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Appeal Decision

Inquiry held on 27, 28, 29 and 30 January 2015
Site visit made on 3 February 2015

by C Sproule BSc MSc MSc MRTPI MIEnvSc CEnv

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government

Decision date: 26 June 2015

Appeal Ref: APP/Z2830/A/14/2224285
Land east of Poundfield Road, Potterspury

The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission.

The appeal is made by Mr Jonathan Wood, Redrow Homes So lands against the
decision of South Northamptonshire Council.
The application Ref S/2014/0390/MAQO, dated 14 March as refused by notice

dated 12 June 2014.

The development proposed is outline planning appli K} ith means of site access
from Poundfield Road to be determined (interngffa , layout, scale, appearance and
landscaping reserved for subsequent approval@e erection of up to 65 dwellings
(Class C3); demolition of existing buildings; assoejdted earthworks; retention of existing
allotments and access thereto; provision public open space; balancing ponds;

Decision @

1.

pumping station; car parking and all otQ cillary and enabling works.

O

The appeal is dismisse O

Procedural matters

2.

4,

provided witl the opportunity to comment on the implications of this for their
cases.

Following clo a§f} e inquiry, the Government released the 2012-based
householdé&'ons for England, 2012 to 2037. Both main parties were

The transitional period under Statutory Instrument 2010 No0.948 - The
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (‘the CIL Regulations’)
Regulation 123 (3) (as amended) ended on 6 April 2015. After this, planning
obligations under section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 may
not lawfully be used to fund infrastructure which could be funded from
Community Infrastructure Levy, and five or more separate planning obligations
have been entered into within the area of the charging authority for that
project. The main parties were also provided with an opportunity to comment
on the implications of this for planning obligations in this case.

The Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) between the main parties confirms
that the appeal is to be determined on the basis of the following plans: Site
Location Plan — Ref: 13128 (D) 098; Illustrative Framework Plan — Ref: 13128
(D) Rev. B; and, Proposed Site Access - Ref: 102016/1000 Rev. C.
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Background and Main Issues

5.

The Council’s decision was made with reference to adopted policies within the
South Northamptonshire Local Plan and ‘emerging policies’ of the West
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (JCS). The appeal is dated 21 August
2014, which is between the Council’s decision on the application and the
adoption of the JCS on 15 December 2014.

A proof of evidence addressing housing trajectory analysis had been supplied
by Mr Hegan of Turner Morum Chartered Surveyors (TM) in support of the
appellant’s case. A trajectory was agreed prior to the opening of the inquiry
that resulted in Inquiry document 2 (ID-2), and therefore Mr Hegan was not
called to give evidence.

Based on the Council’s reasons for refusal, and Section 7 of the SoCG ‘Matters
in Dispute’, the main issues are considered to be: a) the effect of the
development proposed on the character and appearance of the village and the
locality; b) whether the proposed development would accord with development
plan and national policies regarding the provision of land @wousing; C)
whether the proposed development would make ad rovision for
education infrastructure, affordable housing, Public Space (including play
space and public open space maintenance), libr iNfrastructure,
refuse/recycling infrastructure, Fire and Rescu healthcare infrastructure;
and, d) whether the appeal scheme woul %stainable form of
development.

Reasons

Character and appearance 0@

Policy
JCS Policy S1 addresses &stribution of development, with criterion D)
noting that new develo in rural areas will be limited with the emphasis

character and vita rural communities. JCS Policy H1 is titled housing

being on matters thé de enhancing and maintaining the distinctive

density and mi#x &n pe of dwellings noting that, amongst other things,
housing de % ts will be expected to make the most efficient use of land
having reg%matters including the location and setting of the site, and the
existing chardtter and density of the local area. Criteria within JCS Policy R1,
titled spatial strategy for the rural areas, include those that require residential
development in rural areas to: not affect open land which is of particular
significance to the form and character of the village; be of an appropriate scale
to the existing settlement; and, be within the exiting confines of the village.

Policy EV1 of the South Northamptonshire Local Plan - Saved Policies -
September 2007 (LP) indicates that development proposals will be expected to
pay particular attention to elements of design that include, amongst other
criteria that would be of relevance to reserved matters: existing site
characteristics including landscape features and levels; and, the relationship
with adjoining land and buildings. LP Policy G3 states that all proposals for
development will be considered against the policy, which is permissive of a
proposal, that amongst other things: is compatible with the existing character
of the locality in terms of type, scale, siting and design; and, possesses a
satisfactory means of access. LP Policy EV21 states that development
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

proposals will be expected to retain or replace trees, hedgerows and other
landscape features that contribute to local character.

It is a clear objective of the National Planning Policy Framework (‘the
Framework’) to boost significantly the supply of housing, with paragraph 49 of
the document stating Housing applications should be considered in the context
of the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Paragraph 14 of the
Framework confirms the presumption in favour of sustainable development to
be at the heart of the guidance. For decision-taking, the paragraph notes the
presumption to mean: approving development proposals that accord with the
development plan without delay; and, where the development plan is absent,
silent or out-of-date, granting planning permission unless any adverse impacts
of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when
assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole, or specific
policies of the Framework indicate that development should be restricted.

Framework paragraph 56 states that The Government attaches great
importance to the design of the built environment. Good gesign is a key aspect
of sustainable development, is indivisible from good pl ', and should
contribute positively to making places better for peo&'

The locality @0

Potterspury lies immediately to the north V\@wg Street (‘the A5’) and
approximately 1 mile to the northwest of rgundabout junction with the
A508 and Old Stratford to the south of the ndabout. Stony Stratford and
Milton Keynes are to the southeast o% From the roundabout at Old
Stratford, the A508 carries traffic n ards to the M1 motorway and
Northampton beyond. This journ also be made by travelling along the
A5 north westwards approxim miles to Towcester and then via other
highways to Northampton.

Despite the scale of MiIto@ynes, Potterspury and the nearby villages of
Deanshanger to the and Yardley Gobion to the north are surrounded by
gently rolling ope yside that clearly separates them from Old Stratford,
Stony Stratforg aci) ilton Keynes.*

Developm \tterspury has occurred up to the boundary created by the
A5, which pfQvides the settlement with a somewhat elongated form along the
northern side of the A5. Street lighting is present along the A5 next to
Potterspury, which adds to the urbanising influence of the development
immediately to the north of the highway. During night-time darkness the
street lighting emphasises the presence of existing development at
Potterspury, and especially as the open countryside on the southern side of the
highway cannot be seen to its full extent.

The 4.07 ha appeal site is for the most part an area of paddocks to the east of
Poundfield Road, with a number of allotments in the north western corner of
the site next to Poundfield Road. This places the proposed development on the
south eastern edge of the village on land that the Council notes the LP to have
designated as open countryside.?

