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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 These representations to the Earls Barton Neighbourhood Plan (EBNP) 

Examination have been prepared by Pegasus Group on behalf of Redrow Homes 

(South Midlands).  

1.2 At the Examination hearing on 29th April 2015, the Borough Council of 

Wellingborough (BCW) made their first public reference during the EBNP 

examination process to the housing targets in the January 2015 version of the 

emerging North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (JCS) as evidence to 

support the housing target contained within the EBNP. BCW has now confirmed 

their intended specific reference to have been to pages 125 to 132. Page 133 

internally is also plainly relevant.  BCW has argued that the JCS and EBNP 

housing targets are in broad accordance with each other. From this basis, the 

EBNP sets out to restrict any further housing growth beyond the 280 dwellings 

allocated at the Grange through the imposition of the village boundary via Policy 

EB.GD2 for a 20 year period (or 16 years from today up to 2031) given that there 

is no lawful provision for Neighbourhood Plan review.  

1.3 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) states1 that: 

“A draft Neighbourhood Plan or Order is not tested against the policies in an 

emerging Local Plan although the reasoning and evidence informing the Local 

Plan process may be relevant to the consideration of the basic conditions against 

which a neighbourhood plan is tested”   [emphasis added] 

1.4 The EBNP is not to be tested specifically against the JCS, however (in the 

Borough Council’s submission) the reasoning and evidence behind the JCS is 

material in the determination of whether the EBNP meets the basic conditions. 

1.5 Pegasus submits that the JCS is not a robust piece of evidence upon which to 

justify setting a cap on housing through a settlement boundary in the EBNP for a 

period of 16 years. For the reasons set out below, the JCS is completely untested 

through statutory examination and is not in compliance with national planning 

policy and guidance as it fails to set the correct housing requirement for 

Wellingborough and thereafter for its second largest and second most sustainable 

settlement, Earls Barton. By the same token, the JCS does not set out an 

                                           
1 Reference ID 41-009-20140306 
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appropriate strategy for achieving sustainable development throughout the EBNP 

plan period. There remain significant and unresolved objections to the as-yet-

untested JCS from ourselves (see Appendix 1) and other parties. A major issue, 

considered at no fewer than four appeals in Wellingborough in the last year, is 

that the JCS figure is premised on an excessively optimistic approach towards 

delivery at the sustainable urban extensions at Wellingborough East (known as 

WEAST) and Wellingborough North (known as WNORTH). The low target for Earls 

Barton is premised on delivery rates that have been doubted by all four 

Inspectors. Consequently we consider that it is a serious and critical matter that 

the JCS is now presented as the sole evidential basis at the strategic policy level 

(as opposed to locally-sourced work based on the flawed methodology of local 

housing surveys ) for the EBNP’s justification for the setting of the village housing 

target and capping this through the settlement boundary. Furthermore, the JCS 

figure itself appears to have been generated from the same work as the locally 

derived neighbourhood plan figures so that the relationship between both figures 

is circular and essentially “bottom-up”. Using a completely untested JCS figure in 

this way to support a settlement boundary that is already out of date under 

Framework paragraph 49 (Woodcock v Secretary of State for Communities and 

Local Government [2015] EWHC 1173 (Admin), paragraphs 95, 101-104 (see 

Appendix 2) and will remain out of date on adoption of the EBNP is plainly in 

breach of basic conditions 8(2)(a) or 8(2)(d); the JCS’ overall housing 

requirement and specific figure for Earls Barton has not yet been examined for 

compliance with national policy and guidance, nor for its contribution towards the 

creation of sustainable development. The LPA’s reliance on this document for 

strategic policy support therefore exemplifies why all references to a settlement 

boundary policy, notably Policy EB.GD2, must now be deleted from the EBNP to 

ensure compliance with the basic conditions. 

