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1.	 INTRODUCTION 

1.1	 During the course of the Examination Hearing Session held in Thrapston on 30th April 

2009 the Inspector resolved that participants could submit to him, if deemed 

necessary, a further written statement by 8th May in order to address the content of 

documents recently produced by East Northamptonshire Council in connection with 

the RNOTP Housing Trajectory and the Oundle Text Revisions and Updates. 

1.2	 Living Land Ltd have decided to respond to the Inspector’s invitation as they were not 

aware of the content of the RNOTP Housing Trajectory until the Examination Hearing 

on 30th April 2009 or the material in the Oundle Text Revisions and Updates until 

midday on 28th April 2009. In the circumstances, it had plainly been impossible for 

Living Land Ltd to prepare for the Inspector’s consideration a response to the 

Council’s suggested further amendments to the RNOTP. Living Land Ltd welcome 

the opportunity presented by the Inspector’s comments to provide their observations 

on the further changes proposed by the Council to that part of the RNOTP that deals 

with the development strategy for Oundle (Section 8 of the Submitted RNOTP). 

1.3	 Living Land Ltd consider it essential to provide the Inspector with this further 

statement in order to address the email dated 21st April 2009 from Michael Burton of 

ENC to Val Coleby and Robert Sim-Jones wherein it is specifically noted that the 

housing strategy section, covered by Proposed Changes IN026 – IN028, “has been 

comprehensively redrafted” to take account of recent developments. It is appropriate 

for other interested parties to provide a considered response to the Inspector in 

respect of an amendment to the formal Schedule of Proposed Changes that 

represents a comprehensive redrafting of those earlier Proposed Changes. 
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2.	 OUNDLE TEXT REVISIONS AND UPDATES 

Introduction 

2.1	 Living Land Ltd were not aware of the existence of the Oundle Text Revisions and 

Updates until midday on 28th April 2009. In the time available prior to attendance at 

the Examination Hearing in Thrapston on 30th April, it was not possible for Living 

Land to provide for the Inspector’s information a written statement responding to 

some of the comments contained within the Council’s document entitled ‘Oundle-Text 

Revisions and Updates’. As explained by Pegasus Planning Group at the 

Examination Hearing on 30th April, Living Land Ltd had secured some information 

regarding matters raised in the Council’s document and that material is presented 

below. 

Transportation Strategy 

2.2	 As discussed at the Examination Hearing on 30th April 2009, Living Land Ltd have 

concerns with regard to the wording of Proposed Change HO12(1) – revised. The 

Council’s proposed further amendment to the wording of Policy OUN1 contains 

appropriate references to transportation infrastructure and the preparation of 

transport assessments. Thus, the proposed policy wording clearly describes the 

Council’s intended approach to the consideration of transportation issues arising in 

Oundle. Accordingly, no value is added to the Plan’s objectives/approach by the 

incorporation of the second sentence in Proposed Change HO12(1) – revised. 

Equally, there seems to be little merit in the Council effectively repeating the same 

concerns at Proposed Change HO12(3) – revised. 

2.3	 As Pegasus Planning Group indicated during the Examination Hearing on 30th April, 

Living Land Ltd have no strong objections to the further amendment to Policy OUN1 

or the approach described in the Council’s new paragraph following Proposed 

Change HO12(3) – revised. We retain a residual concern regarding the scope of the 

proposed transport assessments in the context of the requirement for those 

assessments to consider the cumulative impacts of development proposed in 

Oundle. As discussed at the Examination Hearing, the matter can be addressed if 

Northamptonshire County Council, as local highway authority, East 

Northamptonshire Council and intending developers can agree upon a 

suitable/relevant scope for the required transport assessment. The opportunity 

arises through the scoping process to ensure that the content of the transport 

assessment is material to the scale of the development proposed. 
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2.4	 We were encouraged by the Council’s clarification at the Examination Hearing that 

the further proposed revision to the wording of Policy OUN1 is expected to replace 

Proposed Change HO13. The further proposed change is supported as it removes 

the phasing of development described in Proposed Change HO13. 