! LVIA Figure 2 shows this to be within County Landscape Character Area 6: Undulating Claylands
2 paragraph 5.4 of Mr Bennett’s proof of evidence
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

There is development to the north of the appeal site between it and Furtho
Lane. Recently developed affordable homes in Drovers Way occupy a rural
exception site that has extended the scale of the built area to the east of
Poundfield Road.?

Attention has also been drawn to a recently constructed two storey house at
Swallow Fields Stud.* However, in contrast to Drovers Way the house at
Swallow Fields Stud has clear separation from the settlement and a rural
context within the stables complex.

Recent residential development at Mansion Gardens now occupies the land to
the west of Poundfield Road. It currently provides a clear edge to the village
opposite to where the proposed entrance into the appeal scheme would be.
This perceived limit to existing development within the village is emphasised by
the presence of walling along the (western) side of Poundfield Road, along with
the height and density of vegetation on the eastern side of the highway.

established residential development on the eastern side undfield Road.

However, that walling extends up to the junction with Fu(%Lane, which has
This includes Grafton Close, which abuts the much ent development in

Drovers Way. Potterspury Village Hall also lies to of the junction with
High Street. As Poundfield Road becomes Chur , housing with mature
gardens is present to the north of the village | ese dwellings are of

described as residential ‘patina’. They ar e east of the highway with
boundary walling on the opposite (w%) iIde of Church End.

This development to the east of Ch nd and Poundfield Road, is to the
north of the open land that includ appeal site. Vegetation screens views
of the appeal site along much ndfield Road, and the land is set well back
from the public right of way, @ Furtho Lane.”> Even so, there are
opportunities for people t ing northwards along Poundfield Road from its
junction with the A5 to e open countryside that includes the appeal site.
Topography and fiel% daries cause the rural landscape to dominate these

sufficient age for them to have developed% e of variety that could be

views, rather than pment in Drovers Way and Grafton Close.
Consequently,swhil e appellant considers these developments to form an

‘unsympat §Q abrupt edge’ to the village, it is not one that is prominent
in these vi .

Nor did I find the influence of Whitestone Stables on the ‘sense of arrival’ at
the village in near views of the appeal site from Poundfield Road to be as
significant as suggested.® If the proposed development were to be built, the
field that provides views past Whitestone Stables to the appeal site would
remain. Planting to reinforce the existing hedgerows, and accordingly the field
pattern at the site boundary, would mature over time reducing the views of the
housing beyond it. Even so, the development of the appeal site would be
evident in views from the entrance to the village on Poundfield Road.

3 paragraph 5.9 of Mr Bennett’s proof of evidence

4 Paragraph 2.35 of Mr Chard’s proof of evidence and ID-10
5 Bridleway RV5

8 Paragraphs 2.3 and 2.38 of Mr Chard’s proof of evidence
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22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

The Village Design Statement does not include this aspect as a ‘view’, but it
does highlight the importance of the walls along Poundfield Road, Church End
and other locations within the village.’

In 2008, the Inspector considering the appeal in relation to proposals for the
Mansion Gardens development commented on the ‘clear visual edge’ provided
by the existing wall and footway along the west side of Poundfield Road.® This
is the case at Mansion gardens, but the established character of the village also
includes development beyond this walling at the northern end of Poundfield
Road, and on Church End, where development extends eastwards beyond
these features.

The proposal

It is the intention within the appeal scheme to reinforce existing planting along
the eastern side of Poundfield Road. A suggested condition would require
reserved matters to be submitted ‘in general accordance with the principles set
out on the Framework Plan (Drawing No: 13128 (D) 100 Rev.B) and the
measures set out in Section 6.0’ of the Design, Access ar%stification
Statement.® Drawing No: 13128 (D) 100 Rev.B idenqti e ‘Buffer planting’
along the street frontage and around the remaind% site perimeter.

Once mature, this landscaping reasonably wou
screen the development during summer m
becoming more apparent in the absence
deciduous foliage. This would help to retai

xpected to substantially
ith the proposed dwellings
would be characteristic)
e existing sylvan character along

the eastern side of Poundfield Road. so, for the most part the proposed
scale and depth of perimeter landsg@piy would visually separate the
development from the remainde village, including the dwellings in

Grafton Close, Drovers Way ag sion Gardens.'°
r

The appeal proposal woul uct a new access onto Poundfield Road in the
vicinity of the junction wi ansion Gardens. Views from this entrance into
the appeal scheme w reveal the extent of the development, but the
application’s Land nd Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) concludes that
"...views of Propo evelopment would be largely restricted in all but the
most immedj ieWs...".'’ There are dwellings in the village positioned behind
dense lan that restricts views of them, but it is not evident that this is
a characteristgc of the larger residential developments in the village.

Development at the junction of Poundfield Road and Furtho Lane reflects that
along the eastern side of Church End and is an established part of the street
scene in the vicinity of the village hall. This frontage development extends
from the junction along Furtho Lane and into Grafton Close and Drovers Way.
It results in a characteristic integration of residential development with the
village’s street scene. This is also apparent at Meadow View, and at Mansion
Gardens which is readily apparent even though it is partly behind the
consistent boundary provided by the wall along Poundfield Road.

7 CD-G.13

8 CD-H.1 - Paragraph 13 of appeal decision ref: APP/Z2830/A/08/2079946

° Additional suggested conditions are within ID-27

% Drawing provided at CD-C.1

11 paragraph 7.5 of the LVIA - section 13 of the planning application documents
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

The village boundary is set out on the LP Proposals map which dates from
1997, but the extent of the village now includes Mansion Gardens and Drovers
Way.*? It would appear that any additional housing in Potterspury of the scale
proposed would require the expansion of the built area beyond the current
extent of the village. Even so, other locations around the village may not be as
apparent within their landscape setting.

It is suggested that the stable blocks and paddocks, along with the allotment
car park and sheds, are distracting features in this landscape. The relevant
National Landscape Character Area 88 Bedfordshire and Cambridgeshire
Claylands notes paddocks to often be found on the edge of settlements and the
appeal site is an example of this. While they are not agricultural land, they
have similarities to farmland due to their open appearance, and provide a
transition from the built extent of the village to purely agricultural land.*?

Potterspury sits within open countryside that has sections of Special Landscape
Area, other villages and associated infrastructure. This, along with the degree
of separation from the large settlement areas to the southeeast, indicate that
describing the appeal site as an edge of village locatio a rural landscape
more effectively conveys its context than the term* ringe’.

Equestrian facilities often erode agricultural cha@ but they are not
features so ‘incongruous’, ‘detracting’ or ‘piec In this rural landscape,**
that their presence affects local character %nner similar to the presence

of houses, even if the proposed developm re to reflect existing housing
next to it. Nor does a reduction in tr illity due to the proximity of traffic on
the A5 cause this edge of settlement cape to have less value as open

countryside.