 

2. HOUSING REQUIREMENT 

2.1 Pegasus has set out at length in earlier submissions why the EBNP proceeds on a 

flawed approach as described in “Determining a Housing Target for Earls Barton” 

(page 12 of the Submission Plan), with the setting of an objective to allow for 

only “limited housing”, capped at 280 dwellings (page 13) and the consequent 

imposition of a settlement boundary to uphold this policy (tightly drawn on pages 

16 and 17, and explained on page 18 with an erroneous reference to a plan 
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review on page 18). It is confirmed on page 19 that the aim of the plan is to 

resist any further expansion beyond that pre-determined figure: “Accordingly no 

further significant expansion will be supported.” EB.GD2 is premised on providing 

further affordable housing in “exceptional circumstances” only (pages 22 and 23). 

No robust evidence has been provided as to the rate of delivery from windfall 

sources within the settlement boundary and there is no credible suggestion that 

this could provide anything more than minor contributions. 

2.2 The emerging JCS document has now been added to the evidence base at this 

late stage retrospectively to justify this flawed approach. The JCS has therefore 

been published at a time when BCW is well aware of the absence of any strategic 

policy to justify the approach taken in Neighbourhood Plans and against the 

backdrop of its repeated failure to persuade Inspectors in respect of the existence 

of a five year housing land supply on grounds that are closely inter-related with 

the statements on housing delivery in the JCS (as explained further in the next 

section). 

2.3 It was clearly envisaged by the recently appointed Secretary of State for 

Communities and Local Government, Greg Clark MP, when he promoted the 

Localism Bill in Parliament in 2011 (as the then Planning Minister) that a 

neighbourhood plan that sought to impose a constraint policy like EB.GD2 should 

be informed by a local plan which had been already examined against the 

Framework: 

“… it was clear from our extensive discussions that the national planning policy 

framework and its responsibility for lower-tier plans should be explicit and in the 

Bill. It is absolutely our intention that everything conforms to that, so that there 

is a trickle-down through the whole process.  

One test of the soundness of a neighbourhood plan — as the hon. Gentleman 

knows, that is a requirement for it even to go to a referendum — is that it has to 

be consistent with the local plan, which itself has to be consistent with national 

policy. We are clear, therefore, that that thread needs to run through everything, 

and the examination arrangements need to reflect that.” 

2.4 Where the Neighbourhood Plan is promoted with a constraint policy ahead of the 

Local Plan even being submitted for examination, that requires additional scrutiny 

by the Examiner of the way in which that evidence is being presented by the LPA 
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and qualifying body and whether this is sufficiently robust to support such a  

constraint policy. It is not a question (as some Examiners have taken to 

suggesting) of an Examiner simply accepting the Local Plan figure in the absence 

of any other evidence, nor is it for the Examiner to conduct an examination of the 

whole Local Plan themselves. However, the Examiner must determine whether 

consistent with basic conditions 8(2)(a) and (d) in the light of the evidence and 

flaws adverted by examination participants, whether the evidence is sufficiently 

robust to impose the constraint policy for the full plan period. If the evidence is 

flawed and not sufficiently robust then the relevant policy should be deleted. 

2.5 The emerging JCS housing requirement fails to comply with national policy and 

guidance because it fails correctly to identify objectively assessed need across the 

JCS area under Policy 28, including in the Borough of Wellingborough and as a 

consequence Earls Barton itself at Policy 29. Previous representations submitted 

by Pegasus in 2012 (see Appendix 1) to the earlier draft JCS outlined our 

concerns with the housing requirement which have not been addressed in the 

pre-submission version. These representations are representative of a great 

many submitted by those engaged in the delivery of housing across the region 

and specifically in Wellingborough. 

2.6 Policy 28 sets an overall target of 35,000 dwellings in the period 2011-31, with 

7,000 to be delivered in Wellingborough, restricting the requirement to just 2,500 

in the period 2011-2021. This then drives the figures in Policy 29: Growth Town 

Wellingborough 5,750 and the Villages with Earls Barton at 250 (around 100 

ahead of the other three major villages: Finedon, Irchester and Wollaston 

reflecting its additional sustainability), with a general figure for the rural area.  

