
Statement of Consultation 

Rural Exception Sites Supplementary Planning Document 

Regulation 12 (a) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 requires the preparation of a consultation statement before 
a local planning authority adopts a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). The consultation statement must set out:  
 

 The persons the local planning authority consulted when preparing the supplementary planning document; 

 A summary of the main issues raised by those persons; and  

 How those issues have been addressed in the supplementary planning document. 
 

The draft SPD together with the SEA and HRA screening reports were consulted on for 6 weeks between Friday 21 February 2020 and Friday 3 April 2020. 
This is consistent with the period suggested in the adopted SCI for consultation on the local plan. Everybody on the planning policy consultation database was 
notified (approximately 770 contacts), which included statutory consultees for the SEA, and Registered Providers operating in the area. Specific emails were 
also sent to all parish councils and registered provider partners alerting them to the online consultation. The consultation documents were placed on the 
council website and copies were made available at the council reception and in the libraries. 
 
The responses received and how the issues raised have been addressed is set out in the table below: 
 
 

Ref Respondent 
Name 

Organisation Section/ 
Para 

Comments Council Response 

001 Sharon 
Nolan 

The 
Environment 
Agency 

Whole Based on a review of environmental constraints for which 
we are a statutory consultee, we find that there are areas 
of flood zones 2 and 3 and Ground Water Source 
Protection Zones within the Borough Council of 
Wellingborough. 
 
On the basis the sensitive aspects of the environment 
highlighted have been identified and are recognised as 
‘severe constraints’ in the section Criteria for Assessing 
Suitability of Exception Sites, we have no further 
comments to make on the document. 

Noted 
 
No Change Required 

002 Matthew 
Dean 

Natural 
England 

Whole Whilst we welcome this opportunity to give our views, the 
topic of the Supplementary Planning Document does not 
appear to relate to our interests to any significant extent. 
We therefore do not wish to comment. 

Noted 
 
No Change Required 

003 Anne Dicks East 
Northamptons
hire Council 

Appendix 
3 

Two observations from Appendix 3 (from page 78): 
1) It mentions intermediate types of affordable (starter 
Homes, discounted market, other affordable routes), as 
per NPPF but doesn’t mention affordable housing for rent 

It is unclear what this is referring to; there 
is no Appendix 3 or page 78. 
The Glossary in Appendix A refers to all 
the types of affordable housing as it is a 



(Social rent / 
affordable rent). This may give the impression that they 
only want developers to produce intermediate housing. 
2) Mentions Local Connection criteria and the cascade. 
However, as I understand this won’t apply to any 
allocated sites – only to exception sites. Affordable 
housing on allocated sites will be open to anyone who 
qualifies for the register if it’s rented. Local connection 
criteria does not apply to intermediate. 

direct lift from the NPPF. 
This SPD only relates to rural exceptions 
sites and not allocated sites. 
 
No Change Required 

003 Anne Dicks East 
Northamptons
hire Council 

Whole In general the draft SPD would appear to have covered 
all essential criteria and we note it includes useful 
appendices outlining 106 Agreements, designed to 
maintain affordability for the future. However my main 
comment would be that there is no particular emphasis 
on the need for the provision of social rent properties 
(referred to as “Affordable Housing for rent”) and the 
futureproofing of this provision, to address rent rises and 
future sell-off. 

The SPD does not specifically refer to the 
type of affordable units which would be 
provided on an exception site. In order to 
comply with Policy 13 of the JCS they 
would need to meet the locally identified 
need, this may include social rent. 
 
No Change Required 

003 Anne Dicks East 
Northamptons
hire Council 

 I have also spotted a couple of typos in the text: 
Paragraph 3.7 – typo: remove ‘s’ from first word 
“Exceptions”. 
Appendix D: Paragraph 2 – “property (missing word) 
cannot be sold”. 

Agreed regarding paragraph 3.7. 
 
There does not appear to be any words 
missing from Appendix D para 2. 
 
Changes Proposed 
Remove ‘s’ from the first word of 
paragraph 3.7 

004 Michael 
Burton 

ENC  Officers have reviewed the Borough Council’s draft Rural 
Exceptions Sites Supplementary Planning Document 
(SPD). We welcome the document as a whole, which 
should provide positive guidance for managing the 
delivery of Rural Exceptions Housing schemes. We also 
support the structure and direction of the document; e.g. 
cross references to local connections criteria. 
 