Housing Strategy 

2.5	 In the light of the Council’s removal of the phasing elements contained in Proposed 

Change HO13, we object to the proposed further amendment to the wording of Policy 

OUN3 which indicates that new housing in Oundle “up to 2014” will primarily arise on 

the two sites described within the revision to Policy OUN3. 

2.6	 We continue to object to the proposition that land at Dairy Farm should be identified 

as a formal housing land allocation in the RNOTP, capable of accommodating up to 

25 dwellings. The comments made during the Examination Hearing by Andrew 

Middleditch of Bletsoe and Son suggest that Dairy Farm should not feature as a 

formal housing land allocation. Furthermore, we would note that English Heritage 

objected to Proposed Change IN027 on the basis that no evidence has been 

submitted that the proposed development will not have an adverse impact upon the 

listed buildings at Dairy Farm. The site should be removed from Policy OUN3. As a 

consequence, the suggested identified housing land supply at Oundle is reduced by 

25 dwellings. 

2.7	 We object to the assertion made by the Council at Proposed Change IN028(3) – 

revised that the area at the north western edge of Oundle is that sector of the town 

“with fewest constraints.” There is no sound element of the evidence base to justify 

that comment. The Assessment of Potential Housing Sites Main Report prepared by 

Roger Tym & Partners in February 2009 does not incorporate information that leads 

inexorably to the conclusion that the area at the north western edge of Oundle is that 

part of the town “with fewest constraints.” That sentence should be removed from 

Proposed Change INO28(3) – revised. 

Land between Glapthorn Road and Hillfield Road 

2.8	 We object in the strongest terms to the content of the second paragraph contained in 

Proposed Change INO28(4) – revised wherein the Council state that the playing field 

being provided by Oundle School as part of the ‘SciTech’ development “includes a 

replacement facility for their Glapthorn Road/Hillfield Road playing field.” As we 

indicated during the course of the Examination Hearing on 30th April, the playing field 
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that forms part of the ‘SciTech’ development relates to the two playing fields that 

previously occupied the area of land between Blackpot Lane and the Dryden and 

Sanderson boarding houses. Planning permission was granted for the ‘SciTech’ 

development in 2004 and, in such circumstances, it is not possible for the playing 

field being provided within the context of a development approved at that time now to 

represent a replacement facility for the existing playing field located between 

Glapthorn Road and Hillfield Road. 

2.9	 As we mentioned during the course of the Examination Hearing on 30th April 2009, 

the development approved under application number EN/04/00728/FUL was formally 

described by the Council as “new science laboratories, design technology and art 

department with lecture theatre including landscaping and reprofiling of playing field.” 

Thus, we conclude that the playing field provided within the ‘SciTech’ development is 

not a replacement for the present facility located off Glapthorn Road but represents a 

reprofiling of sports pitches that already existed in the area to the south of the Dryden 

and Sanderson boarding houses. In these circumstances, the Council is misguided 

in its observation that the playing field being provided as part of the ‘SciTech’ 

development represents the specific replacement for the existing facility at Glapthorn 

Road. 

2.10	 Proposed Change IN023(1) clearly requires “the exchange of one site for another in 

order to substitute for any loss of open space or sports and recreational facility or to 

remedy deficiency in accordance with PPG17.” Furthermore, Proposed Change 

INO23(2) contains a target which requires “zero net losses of existing open space, 

sport and recreation facilities including zero net loss to their quality.” In our 

submission, the Oundle Text Revisions and Updates document fails to identify the 

appropriate replacement playing field as necessitated by the wording of Proposed 

Changes INO23(1) and INO23(2). Accordingly, Policy OUN4 is unsound as it does 

not incorporate the clear identification of a replacement playing field facility, contrary 

to Policy 22 of the RNOTP. 

