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In Summary 
 
My objection is that this development is contrary to the Local Plan which is (amongst other criteria) 
designed to  protect the character of rural areas in such villages as Greens Norton by centering large 
estates where there are more sustainable amenities, jobs and travel  options affording better 
opportunities. The applicant doesn’t concede that taken individually the application contravenes 
many of the planning policies and also  uses a 2019 appeal case to argue that as a whole any 
development impacts  can be overlooked as the local development plan cannot be held to be up to 
date  (by virtue of an alleged failure to by SNC to be able to deliver  the required 5+ years housing 
land supply).  However the applicant fails to note  that the appeal was dismissed nor  the reasoning 
behind it in that the Inspector  stated that whilst  in that case,  failure to meet the Land supply target 
‘tilts the balance’ it does not inevitably lead to automatic approval in cases where the wrong 
development is proposed in the wrong place. 
 
I argue below that that this is the situation with this proposal which will spoil the rural character of 
Greens Norton on that boundary, place an unnecessary strain on local services and impact the rural 
environment by injecting unnecessary travel and is better located as identified in the Local Plan 
(such as Towcester, Brackley and larger villages) where facilities are vastly better. 
 
Detailed Challenge to wƛŎƘōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ Planning Statement document dated July 2020 
 
1.6 Adverse impacts and delivery of the site ς the various reports may well conclude there are no 
adverse impacts but there are - regarding ecology, erosion of the  rural character,  practicality of 
drainage and foul-water disposal solutions and traffic/transport tissues created by the site which are 
explored under further detailed headings. On deliverability  - this is outside of the proposers control 
in that it is not a builder but  a self labelled strategic land promoter having to arrange sale to a 
prospective builder who will control the pace  and design of  future development. ς statistics 
submitted to a recent parliamentary inquiry (referenced from a Telegraph article 300820) showed 
that for the period 2010 to 2017 1.9m permissions were granted yet  to date less than half have 
been built (0.9m). No guarantees can be given that permission will produce finished houses in a 
shorter time frame than applications already proposed forming part of the district’s Housing Land 
supply calculations and strategically planned to be provided for elsewhere in the district via the Local 
Plan. This argument is weak and unsubstantiated. 
 
2.5 Benefits - I would argue the benefits have not been demonstrated  sufficiently to outweigh 
disadvantages as follows: 
 
Boosting SNC supply of housing ς SNC robustly defends its strategic plans for provision of the right 
housing in the right place  by concentrating this on the major towns and largest villages in 
accordance with the Local Plan. The justification for permission under this application helping 
count towards supply is weak - as stated previously that no guarantees can be given that permission 
will produce finished houses in target time frames and merely benefits national target need not local 
need.  
Protection of and enhancement of landscape and biodiversity ς nothing needs fixing - it is already 
rural agricultural biodiverse landscape much valued by the villagers. This statement fails to prove 
itself. Planning policies place a major emphasis on: seeking to protect rural countryside 
characteristics, protecting development from happening outside agreed confines and preventing 
urban creep between towns and villages. Building on this plot therefore fails to comply with WJNCS 
planning policies S1 (Maintaining the distinctive character of rural communities), R1 (spatial 
strategy for rural area) and   R2 (Countryside protection). 
Opportunities to enhance community facilities ς why increase the village population to do this. The 
village bus service has over the years been the subject of several expansions and now decreased to a 
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basic service due to insufficient use.  I am not convinced that promotion of this method of 
transport will ever be sufficiently subscribed to when the majority of households need far more 
flexible and practical travel via motor vehicles to get to shops, entertainment, workplaces or rail 
stations  some distance away.  
Boost to the local economy -  an HM Inspector in a recent appeal placed such arguments as a very 
low contributing factor  to any appeal decision. The local shop keepers attests that new estates do 
not significantly boost trade as householders are entrenched with using either growing online 
deliveries or do their main shopping in the larger towns. The construction economy is temporary and  
transient and largely goes to national suppliers , not local, and in any case follows the various sites 
around the area anyway. So local contractors if not working on a GN site, will be working elsewhere 
in the area. It is not going to miraculously increase local contractors. Construction firms are not 
keeping pace with the planning applications as is. The majority of personal finance brought to the 
area will be spent via bank transfers to national companies/services so again of little benefit to a 
village. Such arguments are very weak. 
New Homes Bonus ς can only be regarded as a material consideration if the development goes 
ahead  and creates additional costs for the LA as a result – if it doesn’t then no additional costs are  
Incurred – the NHB  is an offset to extra expenditure not  additional funding that will be lost if the 
development is refused. This argument is weak in supporting a reason to grant permission. 
 