We feel the document could provide a wider North 
Northamptonshire blueprint for the new unitary authority, 
but would be likely to need updating post-unitary, to 
incorporate Corby, East Northamptonshire and Kettering 
Local Plan policies. 

Noted 
 
No Change Required 
 

004 Michael 
Burton 

ENC Para 3.1 Paragraph 3.1 – The programme/ process for reviewing 
housing needs surveys appears overly onerous, given 

It is considered important to ensure 
surveys are kept up-to-date hence the 



that this entails a rolling process, regardless of whether 
there is any identifiable housing need or not. It is 
suggested that this could be amended to an approach of 
undertaking targeted/ bespoke surveys, as/ when these 
are needed, or where an established need has not been 
met. 

decision to have a rolling programme. 
Needs from previous surveys may have 
been met, but new needs may have arisen 
since that time. The only way to identify 
whether there is a need is to undertake an 
assessment. 
 
No Change Required 

004 Michael 
Burton 

ENC Section 4 Section 4.0 – It is noted that the SPD includes cross 
reference to the Local Plan Part 2 Self-build policy (single 
plot exception sites). This is useful, but it may provide an 
opportunity to secure “buy in” to self-build from registered 
providers/ developers, as rural exceptions schemes 
provide additional opportunities to accommodate self-
build projects. 

Agreed, paragraph 3.6 recognises that 
self-build could be provided as part of a 
larger rural exception site. This is also 
recognised in paragraph 4.2. 
 
No Change Required 

004 Michael 
Burton 

ENC Para’s 
4.10-
4.15 

Paragraphs 4.10-4.15 – support this section; specifically 
clear rules/restrictions re affordability etc; to allow for the 
long term retention of affordable plots within the housing 
stock. 

Noted 
 
No Change Required 

004 Michael 
Burton 

ENC Appendix 
C 

Appendix C – It would be useful to provide a cross 
reference to the NHF template, for sample S106 
agreements. However, the bespoke s106 cascade 
mechanism in the sample agreement is useful and would 
be supported. 

Appendix C is intended as an example 
S106 to assist developers in 
understanding the council’s starting 
position in negotiations.  
 
No Change Required 

005 DLP 
Planning 

Hampton 
Brook 

Whole In general terms Hampton Brook welcomes the Council’s 
ambition to bring forward additional guidance to assist 
the delivery of affordable housing in rural areas within the 
Borough of Wellingborough. However in its current form 
the document is lacking in the detail that would be 
expected of a document of this nature, which is intended 
to provide guidance to those involved in the process of 
bringing sites forward in line with Policy 13 of the 
adopted North Northants Joint Core Strategy.  
Further explanation is required in the document as to 
how it relates to both the Local Plan and Neighbourhood 
Planning processes. Clearly an SPD of this nature 
cannot allocate sites for development of affordable 
housing, but its role is understood to be to set out how 
sites will be identified and encouraged to come forward 
through the Development Management process. If the 

Agreed further detail would be helpful. 
 
Changes Proposed 
Add to end of paragraph 1.1: 
‘The guidance is intended to encourage 
and support planning applications through 
the development management process.’ 
 
Add a new paragraph after paragraph 2.2 
to read: 
‘Neighbourhood Plans, prepared by 
communities may seek to identify sites for 
affordable housing. Communities can also 
prepare Neighbourhood Development 
Orders which grant planning permission 
for certain types of development (including 



Council is intending to ‘identify’ suitable sites for rural 
exception development rather than allow these to come 
forward naturally as an ‘exception’ to local policy, further 
explanation is required as to how the process of site 
identification relates to any other site finding/assessment 
exercises the Council is (or may in the future) carry out, 
such as SHLAA updates, Call for Sites etc.  
 
There will inevitably be some cross over between the 
process set out in the SPD and the work that 
Neighbourhood Planning Forums are doing at a local 
level to assess needs and provide sites in individual 
Parishes. The SPD should therefore provide more detail 
on how it relates to the Neighbourhood Planning process.  

affordable housing). The guidance in this 
SPD is not intended to cover either of 
these scenarios but communities may find 
the guidance helpful in identifying a robust 
approach which will pass independent 
examination.’ 
 
