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EAST NORTHAMPTONSHIRE RURAL NORTH, OUNDLE AND 

THRAPSTON DPD EXAMINATION 

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF WILLIAM DAVIS LTD 

Matter E 

(a) Are targets and thresholds set at an appropriated level to address the 
supply of new affordable housing? 

1.1	 William Davis Ltd has not sought to challenge the scale of need for 
affordable housing as reported in the Plan. Notwithstanding the scale 
of these needs, however, the selection of policy targets and thresholds 
for provision of affordable housing requires a balanced approach which 
takes full account of what is likely to not have an adverse effect on the 
viability of residential development schemes or the overall delivery of 
housing in the plan area. Overall viability issues and the availability of 
Housing Corporation funding support are key considerations. This is 
the nub of Government policy as set out in PPS3 (paragraph 29 refers). 

1.2	 In forming our representations upon the Plan we were conscious that 
the Council did not appear to give any direct consideration to these 
issues. No reference was made to a viability assessment having been 
undertaken as part of the Council’s evidence base. We were also 
conscious that the Councils existing SPD on affordable housing sets 
out a 40% target and it appears to have rolled forward this target 
without full and proper reappraisal of its supporting evidence base. 

1.3	 The Council has effectively adopted its current affordable housing 
policy through supplementary planning policy formulation rather than 
through the proper statutory development plan process. It first 
introduced a 30% requirement through its Supplementary Planning 
Guidance in 2000. William Davis raised objection to this document on 
the basis of this seeking to “make policy rather than supplement it” (see 
letter of representation at Appendix E1). The Council later ‘raised the 
bar’ for this target through its SPD on ‘Developer Contributions’ in June 
2006, increasing the percentage to 40%. 

1.4	 As we interpret the SHMA, recommended requirements for individual 
districts have been put forward which exceed expected outturns in 
affordable housing delivery (paragraphs 10.9 -10.11 of CD325 refer). 
In other words there is effectively a degree of ‘head-room’ between the 
recommended percentage requirement within the SHMA and the 
expected delivery target. The latter is estimated as being of the order 
of 21% (table 10.2 of CD325 refers). We suspect that the percentage 
requirement figure recommended for East Northamptonshire in the 
SHMA of 40% reflects the fact that this was the existing requirement 
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set out in the district’s own SPD. The requirement for all other districts 
was recommended as 30% (and a figure for Corby noted as 20% in 
line with the CSS). There is no indication in the SHMA that the 40% 
target in any way reflects a larger scale of need for affordable housing 
in East Northamptonshire compared to other districts. What concerns 
us therefore is that the 40% rate has been endorsed and perpetuated 
without appropriate testing to ensure that it will not have an adverse 
effect on viability and overall housing delivery. 

1.5	 When one compares the housing targets of the RNOTP (Policy 19) 
with the specified requirements (Policy 20) it is also clear that the 
Council does not expect to be able to secure anything near the level of 
affordable housing set out in its specified requirement under Policy 20. 
Granted, the Policy 19 targets are described as “minimum” figures, but 
the difference with Policy 20 requirements is enormous. Outside of 
Oundle and Thrapston the Policy 19 target is 196 dwellings. However, 
the potential yield applying the Policy 20 40% requirement would be 
significantly higher than this. For instance, the residual requirement for 
the Rural Area is 945 dwellings (total requirement of 1343 dwellings 
minus 398 existing completions 2001-2008). Forty percent of this 
figure would yield 378 dwellings. The Policy 19 target is just 21% of 
the residual requirement. This ratio of 21% corresponds with the actual 
target identified in the SHMA as noted above. From this we conclude 
that the Policy 19 target is realistic and founded on a robust evidence 
base, but the Policy 20 requirement is out of scale with that target. The 
degree of ‘head-room’ being allowed for between the delivery target 
and the specified policy requirement is excessive. 

