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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? 
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 b) Justified 
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 c) Effective  
 

 
 

      d) Consistent with national policy 
 

 
 

 
Please provide details about what part/ parts of the Local Plan your representation relates (as 
appropriate) 
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delivery 
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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]? 

This site does not meet the relevent strategic policies for the area so fails in soundness test 3a - not being 
positively prepared. It is clear that the Northants Minerals and Waste Local Plan from 2014 (then the Adopted 
Mineral and Waste Local Plan, 2017) demands that the Cotterstock Road site remains undeveloped - and it was 
further clear during the ENC Planning Policy meetings that approved the Local Plan 2 that this had bit been 
considered in the site assessment, nor was National Planning Policy 20, 

In considering that site, the impact of, and the impact on, the Oundle Sewage Treatment Work (STW) has been 
seriously underestimated. Residential development would be in direct contravention to not just the spirit of the 
Waste Plan, but especially Policies 29 and 30, which safeguard strategic waste sites from residential development, 
and from development that might hamper their operation.  

The new North Northants planning body has already adopted the Waste Local Plan, which has at its core a “a 
presumption against allowing development of a sensitive nature that would pose medium to high risks of loss of 
amenity to future occupants “. The Environment Agency “FIDOL” system rates residential development as “highly 
sensitive”.  

Policy 29 safeguards land up to 400 metres around a sewage works (for future expansion and additional usages 
such as anaerobic digestion) and site LPP2 SA225 is less than 100 metres from the Oundle sewage works. Any 
residential development there would be contrary to Adopted Waste Plan Policy 30, which says development near 
“should only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that it would not adversely affect the continued operation 
of the facility”. 

The Waste Plan is very very clear – “development should not be permitted if it would constrain the effective 
operation of committed sites“ giving a distance of 400 metres within which “sensitive/residential” development 
should be prevented -  existing housing is at about 400 metres. The whole site considered is within 400m. 

MWLP Policy 29 is backed up by Policy 30 -  “Existing sites …… should be safeguarded from non-waste 
…..development … unless alternative provision in the vicinity can be made, or if it can be clearly demonstrated that 
there is no longer a need for a waste management…..at that location.” The Oundle STW needs protection from 
development, so it can react to the growth in Oundle, and the pre-existing NCC/NNC Waste plan offers that very 
protection, and cannot be overlooked.  



 

Anglian Water, which operates Oundle's only sewage works, (recently expanded) fear such encroachment. Their 
Risk Assessment  classifies a STW like Oundle’s (serving a population of 5000 or more within 150 metres of 
proposed development) as RED  - “a high risk of loss of amenity posed to the development and may impact on 
Anglian Water’s ability to operate....”.and this must have informed their consultation response to 19/01327/OUT in 
October 2019 noting “there is potential for loss of amenity at sensitive property within the proposed development 
due to odour emissions from the operation of the WRC. This WRC is operated in compliance with the appropriate 
regulatory standards and in accordance with established best practice, however, the process is inherently prone to 
short periods of relatively strong odorous emissions, against which there is little practical mitigation.” 

Anglian Water notes the plant has a "long and difficult history of odour complaints", and ENC know that - AW have 
at least 8 recorded severe odour complaints between 2013-2018, some of which have multiple entries. AW have 
tried unsuccessfully to raise this with the Planning Authority and Environmental Health at ENC, and a Freedom of 
Information request shows that ENC have themselves received 10 complaints or queries about odour from the 
sewage treatment works from 2000 to 2019.  

Odour would clearly be an issue at Cotterstock/St Peters Road.  

There are two key benchmarks here -  

CIWEM 2012 sets a threshold of 10ouE/m3, and according to the analysis put in by the developers for 
19/01327/OUT, odour at LPP2 SA225 demonstrably exceeds this. This would have high impact on amenity in an 
area with high sensitivity receptors - a residential development. “Complaints are highly likely and odour exposure at 
these levels represents an actionable nuisance”.   

Environment Agency H4 sets an even higher “benchmark odour criteria” for “most offensive” odours such as 
“processes involving septic effluent or sludge” as 1.5ouE/m3 for only 2% of the time. It is no surprise that Anglian 
Water’s Risk Assessment uses this same “odour footprint of 1.5ouEm³ - the odour concentration advised in the 
Environment Agency’s H4 Guidance for assessing odour risk“ 

There are therefore clear limits of odour amenity, and even the limited odour analysis from the developers of 
19/01327/OUT demonstrates that odour impacts would be unacceptable - it clearly notes that much of the site 
would hit 1.5 odour units (the green “odour contour”), much of the time.  

Should development occur on site LPP2 SA225, it is clear that Anglia Water would not be able to operate their 
plant successfully (and ENC EHOs noted in their response to 19/01327/OUT that if odour nuisance complaints 
were generated from this new site, they would have to action them fully, creating an expensive and vicious spiral 
for all concerned); Environment Agency and CIWEM odour benchmarks would clearly be broken; and there would 
be a high loss of amenity for future residents due to that odour, at various and many times during the year. On this 
basis, it is no surprise that the Northamptonshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan does not support any 
development at this site. 

ENC planners have shown great concern about keeping to Strategic planning documents in their development of 
the Draft Local Plan, and showed great concern that Oundle Neighbourhood Plan did the same. Residents would 
therefore be surprised if ENC did not pay due regard to its own adopted MWLP.. The contravention of ENC’s own 
adopted policy means the Soundness test must be failed. 

 

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? 

Avoid development within 400 metres of the edge of the Oundle STW.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


