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| Planning Policy Manager
Growth and Regeneration
North Northamptonshire Council
Thrapston Office
Cedar Drive, Thrapston, NN14 4LZ
T: 0300 126 3000 |
Twitter: @NNorthantsC
Facebook: @NorthNorthants
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From:
Sent: 18 June 2021 14:36
To: ENC planning policy <planningpolicy.ENC@northnorthants.gov.uk>
Subject: Reg 16 Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Submission
Dear Sirs
I submit with this email our representations to the Regulation 16 Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan consultation.
Please by way of a return email could you confirm that you have received our representation
Kind regards
| MA
Planning Consultant

T: 01536 213158 | M:

berrys.uk.com
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42 Headlands, Kettering NN15 7HR

Berrys is a partnership of limited companies. Any references to partners in any document should be taken as being references to the directors of the
limited companies and not to individual partners of the firm. To see a full list of the limited companies, click here. This email has been sent from Berrys
and is intended for the use of the addressee only and may contain confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified
that any use or dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you receive this transmission in error, please notify us immediately then delete
this email. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of Berrys, 42 Headlands, Kettering
NN15 7HR.

Any views expressed in this email are those of the individual sender and are not necessarily those of North
Northamptonshire Council unless explicitly stated.
This email (including any attachments) may contain confidential or privileged information and is intended solely for the
use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. Any confidential, sensitive or protectively marked material must
be handled accordingly.
If you are not the intended recipient you must not disclose, distribute, copy, print or rely on any of the information
contained in the email or attachments, and all copies must be deleted immediately. If you do receive this email in error,
please notify the sender immediately and note that confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost.
North Northamptonshire Council may monitor the contents of emails sent and received via its network for the purposes
of ensuring compliance with relevant legislation and the Council’s policies and procedures. All such monitoring will take
place in accordance with relevant legislation including privacy and data protection legislation. For details of how North
Northamptonshire Council uses personal information please see the Council’s website.
North Northamptonshire Council has scanned this email and attachments for viruses but does not accept any
responsibilities for viruses once this email has been transmitted. You should therefore carry out your own anti-virus
checks before opening any documents.
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For office use only:

Ref No.
Date received:
Date acknowledged:
Entered by:

Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan response form
This form may be photocopied. Please return by 4pm on Monday, 28th June 2021.
This form can be returned by e-mail to planningpolicy.ENC@northnorthants.gov.uk or by post to
Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan Consultation, North Northamptonshire Council, Thrapston Office, Cedar
Drive, Thrapston, Northamptonshire NN14 4LZ.

You can also complete the form via a smart survey link on the Council’s website:
Comments are invited, regarding whether the draft Hargrave Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP)
2011-2031 and supporting documentation fulfil the “basic conditions”, as required by paragraph 8 (1)
(a) (2) of Schedule 4B to the Parish and Country Planning Act 1990 (inserted by the Localism Act 2011).
If you wish to make comments about the draft Neighbourhood [Development] Plan, please specify which
of the “basic conditions” you are commenting on (see Q1, overleaf). Comments should set out a
justification as to why you consider that the basic condition has not been met, or why you consider that
the basic condition has satisfactorily been met.
All comments will be forwarded on to the appointed examiner for the Hargrave NDP. You should not
assume that there will be an opportunity to add further information, although the examiner may request
additional information from you, based on the matters he/ she identifies for examination.
The regulations require that any representations made during the consultation period for the Hargrave
NDP must be submitted to the examiner together with a summary of the main issues raised. Therefore,
comments cannot be treated as confidential. They will be attributed to source and made available as
public documents, although personal addresses will not be made publicly available.
North Northamptonshire Council will consider all representations made, if returned by the deadline.
However, please note that late representations cannot be accepted.
Personal details:
Organisation name:
Contact name:
Address:

C/o Berrys

Telephone:
Email:
Agent’s details:
Organisation name:

Berrys

Contact name:
Address:
Telephone:
Email:

42 Headlands, Kettering, Northamptonshire, NN15 7HR

Q1

The following “basic conditions” form the statutory requirements for the draft
Neighbourhood Plan. These require that the Neighbourhood Plan:
1.

Has regard to national policy and guidance from the Secretary of State;

2.

Contributes to sustainable development;

3.

Is in general conformity with the strategic policy of the development plan for the area
or any part of that area;

4.

Doesn’t breach or is otherwise compatible with previous EU obligations (incorporated
into domestic legislation) – this includes the SEA Directive of 2001/42/EC; and that

5.

The making of the Neighbourhood Plan is not likely to have a significant effect on a
European site (as defined in the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations
2017, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects
[Please tick the relevant basic condition and submit a separate form for each
of the basic conditions you are commenting on]

Q2

Why do you consider that the draft Hargrave Neighbourhood Development Plan and/ or
supporting documents do/ do not meet the specified “basic condition”?
Please provide a brief summary of your comments.

Please see attached statement

Detailed explanation
Please give further details of your opinion and the reasons for it (continue on a separate sheet as
necessary).

Please see attached statement

Q3

The appointed examiner will consider all representations received by the deadline (4pm, Monday 28th
June 2021). Normally, the examiner will seek to consider all responses through written representations.
However, occasionally an examiner may consider it necessary to hold hearing sessions to discuss
particular issues.
I would like to request to be heard before the examiner at the Neighbourhood Plan Examination [If
you have indicated that you wish to attend the Examination, please explain why you consider this
to be necessary. Please note that this is entirely at the discretion of the examiner]:

Yes, if the Inspector believe's further clarification is required

Q4
(i)

Please indicate whether you wish to be notified of either or both of the following:
The publication of the recommendations of the Neighbourhood Plan Examiner

(ii)

Final “making” (adoption) of the Neighbourhood Plan by North Northamptonshire Council

If you have ticked any of the above options, please make sure you have provided an email address to help us
reduce postal costs.

Signature:

Date:
18.06.2021

Thank you for taking the time to respond.
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Thank you for taking the time to respond.

Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan Consultation
North Northamptonshire Council
Thrapston Office
Cedar Drive
Thrapston
Northamptonshire
NN14 4LZ
Ref: KA40837
18.06.2021
Dear Sirs
RE: Objections under Regulation 16 Consultation to the Hargrave Neighbourhood
Plan regarding Land North of Church regarding Land to the North of Church Street,
Hargrave, Northants.
1. This representation is prepared and submitted on behalf of
in regard to the Regulation 16 Submission Neighbourhood Plan
prepared by Hargrave Parish Council. This representation objects to
the Neighbourhood Plan specifically in regard to the designation of land known
as land to the North of Church Street, Hargrave.
2. The figure below is taken from the Regulation 16 version of the plan. The red
line is the proposed new settlement boundary included in the Regulation 16
version. We have marked the location of the said land on that plan.
Land North of
Church Street

Background

Currently proposed Settlement Boundary

3. The land in question was originally submitted by our client in response to the
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group's ‘Call for Sites’ exercise which took place
in autumn 2020. The Steering Group were positive towards the proposals.
Accordingly, it was put forward by the Parish Council as a proposed site for
housing development and was included within the Regulation 14 draft

Neighbourhood Plan as a housing allocation within the settlement boundary to
provide a small number of modest homes.
4. The full terms of the allocation of the development sites within the Regulation
14 version of the plan.
5. Figure 5 below is taken from the Regulation 14 Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan
and shows both the proposed settlement boundary and the proposed housing
allocations.

Figure 5 ‘Housing Allocations’ of the Regulation 14 Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan
6. Figure 6 below is taken from the Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan and shows
the proposed green space allocation.

Figure 6 ‘Designated Local Green Spaces’ of the Regulation 14 Hargrave
Neighbourhood Plan

7. The draft plan was submitted by the Parish Council for Regulation 14
consultation between 25 January 2021 and 8 March 2021. Specifically it will be
seen from the draft plan that the land in question:
(a) was designated as plot 1 for housing development;
(b) was delineated as falling within the settlement boundary;
(c) was not allocated as a local green space; and
(d) had not been subject to a site appraisal as local green space within the
draft plan.
8. However, the Regulation 16 plan includes the following:
(a) different settlement boundary from the one subject to the Regulation 14
consultation;
(b) a revised housing allocation plan and narrative from the one subject to
the Regulation 14 consultation; and
(c) a revised green space allocation from the one subject to the Regulation
14 consultation;
(d) new site appraisals included for local green spaces over and above the
ones subject to the regulation 14 consultation.
9. The below plan shows the Regulation 16 proposed Hargrave Settlement
Boundary which has removed the land north of Church Street site from within
the boundary.

Figure 4 Proposed Hargrave Settlement Boundary of Regulation 16 Hargrave
Neighbourhood Plan

10. Within the Regulation 16 Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan the land north of Church
Street site was included as a Local Green Space. It is identified as number 6 on
the plan below. To support the inclusion of the land north of Church Street as
a Local Green Space Designation a revised Local Green Space Assessment was
prepared.

Figure 6 Designated Local Green Space within Regulation 16 Hargrave
Neighbourhood Plan
11. Only one proposed housing allocation remains within the Regulation 16 Hargrave
Neighbourhood Plan referred to as land south of Church Street. This site is
visually separated from the main area of Hargrave and therefore in our view by
the Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Plan’s own definition of ‘roadside infill’ the
land south of Church Street does not meet these requirements. The site is not
located adjacent to existing village properties directly to the north, south and
west and the property. Hill Top House to the east of the site is itself separated
by some distance from the main residential area of the village and is not located
across the road frontage therefore development at land south of Church Street
would not provide a continuation of the built form in this area of the village.
12. Regulation 16 definition of Roadside Infill: ‘In the context of this HNDP the term

“roadside infill” should be construed as:

New housing developed:
•
•
•

within the village settlement boundary
adjacent to existing village properties
where the front of each singular housing plot abuts the roadside, the back of
verge or the rear of public footpath tightly adjacent to the road.