Add a definition of Neighbourhood 
Development Orders to the glossary in 
Appendix A. 

005 DLP 
Planning 

Hampton 
Brook 

Para 3.1 Paragraph 3.1 of the draft SPD sets out the requirement 
for a regular housing needs survey to be conducted on a 
3-5 year rolling basis for each of the identified rural 
settlements within the Borough. This approach is broadly 
welcomed and in line with paragraph 61 of The National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The document 
suggests that these will be undertaken either by the 
Council or, “a rural housing specialist or Housing 
Association to support planning applications”. We have 
some concern about a lack of consistency and 
transparency arising from this if different parties are 
tasked with conducting these assessments in different 
settlements. At the very least a common methodology 
should be agreed (and ideally consulted upon too) to 
ensure objectivity and a consistency of approach on all 
rural housing needs surveys going forwards.  

Agreed, it is important to ensure a robust 
methodology; additional text should be 
added to paragraph 3.1 to clarify this. 
 
Changes Proposed 
Add to the end of paragraph 3.1: 
‘In these circumstances the methodology 
for undertaking the surveys should be 
agreed with the borough council before 
undertaking the survey to ensure its 
robustness and consistency with other 
surveys in the borough.’ 

005 DLP 
Planning 

Hampton 
Brook 

Para 3.4 The wording of Paragraph 3.4 suggests that the need of 
a settlement should be catered for in its entirety by a 
single site. Depending on the levels of need identified 
and nature/constraints of sites available to meet such 
need, it may be necessary to identify more than one site 
in a settlement.  
 
Further clarity is required in respect of the process and 
timing for the identification of sites. For example, will the 
Council be drawing on existing sources of information 
such as a Strategic Housing Land Availability 

Agreed, the need could be met on more 
than one site. 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed further clarity would be helpful. 
 
Changes Proposed 
Amend paragraph 3.4 to read: 



Assessment (SHLAA) or sites already coming forward 
within the planning system – either through planning 
applications, pre-app submissions or Local Plan 
promotion?  
 
To ensure all available land is considered, a Call for Sites 
process should be considered. We have concerns that 
the proposed process of a “a village walkabout involving 
council housing and planning officers” is not a robust, 
transparent nor objective means by which to identify 
suitable, available and achievable sites for development 
as required by national guidance.  
 
Furthermore, in respect of the requirement for a local 
community event, it is unclear when this would occur 
within the process and who it would be hosted by. Is this 
something the Council would instigate once needs have 
been established and potential sites identified?  

If the housing needs survey identifies a 
local need then it will be necessary to find 
a suitable site or sites to deliver the need. 
If the survey has been conducted by a 
Housing Association or a developer, they 
may already have a site in mind. Where 
the survey has been undertaken by the 
borough council, or on behalf of the 
council, sites will be identified through a 
systematic assessment of the sites 
available in the village. This will be done 
through both a desk based exercise and a 
village walkabout involving council housing 
and planning officers, and the parish 
council. The desk based study will draw on 
information already available to the council 
such as the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment (SHLAA). It will 
also be appropriate to seek details of land 
availability through contact with local 
landowners and Registered Housing 
Providers; this is often known as a ‘call for 
sites’. Community engagement will be an 
important requirement throughout the 
process. Dependent on local 
circumstances this could consist of 
community events, exhibitions and/or the 
use of digital media. 

005 DLP 
Planning 

Hampton 
Brook 

Para 3.5 We welcome the inclusion of a site assessment matrix at 
Appendix B in order to provide an objective assessment 
of sites. Having reviewed the criteria these generally 
appear logical and fit for purpose.  
 
We would question what happens in situations where no 
suitable sites are available/suitable adjacent to the 
settlement boundary? Will a sequential approach by 
applied by the Council in order to meet identified needs, 
or will reliance be placed on suitably located sites in 
other nearby villages?  
Paragraph 3.5, also sets out that the proposed sites must 
not have a negative impact on the “landscape or 

Noted 
 
 
 
 
Agreed, it would be useful to address this 
situation. 
 