Reinforcing hedgerows aroun rth, east and southern boundaries of the
appeal site to provide a ‘str dﬁnd ‘coherent’ edge to the settlement, would
do so at the expense of t&‘dsting rural character that these field boundaries
and the openness withij currently contribute to. Nor would the
reinforced hedges pr% an edge to the settlement with the strength of the
linear highway and\gsSeciated stone walling at Mansion Gardens. This would
be the case even{i access into the current proposal were to reflect themes
ansion Gardens.

in the entr%~

The proposedhdevelopment would encroach on land that currently contributes
to the rural undulating character of the open countryside in this location.
Proposed planting around the appeal site would, to a certain extent, screen the
proposed housing in views from Furtho Lane and on the approach from the A5
junction with Poundfield Road. However, in the absence of characteristic
deciduous foliage the appeal scheme would be apparent to people approaching
the village from the south and east. In this respect, and even though the
Village Design Statement does not highlight this as an important view, the
appeal scheme would erode the rural setting of the village.

To some extent the second pedestrian access into the site, which would be in
the area of the allotments, would increase permeability within the settlement.
Nevertheless, the strength of the landscaped frontage®® would depart from the

2 paragraph 2.19 of Mr Chard’s proof of evidence, and shown on the Site Context Plan at CD-A.13

13 Which Mr Bennett suggests in paragraph 5.6 of his proof of evidence

4 paragraph 5.9 of Mr Chard’s proof of evidence

5 That is currently 5m wide (paragraph 4.7 of Mr Chard’s proof of evidence) with tall/full height vegetation
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

established character of residential developments within the village, and given
its location, the departure would be very conspicuous. The scale of landscaping
within the development is, in many respects, a separate matter.'® The sylvan
frontage may reflect the extent of landscaping within the development, but not
all of that landscaping would be as tall or as deep as that proposed along the
site frontage. As a visual barrier, the reinforced vegetative boundary along
Poundfield Road would cause the development to relate poorly to the village
and be isolated from it.!’

Recent developments at Mansion Gardens and within Drovers Way have caused
Potterspury to grow, but the scale, location and nature of that growth appears
to have reinforced the character of the village. The appeal scheme would
increase the number of households in Potterspury by nearly 10%.*® This level
of growth, within the context of the characteristic development at Mansion
Gardens and Drovers Way, would not be sufficient to change local character in
regard to the overall scale of the village.

relation to LP Policy EV29, which addresses the require of a landscaping

scheme. \'

The reasoned justification for JCS Policy R1 withj paragraph 16.9 is
explicit that the village confines within LP Poli f&' and as shown on
associated LP mapping, continue to apply j terim between JCS adoption
and the Part 2 Local Plan. Policies listed iC$ Appendix 5 as having been
replaced by JCS policies do not include Pdficy H5 and consequently, the
village confines for Potterspury remaifpart of the development plan for this
area.

The appeal scheme would be the existing boundary of the village and it
would affect land that is of % lar significance to the form and character of

the settlement at the sou entrance to the settlement. In these respects
the appeal scheme w, flict with JCS Policy R1 if no exceptional

No conflict or deficiency has been suggested,®® or shown r?have occurred, in

circumstances are s 0 exist.

In addition, thg r in which the appeal scheme would retain trees and
hedgerows ribute to the character of the area, which is the subject of
LP PoIiciesQﬁhd EV1(I), the proposal would create residential development
with an interfgce to the village that would not be compatible with the existing
character of the locality and in this respect would conflict with LP Policy G3. It
would fail to pay particular attention to the characteristic relationship of
housing development in the village with adjoining land and buildings, and in
this respect conflicts with LP Policy EV1(II). By failing to enhance or maintain
this distinctive characteristic of residential developments within the village, the
proposal conflicts with JCS Policy S1 D) 1); and by failing to have adequate
regard to the location and setting of the site and the existing character of the
locality, the appeal scheme conflicts with JCS Policy H1 a) and b). Accordingly,
the outline scheme would not be an example of good design and in this respect
conflicts with the Framework.

6 Appendix 5 to Mrs Ventham’s proof of evidence indicates soft landscaping, including gardens, would be in the
region of 2.05ha, or 50.4% of the site area

7 Even though there is a stated intention to draw people into the development through the main access from
Poundfield Road

8 paragraph 5.8 of Mr Bennett’s proof of evidence

% Including in regard to species of trees and shrubs native to Northamptonshire
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Housing

40.

41.

42.

43.

The Council’s first reason for refusal refers to both ‘saved’ LP Policy G2 and
‘emerging’ JCS Policy S1. JCS Appendix 5 notes LP Policy G2 to have been
replaced by JCS Policy S1, which seeks the distribution of development and
economic activity to be: A) concentrated primarily in and adjoining the principal
urban area of Northampton; B) development of a lesser scale to be located in
and around the sub-regional centre of Daventry town; C) the development
needs of the rural service centres of Towcester and Brackley to be provided for;
and, D) new development in the rural areas to be limited with the emphasis on
four criteria, of which, criterion D) 1) is addressed above.

LP Policy H6 is not normally permissive of residential development in the open
countryside, except where certain criteria are met in regard to matters that
include dwellings associated with particular rural businesses or special needs,
or the conversion or replacement of a dwelling. LP Policy EV2 is not permissive
of development in the countryside unless exceptionally it would be for
particular purposes similar to those stated in LP Policy H6gor particular sites.

The appeal site is not one of the ‘particular sites’, nor he proposed
housing seek to address particular rural businesses, olve conversion or
replacement of existing dwellings. Accordingly, th al proposal conflicts
with LP Policies EV2 and H6.

start of this inquiry, an Inspector determini nearby appeal came to clear
conclusions regarding LP policies that ipglud&EV2 and H6.%' Those conclusions
were that: it would appear the manni inwhich LP Policies EV2 and H6 seek to

prevent development in the count could cause conflict with them to be
easily outweighed by other consi s, such as the presumption in favour
of sustainable development wit e Framework; but JCS Policy R1, in
common with other JCS poli

permissive of residential @

The LP was intended to cover the period %@6.20 Immediately prior to the
g

| as recently been found sound, and is only
Sfopment outside the confines of a village in
certain circumstance ing consideration of the evidence in this case,
and the Framewor, no reason to disagree with the Inspector’s reasoning
and conclusions i d to LP Policies EV2 and H6 and JCS Policy R1.??

L 2

Framework a h 47 is clear that national planning policy seeks to boost
significantl upply of housing. Paragraph 49 of the Framework confirms
p

that housing lications should be considered within the context of the
presumption in favour of sustainable development, and that policies for the
supply of housing should not be considered up-to-date if the local planning
authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites.