The dwelling itself may be situated anywhere within this roadside plot, in keeping
the nature of the rest of Hargrave village, thereby affording opportunity for
gardens and for off-road parking to the front or the rear of the dwelling, within
its plot.’

Figure 5 Housing allocations within Regulation 16 Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan
13. The consequences of the changes referred to above in the Regulation 16 version
of the Neighbourhood Plan are that:
a) our client's land to the north of Church Street had been removed as plot 1
for housing development;
b) this has left only one development site identified in the plan. That site is in
the ownership of the speculative developer and is part of a larger holding in
that ownership on the south of Church Street - the full extent of which is
not currently known but it seems that has already developed the plot
opposite Top Farm already. As set out within paragraphs 11 and 12 the land
south of Church Street allocation does not appear to fall within the definition
of roadside infill set out within the Regulation 16 Hargrave Neighbourhood
Plan;
c) our client's site had been removed from the settlement boundary;
d) but the development site to the south of Church Street has been
incorporated as being within the settlement boundary, even though it lies
outside the residential area, as too was all the land to the east of the said
development site - uphill towards the first house on the south of Church
Street which is the site which we believe the developer has previously
developed;
e) as well as our client's land being removed from the development sites and
removed from the settlement boundary, it is now proposed that the whole
of our client's site which has previously been identified as an appropriate
development is to be subject to a Local Green Space designation; and

f) included is a purported "site appraisal" in relation to our client's land in
justification for the Local Green Space designation.
14. We object to our client's land to the North of Church Street being removed from
development sites, removed from the settlement boundary and included in local
green space allocation. We further object to the purported "site appraisal" in
respect of the same.
15. It will be seen from the above that all of the changes which adversely affect our
client's interests have come about after the Regulation 14 consultation phase.
Whilst we are instructed in relation to the formal planning issues which arise in
relation thereto, our client will be separately responding in respect to a detailed
response under the Freedom of Information Act from the Chairman of the Parish
Council they have received via email on the 16th June 2021. Berrys have not been
asked to consider and comment upon this matter.
16. As time is short, and we had already prepared a draft response based on
information which is currently in the public domain, we have limited our
response to that information.
17.

will deal with Freedom of Information Act matters directly with
the independent examiner as she considers fit and relevant to the Regulation
process and, if necessary, relevant to our submissions on her behalf.

Planning objection to the Regulation 16 Version of the Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan
18. It is submitted that the Regulation 16 version of the Neighbourhood Plan does
not meet the Basic Conditions that the Neighbourhood Plan needs to meet.
Specifically, the plan must satisfy the two conditions below, namely:
i.

it has regard to national policy and guidance from the Secretary of
State; and

ii.

it contributes to sustainable development.

Local Green Space Designation
19. We object to our client's land to the north of Church Street having been included
in the Local Green Space (LGS) designation for Hargrave. National policy and
guidance in relation thereto has not been followed.
20. It is submitted that the Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Plan does not meet the
Basic Conditions for Neighbourhood Plans. Specifically, the Plan has not been
prepared having due regard to national policy and guidance from the Secretary
of State specifically in regard to the proposed LGS designations.
21. The land to the north of Church Street site was not included as LGS in the draft
Regulation 14 plan, which draft plan was produced in response to the previous
extensive public consultation exercise carried out in relation to all the residents
of Hargrave. The Regulation 16 version of the Neighbourhood Plan imposed the
LGS designation on the land to the North of Church Street without reference to
the residents. This is in breach of the requirements for LGS designation.
22. The justification given for the LGS designation was that the site had been
included as ‘Important Open Land’ within the Raunds Area Plan 1996. However
it has been confirmed by North Northamptonshire Council Principal Planning

Policy Officer
that the ‘Raunds Area Plan 1996’ referred to within
the Neighbourhood Plan does not exist. Thus, Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan
Steering Group made an error.
23. It is believed that the Group meant to reference the East Northamptonshire
District Local Plan 1996 that did designate the north of Church Street as
Important Open Land and classed Hargrave as a restricted infill village.
Therefore, the site to the south of Church Street would not qualify as a
development site under that regime. However, the 1996 plan has largely been
overtaken by events and only six policies remain in force. These do not include
EN20 ‘Important Open Land within Towns and Villages’. Therefore, the land
north of Church Street has not been considered to be Important Open Land for
many years.
24. We believe that relevant to this issue is the response to the Regulation 14
consultation exercise submitted by East Northamptonshire Council.
25. Thus, the body which had been author of the 1996 plan did not object to the
proposed housing designation at land to the north of Church Street, indicated
its own requirements in relation to the development of the land and raised no
concerns in regard to the former land designation.
26. The LGS designation applied to land north of Church Street is not in accordance
with Paragraphs 99 and 100 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
with regard the designation of Local Green Spaces through local and
neighbourhood plans. The emphasis within both paragraphs is that local green
spaces should be demonstrably special to the local community.
27. The Draft Policies Document prepared by the Neighbourhood Plan Steering
Group which was consulted upon in September 2020 goes into detail of a
number of sites which had been identified as holding particular significance to
the village within paragraphs 80-84 of this document. The list of potential LGS
designations did not include the land north of Church Street site.

Figure 6 of the Draft Policy document (September 2020 showing the
nominated Green Spaces)

28. In addition to this, as part of the document ‘Comments from feedback
forms regarding the draft policies’ September 2020 under section 4 ‘Landscape,
character & green space’ none of the feedback from the local community
specifically requested for the north of Church Street site to be included as a
designated Local Green Space.
29. At the time of the Regulation 14 consultation for Hargrave, other local plans had
gone to the regulation 16 phase. Specifically, the Inspector
MTP MUED MRTPI made a ruling in an interim report dated 25 January 2021 for
the emerging Kettering Site Specific Part 2 Local Plan. This plan had proposed a
large number of Local Green Space designations within a number of villages
within the former Kettering Borough Council area.
30. The Inspector in relation to that plan advised that a large proportion of the
proposed Local Green Space allocations should be removed as they did not
meet the strict requirements for the allocation. The Inspector stated that “In

my view, this [meeting the requirements of para.100 of the NPPF] is quite a high
bar to reach, and this most highly restrictive designation is not appropriate for
most green areas or open spaces. Rather, it affords a level of protection that is
in my experience applied sparingly”.

31. The inspector continued stating that “It is my firm view that it is fundamental

to the LGS designation that the spaces are identified by the local community.
The Council accepts in the summary table that a number of the proposed LGS
spaces were not put forward by the local community. Whilst I note that the
designations of some of these spaces were subsequently supported by local
residents, Parish/Town Councils and elected members, that is not the same as
them having been identified by communities”. For ease the Kettering Inspector's
Report referred to above can be found within Appendix A.

32. It follows, therefore, that as the land north of Church Street was not nominated
as a LGS within the Draft Policy document, and because none of the
consultation feedback to the Draft Policy document requested that the north of
Church Street site was included as a LGS, the land was not considered to be
demonstrably special to the local community and therefore not does meet the
strict requirements set out within National guidance. It is accordingly submitted
that the designation as local green space should therefore be removed from our
client's land to the North of Church Street, Hargrave.
The purported Site Appraisal in relation to the land
33. Our client will show in her separate letter addressed to you that she has been
unable to get to the bottom of by whom the site appraisal has been prepared
in relation to her land. She has queried if anyone accessed the land to carry out
their Green Space assessment as no request to access private land was sought
by the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group, nor is the site accessible via a Public
Right of Way. Given the qualities by way of wildlife habitat accorded to the site
by reference to a large number of species of native wildlife on the site, one
would have expected answers to her questions to have been readily
forthcoming.
34. Whilst our client will deal with this matter further in her letter to you, we would
submit that if the Regulation 16 plan contains, as it does, a site appraisal in
support and justification for a Local Green Space Assessment, contending that

the site is rich with wildlife providing a habitat for a number of protected
species, it should be supported by a Phase 1 ecology survey prepared by a
qualified ecologist. It is submitted that such assertions require professional
advice on the species richness of a site. In the absence of such a professional
assessment, it is submitted that this justification is not founded on any proper
evidence.
35. The original version of the Hargrave Local Green Space Assessment which was
provided as a background document to the Regulation 14 Consultation draft plan
did not assess the north of Church Street site as a potential LGS. Neither Natural
England nor East Northamptonshire Council officers responded to the
Regulation 14 consultation, to raise any objection to the proposed housing
allocation on ecological grounds. Thus, it is submitted that in the absence of a
professional ecological survey in support of the LGS designation for the land to
the north of Church Street, and in the absence of any objection on ecological
grounds from the statutory bodies with responsibility for such matters, it was
wrong for the Regulation 16 document to have included the land to the north of
Church Street on ecological grounds.
36. It is further submitted that if in fact planning permission were to be sought or
to be granted in relation to the said land to the North of Church Street, or to
any other land, the regulatory regime is such that an appropriate ecological
survey would be needed as part of the planning process. If relevant wildlife, or
habitat were found to be present, appropriate mitigating steps would need to
take place, but their presence would not be an absolute bar on development of
the site.
Removal of the site the North of Church Street from the identified development
sites for Housing Allocation
37. In addition to removal of the site to the North of Church Street from Local Green
Space designation, we submit that the land north of Church Street should be
reallocated as within the settlement boundary and reallocated as a potential
housing development site within the Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan.
38. The reallocation of the land to the north of Church Street as a housing allocation
would contribute to the Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan providing sustainable
development for the local community which would assist the Plan in meeting
the basic conditions for Neighbourhood Plans.
39. The site was a housing allocation within the Regulation 14 draft Neighbourhood
Plan which was consulted upon between 25 January and 08 March 2021. East
Northamptonshire Council provided comments as part of this consultation
stating that they had no objection to the land north of Church Street as a
housing allocation, with their only advice stating that the proposed allocation
was that the size of the allocation site should be reduced. The local authority
made similar comments in relation to development site 2. Thus, parity between
the two sites was proposed by the local authority.
40. Objective 1-3 of the HDNDP Strategic objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan
relate to supporting limited residential development, encouraging small scale
roadside infill development and ensuring development does not encroach upon
the open countryside. However, it is submitted that the one proposed residential
designation at south of Church Street could potentially lead to larger numbers
of residential development within the village of Hargrave. That land is only part

