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1.	 Introduction 

1.1	 This statement provides the Joint Planning Unit’s (JPU) response to 
further written statements made by participants in sessions 3 and 4 of the 
examination hearings. References such as (Ref. 901) relate to documents 
held in the examination library kept by the Programme Officer and 
available on www.nnjpu.org.uk. 

1.2	 The examination will assess the submitted North Northamptonshire Core 
Spatial Strategy (CSS) against the nine tests of soundness set out in 
PPS12 (Local Development Frameworks). The Joint Planning Unit (JPU) 
considers that the CSS satisfies these tests and has evidenced this in the 
Soundness Self Assessment Statement (Ref. 414) and four Background 
Papers (Ref. 901 to 904). 

1.3	 PPS12 is clear that the CSS should be considered sound unless it is 
shown to be otherwise as a result of evidence considered at the 
examination. Objectors have sought to demonstrate through their 
representations that the CSS is unsound. Some have sought changes that 
would, in their view, make the CSS sound. A summary of representations 
on the submitted CSS is provided in the Schedule of Representations 
(Ref. 415). 

1.4	 In May 2007 the JPU provided the Inspector with a summary of key issues 
arising from representations on the submitted CSS. This was 
subsequently reported to the Joint Planning Committee on 7 June 2007 
when the Committee agreed its broad response to the issues raised (Ref. 
908). This formed the basis for the Background Papers prepared by the 
JPU to assist the examination (Ref. 901 to 904). 

1.5	 The JPU has recommended a number of Pre-Examination Changes to 
the Inspector in response to representations and updated technical 
information and policy guidance (Ref. 906). The Inspector will be updated 
on representations on the proposed substantive changes (Schedule A), 
which are subject to consultation until 26 October. Where possible, the 
JPU intends to reach agreement with respondents over the changes set 
out in the Schedule of Pre-Examination Changes. The proposed 
changes which relate to Policy 1 and paragraphs 3.1-3.14 are A3 and 
minor changes which the JPU would not be opposed to C9, C10, C11, 
C42 and C43. 

2




2.	 Statements submitted by participants in the examination hearing 

2.1	 Additional statements have been provided by the following participants in 
Session 3 and 4 of the examination hearing: 

• Bee Bee Developments 

• Barwood Land and Estates 

• Hampton Brook Developments 

• Sywell Land Ltd 

• Cranford Parish Council 

• JS Bloor Northampton 

• Charles Church Developments 

• Sywell Aerodrome 

• Mr and Mrs M Mallard 

• McCann Homes 

• Persimmon Special Projects 

• David Wilson Estates 

• Buccleuch Property etc 

Other participants are relying on their original representations. 

2.2	 This Statement provides the JPU’s response to these further written 
statements, bearing in mind the content of the original representations, 
relevant Background Papers/evidence and any relevant Pre-Examination 
Changes proposed by the JPU. 

3.	 Key issues for the examination 

3.1	 The principal issues raised by the above participants, in so far as they 
relate to the soundness of the Spatial Strategy, in particular Policy 1 and 
related text at paragraphs 3.1 to 3.14, appear to be as follows: 

Test iv – Spatial Plan & Chain of Conformity 

3.2	 David Wilson Estates contend that the CSS conflicts with MKSM Policy 1 
of RSS8 (Ref. 201), in that it fails to allocate an appropriate proportion of 
development to Rushden in line with the town’s size and status. 

Test vi – Coherency and Consistency 

Test vii – Appropriateness, Alternatives and Evidence Base 

Test ix – Flexible to deal with changing circumstances 

3.3	 Objectors argue that: 
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a.	 The niche/focus roles identified in paragraph 3.4 of the CSS are not 
sufficiently developed, the strategy is not ‘place specific’ enough, 
and there is a resulting lack of clarity about how it will distribute 
growth in an optimum manner; 

b.	 Conversely, others feel that identifying particular niche roles is 
inappropriate and will lead to a damaging level of inflexibility; 

c.	 The CSS does not fully recognise the constraints to development in 
some town centre locations and the need to identify other 
significant good quality sites outside the centres, particularly for B1 
office use; 