44, The appellant highlights three ‘requirements’ of the bullet points within

paragraph 47, which are that a local planning authority should: firstly, use its
evidence base to ensure that the Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed
needs for housing in the market area, as far as consistent with the Framework;
secondly, identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites
sufficient to provide five years worth of housing against its housing
requirement with an additional buffer to provide a realistic prospect of

20 paragraphs 5.55 and 5.56 of Mrs Ventham’s proof of evidence

21 CD-H.11 - Appeal ref: APP/Z2830/A/14/2216712 - Land off Grays Lane, Paulerspury, Towcester NN12 7NW
including paragraphs 76-80

22 Conflict with JCS Policy R1 has been identified above in relation to the first main issue
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achieving planned supply and to ensure choice and competition in the market
for land;*® and thirdly, for market and affordable housing, illustrate the
expected rate of housing delivery through a housing trajectory for the plan
period and set out a housing implementation strategy for the full range of
housing describing how it will maintain delivery of a five-year supply of housing
land to meet its housing target.

45. JCS Policy S3 addresses the Scale and Distribution of Housing Development. It
states that: provision will be made for about 42,620 net additional dwellings in
the plan area during the plan period 2011 to 2029; this provision is to be
distributed 12,730, 18,870 and 11,020 between Daventry District,
Northampton Borough and South Northamptonshire District Councils
respectively. Just as the provision is expressed in mandatory terms by
‘...provision will be made...’, the policy then subdivides these figures and again
expresses this in mandatory terms as ‘...Below the Borough and District level
housing development will be distributed in the following way...". For the South
Northamptonshire District Council area the provision is split between Brackley
Town - about 2,160, Towcester Town - about 2,650, Sou orthants Rural
Areas - about 2,360, and the Northampton Related De® ent Area (NRDA)

- about 3,850. \

46. JCS Policy S3 clearly contains three sets of ﬁgurﬁS h the first ‘set’ just
containing the '42,620"), and in doing so h % sed the housing market
area, the duty to co-operate and spatial tbuefon. The appellant has
focussed on the overall figure of about 11, or the South Northamptonshire
District Council (‘the Council’) area,** there is nothing in the wording of the
policy to suggest that one set of fig g's'more important than another. Each
figure is prefixed by ‘about’, and @ the three sets is prefixed by ‘will be’,
therefore expressing in mandat what the policy requires to be done.

47. Supporting text to JCS PoIicqgt s within JCS paragraph 5.22 to 5.38. These
set out the basis for the ively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) and its
adjustment to beco igher) delivery figures with the spatial distribution
set out within JCS 3. The OAHN figure for the JCS area has not been
placed within an téd policy, but it is nonetheless clearly stated to be

41,760.% Th ing this, JCS Table 3 addresses the proposed delivery of
housing wi@.{Rr plan, that is, what the JCS seeks to plan for and provide
H

beyond its requirement, which is the subject of JCS Policy S3.

48. The 41,760 figure was inserted by the Examining Inspector as part of Main
Modification 4, which addressed the reasoned justification for JCS Policy S3
between JCS (published) paragraphs 5.22 and 5.38, and inserted ‘new’ Tables
1-4. Both Tables 1 and 2 have titles that include Objectively Assessed Housing
Need, and they are the Tables inserted by the Examining Inspector, as are
Tables 3 and 4 which have titles that only refer to ‘Delivery’. This Main
Modification resulted from the Inspector’s consideration of the JCS within the
context of the evidence, the Framework and Planning Practice Guidance (‘the
Practice Guidance’).

23 An additional buffer of 5%, or 20% where there has been a record of persistent under delivery, moved forward
from later in the plan period

24 For example, paragraph 7.5 of Mrs Ventham'’s proof of evidence

25 JCS Tables 1 and 2 and paragraph 5.29
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49, Since 1992 it has been recognised that Northampton is unable to accommodate
its own housing needs.?® This is reflected in adopted planning policy, such as
JCS Policy S3, which draws a distinction between the NRDA and the parts
South Northamptonshire outside it.>” The appeal decisions or High Court
judgements referred to by the appellant have not found this approach to be
inappropriate.?®

50. JCS Policy H1 is addressed above in relation to the first main issue. The policy
also seeks to ensure that housing developments make the most efficient use of
land through criteria that expect consideration to be given to, amongst other
things, accessibility to services and facilities, and proximity to public transport
routes.

51. Paragraph 6.3 of the SoCG confirms that the main parties agree: the relevant
period for the consideration of the five year housing land supply is 1 April 2014
to 31 March 2019; it is appropriate to apply a 20% buffer;?° and, it is
appropriate to use the Sedgefield method to deal with any existing shortfall.

52. Paragraph 3-045-20141006 of the Practice Guidance sta hat local

authorities should prepare a Strategic Housing Mar sment (SHMA) to
assess their full housing needs, and that assessing s only the first stage
in developing a Local Plan. Once need has beer@sed, a Strategic Housing

Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) is nece 0 establish realistic
assumptions about the availability, suitabjity, %the likely economic viability
of land to meet identified housing need.

53. Whether a site would be ‘deliverable
10 (or possibly in years 11-15) is t
paragraph 47 and Footnotes 11
deliverable, it should be avail
now, and be achievable wit
on the site within five ye

rs 1-5, or ‘developable’ in years 6-
ject of the Practice Guidance®, and
f the Framework. For a site to be

w, be a suitable location for development
listic prospect that housing will be delivered

54. PPG is clear that *...C
requirement figur

rable weight should be given to the housing
opted Local Plans, which have successfully passed
jon process, unless significant new evidence comes to

55. The JCS Exa®gination Inspector’s report confirms the ‘net new housing
requirement’ to be 41,760. It then addresses the justification for the overall
JCS housing delivery of 42,620, and notes that it had been adjusted in
accordance with the Strategic Housing Market Assessment. The report also
concluded that the figure would boost significantly new housing delivery and
that, along with Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) allocations, it would
provide a rolling five year supply of deliverable housing land. 2

56. The appellant has sought to draw to support for its case from paragraphs 36 to
38 of the Examination Inspector’s report, and the Examining Inspector’s
reference to taking into account current market conditions is noted. However,

26 JCS paragraph 5.27

27 The boundary of the NRDA is shown on JCS Figure 5, to which JCS Policy S4 refers, and Figure 4
28 paragraph 2.1 of Mr D'Arcy’s Rebuttal Evidence

2% 1n relation to paragraph 47 of the Framework

30 Ref: ID 3-029-20140306

31 ppG Ref ID 3-030-20140306

32 paragraphs 36 and 38-43 of CD-G.15
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57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

the wording of the JCS, for the most part, is specific. It draws a clear
distinction between ‘need’ and ‘delivery’, not only in the supporting text to JCS
Policy S3 which includes the OAHN ‘requirement’,?® but also, for example, in
Table 5 and paragraph 5.42 which confirms the 5 year housing land supply is
to be calculated in regard to the ‘need’ figure, but that sufficient planning
per?:issions will be granted to meet the planned ‘delivery’ within JCS Policy
S3.

