
 

Personal Details Agents Details (if applicable) 

Organisation 
Name: 
 

Individual 
 
R19/012 

Organisation 
Name: 
 

n/a 

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

I am writing to question the soundness of the proposed Local Plan in relation to the allocation of sites for future 
housing in Oundle up to 2031 as outlined on pages 132 onwards and172 onwards of the Draft Plan. 

In the case of the proposed sie at St Christopher's Drive which received outline planning permission in November 
last year, I would question the validity of the permission as it was given on incorrect information given to 
Councillors on the Planning Committee by ENC Planning Department and did not address other major issues 
which were swept under the carpet. 

In the case of an alternative site to St Christopher's Drive at Benefield Road, this has not been included in the Plan 
although it is suggested it is a better site. 

Taking St Christopher's Drive first. Permission was voted for by only 4 councillors, all of whom lived a distance from 
Oundle, 4 councillors abstained and one councillor voted against - hardly a ringing endorsement. Of the four 
councillors who voted for permission at least two had never visited the site and the Chair of the meeting admitted 
she had not fully read the documentation submitted by the ENC Planning Department as she had only been told 
the night before that she would be chairing the meeting. 

NOISE LEVELS because the site is adjacent to the A605 which is a busy trunk road with a large number of heavy 
goods vehicles travelling along the road at high-speed day and night causing exceptionally high noise levels which 
will be impossible to fully mitigate against. Here the planners at the meeting stated that the decibel level only 
registered 65 decibels near the road, not the 75db as stated in their report. - a figure which is well in access of 
World Health Organisation guidelines. 65 db let alone 75 dB would be extremly intrusive to residents both indoors 
and in their gardens. 

Another major issue where Councillors were totally misled was one of access to the site. Councillors were told by 
ENC Planning that Highways were happy with access to the site but were not told that this only related to the actual 
site entrance at St Christopher's Drive. They were not told that traffic would have to negotiate very narrow roads 
with parked cars before reaching the site entrance. The problem of access from the East Road mini-roundabout 
down Ashton Road was totally ignored and not mentioned by ENC Planners. 

The top end of Ashton road is the ONLY ACCESS for what would be a total of 281 dwellings. It is recognised 
nationally that 150 dwellings are the SAFE maximum number of dwellings that should be served by a single access 
road.  Based on Northants Fire and Rescue guidelines the single Ashton Road entrance would be unsafe for the 



 

proposed additional dwellings and a second access road would be required which is NOT possible.The narrowness 
and on-street parking  (needed for the town with so little parking facilities)  on Ashton Road compounds the issue 
and on these grounds of safety, the site should have been rejected. 

Surface water drainage was another major issue which was totally ignored. This problem has been highlighted over 
the last couple of months with a miniature lake lying on the site for well over four weeks mostly caused by water 
draining from the adjacent Prince William School Playing Fields . This problem could be made worse by the 
developers proposal to raise the lower levels of the land leading to problems of water draining over the gardens 
and even properties of houses that currently are adjacent to the site in St Christophers Drive and Rowell Way. It is 
doubtful that the proposed Attenuation Pond and the current Anglian Water Drainage Plant on the Bridleway could 
cope . This plant is always needing remedial work even with the current housing. Major investment would be 
required to take the water up Ashton Road. This problem was totally ignored. 

Finally, the agreement to a 66 apartment Care Facility on the site four storeys high and totally dominating existing 
residential homes was again a nonsense. . Nothing was put forward to overcome the lack of sufficient parking for 
residents, staff and visitors which would lead to an overflow into adjacent residential roads. The suggestion of a 
regular bus service to take elderly residents from the facility into the town centre would not be financially viable and 
would be a non-starter, Without this, it is far too far for elderly residents to walk to the nearest shops, pharmacy, 
library, medical centre and post office and the nearest bus stop to get to Peterborough or Corby is more than 1 km 
away. 

The St Christopher's Drive site should not have been given planning permission on the basis of the above points 
alone. A far better site is at Benefield Road but this does not currently have planning permission because the 
owner was told incorrectly by ENC Planning that houses would not need to be completed until 2031 and no further 
input was needed from him.  In fact, the date is 2026 and the current owner would be able to meet this deadline 
and does have a developer. 

Also, it was submitted by ENC Planning that the proposed site area was of historical importance and therefore 
could not be built on. This is in fact totally incorrect. The site has no such problems. There is ample room for the 
number of houses required and even for further expansion in the future. 

The site offers easy access into Oundle Town Centre and equally important would (unlike St Christophers Drive) 
not lead to traffic clogging up the town centre.. It is on a main, wide road, can have more than one entrance and 
most importantly is on a half-hourly bus route particularly beneficial if the Care facility was to be sited here. . It 
meets the criteria of minimising traffic. Drainage and noise would not be a problem. It could easily have cycleways 
to the primary school , medical centre and library. 

Finally the owner is offering a green space to the town for a community ground. The developer at St Christophers 
Drive is offering nothing to the town and is being very clever in using 106 monies to give the land for free to the 
charity that would run the care facility. 

Taking the words from the proposed  Plan it seems to me that the criteria for a site is a developer already waiting in 
the wings rather than taking the merits of the site.itself. Surely this is the cart leading the horse. 

In conclusion, I would recommend that the unsound St Christophers Drive site is taken out of the Plan even though 
it has planning permission - in my view wrongly given - and its place taken by the Benefield Road site which is a 
sound proposition  and where the Care facility would be sensibly situated. 

 

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? 

see above - Drop the St Christophers Drive site and in its place substitute the Benefield Road Site. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