2.11	 As we pointed out during the Examination Hearing on 30th April 2009, the content of 

the second paragraph of Proposed Change INO28(4) – revised is also contrary to the 

policy framework established in PPG17. If a DPD is to be considered sound, it must 

be consistent with national policy. Paragraphs 13 and 15 of PPG17 indicate that 

planning permission involving the development of existing open space will not be 

granted unless the playing fields that would be lost as a result of the proposed 
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development would be replaced by a playing field or fields of equivalent or better 

quantity and quality and in a suitable location. The playing field being provided as 

part of the ‘SciTech’ development is not a replacement for the playing field presently 

located between Glapthorn Road and Hillfield Road. As a consequence, the housing 

land allocation proposed off Glapthorn Road under Policy OUN4 is unsound as it 

does not make specific provision for the replacement of that existing playing field by 

a facility of equivalent or better quantity or quality. 

2.12	 The inaccurate content of the second paragraph of Proposed Change IN028(4) – 

revised leads to conflict with the Planning Policy Statement produced by Sport 

England in connection with planning applications for development on existing playing 

fields. As we indicated during the course of the Examination Hearing on 30th April 

2009, Sport England opposes such development “in all but exceptional cases, 

whether the land is in public, private or educational use. It does so because the loss 

of any part of a playing field may represent the irretrievable loss of an opportunity for 

participation in pitch sports, and with it the many benefits which sport brings.” We 

would note that paragraph D1 of Sport England’s statement defines a playing field as 

“the whole of a site which encompasses at least one playing pitch.” Sport England’s 

policy is to protect all parts of a playing field, not just those which happen, for the 

time being, to be laid out as pitches. 

2.13	 Paragraph E4 of Sport England’s statement states that “the playing field or playing 

fields, which would be lost as a result of the proposed development, would be 

replaced by a playing field or playing fields of an equivalent or better quality and of 

equivalent or greater quantity, in a suitable location and subject to equivalent or 

better management arrangements, prior to the commencement of development.” 

Sport England acknowledges that there may be occasions when a replacement 

facility can be provided “which represents an adequate substitute for, or improvement 

on, the existing facility and where it would be beneficial for sporting interests to take 

advantage of this opportunity.” Sport England will not apply this exception to their 

policy position unless the management arrangements for the new site are equivalent 

to or better than those for the site to be developed. Policy OUN4 within the Oundle 

Text Revisions and Updates does not contain the required information regarding a 

replacement facility. Accordingly, the RNOTP will be unsound if it contains a 

proposed housing allocation at Glapthorn Road without equally incorporating a formal 

allocation showing the new playing field required to replace the existing facility off 

Glapthorn Road. 
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2.14	 Given that the Oundle Text Revisions and Updates document fails to identify and 

allocate land to accommodate the necessary replacement playing field, we consider 

that the Glapthorn Road site should not be shown in the RNOTP as a formal housing 

land allocation. In these very particular circumstances, the housing land supply 

identified by the Council in Oundle should be reduced by 80 dwellings. Given the 

uncertainty surrounding the identification of a replacement playing field facility and its 

formal allocation within the RNOTP, we would suggest that the land off Glapthorn 

Road should more appropriately be included in Proposed Change INO32 as a 

potential site which could come forward following a review of the RNOTP. Given the 

content of Proposed Changes INO23(1) and INO23(2) and PPG17, we consider that 

a replacement playing field must be identified formally within the RNOTP to enable 

the housing land allocation to proceed in respect of the site off Glapthorn Road. 

2.15	 We object to the wording of Policy OUN4 as it refers to the “former” Oundle school 

playing field to the west of Glapthorn Road. The land concerned is an existing 

playing field, as noted at paragraph 1.7 of the statement prepared by John Martin & 

Associates wherein it is acknowledged that “the Glapthorn Road presently provides 

for a football pitch.” Furthermore, Inset 1 of the RNOTP identifies the land as Open 

Space. 
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3.	 HOUSING TRAJECTORY 

3.1	 The Inspector will recall that all participants at the Examination Hearing on 30th April 

2009 were not aware of the revised trajectory that the Council had already submitted 

to him. Having now had the opportunity carefully to consider the Council’s response 

to the Inspector, we remain extremely concerned about the soundness of the RNOTP 

when judged against the content of paragraphs 34 and 53 of PPS3. The trajectories 

provided to the Inspector identify deliverable/developable sites in the period to 

2020/2021. The same position is shown in the amended Trajectory attached to the 

email dated 1st May 2009 from the Programme Officer. As the Council expects to 

adopt the RNOTP during 2009, the trajectories plainly provide information regarding 

the supply of housing land in the period extending only twelve years from the 

anticipated date of adoption. However, paragraphs 34 and 53 of PPS3 both refer to 

the specific requirement for LDDs to plan for housing over a period of “at least 15 

years” from the date of adoption. 