Then the Examination Inspector considered the distribution of housing within
the proposed JCS policies and concluded that: the balance of housing between
Northampton and Brackley, Daventry and Towcester is appropriate; the
balance between the SUEs and rural areas is appropriate; that this had been
borne out by Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment
work; and, the same would not apply to a more dispersed pattern of new
housing growth, incorporating smaller scale schemes at less significant
settlements. In doing so, the Examination Inspector’s conclusions set the JCS
planned scale and distribution of the housing within the context of delivering
sustainable development.? 6

Annualised or Trajectory Approach @

JCS Appendix 3 provides the proposed housing @ory for West
Northamptonshire, which includes the housing&? and delivery between 2011

and 2029. The reasoned justification for y S3 at paragraph 5.30
explains the trajectory to have taken into 8@nsideration market factors and
shows a rapid increase in housing cogpigtiofs based on existing commitments
Belfant considers the housing target
should be annualised over the plan @ebiod.>*

In paragraph 42 of the Repor
account all the available evi
that, as modified, the pla =i
need in the area to 2

spector states ‘...Overall, and taking into
. statements and submissions, I conclude

ing account of reasonable population and

ing regard to all relevant local factors, including

s in the area. The modified new housing total,

and revised housing trajectory represent a reasonable
and realisti able and justified, basis for meeting local needs over the
plan perio«%incorporates provision for the needs of the existing local
population, intluding in respect of affordable housing...".

extended plan«péLi

Paragraph 199 of the Examination Inspector’s report directly addresses the use
of a housing trajectory, and is explicit that it is appropriate in a JCS area with
housing targets that will require double digit percentage increases in delivery in
future years. Also, the trajectory does not set a limit or cap to the delivery of
housing, and unallocated sites are noted to provide a means to contributing to
non-delivery of some strategic sites.

I have found nothing within the Examination Inspector’s Report and Non-
Technical Summary that suggests the Inspector regarded the housing
trajectory as anything other than the identified housing delivery set out in JCS
Policy S3, that consequently has an important role in the monitoring of the

33 Which was the subject of the Examining Inspector’s Main Modification 4

34 The text of published JCS paragraph 5.42 was the subject of the Examining Inspector’s Main Modification 9
35 paragraphs 44 and 45 of CD-G.15

36 paragraph 7.8 of Mrs Ventham’s proof of evidence
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62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

plan. The Inspector’s conclusions resulted from his consideration of the JCS
evidence base, including matters highlighted within paragraph 42 of his report
and as updated during the Examination.

The evidence base for the updated position and adopted JCS includes the
Housing Technical Paper Second Update.?” This resulted in the JCS paragraph
5.31 explanation of why the proposed housing numbers are greater than the
need in the Council’s area and the matters that led to the higher delivery
figures.® The Housing Technical Paper Second Update also explains how the
OAHN proceeded beyond the household projections ‘starting point’ to take
account of local factors.

JCS paragraphs 5.40 further emphasises why the adopted plan is based on a
trajectory, and is to be preferred to an annualised approach. This, and
subsequent text, is supporting text to JCS Policy S6 which deals with
monitoring and review, but the trajectory is introduced through JCS paragraph
5.30 in relation to the housing delivery within JCS Policy S3.

@ut the overall
in Tables 1 and 2

S3. Use of a housing

A degree of flexibility results from the use of a trajector
requirement for the Council and its areas remains a
of the JCS, with the housing delivery set out in JCS
trajectory is consistent with Framework paragr hich explicitly
recognises the role of a trajectory to illustrate pected rate of housing
delivery. The JCS trajectory is a planned h that recognises the hurdles
which need to be overcome to deliver the gy within the JCS, and is
appropriate within the context of the wh€n read as a whole.

In contrast, and the occasional refe
are noted,*® there is no persuasiv
support the use of an annuali
within JCS Policy S3.

s to annualised figures within the JCS
nce to suggest that the JCS would
roach to the consideration of the delivery

The increasing rate of dey described by the trajectory signals the
possibility that mark acity could restrict the objectives of the JCS. The
agreed trajectory Wi -2 addresses the deliverability of various sites, and
therefore the lik erall capacity of the housing market in particular towns.

Delivery rat , 406, 596, 630 and 602 have been agreed for the
Council’s a e years 2014/15 to 2018/19. The agreed trajectory includes
rates well ab8ye the 498 in 2001/02, which the appellant indicates to be the

previous peak year without ‘recessionary’ constraint.*

With this background, Mr Quelch addressed the market capacity of Towcester
and Brackley, which given the employment patterns in the area would be
expected to compete against each other and the relevant SUEs. There is no
doubt that the appellant’s evidence on this matter drew on considerable
experience, which includes marketing new houses in the locality since 2011 and
dealing with a development in Greens Norton

However, the Council highlights that the appellant’s evidence on this matter:
relies on experience that appears somewhat limited in regard to the specific

37 CD-G.17 - Housing Technical Paper Second Update

38 Although Appendix B to the Housing Technical Paper Second Update places this difference within the context of
an analysis of site delivery

39 paragraph 199 of the JCS Examination Inspector’s report

4% For example, JCS paragraph 5.29

4! paragraph 3.11 of Mr Hegan'’s proof of evidence
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69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

markets in Towcester and Brackley; and, failed to recognise the delivery of 627
dwellings in the Grange Park SUE during 2002/03, and over 250 units in each
of the next two years.*> Grange Park is very close to the jobs and services in
Northampton, and associated transport links. While Towcester and Brackley do
not have a railway station, they would nonetheless be expected to be attractive
to potential residents for other reasons, such as, their relative smaller scale as
settlements.

The only current and direct evidence to the inquiry on market capacity was that
of Mr Quelch. Nevertheless, the inquiry also has written evidence from 2013 in
regard to potential delivery rates of 180 to 200 units in the Brackley market.*
In addition, the Council has provided its understanding of developer
expectations for delivery in Towcester which includes, for example, the
Towcester South SUE at 150 units per annum during the period of the plan
(and similar information has been supplied for Brackley). The Towcester South
SUE exceeds the appellant’s expectation of a maximum of 120 dwellings per

annum for delivery and market capacity in Towcester.**

Evidence indicates that the planned rates of delivery wj lenge the housing
market. That is to be expected when the supply of iflg is boosted
significantly within the context of the Framework JCS However, it has
not been shown that market capacity WI|| be ex to impact significantly

on the Council’s forecast delivery rates.*
The addition of the 20% buffer

It is agreed that an additional 20% bb@hould be applied to the 5 year
housing land supply. However, the parties disagree on whether it should
be applied to the shortfall, and a r of appeal decisions have been
referred to that have contrast'@ clusions on this matter.*®

(o]

Framework paragraph 47 the ‘buffer’ in relation to bringing forward
the supply of land, rathe n housing requirement. As a consequence, it
cannot result in doub nting in regard to its application to a shortfall of
unmet housing ne uirement),*” nor would it result in an increase in the
total housing rgq ent over the lifetime of the plan.