1.6	 Because viability issues have not been properly addressed in setting 
the Policy 20 requirement, the policy will have a negative impact on 
overall housing delivery. Some schemes will be deterred from coming 
forward altogether. Many more will be significantly delayed whilst 
protracted negotiations are undertaken to demonstrate viability 
problems. Policy 20 allows for such negotiation on sites of 15-50 
dwellings. It doesn’t even countenance such considerations for 
schemes of 5 or more dwellings in the Rural Areas. 

1.7	 The recent case of Blythe Valley Borough Council and Persimmon 
Homes et al, in the Court of Appeal validated the quashing of an 
affordable housing policy because the policy failed to reflect the 
requirement of PPS3 for an informed viability study. Lord Justice 
Keene noted that paragraph 29 of PPS3 required that “an informed 
assessment of the viability of any such percentage figure is a central 
feature of PPS3 policy of affordable housing. It is not peripheral, 
optional or cosmetic. It is patently a crucial requirement of policy.” A 
copy of the judgment in that case is included as Appendix E2. Case 
law has therefore clearly established that in order to be ‘soundly based’ 
any affordable housing requirement must have been subject of a robust 
viability assessment. 
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1.8	 Recent Inspector’s reports have also looked very critically at this issue. 
The Inspector who considered the recent Core Strategy DPD for 
Ashford concluded that a proposal to increase the affordable housing 
target from 20% to 35% was unsound “because there is a real 
likelihood that development would be deterred or other aims frustrated, 
including infrastructure improvements.” (Paragraph 4.128 refers). 
Relevant extracts of the inspector’s report are enclosed at Appendix 
E3. 

1.9	 The situation in East Northamptonshire is of course is not directly 
comparable to Ashford in many ways, not least because the Inspector 
considered the proposals for increased affordable housing targets 
against other proposals for a development infrastructure tariff and 
hence the viability issues had to be considered in the round. However, 
the Inspector also went on to consider proposals for the same 35% rate 
and a threshold of 3 units in the Rural Area. Within the Rural Area no 
tariff was to be payable and the Inspector consequently did not regard 
the higher target of 35% to be unsound, but he had major concerns 
with the proposed reduction in threshold size. He was critical of the 
fact that there was “no assessment, involving key stakeholders, of the 
impact that the threshold could have on the viability of housing in the 
rural area or the amount that would be delivered.” (Paragraph 4.132 
refers). He concludes in paragraph 4.136 that “…the reduced 
threshold is not soundly based on robust and credible evidence base 
and is not the most appropriate in all the circumstances.” This was 
clearly the correct decision in the light of the Blyth Valley case as 
paragraph 26 of PPS3, 4th bullet point requires that any reduced site 
size thresholds in rural areas should also be subject of an informed 
assessment of economic viability and impact of housing delivery. 

1.10	 The considerations of the Ashford Inspector bare comparison with that 
in the RNOTP in respect of the Rural Area. Ashford District Council 
had proposed a strategy where housing needs in the rural area would 
be met predominantly by small windfall sites. It therefore sought to 
demonstrate to the Examination that the lower threshold would yield 
more affordable housing than with a higher threshold. It was in 
relation to this latter point that the Inspector was critical of the lack of 
robust evidence to demonstrate the viability of such measures and he 
was easily convinced that the effect on the overall delivery of housing 
would be negative (paragraph 4.132 refers). Separately the Inspector 
recommended that “…the reliance on windfalls is dropped and more 
allocations made….” He accepted that these would be larger sites and 
as a result would “…deliver more affordable housing than if the same 
number of houses were spread amongst windfall sites.” 

1.11	 This position at Ashford is directly comparable to the RNOTP. We 
have drawn attention to the deficiency in provision for housing in the 
Rural Area and the over reliance on windfall. The high affordable 
housing requirement in Policy 20, and lower the threshold for 
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affordable delivery in the Rural Area will further compound problems in 
the delivery of required housing numbers in the Plan area. 

1.12	 In our view the 40% requirement should be reduced to 30% and the 
threshold for the rural area should be 15 dwellings. 
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