of a larger holding at that site owned by a speculative developer, it is a green
field site, it is outside the residential area, it has required a special definition of
infill to be adopted to seek to embrace it as part of the Regulation 16 plan. For
all those reasons, prima facie, that land does not meet with the objectives
specified. The situation is further exacerbated in allocating all of the
development potential to that one site and that one owner, to the exclusion of
all other sites. Within paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework it
is stated that only where a neighbourhood plan contains policies and allocations
to meet its identified housing requirement (as well as other criteria) the
presumption in favour of sustainable development will not apply.
41. Thus, it is submitted that more than one housing allocation is required within a
‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan to ensure that if North Northamptonshire Council
cannot demonstrate a five year land supply of housing that the presumption in
favour of sustainable development will apply. It is therefore in the interest of
the Parish Council which seeks to control residential development within the
village to allocate two housing sites. It is therefore submitted that it was at the
Regulation 14 stage, and remains at the Regulation 16 stage, appropriate to
specify the land north of Church Road as a development site within the
Neighbourhood Plan.
Proposed Housing Allocation Policy
42. We propose that to support the reinstatement of land north of Church Street
as within the settlement boundary and classed as a housing allocation, the
following policy should be added to the Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan:
Policy X – Housing Allocation at Land north of Church Street
The following details the key expectations for all development on this site:
(a) Any development must remain within the limitations of the village
settlement boundary.
(b) Any development should be of a limited number of modest scale,
roadside properties in accordance with the indications of the HNDP and
not impair the amenity of existing neighbouring properties.
(c) Each house should therefore only be positioned within plots which abut
the roadside (i.e., roadside infill) with no plans for (and avoiding
opportunity to create later backfill development of the adjacent land or
included land within the plot. All development should therefore remain
within the village settlement boundary.
(d) Provision of a singular safe roadside access with good visibility onto
Church Street is essential. Vehicle visibility splays would need to be
displayed at 43m from the proposed accesses in each direction for the
road within a 30mph speed limit
(e) Provision of ample off-road parking for the homes in accordance
with Northamptonshire’s adopted Parking standards
(f) The nature of any development must complement and enhance this
historic part of Church Street which contains some of the village’s
remaining pre 20th century architecture and rural appearance.

Conclusions
43. In summary the Regulation 16 Draft Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan does not
meet the Basic Conditions for Neighbourhood Plans, principally having regard to
National policy and guidance from the Secretary of State as well as contributing
to sustainable development.
44. It is our view that the proposed Local Green Space designation should be
removed from the land north of Church Street site. The site is not considered
to be particularly important by the local community and was not included within
the original list of potential Local Green Spaces which were nominated when
preparing the Neighbourhood Plan. It is therefore submitted that the strict
criteria set out within paragraphs 99 and 100 the NPPF have not been complied
with and therefore to enable the Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan to be in
accordance of this Basic Condition the land north of Church Street site should
be removed as a Local Green Space Designation.
45. As the land north of Church Street should be removed as a LGS it is our view
that there is no justified reason why the north of Church Street site should not
be included in the settlement boundary and reallocated as a housing
development site as it will provide modest homes for the local community
which will assist the Neighbourhood Plan in providing sustainable development
as was the case within the Regulation 14 Hargrave Neighbourhood Plan.
BSc (Hons) MA
Planning Consultant

Ian Kemp
Programme Officer
Kettering Borough Part 2 Local Plan Examination
PO Box 241, Droitwich, Worcestershire, WR9 1DW
Mobile:

Development Manager – Planning Policy
Kettering Borough Council
Bowling Green Road
Kettering
NN15 7QX
25th January 2021
Dear

,

Kettering Site Specific Part 2 Local Plan
1. I write further to the conclusion of the hearing sessions for the examination of the
Kettering Site Specific Part 2 Local Plan and following on from the progress that has
been made in relation to the work arising from the hearings that the Council has
undertaken. Thank you for your letter of 18 December 2020 (EXAM 18, 18a, 18b, 18c
and 18d) prepared in response to my letter dated 6 November 2020 (EXAM 17).
2. I have now considered all the evidence before me including the contributions at the
hearing sessions and the work undertaken by the Council after the hearings and
reflected on the matters I said that I would consider further. This note provides
advice on a number of matters and indicates the changes which, as a consequence,
need to be made to the Interim Table of Main Modifications (MMs), the latest
consolidated version of which is dated December 2020 (EXAM 18a).
3. Whilst I am reasonably satisfied at this stage that with MMs the Plan is likely to be
capable of being found legally compliant and sound, my advice given and the
comments made now are without prejudice to my final conclusions on the Plan.
Although I have given full consideration to all the representations made, this letter
does not cover every issue raised during the examination. My final conclusions on
soundness and procedural compliance will be set out in my report following
consultation on the proposed MMs (see Next Steps below).
Housing Sites
Policy KET9 Mc Alpine’s Yard, Pytchley Lodge Road, Kettering.
4. This proposed housing allocation for 217 dwellings (and 1 hectare of employment
land) is identified in the Kettering Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA Level 1) as
being at risk of reservoir breach flooding. This is due to its proximity to Cransley
Waters, Thorpe Malsor and Slade Brook balancing reservoirs. The National Planning
Practice Guidance (the Guidance) advises that the failure of a reservoir has the
potential to cause catastrophic damage due to the sudden release of large volumes of
water. The proposed allocation remains subject to an objection from the
Environment Agency with regard to reservoir breach flooding. In the absence of a

level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment or site specific flood risk assessment to
consider the impact of these upstream reservoirs, I am also concerned that it has not
been demonstrated that the Exception Test can be met or that the proposed
development can be made safe.
5. These are significant factors which indicate that the allocation is not justified in line
with the advice in the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) relating
to flood risk. As such, unless there is any strong evidence available now to indicate
otherwise, I do not consider the proposed allocation to be appropriate or justified
and it should be deleted from the Plan.
6. Prior to the hearings, in response to my supplementary question 12, the Council
confirmed (EXAM 9) that the implications for the Council’s ability to meet its housing
and employment requirements should this site be removed are limited (and would
not require the identification of any alternative site/sites to meet the authority’s
strategic requirements). Nevertheless, the consequential changes to the Plan arising
from the deletion of KET9 should also be taken into account through the proposed
MMs (including, but not necessarily limited to, Appendix 1, Table 4.3 and Table 15.1).
Policy KET10 Land at Wicksteed Park, east of Sussex Road and Kent Place.
7. This proposed housing allocation for 30-35 dwellings is subject to proposed MMs
(formerly MM20, 21 and 22, but now consolidated and set out at pages 59-62 of
EXAM 18a). In particular we discussed at the hearings the Council’s aspiration for
the policy to refer to an area of further land in response to representations from the
Wicksteed Charitable Trust who are the landowners. The Trust want the allocation
to take in a much larger site which would provide 100-110 dwellings. I appreciate
that the Trust is a non-profit making organisation which reinvests all monies back
into Wicksteed Park, a Grade II listed park and garden, to maintain and improve its
function as an important recreational, heritage, educational and ecological
destination. The development of a larger area for housing development would offer
higher reinvestment opportunities for the Park and a greater scale of enhancements
there.
8. I also understand that a reference to this further land in the Plan would provide
flexibility in the future in line with paragraph 81 of the Framework and provide a
helpful marker for effective future decision making. However, as outlined in the
hearing session, I have some concerns regarding the proposed approach to this
matter. The wording of the proposed MM (second new paragraph after paragraph
9.31) seeks to apply the requirements of Policy KET10 to an unidentified larger area
of land which is not within the site boundary. I note that the Council considered
including a larger allocation within the Publication version of the Plan but ruled this
out due to the additional site assessment work that would have been required and
the potential for this to delay the progress of the Plan. Nevertheless, for the criteria
in KET10 to apply, that larger area of land would need to be defined and included
within the site boundary on the policies maps. Accordingly, I do not accept that the
suggested MM as drafted is justified in the interests of soundness.
9. The proposed second new paragraph after paragraph 9.31 should be deleted in its
entirety. The reference to a larger scheme should also be deleted from the proposed
changes to criterion (k) in the Policy itself which is also included as part of this wider