2.7 Starting with the overall housing requirement, our previous representations to the 

JCS (echoed in our first Regulation 16 representations) advised that the emerging 

JCS failed to accord with the national policy imperative to ‘boost significantly’ the 

supply of housing. The housing requirement set out in the JCS appears to have 

been informed by trends observed during the most recent recession, reflective of 

a depressed level of economic activity. This approach is clearly inconsistent with 

the need to plan positively and to boost housing supply as set out in the 

Framework, Framework paragraph 47. It is noted that since our previous 

representations (and those of many others) there has been no change in the 

housing requirement of the JCS. The present document persists with that 

requirement for the JCS area as a whole and also locally: see paragraphs 9.3 and 
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9.4 and the linked documents in the right-hand margin and see paragraph 9.10 

where it is explained that “Wellingborough will both accommodate the housing 

requirements arising from [its] adjusted household projections to 2031”. 

2.8 In addition, the emerging JCS revises significantly downwards the housing 

requirement when compared with the adopted Core Spatial Strategy. North 

Northamptonshire is no longer identified by central government as a ‘Growth 

Area’  however the JCS makes references throughout to the growth agenda being 

maintained (for example, at paragraphs 1.7 and 9.2) in direct contrast with the 

substance of the plan policies through a reduction in housing requirements. Such 

areas should continue to play a broader role in accommodating growth in the 

present context of the Duty to Cooperate. This was an issue identified in the 

recent examination of the Central Bedfordshire Development Strategy, where 

Central Bedfordshire Council sought to reduce its housing requirement when 

compared with the previous Growth Area target. The Inspector concluded that the 

Duty had not been met and that it had not been demonstrated that the needs of 

neighbouring authorities were properly considered. There is therefore in due 

course a high degree of probability that the JCS will be considered to have failed 

this legal test and just as with Central Bedfordshire and Aylesbury, the draft plan 

will have to be withdrawn altogether. 

 

3. SPATIAL STRATEGY AND SUSTAINABILITY 

3.1 The emerging JCS perpetuates the SUE-led strategy which applies particularly in 

Wellingborough and has demonstrably failed to deliver the necessary levels of 

housing growth. Indeed, there are several explicit references in the JCS to this 

approach: at paragraphs 9.8 and 9.18, leading up to Policy 28: “Further 

development requirements will be focused on the delivery of the Sustainable 

Urban Extensions….” At the same time, the supporting text to Policy alludes to 

but does not grapple with the fundamental obstacles to delivery. Paragraph 9.18 

sets out alternative strategies: “if the SUEs and strategic sites are not developed 

quickly” including a long-term, indefinite and vague commitment to make further 

allocations. Policy 28 then sets out: “Where necessary maintain a deliverable 5 

year supply of housing sites for a district/borough, the relevant local planning 

authority will identify additional sources of housing at the Growth Town followed if 

necessary and relevant by the Market Towns within that district/borough.” 
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3.2 Experience has indeed proven that in Wellingborough the focus on two SUEs, 

WEAST and WNORTH, has resulted in a serious, prolonged failure to deliver 

housing to meet housing requirements and therefore a failure to achieve 

sustainable development. In this respect it is notable that WEAST was first 

allocated as long ago as 1998. 

3.3 The prospects for housing delivery in Wellingborough have been assessed in great 

detail by planning Inspectors at three Section 78 appeals during the course of 

2014, including the appeal at Station Road in Earls Barton as heard by Inspector 

Manning: see paragraphs IR14, and IR47-50 (record of the Appellant’s 

submissions), IR65-71 (record of the Borough Council’s submissions) and the 

Inspector’s detailed assessment of the competing submissions at IR167-176: 

 “167. The Council’s latest five year assessment appropriately based on the 

‘Sedgefield Method’ and adding a 20% buffer to the 2015 – 2020 requirement, 

deploys the reduced need figure in the IHS (apportioned pro-rata between 

districts for practicality according to the existing CSS) of 4,500 dwellings over the 

period 2011-2021 and assumes the 2011-2015 shortfall of 884 units is met by 

2020. The net result is portrayed as an identified supply of 4,287 deliverable sites 

equating to 5.7 years’ supply. The figures as presented mask the underlying 

arithmetical result that the five year requirement (if the shortfall is made up) 

including the 20% buffer equates to an annual delivery rate of 752 dwellings per 

annum (a figure far in excess of 474 units completed in 2007/868, the best the 

borough as a whole has ever achieved since 2001/2) starting forthwith in April 

2015. In reality any increase in delivery is likely to be gradual but to meet the 

requirement this demands compensatory increase in subsequent years and the 

trajectory in Figure 169 indicates around 900 completions per annum from 

2016/17, almost double the figure achieved in 2007/8. Even with the permissions 

granted for the SUEs of Wellingborough North and Wellingborough East, such a 

steep increase in year on year delivery in a free market appears, on the face of it, 

excessively optimistic. 