Within the x of boosting significantly the supply of housing, paragraph 47
confirms theé{gddition of a 20% buffer is to provide a realistic prospect of
achieving the planned supply and to ensure choice and competition in the
market for land. By adding the buffer to both the shortfall and the
requirement, the appellant’s method would do this and is the preferred
approach.

42 Appendix 32 to Mr D’Arcy’s proof of evidence

43 Macintyres’ letter in Appendix 17 to Mr D’Arcy’s proof of evidence

44 pages 19 and 20 (and 21 to 24) of D'Arcy’s proof of evidence; and, paragraph 4.11 of Mr Quelch’s proof of
evidence

45 A matter also considered by the JCS Examining Inspector at paragraphs 18-20 of CD-G.15

46 Including appeal refs: APP/H1840/A/13/2199085 & 2199426, APP/M1520/A/12/2177157 and
APP/R3325/A/13/2210545

47 Or in applying the ‘Sedgefield method’ to a current requirement, dealing with previous under-delivery
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74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

5 year housing land supply

As noted above, the JCS is unambiguous that it is the ‘need’ figures that should
be used in the calculation of the 5 year housing land supply.*® This reflects
section 6 of the Housing Technical Paper Second Update.

The Council also highlights that the appellant’s approach would result in a
monitoring system having been found to be sound that would fail to trigger at
the correct point. The Monitoring Framework in JCS Appendix 6 refers to
delivery of a 5 year land supply against the ‘need’ (rather than ‘delivery’)
provisions set in JCS Appendix 3, and JCS Policies S3 and S6. This Monitoring
Framework aligns with the Council’s interpretation of the JCS housing
requirement.

The ‘need’ within the supporting text to JCS Policy S3 and the distribution of
housing delivery within the policy, resulted from the evidence base that
considered the housing market area. The appellant’s suggested use of a
requirement for the whole of the Council’s area (and for this to be the ‘delivery’
figure within JCS Policy S3) fails to recognise the correct% of the ‘need’
approach within the context described above. JCS 5.27 highlights

the necessity for co-operation to meet Northampto sing needs and to
provide for these ‘in a sustainable way for all’, v@esults in the OAHN By
Plan Area within JCS Table 2. Those ‘Plan Are : Daventry District

NRDA). The matters addressed above in hat it is the Plan Area ‘need’

(excluding NRDA); the NRDA; and South Yo6r ptonshire Council (excluding
&t?ﬁ
figures of Table 2 that should be use calCulate housing land supply.

Where the JCS is less clear on the t of need, requirement and delivery is
in relation to JCS Policy R1 and it rting text. These are within section 16
of the plan, entitled Rural Are addressing the Spatial Strategy for Rural
Areas, Policy R1 and its sup@g text refer to the JCS Policy S3 South
Northants Rural Areas delj figure of 2,360 as a rural housing requirement.
The reasons set out @b Gdicate that the use of the JCS Policy S3 rural areas
delivery figures as r using ‘requirements’ in JCS section 16 does not alter
the approach to ne®d,wequirement and delivery within section 5 of the JCS.

L 2
JCS Policy considered to have three parts: the first deals with the
rural hiera e second part provides criteria for residential development in
ad

rural areas a dresses development outside village confines;* and, the
third part provides further criteria that apply when the housing requirement for
rural areas has been met. Evidence from the Council indicates the JCS Policy
R1 rural housing requirement to have been met.”°

The inclusion of windfalls within the calculation is consistent with: JCS
paragraph 16.12 which is part of the reasoned justification to the policy; and,
Framework paragraph 48 given the compelling evidence within the Council’s
Housing Land Availability Study (April 2014). This indicates that since 2001
there has been an annual average of 201 windfall completions, with
approximately half of these on sites of less than 10 dwellings.!

48 In relation to JCS Table 5 and paragraph 5.42

49 policy conflict identified in relation to the first main issue concerns the second part of the policy

50 Tt was conceded that a 5% lapse rate should be used for outstanding permissions to reflect the approach
described by CD-G.10 - paragraph 7.5 and Appendix 3

51 CD-G.10 - Including Section 7 and Appendix 2
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80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

Given the JCS objectives for housing provision and the spatial distribution
within JCS Policy S3, any sites seeking to meet the needs of the NRDA
reasonably would be expected to be within the NRDA (or in close proximity to
it) to reduce the need for travel and support the distribution of development
sought by the JCS.

In addition, the appellant’s suggested use of a Council-wide assessment for
supply, and requirement that ignores the NRDA boundary, is proposed without
evidence of whether the objectives for the NRDA as a whole are being met.

The Council considered the 2012-based household projection figures published
following closure of the inquiry supported its position, and that of the JCS, by
indicating a reduced rate of household formation over the next 15 years. The
appellant highlights the relevant part of Planning Practice Guidance that
confirms the figures to be the starting point for estimating overall housing
need, and therefore the publication of the 2012-based household projections
have not caused the JCS requirements to be out of date.

%heir positions in

ith the issues

raised above.®? The final positions of the main partj : for the Council
2,676 dwellings excluding the NRDA and 2,826 wi e NRDA included; and
for the appellant 2,431 dwellings excluding th and 2,581 with the NRDA

During the inquiry the main parties produced a summar
relation to housing land supply and agreed tables that

included. %

The tables address: a requirement based o S Policy S3 or the OAHN; the
inclusion or exclusion of NRDA; an an ised rate or trajectory; and, the 20%
buffer on or off the shortfall. For t sons above, I consider Tables 5-7,
under the title OAN excl. NRDA % trajectory approach (20% on shortfall)
to be appropriate which provi year agreed supply for 2014 to 2019 of
5.73 years (or 5.21 years wi me appellant’s *‘market supply’ position).

Accordingly, relevant poli @ or the supply of housing are up to date in
relation to paragraph Q he Framework, and as noted above, the appeal
proposal conflicts W ¥ Policies EV2 and H6.

Other matters ’\C)

86.

87.

88.

Highway S

The A5 is restricted to 50mph as it passes Potterspury, and Poundfield Road is
restricted to 30mph. The access to the appeal site would be created near to
the existing junction with Mansion Gardens on the opposite side of Poundfield
Road.

Existing highway conditions in the vicinity of the appeal site reflect the
proximity of Potterspury to the A5 and its use as a strategic route.>?

The appellant’s Transport Statement provides a traffic assessment and
addresses the safety of the Poundfield Road junction with the A5. It has taken
into account rush hour traffic and queuing at the A5, and relevant accident
records. The Transport Statement shows that the A5 junction will have periods
of operation at overcapacity that will increase between 2014 and 2026.