MM (to be clear, all the underlined bold text proposed to criterion (k) should be
deleted).
Policy STA2 Land to the south of Harborough Road Stoke Albany
10.
This proposed housing allocation for 16 dwellings was initially subject to a
proposed MM (MM49) suggested by the Council prior to the hearings to amend the
site boundary. This MM sought to exclude an area of paddock land in the south west
corner from the site. Following the submission of a planning application for the site
and negotiations with the applicant the Council now seeks to revert to the originally
proposed site boundary. A statement of common ground (EXAM 10) has been
prepared and we discussed this matter at the hearings.
11.
On this basis, the proposed MM at page 114/115 of EXAM 18a no longer refers
to the amended site boundary, and increases the number of dwellings that the site will
provide from 16 to 18 to reflect the reversion to the wider site area. It also incorporates
a number of other amendments that we discussed at the hearings which are forwarded
in order to ensure that the policy is justified and effective, and I confirm that I am
generally content with this approach.
Meeting Housing Needs
Policy HOU3 Retirement Housing and Care Homes
12.
Paragraph 16 of the Framework states that policies should be written so it is
evident how a decision maker would react to development proposals. It also states
that plans should serve a clear purpose, avoiding unnecessary duplication of policies
that apply to a particular area (including policies in the Framework).
13.
As set out previously and discussed at the hearings I am not satisfied that Policy
HOU3 is necessary or justified. It sets out the Council’s support for retirement
housing where it has good access to public transport links and local facilities. Policy
30 of the North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (JCS) Housing Mix and Tenure
criterion (f) encourages proposals for to meet the specialised housing requirements
of older households. JCS Policy 8 Place Shaping Principles (a) requires development
to created connected places, to connect to existing services and facilities (i) and
integrate well with existing public transport networks (ii). This being so, Policy
HOU3 serves no clear purpose and duplicates the JCS. As such it should be deleted.
Town Centres
14.
The proposed new text at paragraph 6.2 on page 12/13 of EXAM 18a seeks to
set out the hierarchy of centres as requested. This refers to one District Centre at
Hanwood Park. However, the proposed changes to Policy TCE5 (page 17) and Policy
TCE6 (page 18) refer to District Centres (plural). Based on the discussions at the
hearings I had understood there to be only one District Centre as described in the
new hierarchy text. If this remains the case the subsequent references to District
Centre should be singular.
Policy TCE1 Town Centre Boundaries
15.
Since the extent of the town centre boundaries for Burton Latimer, Desborough
and Rothwell are all referred to separately in the respective town centre policies
(BLA1, DES1 and ROT1) Policy TCE1 is superfluous. It serves no purpose and should
be deleted. The supporting text at paragraph 6.6, supplemented by the amended text

proposed at page 13 of EXAM 18a is sufficient and should run directly on from
paragraph 6.5 with the deletion of the sub heading (Town Centre Boundaries).
Health and Well-Being
Policy HWC1 Health and Well-Being
16.
I note that the proposed modifications at page 20 of EXAM 18a are intended to
provide clarification following discussions at the hearings. As we discussed, I was
unclear what the policy seeks to achieve, how it would be implemented and used in
decision making, and to what development proposals it would apply. The proposed
changes to the first paragraph clarify that the policy applies to new health care
facilities and is welcomed. However new paragraph 1 refers to new requirements
which are undefined. It is unclear to me that an ‘age friendly, healthy and equitable
setting’ is. It also introduces a new reference to secondary healthcare needs which
are undefined and sit uncomfortably under the heading of Primary Health Care
Services at the top of page 49 of the Plan. Additionally, the requirement in the
paragraph for development to be well connected with safe pedestrian, cycle and
public transport access is already covered by JCS Policy 8. As such, this paragraph
should be deleted.
17.
It is not clear whether new paragraph 2 applies to new healthcare facilities
generally (extensions/relocation/integration) or just to those integrated with
community facilities (previously referred to as multi-purpose buildings). In any
event, it seems to me that there are three requirements in this and the final
paragraph of the policy (that go over and above those already set out in the first
paragraph). These are: to meet an identified health need of the community they are
intended to serve; to accommodate a range of health related services; and to
prioritise areas in the borough where health inequalities are greatest. These could be
addressed more effectively as an additional sentence to paragraph 1 to indicate that
proposals for healthcare facilities will be supported where they are met. The
reference to encouraging healthy and active lifestyles could be included after ‘local
communities’ in paragraph 1 as altered if it is not considered to be adequately
covered by the existing wording there. These changes should be made to this
proposed MM.
Policy HWC2 Protection of Community Facilities and Proposals for New Facilities
18.
The proposed MM at page 21/22 of EXAM 18a is provided in response to
discussions at the hearings. Reference to the local rather than neighbourhood area
are welcomed. However, the two parts of the policy, the first to protect community
facilities and the second in relation to new facilities, need to be clear and distinct.
The first sentence of the policy should read along the lines of ‘Proposals that lead to
the loss of community facilities will be resisted, unless it can be demonstrated that’.
New bullet point (b) introduces a requirement that the site is no longer ‘attractive’
without explanation as to what attractive is and continues to refer to an existing or
permitted use. This bullet should begin ‘the site is no longer viable to the market as a
community facility as demonstrated by……..’
19.
The second part of the policy relates to proposals for new community facilities.
Whilst the new text indicates these will be supported where they lead to community
benefit in the local area, it is difficult to see how a new community facility would not
lead to such benefits. This requirement should be deleted. Qualitative improvements
of such facilities are essentially the same as enhancement so this requirement is also

superfluous. As such, on the basis of the new text provided, I think the facilities that
are supported are those which provide a greater variety in the local area, and/or
provide increased multi-functionality. These changes should be made to the
proposed MM.
Policy HWC3 Sport, Recreation and Physical Activity
20.
The proposed MM at page 25/26 of EXAM 18a seeks a substantial re-drafting of
this policy in light of the discussions at the hearings and in response to
representations. The changes are also required to reflect the correct up to date
stages and status of the various evidence base documents.
21.
However, the changes proposed in EXAM 18a appear to refer to the previous
MMs (5 and 95) proposed in EXAM 8 and as a result are difficult to follow. Whilst we
discussed the previously proposed MMs at the hearings these would effectively be
superseded by any further changes and the MMs in EXAM 18a should be drafted to
indicate the changes that are considered necessary to the publication version of the
Plan.
22.
Notwithstanding this, the changes proposed in EXAM 18a generally reflect the
discussions at the hearings and the policy is now in a more logical order. It is also
now clear to which development it will be applied. That said, as drafted in the
proposed interim MMs the policy (new second paragraph) requires compliance with
an SPD thereby purporting to give development plan status to documents which are
not part of the Plan and have not been subject to the same process or preparation,
consultation and examination. Any such reference to the SPD should be in the
supporting text only and not in the policy itself.
23.
With regard to new paragraph 4 of the Policy, If the requirements of subparagraphs (i) to (iii) are included in Sport England’s Active Design
Principles/facility design guidelines they should be deleted. If they are to be
retained sub-paragraphs (ii) and (ii) are stand-alone requirements rather than
additions to new paragraph 4 of the Policy. Finally, the policy or supporting text
should cover how decisions will be made as to where off-site contributions will be
spent. The amended text for paragraph 7.25 refers to ‘the focus for investment’ but
not the spending of such monies.
Natural Environment and Heritage
Policy NEH2 Green Infrastructure
24.
The proposed MM on page 30/31 of EXAM 18a puts forward amendments to
paragraph 8.22 which define the Borough Level Green Infrastructure Network
(BLGIN) as incorporating the new borough corridors along with the local and
regional corridors. A further MM to the title of the policy seeks to apply NEH2 to the
Borough Level Green Infrastructure Network. My understanding, in line with the
explanation at paragraph 11.1 of the Council’s Matter 12 Statement, is that Policy
NEH2 applies to the borough level corridors only (since the local and sub-regional
corridors are addressed by JCS Policy 19). This approach also aligns with only the
borough level corridors being shown on the policies maps. The reference in the
proposed MM to the BLGIN (as now defined) being on the policies maps is incorrect.
This discrepancy needs to be addressed in the proposed MM. The application of the
policy (and the supporting text) needs to be for the borough level green corridors
only. If this is not the case, and the Council’s intention is now for the policy to apply

to all the corridors, further consultation would need to take place.
25.
The proposed MM on page 30/31 of EXAM 18a includes additional text to
explain that the corridors are indicative and are not intended to have a fixed
boundary line or to necessarily preclude or restrict development there. These
caveats provide some comfort to homeowners and landowners with sites within the
borough level corridors as discussed at the hearings. On this basis, and in light of
Regulation 9 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012 which requires the policies map to (amongst other things)
illustrate geographically the application of the policies in the adopted development
plan, I am content that the existing annotation for the corridors on the policies maps
is effective.
26.
In terms of more detailed comments on the proposed MM, criterion (a) requiring
a site specific GI strategy/plan on larger schemes is a stand-alone criteria unrelated
to the subsequent paragraph and should be drafted as such. New criterion (b) is
repeated in the changes to the supporting text and should be deleted. New criterion
(c) should also be incorporated into the supporting text. The final paragraph relates
to the design and delivery of GI and should also refer to how any off-site
contributions/monies required by the policy will be spent. The final new paragraph
relating to management and multi functionality is a further criteria under design and
delivery.
27.
I remain concerned as to how contributions for on site/off site contributions to
GI will be determined. Even in light of the amended text, the Policy provides little
certainty as to what type or scale of compensation or mitigation may be necessary,
how contributions would be sought or calculated, or what any subsequent monies
would be spent on. Assurances need to be made that this can be set out in an SPD or
incorporated into the SPD intended in relation to Policy NEH4 open spaces (see
below).
Policy NEH3 Historically and Visually Important Local Green Spaces
28.
Thank you for your response (EXAM 18c) to the matters raised in relation to my
letter dated 6 November (EXAM 17) and the associated summary table (EXAM 18d).
29.
As set out previously, I appreciate that there is a considerable background and
long history to the concept of Historically and Visually Important Open Space (HVIs)
in Kettering and a great deal of work and assessment as well as consultation has
taken place over a number of years. I am also aware of the protection previously
afforded to Environmentally Important Open Spaces (EIOS) in the towns and villages
by unsaved Policy 94 of the 1995 Local Plan. I will not repeat the concerns set out in
my previous letter (EXAM 17) at length, but confirm that even having regard to the
further information provided, I remain of the view that the Council has sought to roll
forward sites previously assessed and identified to be suitable as HVIs, as Local
Green Space (LGS) and to elevate their status without sufficient justification.
30.
HVIs are not the same as LGS. The purpose of HVIs is set out in the 2012 Site
Specific Proposals Local Development Document Background Paper: Open Space and
Allotments. This seeks to protect historically and visually important open spaces
where they make a significant positive contribution to any settlement within the

