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From: John Ware 
Sent: 23 October 2008 10:18 
To: 'Robert SimJones' 
Subject: RE: RNOTP examination hearings  Inspectors requests 

Thanks for your helpful thoughts – I will just flag these to colleagues at present as we need to see what 
the Inspector actually says before we do any more 

You could be right about pushing up the density – but the developers need to be on board for this being 
deliverable ( the plan needs a realistic implementation plan and if the developer says I will not build it 
because the units will not sell in that local market then there is a problem) 

Presumably more edge of town sites will not be a problem in terms of sustainability – a term that 
includes a range of environmental, economic and community considerations - as distinct from sites say 
a couple of miles away! There could be a sustainability argument for saying keep the green space in the 
town where it has greatest overall value and sacrifice a bit more land on the edge of town but that 
discussion will not take place unless the whole site identification process has to be re-visited (which it 
may need to be!) 

John Ware 
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From: Robert SimJones [mailto:RSimJones@northamptonshire.gov.uk]

Sent: 23 October 2008 10:00

To: John Ware

Subject: RE: RNOTP examination hearings  Inspectors requests


John, 

Could the additional 137 (or a large proportion) be incorporated in to the existing site allocations, in 
terms of increased density? For example a site near to the Town Centre such as Herne Road could 
take additional residential numbers, which would be the most sustainable location in transport terms. If 
new sites are to be identified, and given the relatively small number of additional units, we would 
recommend that sites are found within the existing Town boundary, as any further out would not be 
considered to be sustainable. 

I hope this is of some assistance? 

Rob 
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From: John Ware [mailto:jware@eastnorthamptonshire.gov.uk] 
Sent: 21 October 2008 14:29 
To: Robert SimJones 
Subject: FW: RNOTP examination hearings  Inspectors requests 
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I know I had signed off but just to put you on notice it seems from his concluding remarks that the 
Inspector could ask us to propose another allocation site in Oundle to make up the numbers to the CSS 
allocation target (current shortfall circa 137 as noted in my first e mail below. We should know by 14/11 

The question would then of course be is that a problem strategically traffic/transport wise or can we 
leave it to TIAs in support of individual site proposals. 

My successor Karen Britton will need to pick this so unless you want to respond now you may want to 
wait until she contacts you. 

(2)

From: Robert SimJones [mailto:RSimJones@northamptonshire.gov.uk]

Sent: 13 October 2008 16:19

To: John Ware

Subject: FW: RNOTP examination hearings  Inspectors requests


John, 

It appears from your e-mail that the current allocation of 610 houses may be increased by an additional 
584 units of 'windfall' development? If this is the case the simple answer in transportation terms, is that 
this level of development has not been tested, and would be difficult to do so given the uncertainty 
of site locations and the size of Oundle. We do not consider this scale of development as being 
'windfall' in the context of a relatively small Town such as Oundle. 

We have previously said that there is no strategic highway restraint based on the traffic levels 
associated with the 610 level of housing growth. This however must be managed on a site-by-site basis 
to ensure that the sites are sustainable in order to minimise the impact of car trips generated by the 
development proposals. The centre of Oundle is a constrained network, and any additional 
development is likely to have an adverse affect. There are for example, sustainability issues regarding 
the Creed Road site. 

The sites we have considered to date are located within what we consider to be the existing Town 
Boundary, and we are unable to think of any potential development sites within the Town which could 
accommodate up to 584 residential units, in addition to the 610 already allocated. If sites are being 
promoted outside the Town boundary, they are potentially too remote from the Town to be sustainable, 
and may be unacceptable. The dynamics of transport usage in Oundle is locally sensitive. 

Given the constraints of the existing network, and the limited scope for improvements in the Town 
Centre, we would seek to limit any further development in Oundle (in excess of the current allocations) 
particularly as any sites coming forward to likely to be more remote from the Town and therefore, less 
sustainable and more car dominated. We would require more information regarding the 'windfall' sites in 
order to comment in more detail. 

Please let me know if you require any further information. 

Kind regards 

Rob Sim-Jones 
Development Engineer 
Northamptonshire County Council 
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From: John Ware [mailto:jware@eastnorthamptonshire.gov.uk] 
Sent: 09 October 2008 15:25 
To: Robert SimJones 
Subject: RNOTP examination hearings  Inspectors requests 

Hello Robert 

As the hearings are proceeding the Inspector is asking for clarifications/further information etc on 
various matters 

In the Oundle allocations discussion he has been pursuing the question of possible additional allocation 
sites bearing in mind that the currently proposed allocation sites would not on their own deliver the 610 
houses that are indicated for Oundle. The shortfall (which appears to me to be 137) could also be 
supplied by windfall sites in Oundle 

He is clear that there is no strategic highway restraint based on the traffic levels associated with the 610 
level of housing growth but wants to know whether there would be any such restraint if potential urban 
windfall sites were also to be taken in to account. The Urban Potential study identified ‘likely’ and - in 
addition - ‘uncertain’ sites with total estimated supply respectively of 348 and 236 additional houses – 
an overall total of 584 but it may be best to view this as a possible range from 348 to 584. 

Can you therefore confirm to the Inspector via me that the indicative target of 610 additional houses 
over the period 2001 - by 2021 plus potential for additional windfall based housing provision would or 
would not be an issue in terms of strategic highway/traffic management considerations. 

The soundness of the approach of the plan in relation to Oundle is clearly important from the Inspectors 
point of view because as things stand there are insufficient proposed allocated sites to provide the full 
supply for the first ten years of the plan (counting on from the potential adoption date 2009). 

The Inspector wants all feedback from his requests by the end of next week but on this subject an 
earlier response could be helpful – if possible by tomorrow or Monday so that any implications can be 
considered by ourselves as well the Inspector. 

With thanks 

John Ware 
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