Continuous delivery of housing 

3.2	 In a written statement by the Minister for Housing and Planning on 29th November 

2006, reference is made to the fact that “local authorities will need to identify more 

appropriate sites for housing. Councils need to plan 15 years ahead, to ensure they 

have a rolling 5-year supply of sustainable and deliverable sites, in order to prevent 

much needed new homes being held up by unnecessary delays in the planning 

process.” We consider this to be an important element of the Government’s 

approach to the achievement of its strategic housing policy objectives, particularly 

increasing the supply of housing. 

3.3	 We consider that the amended housing trajectory is inadequate as it does not 

provide a framework that will enable a continuous delivery of housing for at least 15 

years from the anticipated date of adoption of the RNOTP. Paragraph 5.2(3) of 

PPS12 suggests that the RNOTP will be sound if it is consistent with national policy. 

The RNOTP is a site allocation DPD and, as such, it is important to ensure that it 

contains sufficient site allocations to enable the required continuous delivery of 

housing for the 15 year period extending from 2009 to 2024. If the RNOTP proceeds 

on any other basis, it would be judged unsound by virtue of the content of paragraph 

5.2 of PPS12. 

3.4	 We readily acknowledge that the issue of the advice to be found in PPS3 was 

discussed at the Examination prior to the publication of the Proposed Changes by the 
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Council in February 2009. However, we would contend that the production of the 

revised Housing Trajectory brings into focus the inadequacy of the content of the 

Trajectory when compared with the specific advice to be found at paragraphs 34 and 

53 of PPS3. Paragraph 53 provides guidance for all LDDs, not only core strategies. 

3.5	 We do not consider it adequate to seek to argue that the content of the Trajectory is 

appropriate on the basis that the Core Spatial Strategy is now being reviewed. 

Paragraph 4.46 of PPS12 notes that a DPD is unlikely to be effective if it cannot deal 

with changing circumstances. Equally, local planning authorities should not 

necessarily rely on a review of a DPD as a means of handling uncertainty. DPDs are 

plainly expected to provide a policy framework for 15 years from the date of adoption. 

We can discern no exceptional local circumstances which lead inevitably to the 

conclusion that the RNOTP should not be based upon this clear expectation 

established in PPS3. Accordingly, we object to the Housing Trajectory made 

available to the Examination Hearing on 30th April 2009 as it does not reflect national 

planning policy. 

Household projections 

3.6	 During the Examination Hearing on 30th April 2009, the Council indicated that the 

Core Spatial Strategy was now being reviewed. We would observe that, in part, the 

context for the review of the CSS is set by the content of paragraph 33 of PPS3 

which requires the level of housing provision to take into account the Government’s 

latest published household projections. The Inspector will be aware of the fact that 

the Department of Communities and Local Government published the 2006-based 

household projections in March 2009. Those projections suggest an increase of 

20,000 households in East Northamptonshire in the period 2001-2026, an average 

increase of 800 per annum. That projected increase in the number of households in 

the District represents a marked contrast to the requirement of 9,400 dwellings over 

the period 2001-2021 (470 per annum) for the District at Table 5 of the Core Spatial 

Strategy. Given the content of paragraph 33 of PPS3, it would appear that the 

demographic framework within which the review of the North Northamptonshire Core 

Spatial Strategy is being undertaken anticipates a significant increase in the provision 

of housing in East Northamptonshire. In the light of this context and the guidance in 

PPS3, we consider it inappropriate for the revised Housing Trajectory to extend only 

to 2021, just twelve years from the anticipated adoption of the RNOTP. 
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Shortfall in Oundle 

3.7	 As we contend that it is essential for the RNOTP to incorporate a Housing Trajectory 

that extends to 2024, it follows that the requirement arising in Oundle should be 

increased by 93 dwellings, given that the Core Spatial Strategy anticipates the 

construction of 31 dwellings per annum on average in Oundle in the period 2001

2021 (31 x 3 = 93). In order to ensure compliance with PPS3, we believe that the 

RNOTP should identify sufficient sites to accommodate new housing arising in 

Oundle in the period to 2024. 