Borough, Conservation Area or setting of a Listed Building. The site assessment
criteria at section 4 relate exclusively to whether the site is important to the
settlement (not to the community). In contrast, the purpose of LGS is to allow
communities to identify and protect green areas of particular importance to them
(not necessarily to the settlement). It seeks to provide special protection to only
those sites which are demonstrably special and means that such areas are subject to
the same stringent planning policy safeguards as land designated as Green Belt. In
my view, this is quite a high bar to reach, and this most highly restrictive designation
is not appropriate for most green areas or open spaces. Rather, it affords a level of
protection that is in my experience applied sparingly.
31.
Whilst I note the Council’s view to the contrary and reference to the
Wellingborough Plan, it is my firm view that it is fundamental to the LGS designation
that the spaces are identified by the local community. The Council accepts in the
summary table that a number of the proposed LGS spaces were not put forward by
the local community1. Whilst I note that the designation of some of these spaces
were subsequently supported by local residents, Parish/Town Councils and elected
members, that is not the same as them having been identified by communities.
General support/no objections to the continued/reinstated protection of sites
formerly identified as EIOS and/or HVI sites identified by the Council or their
consultants as important to the settlement, is insufficient to meet the specific terms
of LGS as set out in the Framework.
32.
Unless there is any further evidence that I have not seen relating to their
identification, I consider that those spaces not put forward by the local community in
EXAM 18d (as described in footnote 1), do not meet the requirements of the
Framework for designation as LGS and should not be allocated as such. They are not
consistent with national policy and are unjustified.
33.
I have considered the other spaces in EXAM 18d which the Council indicates to
have been put forward by the community. My comments on these are set out in the
table in Appendix 1 to this letter. This includes an indication as to whether I consider
the sites to meet the requirements of the Framework for designation as LGS or not. It
finds that on the basis of the evidence before me, a number of those sites are also
unjustified for the reasons set out. As indicated in the table, they should also be
removed from the Plan as LGS.
34.
I appreciate that my findings in relation to this matter will be disappointing for
the Council. Whilst I note the wish to gather further evidence from Town and Parish
Council’s to give them the opportunity to comment on whether they consider the
proposed spaces to be special or not, this would not address my in principle concerns
with regard to the sites that were not identified by the local community as intended
by the Framework.
35.
In terms of the implications of the removal of the LGS designation from these
sites, the Council indicates in EXAM 18c that the LGS designation is intended to apply
to spaces not covered by the other open space typologies. I note that HVI067 in
1

These are indicated as a ‘no’ or ‘no but’ response in the second column of the LGS Summary Table
EXAM 18d

Rushton and parts of HVI057 in Burton Latimer and The Damms in Desborough are
also included as open spaces under Policy NEH4. It may be that these are anomalies,
but if they are not, this approach should be clarified. Despite the removal of the LGS
designation in the instances that I recommend, I am content that the spaces in
question would nevertheless be protected by other policies in the Plan and the JCS,
including, but not limited to, those relating to open countryside, heritage assets,
green infrastructure, and the development principles for both the rural area and
individual settlements. The Guidance2 is clear that if land is already protected by
designations (such as Conservation Areas) consideration should be given to whether
any additional local benefit would be gained by designation as a LGS.
36.
Turning to the wording of the Policy itself, we discussed at the hearings the need
for it to reflect the approach to the Green Belt set out in the Framework. Whilst I
note the proposed changes to the supporting text at page 40 of EXAM 18a, these do
not go far enough. Both the Policy itself and the supporting text need to reflect
paragraphs 143 and 144 of the Framework. As such, paragraph 2 of Policy NEH3
should add ‘inappropriate’ before development. Paragraph 3 should be replaced by
the following text. Inappropriate development in the Local Green Spaces will be not
be permitted except in very special circumstances. Very special circumstances will
not exist, unless the potential harm to the Local Green Space is clearly outweighed by
other considerations. The proposed changes to the supporting text at page 40 of
EXAM 18a which refers in error to exceptional circumstances should be deleted.
37.
The supporting text to this policy should be expanded to explain the background
to, and justification for, Local Green Spaces with reference to paragraphs 99, 100 and
101 of the Framework. It needs to be made clear that once designated Local Green
Spaces will be subject to the same planning policy safeguards as land designated as
Green Belt and that as such the designation will provide a special protection and only
allow new development in very special circumstances. It would also be helpful to set
out here that the development of new buildings in a LGS is unlikely to be appropriate,
but to acknowledge that other forms of development may not be inappropriate
provided, for example if they preserve the attributes which led to the designation of
the site as LGS (I think this is what the new text proposed to paragraph 8.41 is
concerned with). The policy should also be amended to include a list/table of the
spaces that are to be designated and shown on the policies maps.
Policy NEH4 Open Spaces
38.
The proposed MM set out from page 41 of EXAM 18c (formerly MM6) proposes a
good deal of changes to Policy NEH4 both in response to representations and the
discussions at the hearings, along with changes to reflect the up to date position with
the relevant evidence base documents. As set out above in relation to Policy HWC3,
the proposed modifications do not appear to relate to the text in the publication plan
and should be amended to do so (for example, see the reference on page 44 of EXAM
18c which indicates amendments to paragraph 8.48 which does not exist in the Plan).
39.
With regard to the changes to the policy itself on page 45 of EXAM 18c, the
paragraph numbering is not required since these are separate requirements not
criteria. In paragraph 2, as set out previously and in relation to Policy HWC3 above,
2
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reference to compliance with the requirements of an SPD in the policy are not
justified and should be deleted. Paragraph 3 repeats the proposed new paragraph in
the middle of page 43 to the supporting text in relation to cross over with GI
requirements in NEH2, and can be deleted from the policy itself. The middle new
paragraph proposed on page 43 of EXAM 18c is also repetitive when read in relation
to the proposed changes to paragraph 8.48 on page 44. This needs to be addressed.
Paragraph 5 of the Policy relating to focus for investment is again repeated in the
supporting text and needs to be re-visited. The second sentence of paragraph 5
starting ‘when determining….’should be a separate paragraph re-worded to read
simply ‘ The design and delivery of open spaces shall be’ followed by the criteria
(which will need amending accordingly). Close consideration of other instances of
repetition in the Policy and supporting text introduced through the new MMs need to
be thoroughly re-visited.
40.
As indicated at the hearings, I do not regard green roofs and living walls to be
open space. The newly proposed paragraph at the bottom of page 43 (continuing on
page 44), and the retained paragraph in the Policy relating to this matter, are not
justified or appropriate for inclusion here and should be deleted.
41.
Additionally, on more detailed points, the words ‘has a robust local evidence
base with which to inform plan making and decision taking’ are unnecessary and
should be deleted from the first sentence of amended paragraph 8.45 on page 41 of
EXAM 18c. The abbreviation for the Open Space Standards Paper (OSSP) should be
used the first time it is referenced in the text (first paragraph of amended paragraph
8.45). Amendments to paragraph 8.47 then refer to ‘the Standards Paper’ which I
take to be the OSSP. The proposed amendments to paragraph 8.48 of the plan on
page 44 of EXAM 18c refer to the OSSP in full again. This should be rectified and
checks made that it does not occur elsewhere. This approach applies to the use of all
the abbreviations that have been introduced in the MM.
Policy NEH4 - Proposed designation of allotments in Thorpe Malsor
42.
At the hearings we discussed the proposed allocation of land at Thorpe Malsor
as open space under Policy NEH4 (allotments at Short Lane Reference 478).
Previously proposed MM50 (now at page 147 of EXAM 18c as a change to the
policies maps) seeks to reduce the size of an identified area of open space to the
north east of the village. This change was put forward by the Council in response to
Reps 71/72 from the landowner, Thorpe Malsor Estate, who sought the deletion of
the entire site from the open space designation.
43.
At the hearings we discussed the smaller area incorporating the seven
allotments which the Council seeks to retain for allocation as open space. These are
owned by the Thorpe Malsor Estate who object to their designation since they are
private allotments. Paragraph 2.2 of the Open Space Audit and Needs Assessment
(March 2020) indicates that in auditing local provision (supply) of open spaces
(including allotments) only sites publicly accessible are included (ie. private sites or
land, which people cannot access, are not included). Part 3 of the audit identifies 23
accessible allotment sites including Short Lane.
44.
The Thorpe Malsor Estate indicates that the allotments are privately owned and
managed with no public access. Access to them is restricted to those who lease an

