certainty to the housing strategy which will need to 

deliver sufficient homes to meet the identified need.  It fits with the spatial strategy of 

accommodating growth at Oundle as one of the priority towns for growth in the NNJCS and is 

available and deliverable.  It is in a single ownership, under the control of Rose and Sons Ltd and 

there are no barriers to its early delivery, unlike some of the identified preferred allocations 

including at Oundle. 



The site can accommodate circa 120 homes and a concept masterplan is shown below and 

appended to this submission.  We consider this site aligns with the NNJCS vision and strategic 

objectives and is suitable for allocation in the LPP2.   

Proposed change: Alternative or additional allocation  

Policy ENxx: Land south of Herne Road, Oundle 

Site Area 7.88 Hectares 

Residential development area 3.44 Hectares 

No. of Residential Units 111-122 

Consequential change to Oundle Policy Map to include Land at Herne Road, Oundle for housing 

development as shown edged in red below. 

 

 

 

 

  



Are you responding, to object to, or in support of the Plan? 

Object 

To which statutory requirement does your response relate? 

Soundness 

If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? 

Justified, effective 

Section/ Chapter: Spatial Development Strategy  

Policy/ paragraph: EN27 

Policies Map:  

 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory 

requirements above and/ or soundness test? 

 

 

Whilst the site has obtained outline planning permission for 65 homes and a 65-bed extra-care 

facility, there is some doubt cast in paragraph 8.32 of the draft LPP2 as to its future delivery.   Should 

the developer seek to ‘swap’ the extra care facility into traditional affordable housing at a future 

reserved matters stage, the capacity of the site may change and it is not yet confirmed whether 100 

homes can be accommodated on site as set out in draft Policy EN27.  This figure requires further 

testing to establish its reliability for the purposes of making sure LPP2 is likely to be effective. 

 

 

 

 

  



Are you responding, to object to, or in support of the Plan? 

Object 

To which statutory requirement does your response relate? 

Soundness 

If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? 

Justified, effective 

Section/ Chapter: Spatial Development Strategy  

Policy/ paragraph:  

Policies Map:  

 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory 

requirements above and/ or soundness test? 

 

Oundle Evidence Base: 

This 2019 DLP Report sought to re-assess the Oundle site options to support the results of the 

Interim Oundle Sustainability Appraisal dated December 2018 by Aecom on behalf of the Council 

(ENC).   

It has apparent that there is an inherent mistake within two of the assessed criteria, namely the 

availability and achievability criteria 9 &10 for three of the sites for development, one of which is our 

clients site at Herne Road, Oundle -Site 221b.  This site was known to ENC to be available for 

development through the earlier work on the Oundle Neighbourhood Plan, with Herne Road being 

re-affirmed through a pre-application enquiry submitted to ENC by the landowner on 5 July 2019.  

Despite landowner support for development, this site scored negatively against the availability and 

achievability criteria by DLP, marked down as being unavailable for development on the basis that 

the landowner had not responded to a June 2019 questionnaire.  For Herne Road, it has come to 

light that neither the landowner nor their agent was contacted during this site re-assessment 

process.  This factual mistake seeks to highlight the concerns with the draft LPP2 site selection 

process for Oundle which includes reliance upon the 2019 DLP Report that has not yet been subject 

to any public or independent scrutiny.      

The impact of this single change is significant, in that it has the effect that it alters the site score of 

some Oundle sites by 16 points, including Herne Road, changing its relative sustainability ranking 

from 5th to 2nd with a total of 24 points.  The consequential change to the St Christophers Drive 



site’s relative performance on this point alone is that it effectively moves to 3rd position after the 

other sites have also been corrected.  Updating other site criteria which we consider to be incorrect, 

including the scoring for Agricultural Land Classification;  access considerations and noise constraints 

(no housing was envisaged close to the A505 boundary) puts the Herne Road Site 221b as the most 

sustainable option when considered against the other Oundle sites performance. 

In summary, there are clear factual errors within the 2019 DLP Report and we consider this has had a 

direct impact upon the three sites favoured by the Council (which has led to two planning 

permissions being granted over the past 2 years) and ultimately selected as the preferred options for 

allocation within the submission draft LPP2.   

Of the remaining site that is not a current commitment through the grant of a planning permission, 

Stoke Doyle Road has been selected due to it being one of the highest performing sites ranked on 

their comparative performance against the chosen criteria.  The evidence base is not up-to-date and 

the draft Policy EN25 does not deliver the most sustainable strategy.  The plan is not justified or 

effective.    

 

 

 

  



Are you responding, to object to, or in support of the Plan? 

Object 

To which statutory requirement does your response relate? 

Soundness 

If your response is about the Plan’s “soundness”, to which of the soundness tests does it relate? 

Justified, effective 

Section/ Chapter: Spatial Development Strategy  

Policy/ paragraph: EN32 

Policies Map:  

 

How does the Plan, section, or policy/ paragraph meet, or fail to meet, the relevant statutory 

requirements above and/ or soundness test? 

 

Policy EN32: Self and custom build housing  

Draft Policy EN32 requires 5% of new housing on sites of 50 or more new houses to be made 

available as serviced building plots to facilitate custom and self-build housing.   

The Councils latest position is set out in the “Custom and Self Build Demand Assessment Framework 

(Dec 2018)” prepared by Three Dragons.  It concludes that there could be an annual demand for 39 

Custom and Self Build Plots (CSB) a year.  The policy sets a distinction between limited circumstances 

where single plots will be permitted and the delivery strategy for development to be delivered as 

part of a local plan allocation.  

The policy requirement for 5% provision for sites over 50 units is not effective.  The Council has set 

out its spatial strategy which is reliant upon a mix of sites primarily located at the urban areas.   The 

level of commitments already benefitting from planning permission primarily exclude delivery of self 

or custom build housing plots going forward.    This does not reflect the locational demands on the 

current register or offer a choice of locations to qualifying persons.   A general observation is that 

strategic sites are not typically the desired location for CSB products.  CSB persons are typically 

looking for smaller sites that are more bespoke.   

A more flexible policy is required that reflects the nature of CSB that includes sites beyond the main 

towns.  The policy should be updated to encourage small sites for up to 10 plots (i.e. minor 

development) to come forward adjacent to the towns but also including the Rural Areas.        



Other forms of demand evidence should also be capable of being considered in addition to the Self 

build register to prove need/demand.  This should be reflected within the policy (or at least the 

explanatory text) rather than being left to a future SPD. 

Change required: 

Rewrite policy to combine product types 

Or 

Remove/increase the limit of 1 single plot within the first limb a) of the draft Policy EN32 for self-

build to allow for both self-build and custom build products on small sites within or adjacent to 

settlements (i.e up to 10 units) 
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