168. The Council’s expectation has since been revised downwards70 to 3,912 

albeit the net outcome is a claimed 5.2 year supply in the context of the IHS and 

I have no evidence as to the addition that the inclusion of C2 elderly persons’ 

accommodation, as per the PPG, might make. While I accept that the trajectory 

represents the judgement of the Council’s planning witness at the inquiry and 

deploys estimated delivery by developers and landowners involved in both the 
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Wellingborough East and Wellingborough North SUEs, I am conscious that these 

are simply planning assumptions on their part, which do not yet amount to a firm 

programme of construction such as might be expected in the context of fully 

assembled, consented and serviced sites. In no sense do they amount to a 

commitment to delivery at such a pace, albeit I would expect developers to be 

keen to reflect the government’s ambition to boost delivery by progressing 

schemes when market conditions are favourable, certainly to the extent they 

deem it prudent to do so with a view to maintaining hoped for purchase prices. 

169. I am of course also conscious that major public funding has been committed 

to unlock Wellingborough East by facilitating the imminent construction of a new 

road bridge over the Midland Mainline Railway at Stanton Cross in the context of 

the Growth Deal negotiated between the Northamptonshire Enterprise Partnership 

and Central Government and in that context have no reason to doubt the long 

term viability of the scheme as economic conditions for house builders improve. 

170. Nevertheless, and with all those factors in mind, experience informs me 

that, whilst allocations and permissions do tend to be developed out, ultimately, 

this is rarely in accordance with initial hopes and indeed expectations because 

development is a practical process beset by many and varied unforeseen causes 

of delay. I therefore consider that the smooth acceleration of delivery in the SUEs 

from hereon to achieve the projected levels should be viewed with suitable 

caution. 

171. Such caution is borne out by the only systematic commercially oriented 

expert evidence before me, namely that of Mr Turner. This was much assailed at 

the inquiry, notably through a flurry of ‘eleventh hour’ correspondence72 between 

the Council and various representatives of developers and landowners involved in 

the SUEs, contesting individual points of information and propositions in Mr 

Turner’s evidence. However, the central proposition of the evidence, which draws 

on wide, commercially based, experience of the development process and 

includes empirical observation of the rate of development experienced at the 

Cambourne new settlement near Cambridge and elsewhere in the region, 

remains, in my judgement, sound. 

172. PPG pertinently advises that the only satisfactory vehicle for a thorough 

assessment and independent testing of land supply is the examination of the 

development plan and spurious precision is inappropriate and in any event 
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unnecessary for present purposes given the force of the evidence against the 

postulated delivery rate assumed for the SUEs over the next five years or so. 

Cambourne, the physical and planning circumstances of which I am familiar with, 

is amongst the better performers (in terms of output) in the Eastern Region large 

sites analysis cited by Mr Turner, averaging less than 200 completed units per 

annum in its first five years, albeit rising to an average of 243 over its first seven 

years including a peak of 620 in 2003/4. Even the top performer in the analysis, 

the new town expansion programme for Orton (Peterborough) only managed 425 

units per annum in the 1980s. 

173. Mr Turner suggests that he has overall taken a conservative view of what he 

regards to be inflated expectations of delivery on the part of the Council, but 

even supposing he has taken an unduly pessimistic view, as the Council asserts, 

the difference between the postulated trajectories for Wellingborough East and 

North combined over the five year period is substantially in excess of 1,000 units. 