52 1D-20
53 Highways Agency consultation response at Core Document D.7, with congestion shown in ID-13
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89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

However, traffic associated with the proposed development would have a minor
effect on both Poundfield Road and the operation of the A5. >*

Neither Northamptonshire County Council as Highway Authority, nor the
Highways Agency, has objected to the appeal scheme in regard to the traffic
that would be generated by it, or the revised design of the proposed access
into the development.”® The revised access proposal addresses the Highway
Authority’s concerns regarding pedestrian connections, crossing point and bus
stop provision in relation to Poundfield Road.

Evidence in this case does not indicate that the proposed development would
cause unacceptable levels of congestion, or significantly alter the potential for
road traffic accidents to occur. Given the character of Poundfield Road and the
traffic movements along the highway and at the Mansion Gardens junction, the
proposed access would provide a safe and suitable means of entering and
leaving the proposed housing. In these respects the proposal complies with LP
Policy G3.

Ecology 6

Two of the eleven criteria within JCS Policy S10 - S% ble Development
Principles state that development will: protect, co and enhance the
natural and built environment and heritage ass their settings; and,
promote the creation of green infrastructu orks, enhance biodiversity
and reduce the fragmentation of habitatss S,Policy BN2 supports
development that will, amongst other thingSy/deliver a net gain in biodiversity.
JCS Policy BN1 seeks green infrastru&@connections, which include
allotments and private green space be conserved, managed and

enhanced.

Beyond the allotments, the ‘Q ed areas of the appeal site have been found
to principally consist of imprayved and semi-improved grassland and to be
generally of low ecologica 0 lte.”” A number of bat species were found to
commute across the site, and forage in the southern parts of it. A
number of hedge uld be removed during the course of development,
but given the gc additional planting proposed, suitable habitat would be
retained andgs d.

As a result, ¥ge development proposals, along with the survey work and
associated conclusions within the Ecological Assessment, indicate that the
development could proceed without harming bats or any other protected
species. By providing greater diversity of habitat and reinforcing existing
vegetation, the development would be beneficial to local wildlife and in this
regard, would comply with the objectives of JCS Policies S10 i) and j), BN2,
and BN1. This attracts considerable weight in favour of the appeal scheme.

Precedent

Both main parties have referred to a number appeal decisions that were issued
after the publication of the Framework, but given the inquiry timetable, these
appeals pre-date the adoption of the JCS.*® Only some details have been

54 paragraphs 5.14 and 5.15 of the appellant’s Transport Assessment at Core Document A.6
55 paragraphs 6.4 and 6.5 of the SoCG

56 JCS paragraph 10.9

57 CD-A.9 - The application’s Fcological Assessment, dated March 2014

58 Except for APP/Z2830/A/14/2216712, dated 9 January 2015, at CD-H.11
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provided in regard to the circumstances of the proposals in the cases referred
to. Certain matters raised within the appeals are addressed above, but it has
not been shown that these appeals act as a precedent in relation to the current
appeal.

Planning obligations

95.

96.

98.

99.

undertaking.
Sustainable development Qg
e

97.

The Council’s third reason for refusal refers to LP Policy IMP1, which the JCS
indicates to have been replaced by JCS Policies INF1 and INF2. JCS Policy INF1
states amongst other things that: new development will be supported by, and
provide good access to, infrastructure including physical, green and social
elements; and, where a development generates a need for new infrastructure
developers will need to demonstrate that provision will be made to meet the
necessary requirements arising from that development within an appropriate
timescale.

A unilateral undertaking has been provided that would provide: an off site
sports pitch contribution; an off site strategic facilities contribution; a health
care contribution; and; contributions toward libraries, fir%d rescue, and bus
shelter. In addition, the unilateral undertaking wou e: not less than
40% of the dwellings as affordable housing; ameni space; a play area;
a primary education contribution; a monitoring ution; and improvements
to, and transfer of, the allotments. It has not hown that the obligations
would be inappropriate or fail to comply wj ted planning policy, although
the Council did raise concerns in relation viability, and therefore
deliverability, of the level of affordab%.ls g included within the unilateral

The three dimensions to sus
paragraph 7 and are the

development are set out in Framework
ic, social and environmental roles.

Developing the prop sing would result in economic benefit through the
economic activity ed with the construction of the dwellings and their
subsequent occu nT Evidence to the inquiry indicated there to be a strong
market in this Yedatibn for housing of the type proposed, and the appeal site
has been i within the Council’s Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment®] In accordance with Framework paragraph 19, economic growth
through the provision of construction jobs and the sale of construction
materials, and revenue and expenditure resulting from the occupation of the
houses, attracts significant weight in this case.

There would be clear social benefits from the provision of hew dwellings within
the context of boosting significantly the supply of market and affordable
housing in the locality.®® The appeal proposals include improvements to bus
service through the provision of two additional bus stops on Poundfield Road.
Social benefit would also result from the retention of the existing allotments in
the northern part of the appeal site, the provision of play and open space
within the development, and the support the development would provide to

59 As shown in ID-11

60 CD-G.18 - Housing Needs Survey Report for Potterspury — May 2012 - indicates a need for 34 affordable homes,
whereas CD-D.12 - The consultation response from the Council’s Strategic Housing Officer - May 2014 - indicates
a need for 11 affordable dwellings in the village
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services within the village. All of these matters weigh in favour of the appeal
scheme.

100. In relation to the environmental role of sustainable development, the appeal
scheme would create new and improved wildlife habitats within the
development which weighs in favour of the proposal.®® However, it would
cause the loss of open countryside in the form of existing open and vegetated
paddocks without an identified need for the housing in this location.

101. A suggested condition would ensure that there would be two pedestrian
access points from the development onto Poundfield Road.®? The inquiry site
visit provided the opportunity to walk through the area of the allotments, which
would provide the most direct route from the proposed housing towards the
village hall and high street. Such a direct route would encourage walking and
in this respect would assist the integration of the proposal into the village
through the permeability that it would provide.

the appeal site on Poundfield Road. Potterspury has an y bus service, but

102. Pedestrian routes would connect the development to the bus stops outside
the service is limited in the evenings, only operates %to Saturday and

recently has been reduced due to funding.®® Use o s service by
occupiers of the proposed dwellings would provi itional financial support
for it.

103. The appellant highlights that Potterspu@ost of the services and
facilities, and the population, identified by the Council’s Interim Rural Housing
Policy as being the most important inNdet®rmining relative sustainability of a
village.®* These include a populatio r 1500, a primary school, secondary
school, village hall, public house health, Post Office, a general store,
and readily accessible to a lar vice centre (one hourly bus or train
service). Potterspury is not, have all except a secondary school and
doctor’s surgery. Even s elopment within Potterspury would be expected
to result in longer an stainable journeys that those associated with new
dwellings in larger s ents, and that are in closer proximity to locations
where jobs, shops rvices are concentrated. Traffic levels on the A5 and
the length of altefn e routes would be likely to deter cycling. These factors
reasonably@ expected to cause most residents of the proposed

dwellings t liant on journeys by private car.

