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Rural North, Oundle & Thrapston Plan Matter F (Economic Development) 
Examination – Statement Respondent No. 00049 (Stamford Homes) 

Question (a) – Does the Plan contain an adequate policy context to achieve the job growth figures in 

Table 6 of the CSS. Will the policies achieve the aims of CSS Policy 11? 

1.	 The answer to this question must be no, as the East Northamptonshire Employment Land 

Review (Library Doc. 316), which forms part of the evidence base for the Plan, contains no 

analysis of job targets at the subdistrict level in order to establish baseline requirements for 

Thrapston and Oundle as at 2001. In particular there is no assessment of whether the existing 

housing/employment balance of the towns is out of step, or the extent to which the availability of 

local employment opportunities contributes to any unsustainable level of outcommuting. 

Paragraph 4.8 of the Plan states “new employment sites are to be allocated where a supply shortfall

is identified “ (our emphasis), yet it is clear that the identification of a requirement of at least 2.0 

hectares of B1 use at Oundle is not based on any robust evidence for the reasons stated above. 

2.	 In addition, the Plan does not take into account the additional employment floorspace that has 

been provided since 2001, which is an important factor in determining whether the Plan needs to 

allocate any additional employment land to support the projected housing growth over the Plan 

period. 

3.	 Looking at Table 6 of the CSS, the net job growth for B class uses in East Northamptonshire is 

2,750 out of 5,220, representing 53% of the total. In relation to Oundle, if it is assumed that the 

proposed job growth is to match the proposed housing growth (which is 6.5% of the district total) 

then 339 jobs would need to be provided (5,220 x 6.5%) of which 180 would be within the B use 

classes (339 x 53%). It is considered reasonable to use this figure, as there is no evidence put 

forward by the Council to indicate that the existing housing/employment balance at Oundle is 

considered to be out of step; on the contrary analysis of the 2001 Census data indicates that 45% 

of the resident working population of Oundle work in the town, and 52.5% of those working in 

Oundle live in the town (by way of comparison, the equivalent figures for Thrapston are 

significantly lower at 39.6% and 32.1% respectively). 

4.	 In relation to Oundle, since 2001 significant additional employment development has taken place 

as follows: 

i.	 Land at the Nene Valley Business Park 

•	 Production building (7,000 sq.m.) for Fairline Boats (completed 2007) 

ii. Land south of Nene Valley Business Park 
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•	 Two industrial buildings (1,960 sq.m.) for PRG Construction (completed 2006) 

• Offices (2,090 sq.m.) for Fairline Boats (under construction) 

The equivalent number of jobs created from these developments is set out in Table 1 below: 

Table 1 

Development Floorspace (sq m) Employment 

density 

Jobs 

PRG Construction 1,960 1 per 35 sq m 56 

Fairline Boats Phase 3 7,000 1 per 35 sq m 200 

Fairline Boats offices 2,090 1 per 18 sq m 116 

Total 362 

5.	 As can be seen, the number of jobs arising from the additional floorspace is roughly twice that 

required for B use classes, if the methodology set out in paragraph 3 above is applied. It can thus 

be concluded that no land allocations for employment development are required in conjunction 

with the planned level of housing provision for the period 200121. 

Question (b) – Does the Plan provide a viable strategy for attracting high quality employment into the 

area? 

6.	 Without prejudice to the response to question (a), there are serious doubts and concerns about 

the deliverability of a development for high quality business uses on land at East Road, Oundle 

(Policy OUN2). The proposed allocation is not based on any substantive evidence in relation to 
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the crucial factors of market demand and viability. This is a significant issue as it is an established 

principle that sites should not be allocated for development in Development Plan Documents 

unless there is a realistic prospect that development will occur within the plan period. 

7.	 In allocating the site for employment use, the Council has ignored the East Road Development 

Brief in August 2005 prepared by Roger Tym & Partners/Innes England who were 

commissioned to investigate the development potential of the area and prepare a strategy for its 

future development. The Brief recommends a mix of employment and residential use, with 

northern part of the area, including the majority of the land the subject of Policy OUN2, allocated 

for residential use (see Appendix F1). 

8.	 In terms of potential land uses, paragraph 5.4 of the Brief states that: “Even in the context of 

population growth, an employmentonly approach at the brief area is highly unlikely to prove 

viable in market terms”. Paragraph 5.10 goes on to state that: “Even in the context of population 

growth in Oundle, the market’s view of the brief area as a location purely for employment uses would have 

to change dramatically, but all of the evidence available suggests that this is highly unlikely”. 

9.	 It should be noted that the mixed use approach recommended by Roger Tym & Partners/Innes 

England was supported by officers when the draft Preferred Options for the Plan was reported to 

the Strategy Committee on 21 November 2005, however the Committee resolved that an 

employment only approach should be followed. This decision was made in the absence of any 

evidence to refute the expert advice of the Council’s consultants. 

10.	 At a Section 78 appeal Inquiry in August 2007 concerning an outline application for residential 

development on the majority of the site subject to Policy OUN2, expert evidence was put forward 

on behalf of the appellant to demonstrate the lack of market demand for employment 

development on the site and that such development would not in any event be viable (the residual 

value of the land for employment use would be negative). This evidence was not challenged by 

the Council. 

11.	 The question of viability is also referred to in the Employment Land Review (paragraph 5.49) 

which identifies that, given prevailing market values, a number of sites (including East Road) 

may require specific measures of public intervention to unlock development. 

12.	 The Employment Land Review also contains a Property Market Appraisal at Appendix I. At 

paragraph 1.17 there is reference to the possibility for small scale office provision in Oundle, 
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Thrapston and Raunds, but it is noted that “there may be limited levels of local latent 

demand and restricted developer interest for schemes of this nature and size”. 

13.	 In conclusion, there is no evidence whatsoever to justify the allocation of the site for employment 

development in the form of high quality business uses, nor that such development is deliverable, 

having regard to market demand and viability considerations. 
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