 
 
 
Paragraph 3.5 explains that sites will be 
assessed against the criteria in Appendix 



character of the village”. However, it is unclear how this 
will be assessed and who will conduct the necessary 
assessment process, given the inherent subjectivity of 
landscape and character assessment, further 
transparency is required on this aspect.  
 
Reference is also made to the Councils “Design Surgery” 
who will review the “most suitable” sites, but further 
details are required on the participants of this surgery 
and the criteria by which they will assess sites placed 
before them.  

B. 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed, this could be clarified. 
 
Changes Proposed 
Add a new paragraph after paragraph 3.5 
to read: 
‘Should it not be possible to identify a 
suitable and deliverable site adjacent to a 
village with an identified need it may be 
necessary to review sites in neighbouring 
villages. This is acceptable in accordance 
with Policy 13 of the JCS which permits 
exception sites to meet a need arising 
from within a village or a network of 
villages. In the case of small villages with 
limited services and a low level of need it 
may be both more sustainable and more 
deliverable to have a scheme which meets 
the need of a group of villages.’ 
 
Add a new sentence after the 3rd sentence 
of paragraph 3.5 to read: 
‘The surgery consists of officers and 
stakeholders with expertise in planning, 
urban design, landscape, crime prevention 
and highways.’ 
 

005 DLP 
Planning 

Hampton 
Brook 

Para 3.6 It is suggested that a delivery partner should be linked 
with the development from an early stage and this could 
be a private developer or Registered Housing Provider, 
but further detail should be included on whether there is 
a preferred suppliers list of delivery partners and if so 
how companies can be included on this list.  
 
In accordance with both national policy and Policy 13 of 
the JCS, it is right that an element of market housing 

There is no preferred list of suppliers. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed further clarity would be helpful. 
 



should be considered on scheme where provision of 
100% affordable housing is not viable. Further clarity is 
required on the process for assessment of viability in 
such circumstances – for instance is this something the 
Council will assess in-house or will a third party be 
employed in order to provide independent verification?  

Changes Proposed 
Add to end of paragraph 3.6: 
‘This will need to be independently verified 
at the applicant’s own cost.’ 

005 DLP 
Planning 

Hampton 
Brook 

Para 3.7 Requirement for a legal agreement to ensure that 
affordable properties are available for local people with a 
housing need and a local connection is standard practice 
and the inclusion of sample wording for the agreement in 
this SPD is welcomed.  
 
However, it is not clear in the sample Section 106 
wording provided how the Council intends to ensure that 
market housing would meet local housing needs as 
stated. Market housing, by definition, should be available 
to the ‘open market’ and therefore any restriction on this 
element would not be appropriate or reasonable. 
Restricting the occupation of market units may affect the 
developer’s ability to deliver the scheme as a whole, as it 
will have already been established at this stage that the 
development relies upon these market units being built 
and occupied to fund the remainder of the development.  

Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed further clarity could be added. The 
market housing would be expected to 
match the needs identified in the 
assessment in terms of the size of the 
properties and type, for example for flats 
or bungalows. This would normally be 
agreed through the details of the planning 
application. Giving priority to sales to 
those with a local connection would be 
encouraged and supported, but is not a 
requirement. The example S106 only 
relates to affordable housing. 
 
Changes Proposed 
Add to 2nd sentence of paragraph 3.7: 
‘…in terms of size and type of property’ 
 
Add to end of paragraph 3.7: 
This may include advertising locally first or 
making them available for an agreed 
period to solely to residents of the parish. 

005 DLP 
Planning 

Hampton 
Brook 

Appendix 
B 

We generally support the criteria and weighting as set 
out in Appendix B as an appropriate basis to asses 
suitability of sites.  

Noted 
 
No Change Required 

006 Debra Styles Wollaston 
Parish Council 

Whole Wollaston will have enough delivery of affordable homes 
as part of the Hookhams Path development to meet local 
needs as recorded by the June 2018 Housing Needs 
survey. It is the view of Wollaston Parish Council that 
additional social housing needs by means of Rural 

Noted 
 
No Change Required 



Exception Sites are not required. 

 