30

3.8 Whilst Proposed Change INO30 refers to a shortfall of 43 dwellings at Oundle when 

compared with Table 5 of the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy, we 

acknowledge the comments made by the Council during the Examination Hearing on 

th April 2009 to the effect that the Creed Road site capacity is now assumed to be 

145 units, 20 dwellings more than described at Proposed Change INO27. As a 

consequence, the Council contends that the shortfall described at Proposed Change 

INO30 should be 23 dwellings (43 – 20 extra dwellings at Creed Road). We do not 

dispute that assessment but consider that, as a minimum, land should formally be 

identified in the RNOTP to accommodate a shortfall arising in the period to 2024 of at 

least 116 dwellings (calculated shortfall of 23 + 3 further years of 31 completions per 

annum). 

3.9	 Our assessment of revised Policies OUN3 and OUN4 suggests that the sites at Dairy 

Farm and Glapthorn Road should be removed from the formal allocations as a result 

of the comments made by Bletsoe and Son at the Examination Hearing on 30th April 

2009 and the failure of the Council to identify a replacement playing field for the 

proposed housing development off Glapthorn Road. Given the uncertainties inherent 

in the existing content of Policies OUN3 and OUN4, other sites should be allocated in 

the RNOTP to accommodate 105 dwellings (25 at Dairy Farm plus 80 at Glapthorn 

Road). 

3.10	 When the two elements of the above assessment are combined, we would suggest 

that the RNOTP should allocate further land to accommodate 221 homes. This 

figure comprises the calculated shortfall to 2024 of 116 units and the replacement for 

Dairy Farm/Glapthorn Road amounting to 105 dwellings. 

3.11	 If the Inspector does not consider it necessary for the Housing Trajectory to extend to 

2024, we would suggest that a further housing land allocation is still required at 

Oundle for the period to 2021 to address the calculated shortfall of 23 dwellings 
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(Proposed Change INO30 as amended by the Council) and to replace Dairy 

Farm/Glapthorn Road. When combined, these two components give rise to a total 

shortfall of 128 units in the period 2009-2021. 

An allocation at Cotterstock Road/St Peter’s Road 

3.12	 As discussed during the course of the Examination Hearing on 30th April 2009, we 

consider that an appropriate development on land between Cotterstock Road and St 

Peter’s Road would accommodate approximately 130 dwellings. We would propose 

that the land between Cotterstock Road and St Peter’s Road be incorporated within 

the RNOTP as a formal housing land allocation that is required to address the 

housing provision figure arising either in the period to 2021 or 2024. The Inspector 

will appreciate that the land concerned has been identified by the Council as being 

suitable to accommodate new housing at paragraph 8.11 of the Submitted RNOTP 

and Proposed Change INO32. The site is already described as an acceptable 

location for future housing growth at Oundle and, as a consequence, its identification 

as a formal housing land allocation within the RNOTP will not undermine the basic 

policy framework contained within the Submitted RNOTP or the Schedule of 

Proposed Changes to the RNOTP. 

3.13	 As discussed at the Examination Hearing on 30th April 2009, we would respectfully 

suggest that the Inspector can, in the particular circumstances of Cotterstock 

Road/St Peter’s Road, make the change to the submitted RNOTP as outlined above. 

Paragraph 5 of the Annex to the document produced by The Planning Inspectorate 

entitled ‘Local Development Frameworks – Examining Development Plan 

Documents: Procedure Guidance’ states that “the Inspector will not be able to make 

a change unless it relates to an issue which has been subject to the proper 

procedures of community involvement and sustainability appraisal. In the absence of 

clear evidence that such procedures have been carried out, the Inspector will be only 

able to give limited consideration to such representations.” We would respectfully 

submit that the land between Cotterstock Road and St Peter’s Road has been 

subject to the procedures described in paragraph 5 of the Annex and, as such, can 

reasonably be proposed at this stage as a formal housing land allocation, 

necessitating a change to the Submitted RNOTP. 