allotment from them. There is no evidence to the contrary from the Council. The
Site Specific Proposals Local Development Document Background Paper: Open Space
and Allotments February 2012 considers allotment provision at section 8. The table
on Page 19 indicates that the ownership of the allotments at Short Lane (ID5) are
unknown/to be checked. It is not evident to me that this check has been
subsequently undertaken or what it revealed. I have seen no detailed site
assessment for the site through any subsequent work and the Thorpe Malsor Estate
indicates that it has provided no input as landowner to the 2020 audit.
45.
The Council’s response to Rep 71 advises that private allotments are included in
the open space audit because they make an important contribution to meeting need
for allotment provision. However, this stance is at odds with the audit methodology
set out above which specifically excludes private sites or land which people cannot
access. The Council indicated at the hearings that it considered the allotments at
Short Lane to be publicly available. However, that is not the same as publicly
accessible (which is what the audit’s methodology requires of spaces for inclusion).
On this basis, unless there is additional evidence on this matter that I have not seen, I
consider that the site’s designation as allotments is unjustified and should be
deleted.
Issues relating to the Policies Maps
46.
On a related matter, it has come to my attention that some of the policies maps
appear to include additional ‘green’ notations which are not shown on the Key, or
referenced in the Plan. For example, the Kettering map includes a light green
notation over some field parcels and areas within the ‘white land’ beyond the built up
area. This, and the line of a darker green notation also appear alongside and within
some of the road network (notably to the south east of Kettering but also in other
places). These notations are in addition to the open space (dark green), GI borough
corridor (mid green), and the LGS (hatched green) notations which are shown on the
Key. This situation also arises in the maps relating to Burton Latimer, Desborough
and Rothwell. Unless there is an explanation for them, since these notations are not
referred to in the Plan and do not relate to any policy within it, they should be
deleted from the maps.
Initial comments on Interim Main Mods as currently drafted in EXAM 18a
47.
Upon initial inspection I also have a number of initial comments in relation to
the proposed interim MMs which are attached as Appendix 2 to this letter. Whilst I
raise these points now, in the interests of expediency, I am likely to have further
comments on the detailed wording of the finalised schedule in due course.
Next Steps
48.
In conclusion, assuming that the Council would be content to adopt the Plan
subject to the MMs referred to above, I would be grateful if the Council would
prepare a revised composite schedule of MMs that takes account of the further
changes I have indicated. Should this not be the case, the Council should advise me of
its position as soon as possible.
49.
The subsequent version of the schedule of proposed MMs should be provided to
me for comment prior to public consultation. The MMs should now be numbered
accordingly, and any consequential changes that might arise should also be
considered. A separate schedule of the changes that are necessary to the policies

maps to reflect the policy changes should also be prepared and consulted upon.
50.
The proposed MMs should be subject to further sustainability appraisal and
Habitats Regulation Assessment as necessary. These addendums should be
published as part of the MM consultation and I would appreciate sight of any drafts of
these.
51.
When I am satisfied with the schedule of proposed MMs, in accordance with the
Examining Local Plans Procedural Practice Document, it will be subject to a six week
period of public consultation which should be undertaken in accordance with the
Council’s Statement of Community Involvement. It should be made clear that the
consultation relates solely to the proposed MMs.
52.
Representations about the proposed MMs and changes to the policies maps
should be sent to the Council. At the end of the period, the Council should forward
the representations to the Programme Officer along with a summary of the main
issues raised and the Council’s brief response to those main issues. I will then
consider all of the representations about the proposed MMs before finalising my
report. Normally, all issues arising from the consultation on the MMs should be
capable of being considered through the written representations procedure. Further
hearing sessions will only be necessary exceptionally.
53.
The list of Additional Modifications (AMs) which has been prepared is a matter
solely for the Council (unless I consider any of these should be defined as MMs). If
the Council intends to publicise these it should be made clear that I will not be
considering them.
54.
As previously stated, you should note that these comments do not represent my
full findings on these matters, which will be set out in my final report (taking in to
account any representations made). I would appreciate a response to this letter
from the Council, including an indication of a potential timetable for the necessary
work and MM process. I am not inviting comments from anyone else at this stage.
Should the Council have any queries, or require further clarification, please contact
me through the Programme Officer. A copy of this correspondence should be
published on the Examination website.
Yours sincerely,

Inspector

January 2021.

Appendix 1 - Local Green Space (LGS) Inspector’s Comments Table
LGS
Identification (Council’s text)
Kettering & Barton Seagrave
HVI068
No
HVI053/071
No
Burton Latimer
HVI056 c & e
Identified broadly as an area for
protection of open space through
the Options Paper consultation by
the Town Council (Rep No 2125 –
Page 40 of Appendix 3)

Inspector’s Comments

Recommendation

See letter
See letter

Remove as LGS
Remove as LGS

In response to consultation on the Options Paper 2012 Rep 2125 from the
Town Council seeks the ‘preservation of green open space’ in three areas
(around Burton Latimer Hall in Kettering Road, in the Ise Valley, and for
views to the Parish Church from the A6 bypass on the Kettering side of the
Higham Road junction).

Remove as LGS

From the summary provided, this is a generalised comment that does not
indicate how any such preservation should be sought and was made prior to
the concept of LGS being identified in the Framework.
The comment appears to be the basis for the designation of the resultant
three areas of LGS (56 c and e, 58b and 57). However, no indication of the
extent of the geographical area affected and no reasons as to why the land
should be considered for designation are given. Nor, are any details
provided as to why the land is of particular importance or special to the local
community.
Moreover, consultation with Parish Councils and Landowners took place in
2015 on the Historically and Visually Important Open Space Background
Paper (which introduced the reference to LGS from the Framework)
(Planning Policy Committee (PPC) on 8 June 2016). At this time, Rep 35 from
the Town Council comments that ‘there is no reason for the proposal to
introduce this new level of control’.
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As such, I am not convinced that these three resultant LGS sites are
demonstrably special to the local community.

HVI058b

HVI057

HVI057a

Identified broadly as an area for
protection of open space through
the Options Paper consultation by
the Town Council (Rep No 2125 –
Page 40 of Appendix 3)
Identified broadly as an area for
protection of open space through
the Options Paper consultation by
the Town Council (Rep No 2125 –
Page 40 of Appendix 3)
Yes (Rep No 54 – Page 46 of
Appendix 3)

Having regard to all these matters, I am not persuaded that this space is
justified as a LGS.
As above

Remove as LGS

As above

Remove as LGS

Representation 54 to the Draft Plan (respondent 7695290) seeks the
extension of the boundary of adjacent HVI057 ‘to include the area from the
town boundary to the river Ise as there is no rational boundary as drawn’.

Remove as LGS

Part of that suggested land had been previously considered by the Council
under HVI072 and discounted, but the land to the west (HVI057a) had not
been previously assessed.
The summary of the representation as provided, is limited to mapping issues
associated with nearby HVI057 and the creation of a rational boundary. No
indication is given as to the particular value or importance of a wider site
(incorporating HVI057a) to the representor or the local community.
I can find no further reference to why the site is demonstrably special to the
local community in the subsequent technical assessments of this site. The
HVI Background Paper Update Oct 2019 indicates only that the site is visible
from surrounding open space and surrounding residential properties, with
views out across the site to the Ise Valley and countryside beyond.
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The site was discussed at PCC on 5 November 2019, where it was felt the
site is important to local residents who make regular recreational use of the
area. PCC resolved that the site should be included for ‘its amazing views
and contribution it makes to the neighbouring designation and access to the
river Ise’.
In practical terms, it seems to me that these reasons (raised only by PCC and
not by the community itself) relate primarily to the site’s contribution to the
neighbouring space. I am also mindful that HVI057a was put forward as an
extension to neighbouring HV1057, which itself was not specifically
identified as a LGS by the local community or supported by the Parish
Council (see comments above).
Having regard to all these matters, I am not persuaded that this space is
justified as a LGS.
Desborough
The Damms

Yes (Representations included
from page 54 of Appendix 3)

This site was put forward through the Landowner and Town/Parish Council
consultation in 2015. The summary of the comments made to that
consultation indicate that the Damms was where the Anglo Saxons
attempted to defend the settlement against the Danes, has been left
undisturbed for over 1,000 years and is a place of recreation and beauty and
natural asset to the town. The representor regards it to be both historically
and visually important (Rep 55).
The June 2016 Background Paper indicates that the designation is sought
because the land is highly visible, is important to the setting of listed
buildings, and makes a high contribution to the setting from outside the
settlement boundary. The assessment by River Nene Regional Park Inspired
Places (RNRP) in June 2016 indicates that the site borders the most historic
area of Desborough around the church, key to the setting of the town, and
to have a heavy footfall from walkers.
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Retain as LGS

HVI069

Yes (Representations included
from page 52 of Appendix 3)
Matters Statement submitted by
Black Box Planning (in relation to
previous objections to the draft
Plan)

Taking these factors into account, I am satisfied that the proposed
designation of the space as LGS is justified. The full reasoning for this will be
provided in my final report.
Respondent 173073 Town Council (rep 1932) to the 2012 Options Paper
recommends the site as an HVI due to the ancient and rare ridge and
furrows which are remains of Anglo Saxon cultivation.

Retain as LGS

The September 2015 Background Paper indicates that the ridge and furrow
are an important landscape feature. The site contains well preserved ridge
and furrow remains which Northamptonshire County Council Archaeology
advises is best appreciated and understood in the context of the landscape.
There is generally unspecific support from the Town Council and residents in
the responses to the Landowner and Parish Council consultation in 2015 (as
well as an objection to the designation at this stage and in relation to the
Draft Plan of which I am aware). Nevertheless, I am satisfied that the
proposed designation has been identified by the local community and
reasons for its particular local and historic significance have been set out by
them.
Taking all these factors into account, I am generally satisfied that the
proposed designation of the space as LGS is justified. The full reasoning for
this will be provided in my final report.