104. JCS Policy S10 contains sustainable design principles that require
development to, amongst other things: achieve the highest standards of
sustainable design incorporating safety and security considerations and a
strong sense of place; be located where services and facilities can be easily
accessed by walking, cycling or public transport; and, address matters of
detailed design that would assist in the efficient use of resources.

105. The JCS spatial strategy is based on the principles of sustainable
development. Evidence is clear that the appeal site is in the control of the
appellant and therefore, if planning permission is granted, the scheme would
be deliverable. Benefits of the scheme include: boosting the supply of housing,

61 As set out in the Ecological Assessment at CD-A.9, and the Landscape and Biodiversity Management Strategy at
CD-A.14

62 ID-27

63 1D-21 and ID-25

84 CD-G.7, page 22
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with 40% affordable housing; additional landscaping; the provision of new bus
stops on Poundfield Road; economic benefits; along with allotment and open
space provision. Consideration has been given to the information within ID-22,
which addresses the relative sustainability of villages in the locality. However,
and with reference to the Framework,® the harm that would occur to the
character and appearance of the locality attracts very significant weight against
the appeal scheme, and conflicts with JCS Policy S10 a). This causes the
character and appearance aspect of the environmental dimension to outweigh
all other environmental, economic and social impacts.

106. The adverse impacts of granting planning permission in this case would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against
the policies in the Framework taken as a whole. This confirms that the appeal
scheme would not be a sustainable form of development, and therefore, the
presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply in this case.

107. Although benefits would result from the appeal scheme, the likely scale and
nature of these have not been shown to meet the releva riteria within JCS

Policy R1. For the reasons above, no exceptional circu es have been
shown to exist in this case and the appeal scheme ¢ with JCS Policy R1.
The appeal scheme also conflicts with: JCS Policie 1), H1 a) and b), S10
a); LP Policies EV 1 (II), EV2, G3 A and H6; an ant parts of the

Framework. 6
108. Matters that weigh in favour of the app%(heme, including the scope of

suggested conditions, have been takengto dccount. However, none have
been found to outweigh the identifie%w and policy conflict. Accordingly,
the appeal should be dismissed.

Clive Sproule OKO
¥
S
&

INSPECTOR

85 Including Framework paragraph 56
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APPEARANCES

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY:

Hugh Flanagan of Counsel instructed by Christopher Mace, Solicitor, South
Northamptonshire Council
He called
Andrew D’Arcy Lead Officer, Planning Policy,
BA(Hons) MRTPI South Northamptonshire Council
Sean Bennett Principal Planning Officer,
MA MRTPI South Northamptonshire Council

FOR THE APPELLANT:

Robin Purchas, Queens Counsel Mrs Kathryn Ventham, Barton Willmore LLP

He called %
Matthew Chard Barton Willmore LLP @
BA(Hons) Dip(Hons) \'
MAUD CMLI

Paul Quelch Connells Estate

Dip Man (OU)
Kathryn Ventham Barton Will e P

INTERESTED PERSONS: §

Clir Judith Millidge QSpury Parish Council
Cllr Steve Parkin @ erspury Parish Council
Cllr Rupert Fordham éSouth Northamptonshire Council

DOCUMENTS \Q:

1.

Planning A and other powers in relation to land to the east side of
Poundfield ROgd, Potterspury

TM and SNC agreed trajectory 1 April 2014 - 31 March 2019

Unilateral l@@g Pursuant to Section 106 of the Town and Country

Tables in regard to Policy S3 - later the subject of ID-20

Revised 5 year housing supply calculation based on revised agreed housing
delivery figures (based on SNC calculation of requirement of 6,318 dwellings)

Forwarded e-mail of 23-Jan-15 with the position on agreed deliverable supply
(as amended/clarified during the evidence in chief of Mr D’Aarcy)

Revised housing land supply for the appellant, taking account of affordable
provision (27/01/2015), including tables in regard to Policy S3

Tables 1, 2, 4 and 5 in regard to Policy S3 SNC NRDA annualised (with and
without 20% on shortfall)

South Derbyshire Local Plan Part 1 — Inspector’s Note of 16" December 2014
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9.

10.

11.

12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.
26.
27.

Report on Application No.: S/2008/0890/P, Item No.: 6 for Committee Date:
18/09/2008 - Erection of 10 dwellings and 8 apartments to provide affordable
housing at land adjacent to Furtho Lane, Potterspury

Report on Application No.: S/2012/1137/FUL (Agenda Item No. 11) for a
detached dwelling at Swallow Fields Stud, Furtho Lane, Potterspury

A plan titled ‘SHLAA Sites: S50 - Potterspury’, along with other settlement
maps

A table with the title ‘Affordable Provision of Key Sites’

Photographs supplied by the Parish Council showing queuing traffic on the A5
and Poundfield Road on the mornings of 22/01/2015 and 05/12/2015

Drawing No. SL-P-01 Revision B - Local Facilities Plan — dated 18.12.14 -
showing the location of facilities in Potterspury with reference to 400m and
800m radii from the centre of the appeal site

A table of new home sites By location radiating away fro@ackley and
Towcester

Tables with the title Detailed housing supply for,t ’\3ncil and the Appellant
taking account of all factors (29/01/2015) - la erseded by ID-20

‘New Homes’ page from the Macintyres Egfa ents’ website
(http://www.macintyres.co.uk)

assessments - starting at Ref: ID -20140306

Planning Practice Guidance - HousinEQeconomic development needs

Planning Practice Guidance -
assessment - starting at RK

Tables with the title Deta@ ousing supply for the Council and the Appellant
taking account of all ﬁ@'s (29/01/2015)

E-mail dated 15:3& 5 January 2015 from Stagecoach Bus in relation to
S/2014/2356/MAQ Land off Sanders Lane, Potterspury regarding public
transport ayajlabWity from Potterspury

g and economic land availability
-001-20140306

Tables listing YRHP 'Most sustainable” and IRHP 'Reasonably sustainable’
villages (sorted by population)

Secretary of State’s decision letter in relation to appeal ref:
APP/M1520/A/12/2177157 - Land off Glebelands, Thundersley, Essex SS7 5TN

Decision letter in relation to appeal ref: APP/R3325/A/13/2210545 - Land at
Gold Well Farm, Yeovil Road, Crewkerne, Somerset

Route 89 & 90 Timetable Change from Monday 23™ February 2015
Potterspury News (covering the period at the end of 2014 and early 2015)

Proposed conditions covering reserved matters, pedestrian access points and
the Landscape and Biodiversity Management Strategy

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate 21


http://www.macintyres.co.uk/

Appeal Decision APP/Z2830/A/14/2224285

28. The Queen (on the application of Jonathan Mark Isherwood Carter) and City
and County of Swansea and RWE Innogy UK Limited, [2015] EWHC 75
(Admin), CO/1793/2014
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