174. Having considered all the evidence in the round, I do not consider Mr 

Turner’s proposition in this respect to be unduly pessimistic but rather it 

introduces an important element of realism into the emerging picture. On that 

basis alone, the Council’s claimed supply of deliverable sites can be 

conservatively reduced by, say, 1,000 units and that reduces the ultimate 

claimed 5.2 year supply from 3,912 to 2,912, which would equate to around 3.58 

years’ supply, albeit the figure advocated by the ‘Shared Appellant Statement’  

175. For these reasons I conclude that, on any commercially realistic assessment, 

the Council cannot currently demonstrate a five year land supply. The best that 

can be said is that, with a fair wind behind the development of its major sites, 

supplemented by the existing range of smaller sites developed according to 

established expectations, the supply might arguably be around 4.5 years but it 

could very well prove to be nearer 4 years’ supply.  

176. This may of course change over time as new permissions increase the range 

of possibility and progress and as momentum builds demonstrably on the SUEs. 

But, for present purposes, I am unable to conclude that the Council has the 

requisite 5 years’ supply of demonstrably deliverable sites, even when assessed 

in the context of the untested IHS. More work is clearly needed, ultimately in the 

context of an independently examined development plan which tests both the 

objectively assessed needs for housing land and the associated trajectory of 
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delivery. However, the perhaps rather casual assumption on the part of the 

Council that the nascent SUEs, in particular, will be delivered at the pace at which 

landowners and involved developers apparently hope and suggest needs to be 

supported by a great deal more hard and systematic evidence; if the reasonable 

proposition that experience with large sites elsewhere in the region points to 

limitations on what may practically be achievable in terms of pace of delivery is to 

be negated. 75 is between around 3.29 and 3.45 years, subsequently tempered 

to 3.96 years for the period 2014/15 – 2018/19 (and 4.27 years supply for the 

period 2015/16 – 2019/20)76. Applying the reduction to the 4,287 units of supply 

originally suggested by the Council in June 201477 results in a supply of circa 4.4 

years. 

3.4 In summary, the Inspector found that: 

(a)  the projected levels should be viewed with “suitable caution” (IR171); 

(b) the difference between the postulated trajectories for Wellingborough East 

and North combined over the five year period is substantially in excess of 

1,000 units, even if the Appellant’s evidence was considered unduly 

pessimistic (IR173); and 

(c) the Council’s assumptions in respect of the SUES were “perhaps rather 

casual” in accepting the evidence of the landowners (IR176). 

3.5 The same reservations about delivery at the SUEs were reached by Inspector 

Marshall in respect of housing land supply at an appeal at Bozeat, also within the 

Borough of Wellingborough2 : see notably IR13. Inspector Middleton then reached 

the same conclusion in at Irchester3: see notably IR38-45. Finally and most 

recently, Inspector Griffiths also reached the same conclusion at Minton 

Distribution Centre4: see IR28. See Appendices 3, 4 and 5.  

3.6 Detailed evidence was therefore presented by appellants at each of these appeals 

providing a full interrogation of the anticipated five-year housing land supply. At 

each of these appeals, Inspectors considered that no five-year supply existed in 

Wellingborough and that the significant causative factor was the non-delivery at 

                                           
2 Appeal reference APP/H2835/A/14/2212956 – Land off Hillside Close 
3 Appeal reference APP/H2835/A/14/2215925 – Land west of High Street 
4 Appeal reference APP/H2835/A/14/2220599 – Minton Distribution Centre, Sywell 
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the SUEs. The Borough Council’s approach to delivery at the SUEs has therefore 

been consistently presented as excessively over-optimistic. 

3.7 Indeed, it is noteworthy that since the appeals which were heard in mid-2014, 

there has been limited evidence of progress on the WEAST and WNORTH sites, 

notwithstanding the assurances given to the Borough Council by the respective 

developers which were relayed at the inquiry. This further indicates that the 

Inspector’s views were correct and that housing delivery on these sites remain 

subject to ongoing and indefinite delay. 