Rothwell
HVI054

Ashley
HVI001

No but designation supported by
the Town Council (Rep No 1370 –
Page 78 of Appendix 3)

See letter

Remove as LGS

Yes (Initial Parish Council
consultation – Page 81 of
Appendix 3)

This proposed site arises from an initial consultation which informed the
Open Space and Allotments Background Paper 2012. The Parish Council
indicated that it ‘would like to see the open space between Green Lane and
Main Street protected as before’. I note that much of the site was
previously identified as EIOS in the 1995 Local Plan.

Retain as LGS
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Responses to the 2012 Options Paper refer to the space between Green
Lane and Main Street as an essential space which delineates one of the
loops of the archaeologically important double loop layout of the village and
indicates that the retention of this loop is crucial to the historic character of
the village.
The RNRP Assessment Feb 2014 finds that the site is integral to the village
and provides an open space between Main Street and the properties on
Green Lane. It has been an open space in the village since the earliest
available maps, provides important views to the church, listed buildings and
the Conservation Area.
Whilst the comments as to the site’s value and importance originate from
consultation that pre-dates the introduction of the concept of LGS in
Kettering, on balance I am content that the proposed designation has been
nevertheless been identified by the local community and reasons for its
particular local and historic significance have been set out by them.

HVI002

HVI081

No but designation supported by
the Parish Council and residents
through consultations
(Representations included from
page 85 of Appendix 3)
Yes (Representation 1164 – Page
86 of Appendix 3)

Taking these factors into account, I am generally satisfied that the proposed
designation of the space as LGS is justified. The full reasoning for this will be
provided in my final report.
See letter

This proposed site was put forward through the Options Paper consultation
in 2012. Representation 1164 supports the other two spaces in the village
(see above), but indicates that ‘other areas could be considered too, eg.
behind the church yard?’

5

Remove as LGS

Remove as LGS

This appears to be the basis for its designation, but no indication of the
extent of that area, why it should be considered for designation, or how it is
special to the local community is given by the respondent.
There was some general support when the site appeared in the Draft Plan in
2018 but no reasons for this support are given. Although Rep 1170069
supports the HVI status of the land, this states only that this is because of its
‘important location behind the historic St Mary’s church’ and ‘any
development of any kind on this land should never be allowed’. Rep
1173937 refers to historic settlements beneath the ground in the area
surrounding the church which should not be developed, along with the need
to stop developers both on the site and on other land surrounding the
village.
In my view, these points relate primarily to protecting the land from
development (which may well be achieved by other designations/policies)
and are insufficient to indicate that the site is demonstrably special to the
local community.
Furthermore, the site as identified in the Plan includes two fields. One
behind the churchyard (as raised in representation 1164) and another
behind No 7 Main Street. As such, the extent of the space proposed as LGS
appears to go beyond that originally referred to by the community
Objections were also received through the Draft Plan in 2018. Rep 1174168
suggests the allocation of the site was proposed without consultation with
the village. Rep 1170568 finds the site to be little different to any of the
other green spaces that surround the village and thinks that the reasons for
this designation do not seem coherent or logical.
Having regard to all these matters, I am not persuaded that this space is
justified as a LGS.
Braybrooke
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HVI006

HVI007

Cranford
HVI013

HVI014

HVI015

HVI080

No but designation supported by
the Parish Council and residents
through consultations
(Representations included from
page 108 of Appendix 3)
No but designation supported by
the Parish Council and residents
through consultations
(Representations included from
page 108 of Appendix 3)

See letter

Remove as LGS

See letter

Remove as LGS

No but the designation has been
supported by the Parish Council
(Representation 73 on page 121
of Appendix 3 and
Representation 23 on page 125)
No but the designation has been
supported by the Parish Council
(Representation 73 on page 121
of Appendix 3 and
Representation 23 on page 125)
No but the designation has been
supported by the Parish Council
(Representation 73 on page 121
of Appendix 3 and
Representation 23 on page 125)
Yes (Rep 1381 – Page 119 of
Appendix 3)

See letter

Remove as LGS

See letter

Remove as LGS

See letter

Remove as LGS

The Council indicates that this site was put forward through the Options
Paper consultation in 2012. Cranford Parish Council’s representation at that
time states ‘there are historical and visual open spaces such as, Cranford
from Barton Seagrove, from the Cranford Road east to the Allege valley, and
St Andrews Church and Hall’

Remove as LGS

No geographic area is specified and it is not clear to me how this

7

representation led to the identification of HVI080 specifically. Nor is any
indication given by the PC as to what is special about the site.
The Council’s response to representations to the Draft Plan (page 121 of
EXAM 18c) indicates that the area was originally identified through work
undertaken by a third party. Whilst no further explanation is given, I am
aware that the site is considered in the RNRP Feb 2014 Assessment. As
such, it may have been the Council’s consultants who identified the site.
Although the site is subsequently supported by the PC, I can find no
indication of what the site’s particular local significant or importance is in
subsequent consultations. The PC’s comments to the Publication Plan
indicate that the HVI designations in the village (generally) are crucially
important in maintaining the designation of a conservation village.
However, the Guidance indicates that if land is already protected by
designation (such as a Conservation Area) consideration should be given as
to whether any additional local benefit would be gained by designation as
LGS.
In my view, these points are insufficient to indicate that the site is
demonstrably special to the local community.
There are objections to the site when PCs and Landowners consulted in
2015 (PC 8 June 2016) and objections to the Draft Plan and the Publication
Plan.
Having regard to all these matters, I am not persuaded that this space is
justified as a LGS.
Geddington
HVI016

Yes (Initial Parish Council
consultation – page 128 of
Appendix 3)

In the initial consultation to inform the Open Space and Allotments
Background Paper 2012 the PC stated that the ‘retention and protection of
the EIOS in the centre of the village to be very important’. However, no
mention is made of why the land is special to the local community.
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Remove as LGS

Additionally, HVI016 is more extensive that the area of EIOS in the 1995
Local Plan (it extends further westwards).
Although there is a representation of general support for the designation in
the Landowner and PC consultation 2015, I can find no indication of what
the site’s particular importance or local significance is in subsequent
consultations.
In my view, this is insufficient to indicate that the site is demonstrably
special to the local community.

HVI079

Yes (Representation 1356 on
page 130 of Appendix 3)

Having regard to all these matters, I am not persuaded that this space is
justified as a LGS.
The site is identified through the Options Paper consultation in 2012. Rep
1356 indicates that the area to the north of the river Ise bordering Mill Farm
(and the properties of Nos 33, 35 and 37 Newton Road) is part of the
historical and visual aspect either side of the river and should be greened
over. Effectively, this Rep seeks the inclusion of this land as part of HVI016.
Other than this, I can find no indication of what the site’s particular
importance or local significance is, in this, or any subsequent consultation.
The February 2014 RNRP Assessment finds that whilst the site provides
views to Mill Farm and the setting for it, it makes a low contribution to the
setting of the village when viewed from outside the village boundary and
does not meet the criteria as HVI. Despite this, in the 2015 Background
Paper the site is found to provide a positive contribution to the setting of
the village and the Newton Mill Farmhouse listed building and relates to the
adjacent area of open space at HVI016 which provides an important space
running through the centre of the village.
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Remove as LGS

This is insufficient to indicate that the site is demonstrably special to the
local community, particularly given my conclusions in relation to
neighbouring HVI016 above.
Having regard to all these matters, I am not persuaded that this space is
justified as a LGS.
Grafton Underwood
HVI017
No but through the Initial Parish
Council consultation the open
space in front of the Church was
identified as an area for
protection.
HVI018
No
Harrington
HVI021
No but the designation has been
supported by the Parish Council
(Representations included from
page 145 of Appendix 3)
Little Oakley
HVI022
No but the designation was
supported by the Parish Council
through the Options Paper
consultation (Representation
2129 – Page 154 of Appendix 3)
HVI023 &
No but the designation was
HVI026
supported by the Parish Council
through the Options Paper
consultation (Representation
2129 – Page 154 of Appendix 3)
HVI024
No but the designation was
supported by the Parish Council
through the Options Paper

See letter

Remove as LGS

See letter

Remove as LGS

See letter

Remove as LGS

See letter

Remove as LGS

See letter

Remove as LGS

See letter

Remove as LGS
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HVI025

Loddington
HVI027

consultation (Representation
2129 – Page 154 of Appendix 3)
No but the designation was
supported by the Parish Council
through the Options Paper
consultation (Representation
2129 – Page 154 of Appendix 3)
Yes (Initial Parish Council
consultation – page 157 of
Appendix 3)

See letter

Remove as LGS

The initial consultation with the PC to inform the Open Space and
Allotments Background Paper 2012 stated ‘two areas of EIOS should be
retained’. These cover the three areas of LGS now proposed in the Plan.

Remove as LGS

However, whilst I am aware of the findings of the Council’s/consultant’s
assessments of the sites in Loddington, I can find no indication of why the
site is considered to be of particular importance/demonstrably special to the
community, in this, or any other subsequent consultation on the proposed
LGS designation.
From the summaries provided in EXAM 18c there was no support for the
proposed LGS designation when Landowners and PCs were consulted in
2015 or when comments were sought on the Draft Plan (PCC Jan 2019).
There is a single comment of support to the Publication Plan that indicates
the three HVI are important to maintain the rural character of the village.
However, this is likely to be protected by other designations/policies.
I am aware of the views of representor 17 who opposes a change to the
proposed LGS status of HVI028. These comments relate overwhelmingly to
concerns about the development of the site. Whilst I appreciate these
concerns and the strength of local feeling referred to, the LGS designation is
not simply a means to block development. I have seen nothing in the
information provided to demonstrate why the site is demonstrably special
to the local community (so as to warrant its allocation as LGS).
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I am also mindful that the site is within the Conservation Area. The
Guidance indicates that if land is already protected by designation (such as a
Conservation Area) consideration should be given as to whether any
additional local benefit would be gained by designation as LGS.