d.	 There is not enough guidance in the CSS about the contribution 
that can be made by the smaller towns, particularly in the early part 
of the Plan period; 

e.	 Conversely, there is too much emphasis on the smaller towns to 
the detriment of the villages; 

f.	 The lack of a rural settlement hierarchy, or criteria for making such 
decisions at a detailed DPD level, means that the CSS does not 
provide a consistent framework for the preparation of more detailed 
DPDs; 

g.	 Sustainable growth potential stimulated by the presence of major 
employment centres is precluded by the simplistic approach to rural 
settlement planning; 

h.	 The CSS is not consistent with emerging Area Action Plans for 
Desborough/Rothwell; 

i.	 References to Sustainable Urban Extensions are confusing and 
inconsistent throughout the CSS and there should be a distinction 
between strategic and smaller Sustainable Urban Extensions 

4.	 JPU Response to issues raised by participants 

4.1	 The JPU’s response to original representations is summarised in the 
Schedule of Representations (Ref. 415) and amplified in relation to the 
Spatial Strategy in Background Paper 1 – The Spatial Strategy (Ref. 901). 
The submitted statements do not introduce any matters of principle further 
to those already dealt with in the background paper. As such, reference 
will be made to this in demonstrating that the overall spatial strategy and 
the approach to strengthening the network of settlements is sound. 
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4.2	 Proposed Change A3 recommends an amendment to Policy 1 in order to 
clarify the approach to development at villages (Ref. 906). In addition, the 
JPU would not be opposed to Proposed Changes C9, C10, C11, C42 
and C43. It is noted that Charles Church Developments originally 
proposed C11 and now state that the potential inclusion of this 
“satisfactorily addresses our concerns and supports a strong network of 
settlements described in paragraphs 3.8 – 3.14”. 

4.3	 Specific responses to issues of soundness raised by participants at the 
hearing are set out below. 

Test iv – Spatial Plan & Chain of Conformity 

4.4	 It should be noted that EMRA consider that the settlement pattern set out 
in Policy 1 of the CSS broadly conforms to MKSM Northamptonshire SRS 
Policy 1 of the Draft Regional Plan. 

4.5	 As already stated in Background Paper 1, there are sound reasons why 
the level of housing development planned at Rushden does not fully 
accord with its current size. These relate to the previous and existing 
levels of growth; the constraints to further expansion; and the needs of 
adjacent settlements, to which housing development is currently better 
directed. The status of Rushden as the area’s fourth largest town and 
‘other main town centre’ does not dictate that future housing growth 
should continue to be concentrated there at the expense of wider 
objectives. In respect of job creation and town centre development 
however, the CSS does not unduly restrict the level of provision that could 
be accommodated at Rushden, and provides for a balanced pattern of 
uses rather than simply housing. 

Test vi – Coherency and Consistency 

Test vii – Appropriateness, Alternatives and Evidence Base 

Test ix – Flexible to deal with changing circumstances 

4.6	 A key area of contention in relation to test vi is in terms of the internal 
consistency of the CSS spatial strategy. Defining roles for the main 
settlements is felt by some participants to be at odds with a planning for a 
balanced network. The need to plan for greater self sufficiency for 
individual towns is questioned. 

4.7	 In response, the JPU’s position is that the CSS provides a framework 
within which the roles and relationships can develop; based initially on 
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technical studies thus far, and developed through public involvement at 
the Issues and Options stage. Paragraph 3.4 of the CSS flags up the 
potential to build upon existing strengths in terms of niche roles. It is likely 
that building on these roles will be set out in a review of the CSS, and at 
its meeting of 13th September the Joint Planning Committee agreed in 
principle to a review of the CSS commencing in 2008. Going further in 
terms of trying to dictate those roles through the CSS would be premature 
and ill founded. It is the job of this first joint spatial strategy to set out a 
framework against which sound progress can be made initially. 