3.8 It is on precisely the same excessively optimistic and therefore flawed basis that 

the JCS is now constructed, on what can best be described as a triumph of (the 

Council’s) hope over (Inspectors’) expectation. The JCS still allocates the vast 

majority of growth in the borough over the plan period to Wellingborough itself, 

which is of obvious concern given the SUEs’ non-existent track record in housing 

delivery.  The JCS makes minimal provision for development to come forward 

outside of the Growth Town of Wellingborough with constrained figures for the 

villages, including just 250 to Earls Barton as its most sustainable settlement 

outside the town. The monitoring policy explained at paragraph 9.18 of the JCS 

seeks to direct growth to Growth Towns and then Market Towns if the SUEs fail to 

deliver sufficient housing. Since there are no Market Towns and only one Growth 

Town in the borough of Wellingborough, there is evidently no opportunity for 

development to come forward on other demonstrably sustainable and deliverable 

sites (such as at Station Road, Earls Barton) save for that which meets ‘local 

need’ or which is proposed in a Neighbourhood Plan. This will have the obvious 

effect of constraining housing growth and ultimately perpetuating the failure to 

deliver sufficient housing in Wellingborough. 

3.9 The potential for the rural areas to contribute towards meeting the housing 

requirement and the Borough’s wider housing need is all but dismissed in the 

JCS. It is stated at paragraph 9.19 that the housing targets for the largest 

villages are derived from local housing needs surveys and/or an assessment of 

development opportunities. In other words, the figures for Earls Barton have been 

derived from the same evidence that is before the present Examination: limited 

local surveys with low response rates and rudimentary assessment of 

development opportunities (which has not been explained). The SHLAA5 work 

                                           
5 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 2011 
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plainly reflected the sustainability of the Station Road site as a development 

opportunity, so it is hard to see how this has been taken into account, unless the 

approach has been, just as with the Neighbourhood Plan, to simply pre-determine 

the figure that will be met. 

3.10 BCW stated at the examination hearings that the JCS proved that the EBNP 

housing target was not “out-of-kilter” with the wider spatial strategy for North 

Northamptonshire. But this ignored the reality of how the local figures were 

generated. The JCS targets were informed at the local level to meet local needs 

without any kind of consideration of the potential for sustainable development to 

meet any wider housing need. The statement that the Earls Barton figure is 

consistent with the JCS figure is in actuality a circular argument, as the figure 

was derived from the EBNP’s own evidence base. The JCS is not so much a 

justification for the EBNP figure as a record of the neighbourhood plan’s 

predetermined approach. 

3.11 As we have submitted at previous stages of the EBNP process, no proper or 

robust assessment of development opportunities has taken place for Earls Barton 

(save for a single site selection exercise by the Working Group which was 

narrowly drawn, not based on any PPG-compliant site assessment and which the 

available chronology has demonstrated was essentially pre-determined). 

3.12 The JCS requirement for Earls Barton cannot therefore be said to be in 

accordance with the national policy imperative to boost significantly the supply of 

housing and the requirement to demonstrate a rolling five year housing land 

supply, nor can it be considered an effective plan under paragraph 182 of the 

Framework. Instead, the fundamental pillar underlying the plan’s housing target 

and its imposition of a cap is the deliverability of the SUEs which has consistently 

been doubted by Inspectors. 

 

4. WEIGHT OF THE EMERGING JCS 

4.1 The JCS is therefore not a robust piece of evidence at this stage to support the 

imposition of a settlement boundary which caps housing delivery and no weight 

can be accorded to it. There is some minor overlap here with paragraph 216 of 

the Framework which indicates that in decision-taking weight can be afforded to 
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emerging plans by reference to the progression of the plan, the level of significant 

and unresolved objection, and consistency with the Framework.  

4.2 Firstly, in respect of stage of progression, the JCS remains at an early stage of 

the plan-preparation process, having not yet progressed to statutory submission 

or independent examination, with no timescale provided for the plan’s future 

progression.  

4.3 Secondly, in respect of the level of objection, there remain significant and 

unresolved objections to the JCS from numerous parties, including to the 

proposed housing requirement and distribution.  These objections need to be 

dealt with at examination which remains some way off in the future.  

