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EAST NORTHAMPTONSHIRE RURAL NORTH, OUNDLE AND 
THRAPSTON DPD EXAMINATION 

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF WILLIAM DAVIS LTD 

Matter A: Scope and Timescale of the Plan 

(a) Do the policies in the DPD unnecessarily duplicate or overlap with national 
and/or regional policy and are they consistent with the Core Spatial 
Strategy. 

1.1	 William Davis Ltd has not raised any concerns regarding duplication or 
overlap with national or regional policy. We have raised concern 
regarding consistency with objectives of the Core Spatial Strategy 
(CSS) to meet identified housing needs, and in turn consistency with 
related national and regional policies. 

1.2	 We have demonstrated in our original representations upon the Plan, 
and in separate statements to this Examination, that the Council has 
not met the requirements of PPS3 in identifying sufficient sites in the 
Rural Area to maintain a 5, 10 or 15 year supply of housing in this area. 
The effect of this shortfall is such that the Council also does not identify 
sufficient sites to maintain sufficient supply for the Plan Area as a 
whole. The failure to ensure adequate provision for housing in this way 
is in direct conflicts with Objective 10 of the CSS “to deliver the quantity 
and mix of housing to meet identified needs in North 
Northamptonshire.” It is also in conflict with PSS 3 objectives to ensure 
a sufficient quantity and mix of housing taking into account need and 
demand in both urban and rural areas (paragraph 10 refers). 
Paragraph 38 of PPS3 (7th bullet point) also stresses the need to 
provide housing in rural areas to enhance or maintain sustainability. 

1.3	 The Council’s response on housing supply issues in CD 909 makes it 
clear that it considers that “the majority of new housing in the rural area 
is expected to be delivered as windfall development”. This approach is 
inconsistent with Government policy in PPS3 as there should be no 
allowance for windfalls in the first 10 years of land supply unless robust 
evidence can be provided of genuine local circumstances that prevent 
sites from being identified (paragraph 59 refers). The Council in this 
case has not sought to demonstrate such local circumstances. 

1.4	 The tightly defined village boundaries and overall nature of Policy 1 of 
the Plan provides an emphasis on rural restraint upon development 
which will limit the extent to which sufficient windfall development will 
come forward. We consider that this is illustrated by the low level of 
sites identified in the Rural Potential Study (CD329). Substantial 
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affordable housing requirements and low site size thresholds for the 
Rural Area under Policy 20 of the Plan will also reduce overall housing 
delivery in the Rural Area. This overall restraint on rural development 
conflicts with the essentially positive policy approach of RSS8 towards 
sustaining village communities. 

(b) Is it appropriate for the RNOTP to contain a mix of strategic, development 
control and site specific policies? 

2.1	 It is essential that housing land provision for the individual centres of 
Oundle, Thrapston and the Rural Area meets the requirements of 
PPS3 in terms of 5, 10 and 15 year supply requirements. This will 
automatically mean that a mix of policies more strategic and site 
specific will be required. We consider that a more strategic policy is 
also required in the plan which explains the overall nature of housing 
provision in the plan area and outlines the strategy for delivery of PPS3 
requirements. 

2.2	 We accept that some form of strategic policy is required in the Plan to 
deal further with settlement hierarchy and to explain in more detail the 
approach towards individual settlements. What concerns us is that the 
specific policy approach currently set out in the Plan, in Policy 1, does 
not adequately address the scale of housing provision across the rural 
area. In our view, however, this can be addressed by adjustment to 
land allocations proposed in the Plan rather than amendment of the 
settlement hierarchy proposed. We have proposed amendment to the 
wording of Policy 1 in relation to section 4, regarding Network Villages 
as a consequence of our site specific proposal for an alternative 
housing allocation at Woodthorpe. 

2.3	 Policy 2 regarding windfall developments in and adjacent to 
settlements is essentially a development control-type policy. 
Notwithstanding our objection to the Council’s position regarding 
windfall development, in our representations on the Plan we have 
suggested that this Policy should be amended to provide for flexibility 
for future management and delivery of housing in the future if it is 
discovered that the plan area has a deficiency in five year land supply. 
We have made this suggestion as essentially a ‘fall-back’ should the 
Inspector not accept our suggestion for the need for further allocations. 

(c) Should the plan consider post 2021 development, given the emerging 
Regional plan (to 2026) 

3.1	 Paragraph 53 of PPS 3 makes it clear that LDDs should enable 
continuous delivery of housing for at least 15 years from the date of 
adoption. It is essential therefore in our view that the RNOTP looks 
beyond 2021. It is for this reason that we have submitted separate 
objection to the proposed changes to the Plan which put emphasis 
upon future review of the Plan to meet future needs. Assuming 
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adoption in late 2008 this Plan needs to provide for housing needed in 
the period to at least 2023. It does not follow that specific sites are 
required to be identified for this period. Paragraph 55 of PPS3 reminds 
us that “where possible” sites for housing should be identified for years 
11-15 and where not possible “broad locations” for future growth 
should be indicated. The key as we see it is for flexibility to ensure 
continuous housing delivery. This emphasis on flexibility is also 
evident in the new policy set out in the revised PPS12. Paragraph 4.14 
of PPS12 stresses that the need for frequent updating may be reduced 
by taking a long-term view and providing some flexibility. “So for 
example if a strategy has some room for manoeuvre, it should not need 
to be updated simply because there has been a change in the housing 
numbers in the regional strategy.” Whilst this advice is specific to Core 
Strategies in our view it is equally applicable to other DPDs which are 
making specific provision for housing, by virtue of the advice in PPS3. 
Advice regarding the soundness of ‘Other DPDs’ in PPS12 also 
stresses that the new ‘effectiveness’ test means that the document 
should be deliverable and flexible. Whilst the Inspector has clarified 
that the RNOTP will not be considered against these tests, the 
direction of travel of Government policy in this regard must be a 
material consideration. 
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