3.14	 The Inspector will be aware of the fact that the land between Cotterstock Road and 

St Peter’s Road, Oundle has been discussed/considered during the evolution of the 

RNOTP, including: 
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•	 Design for the Future: Oundle and Surrounding Areas – Discussion Paper 

(ENC, May 2004) 

•	 Design for the Future: Your Aspirations (ENC, September 2005) 

•	 The East Northants Sustainability Assessment Final Report prepared by 

Roger Tym & Partners in May 2007 

•	 Paragraph 8.11 of the Submitted Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan 

(January 2008) 

•	 ENC’s summary of the Regulation 29 consultation (April 2008) 

•	 ENC’s summary of the Regulation 33 consultation (May 2008) 

•	 The response to the Submitted RNOTP prepared by Pegasus Planning 

Group, incorporating a sustainability appraisal and initial transport 

assessment 

•	 Our written submissions to the initial Examination Hearings in October 

2008, incorporating a sustainability appraisal and landscape assessment 

•	 Proposed Change INO32 within the Schedule of Proposed Changes to 

the RNOTP (East Northamptonshire Council, February 2009) 

•	 Assessment of Potential Housing Sites in Oundle and Thrapston, Roger 

Tym & Partners (February 2009) 

3.15	 Volume 1 of the Assessment of Potential Housing Sites in Oundle and Thrapston 

published by Roger Tym & Partners in February 2009 describes the nine objectives 

which underpin the Housing Site Assessment Matrix in Appendix 1 of the 

Assessment. Paragraph 3.11 of the Main Report states that influencing transport 

choice is a key aspect of Government policy on sustainable development and the first 

factor likely to influence the attainment of more sustainable transport choices is 

identified as a site’s access to bus routes. The Housing Site Assessment Matrix 

notes that the land between Cotterstock Road and St Peter’s Road attains a better 

score in the context of this objective than Creed Road and has the same 

categorisation as the land off Glapthorn Road. 
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3.16	 Paragraph 3.12 of the Assessment of Potential Housing Sites notes that the proximity 

of sites to essential services is an important aspect of Government policy on the 

location of new housing. Sites that score well in relation to this objective will be able 

to demonstrate that the frequency and length of journeys will be minimised, 

irrespective of transport mode. The land between Cotterstock Road and St Peter’s 

Road is closer to a primary school, local shops, open space and health facilities than 

the proposed allocation at Creed Road. Assessment Measure 2.2 notes that the 

Cotterstock Road/St Peter’s Road site is closer to the town centre than Creed Road. 

3.17	 In the context of proximity to employment sites, the land between Cotterstock Road 

and St Peter’s Road has a better score than the proposed allocation at Creed Road. 

Paragraph 3.13 of the Assessment of Potential Housing Sites states that access to 

employment is clearly and directly linked to the sustainability of potential housing 

sites. 

3.18	 Proposed Change INO23(1) refers to the protection of open space/playing fields 

within the Plan area. Paragraph 3.19 of the Assessment of Potential Housing Sites 

notes that locations which do not contain any open space score best in the Matrix 

when judged against the measure dealing with the impact on open space. The 

Cotterstock Road/St Peter’s Road site is not an existing open space, unlike the 

proposed allocation off Glapthorn Road. 

3.19	 Paragraph 3.30 of the Assessment of Potential Housing Sites states that flood risk is 

widely regarded as being of critical importance when considering the suitability of 

sites to accommodate new housing. The Matrix assigns the same score for this 

factor to Creed Road, Glapthorn Road and Cotterstock Road/St Peter’s Road. 

3.20	 The sustainability appraisals that we have undertaken demonstrate the 

appropriateness of the land located between Cotterstock Road and St Peter’s Road, 

Oundle as a formal housing land allocation. Given the guidance to be found in the 

PINS document on the Examination of DPDs, we would respectfully suggest that the 

Inspector can identify land between Cotterstock Road and St Peter’s Road as a 

further housing land allocation in order to address the shortfall in housing provision at 

Oundle that we have outlined above. 
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