HVI028

HVI054

Pytchley
HVI033

Rushton
HVI070
(Incorporating
HVI036, 037 and
038)

Having regard to all these matters, I am not persuaded that the three spaces
in Loddington are justified as LGS.
See above

Remove as LGS

See above

Remove as LGS

No but the designation was
supported by the Parish Council
(Representation 4 on page 179 of
Appendix 3)

See letter

Remove as LGS

Parts of the site were put forward
by the local community
(Representation 482 on page 187
of Appendix 3 and
Representation numbers 1 and 11
on page 188 of Appendix 3)

As part of the initial consultation to inform the Open Space and Allotments
Background Paper 2012, the Parish Council indicated it ‘would like policy to
protect views from/of the church. Would like policy to protect views from
Glendon into the village’.

Remove as LGS

Yes (Initial Parish Council
consultation – page 157 of
Appendix 3)
Yes (Initial Parish Council
consultation – page 157 of
Appendix 3)

This request appears to have been translated into the four HVIs in the Open
Space and Allotments Background Paper Feb 2012 - 36, 37, 38 and 67.
No reasons are given as to why these spaces are demonstrably special to the
community. It is presumed that the Council identified and included them in
order to protect the views highlighted by the PC.
Representation 482 to the Options Paper consultation 2012 indicates only
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that the three proposed HVIs (36,37 and 38 should be joined up in to a
continuous belt). No reasons for this are given.
Reps 1 and 11 to the Landowner and Town and Parish Council consultation
in 2015 seek further additions to the subsequently combined sites, to add in
the area alongside/south of the brook. Rep 1 does provide some reasoning
for this and indicates that ‘the land has been pasture land for over 30 years
and is very much an open space enjoyed by the village and through which a
public footpath runs up to Glendon Road’.
However, these reasons are given only in relation to that land which makes
up the extension to HVI070 (land alongside the brook, assessed as 70a in the
RNRP Assessment June 2016). They do not relate to the wider site (which
has been identified only to protect views) and are in any event insufficient to
indicate that the additional land in question is in itself demonstrably special.
I do not accept that comments requesting the extension of HVI070
automatically demonstrate that the space is demonstrably special to the
local community as suggested by the Council (page 190 of EXAM 18c). This is
particularly so when reasons as to why the originally identified space is
special to the local community are absent.
As I identified in my previous letter (EXAM 17) I am also concerned that
HVI070 is extensive tract of land. The Council indicates that it covers some
11.5 hectares. I note the Council’s wish set out at paragraph 2.23 of EXAM
18c to consider the inclusion of the smaller sites originally identified in the
2012 Background Paper. However, since I have seen no evidence to show
that these were identified by the community to protect areas of particular
importance to them, and nothing to indicate that they are demonstrably
special to the local community, I am not convinced that these smaller sites
meet the tests for LGS in the Framework.
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HVI067
Stoke Albany
HVI040

Sutton Bassett
HVI042

Having regard to all these matters, I am not persuaded that the spaces
proposed in Rushton are justified as LGS.
See letter

Remove as LGS

No but the designation was
supported by the Parish Council
(Representation 30 on page 194
of Appendix 3)

See letter

Remove as LGS

No but one representation was
received supporting the
designation (Representation 1659
on page 205 of Appendix 3)

See letter

Remove as LGS

See letter
See letter

Remove as LGS
Remove as LGS

See letter
See letter
See letter

Remove as LGS
Remove as LGS
Remove as LGS

See letter

Remove as LGS

Comments from the Parish Council to the consultation with Landowners and
Parish Councils in 2015 indicate that a new site is promoted west of the
church because it offers views from the church yard across the Welland
Valley and towards the church across fields which give a true sense of
Wilbarston in it setting above the valley as it was when the church was built.

Retain as LGS

No

Warkton
HVI043
No
HVI044
No
Weekley
HVI045
No
HVI046
No
HVI047
No
Weston by Welland
HVI048
No but one representation was
received supporting the
designation (Representation 1392
on page 222 of Appendix 3)
Wilbarston
HVI085
Yes (Put forward by the Parish
Council, representation 70 on
page 226 of Appendix 3)
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RNRP assessed the stie and found it sets the character of the listed church
and war memorial and sets further context for the Scheduled Ancient
Monument, is visually important, publicly accessible and provides important
views to Stoke Albany, the church and to the open countryside.
In this instance the space was identified for inclusion as an LGS specifically,
rather than as a rolled forward EIOS or simply an HVI. An explanation and
justification for its identification has been provided by the local community,
rather than by the Council or their consultants (although these subsequent
technical assessments back up the views of the community). The Parish
Council refers to the space’s historic significance and gives reasons why it
holds a particular local significance. As such, I am content that it is
demonstrably special to the local community.
Taking these factors into account, I am generally satisfied that the proposed
designation of the space as LGS is justified. The full reasoning for this will be
provided in my final report.
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Appendix 2 - Initial comments on Interim Main Mods EXAM 18a
Gypsies and Travellers
In the proposed MM to paragraph 1.4 of the Plan at page 1 of Exam 18c, the first sentence of the
additional text which refers to the Council being able to demonstrate a five year land supply for
accommodation should be deleted in its entirety. This was not considered or tested in any detail
through the hearings and could in any event alter over the plan period. As discussed at the hearings,
the text in relation to gypsies and travellers should be strengthened to provide more certainty on
the delivery of the DPD. The additional text should be amended to refer to the timescales for the
preparation DPD being in accordance with those set out in the Local Development Scheme. The
words ‘to meet identified needs’ should be added after ‘accommodation’ in the second sentence of
the existing text. The date of the creation of the North Northamptonshire Unitary Council (April
2021) in the final sentence of the new text should be deleted as it is beyond the control of the Plan.
Introduction Paragraph 1.9
The proposed MM to paragraph 1.9 of the Plan at page 2 of Exam 18a should go further to delete
reference to ‘when the SSP2 is examined’ and to refer instead to what the examination considered.
Policy HOU2 Older Persons Housing
Unless there is a definition of ‘category 3 accessibility standards’ elsewhere in the Plan that can be
referred to, in the interests of clarity, the proposed MM at page 5 of Exam 18a should instead refer
to wheelchair users dwellings.
Policy EMP1 Safeguarding Employment Land
Further to the discussions at the hearings, I note that the proposed changes to Policy EMP1
(formerly MM1) have been revisited in the amended MM now proposed at page 8/9 of Exam 18a. In
the interests of clarity and effectiveness the final paragraph of new text in that suggested
modification should be re-ordered and refined to better reflect the proposed changes to the
supporting text as follows: Immediately adjacent to safeguarded employment areas, extensions to
enable an existing business to expand or modernise, will be assessed taking into account the degree
of conflict with policies which seek to protect the open countryside and local area and the potential
benefits which would arise. Where such proposals are acceptable, masterplans/development briefs
will be encouraged where appropriate. Additionally, in the third paragraph of proposed new text
which refers to Policy EMP3, the wording needs to be consistent with that in the subsequently
proposed MM to EMP3 which are intended to reflect the changes to the Use Classes Order.
Policy EMP4 Live Work Units
The proposed MM to this policy on page 11 of Exam 18a should use bullets instead of different styles
of numbering under each of the three sections of the Policy (an approach already used in the
housing section of the Plan). The final paragraph of the Policy should be deleted and the words ‘in
Safeguarded Employment Areas or’ inserted in the second section of the Policy after ‘not normally
permitted’ and before ‘in close proximity to B2 and B8…..’. References to town and local centres
should be consistent in the use of capital letters, and references to ‘Local Air Quality’ do not need
capital letters. The full title of the ‘Annual Status’ reports should be inserted so that they can be
found by applicants.
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Policy TCE6 Locally Set Impact Assessment Threshold
Reference to the exceptions in JCS Policy 12 (g) as suggested to the supporting text on page 18 of
Exam 18a, should be made in the Policy itself. I suggest that the first paragraph of the policy should
start with ‘Unless they meet the exceptions set out in JCS Policy 12 (g) proposals for retail…………….’
Policies RS3 and RS4 Rural Areas – Category C Villages and Development in the Open Countryside
I note the Council’s explanation in relation to Matter 2 in EXAM 18 and the proposed MMs to these
two policies. Whilst I am generally content with this approach, in terms of Policy RS3 and the
proposed MM on page 82/82 of Exam 18a, in order to avoid duplication, the list of settlements
needs to appear only in the policy (and not in the supporting text as well).
Appendix 5 Glossary
The insertion of the definition of infill development (page 144 Exam 18a) is welcomed for clarity.
However Policy RS1 (page 80 of Exam 18a) continues to refer to ‘small scale infill sites’. This
suggests that infill development comes in different scales (which I do not think is the intention) and
runs contrary to the definition in the Glossary. To address this, these should be referred to as ‘small
scale sites’ or ‘infill sites’ in Policy RS1.
Additional Modifications (AMs)
The latest version of the AMs are set out in Table 2 of EXAM8 and I note that some of these have be
subsumed within the interim MMs (EXAM 18a). If any AMs (which are not reflected as part of an
MMS) are to be retained a separate and updated list should be drawn up in line with the guidance in
my letter.
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