4.4 Thirdly, in respect of consistency, paragraph 216 makes clear that emerging 

policies should be given weight dependent upon their consistency with provisions 

of the Framework. The objections to the emerging JCS demonstrate that 

participants remain concerned that for sound reasons the JCS is not fully 

consistent with the Framework. 

 

5. CONCLUSION 

5.1 The proposed housing requirement and distribution in the emerging JCS cannot 

therefore be considered any justification for the EBNP’s housing target and 

settlement boundary. The reasoning and evidence behind the JCS have been 

called into question during the various consultation stages of the JCS, and these 

significant and unresolved objections cannot be dealt with until the JCS is 

submitted and examined. Until that point, the objections remain outstanding and 

only very limited weight can be given to the JCS’ housing requirement and 

distribution. 

5.2 The EBNP is required under the basic conditions to be in compliance with national 

policy and guidance (it cannot, as a matter of consistency with PPG, 

Neighbourhood Planning, paragraphs 069-070 and as a matter of consistent 

policy interpretation, be appropriate to “make” a plan that restricts housing 

delivery in the way envisaged by the settlement boundary), and to contribute to 

the achievement of sustainable development.  



 
Redrow Homes (South Midlands) 
Representations to the Earls Barton Neighbourhood Plan – Implications of JCS 

 

 

 

May 2015 | RB/JR | CAM.0993 Rev. B Page | 13 

 

5.3 To justify the housing target and settlement boundary in the EBNP relies upon the 

as-yet-unproven assumption that the JCS meets the requirements of national 

policy and is based on a sustainable strategy, especially in the context of the 

excessive optimism in respect of the SUEs. There has been no robust preparatory 

work or testing through examination to demonstrate that case and as such the 

JCS represents a very weak foundation for the EBNP housing target and thus the 

settlement boundary in respect of compliance with the basic conditions 8(2)(a) 

and 8(2)(d). 

5.4 This was the same essential issue that faced Inspector Manning at IR222-IR238, 

having made an earlier series of findings in respect of the Neighbourhood Plan 

and the closely related (and unsubstantiated) concerns of the Parish Council and 

third parties. He observed at IR222 that given the housing land supply situation 

pertaining in Wellingborough (which remains at present unchanged): “policies for 

the supply of housing land are inherently outdated. Moreover, in principle, 

counterpart policies such as settlement boundaries are outdated.” That drove the 

conclusion at IR223 that “the village policy lines, as an expression of that broad 

spatial strategy, are out-of-date.” Save for the Grange, the same policy line has 

been imposed through EB.GD2 (as explained in the Plan at page 22). It has now 

been confirmed through Woodcock v Secretary of State for Communities and 

Local Government [2015] EWHC 1173 (Admin), paragraphs 94 and 101-104 that 

such policies are covered by Framework paragraph 49 and are out of date at the 

present time. 

5.5 In practice, as the SUEs continue to fail to deliver housing, and a five year supply 

shortage persists across Wellingborough, it may be locally popular or desirable or 

for the Neighbourhood Plan Working Group and BCW to seek to impose a 

settlement boundary to tie housing delivery to a fixed site allowing for no more 

housing except in exceptional circumstances. But the reality is that this is an 

active constraint on delivery of much-needed housing in a sustainable settlement 

at a time of acknowledged shortage. It is out of date in national policy term and 

far from contributing to the achievement of sustainable development, it is an 

attempt to frustrate it. In practical terms, this will mean the denial of market and 

affordable housing for real individuals and families within Earls Barton and 

Wellingborough for an indefinite period even though there is a site available at 

Station Road which gives rise to no significant or demonstrable adverse impacts 

and has been assessed first by the Borough’s own Officers in the committee 
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report and then by an Inspector to amount to sustainable development. 

Applications determined under section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning 

Act 1990 and section 38(6) Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 should 

be determined on the basis of the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development under paragraph 14 of the Framework and not by reference a 

settlement boundary that will be out-of-date from the moment of adoption. 

5.6 On behalf of Redrow, we therefore request that the Examiner recommends the 

deletion of policy EB.GD2 from the EBNP if the Plan is to meet basic conditions 

8(2)(a) and (d). 
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