4.8	 Paragraph 3.5 of the CSS recognises that the strengthening of existing 
roles and evolution of new ones will take time. Table 1 sets out broad 
strategic roles at this stage, as a basis for further work. Seeking greater 
self sufficiency is fundamental to reducing the need for residents of the 
area to travel for jobs and services. Over time, this will change patterns of 
behaviour and contribute to measures to reduce the area’s contribution to 
climate change. Indeed, there was clear consensus at the Issues and 
Options stage that was progressed and tested through the preferred 
options that wherever possible, the CSS should aim to increase the self 
sufficiency of individual towns; notwithstanding that complementary roles 
may develop over the plan period and beyond. 

4.9	 Sequentially, it is only right that this first CSS has an emphasis on town 
centre regeneration and development and this is consistent with national 
and regional planning policy. The JPU is confident that the efforts of 
delivery agencies to secure change and facilitate mixed use regeneration 
will provide the ‘place specificity’ felt to be lacking by some objectors and 
these key agencies such as NNDC have expressed strong support for the 
CSS. 

4.10	 Background Paper 1 sets out the JPU response to matters concerning the 
role of smaller towns, service centres and other villages. The JPU re
iterates that the CSS strikes the right balance; providing guidance for 
more detailed DPDs through Policy 1 and Table 1, and retaining the 
flexibility to deal with individual or changing circumstances. There is a well 
established evidence base that has identified King’s Cliffe as a local 
service centre, and until a North Northamptonshire wide evidence base to 
support a more widespread strategic designation of particular villages it is 
considered to be a local designation through site specific DPDs and based 
on local evidence. The JPU is convinced that the strength of this approach 
will be borne out by forthcoming detailed DPDs, which will set out a locally 
distinctive approach to meeting the needs of individual communities, 
unfettered by a prescriptive rural settlement hierarchy. 

4.11	 Introducing criteria to define what facilities make for a ‘sustainable 
settlement’ is felt to be too generic an approach to cater for individual local 
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circumstances. The CSS does not unduly restrict development in the rural 
areas and Proposed Change A3 clarifies this, giving greater flexibility for 
district DPDs to determine the criteria for development within village 
boundaries. The level of development that can be accommodated within 
these boundaries (which will be defined on Proposals Maps at the local 
level) will vary greatly depending on the form and character of individual 
villages. 

4.12	 Regarding the Rothwell and Desborough Urban Extensions AAP Preferred 
Options Report, the CSS is the strategic development plan document for 
North Northamptonshire. As such, it is the responsibility of Kettering 
Borough to ensure that its DPDs are consistent with the CSS. 

4.13	 It is not considered necessary to introduce a distinction between strategic 
and smaller Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUEs). The approach taken 
by the CSS is consistent with RSS8 (MKSM Northamptonshire policy 4), 
which envisages SUEs at the Growth Towns and at some of the Smaller 
Towns and Rural Service Centres. CSS Policy 8 indicates that the initial 
SUEs at the Growth Towns will include provision for 4 – 6,000 dwellings, 
this being a scale of development that will support a full range of 
infrastructure and facilities including a secondary school. The CSS is not 
prescriptive about the scale of other SUEs, although Proposed Change 
B23 seeks to clarify that numbers of dwellings in Figure 13 are the 
minimum expected in the plan period. This is because the appropriate 
scale of a SUE will depend on the individual character, role, needs and 
opportunities of a settlement. This will include the ability for the SUE to 
integrate with the settlement and supplement existing services and 
infrastructure to help contribute to a more sustainable pattern of 
development. The JPU is not opposed to Proposed Change C35 which 
would clarify that Policy 17 applies to all SUEs (albeit that some aspects 
would be less relevant to smaller SUEs). 

5.	 Conclusions 

5.1	 The representations made by participants in Sessions 3 and 4 fail to 
demonstrate that the Spatial Strategy, Policy 1 and related supporting text 
at paragraphs 3.1 to 3.14 of the CSS do not meet the tests of soundness 
as set out in PPS12. Subject to recommended Pre-Examination Change 
A3, this section of the CSS is considered to provide a robust spatial 
strategy and sets out clear proposals for strengthening the network of 
settlements in North Northamptonshire. The JPU would be content for 
changes C11, C42 and C43 to be made if acceptable to the Inspector. 
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