3.2  and 6.90 The site comprises subgrade 3b moderate quality agricultural land - the 
accompanying Agricultural Land Classification report has not been updated   since 2016 referring to 
the previous two field proposal and there appears some confusion  with 6.90 referring to the loss of 
grade 2 land in the southwest  which appears to be the field below no longer being pursued. 
Appendix KCC3 shows that the proposed site has a small element of grade 2 in the north but mostly 
grade 3b land – and supporting papers describe 3a and above as the better (more flexible crop 
choice wise)  that should be  retained where possible. However in the other appendix KCC1 indicates 
the extensive surrounding area of farmed land is mainly grade 3 mix. This most likely makes the 
proposed site no less farmable that the thousands of surrounding acres and has a purpose for 
particular crops such as wheat and oil seed rape etc, Indeed the farmer continues to produce those 
crops on the site and to single this field out and labelled substandard  and therefore expendable is 
disingenuous and is no different to any of the other surrounding farmland which is capable of 
continuing production and therefore  a loss if built on. The inference is weak that this field is 
therefore expendable as with it goes landscape, habitat and rural tranquillity. 
 
3.5  and 5.26/7 and  6.62 Site not at risk of flooding  and Suds/Foul water implications ς scant 
attention has been paid though to the flooding it causes offsite  - there are major concerns from 
houses adjoining the South East corner that flooding frequently occurs into gardens and then 
overloads a culvert to the west of Falcon View and then impacts flooded ditches in Bradden Road (as 
graphically shown in  the supporting flood reports).The Suds report appears to not have fully 
researched what happens to existing surface/subsoil  water runoff relying on a transverse ditch at 
the southern   boundary  to (it appears) hopefully  either carry it to a south west attenuation pond or 
soak away presumably into the field below.  The general fall of the land is to the South East corner 
where what is referred to as an ephemeral water feature in supporting reports. That was/is in fact 
used as an attenuation feature to which land drainage clay pipes where directed on installation 
many years back. The history of the site is that on the Benham Road build in 1978 a ditch running 
south on the eastern edge of the site was filled in that carried run off from the field to the south  and 
post that gardens in Benham Road frequently flooded presumably leading to the farmer attenuating 
retained water  offsite via the pipes. In addition a large pond to the North of Benham Road 
presumably has some affect on the water tables in the field. Both field water tables are believed to 
be crucial to supplying the Pocket Park ponds. So this matter needs more properly resolving before 
any planning permission is granted if it is not to either exacerbate current issues or conversely by 
directing it to the South West drying up water supplies completely to gardens in Benham 
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Road/Falcon View. I also note that there are issues regarding proximity of Attenuation Ponds near 
highways and the design appears close to impacting on the foundations of Bury Hill in the SW 
corner not used to such water supplies. 
 
The Foul water proposed solutions are alarming. The flood Water report says it will be directed to 
‘bŜǿǘƻƴ [ŀƴŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅΩ - wherever that may be in GN - 
presumably that is an error brought forward from another report.  With regard to any impact from 
nearby sewers back flooding due to excessive storm water It then goes on to say (3.29 – 3.34) that 
 the nearby sewage pipes  to the east and south east of the site are 150mm (6 inch) and have limited 
flow capacity but any storm water back flooding  of foul water would follow the topography and 
flow away from the proposed site.  This statement is therefore just worried about floods on the 
new site not floods caused elsewhere. 
 
But then astonishingly  the SUDS report go on to say that it intends to  ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ foul 
water system to the top of the Benham Road system (that in the other report says has limited 
capacity). All in order to avoid crossing third party land  (ie across the southern field or  routing 
between houses on Benham Road/Falcon View) or presumably a more expensive route via Bury Hill 
and into the Bradden Road system. 
 
It then  goes on to say that it will require a pumping station (somewhere on the site) and a wet 
well (somewhere on the site - perhaps together) for then pumping uphill to Blakesley Hill where a 
new sewer pipe will be needed to route into the top of Benham Road. So it all flows down to the 
wet well then back up again to the top then back down Benham Road to apparently from the 
supporting graphic plan, Home Close and then Mill Lane route to the sewage works rather than a 
shorter journey that the Falcon View sewer across the southern fields to the works. Mill Lane is still 
being reported (see objections for the Mill Lane development) as having capacity problems and 
overflows into the stream in Bengal Lane. 
 
I doubt the Benham Road sewer will have been designed to take an additional housing estate 
pumped supply let alone the follow on impact to other road systems (the appendix plan shows that 
Benham Road system is not joined to Falcon view system but  I am surprised to see that the Benham 
Road  sewers route via Home close  in that the latter wasn’t built then  and being a much  later 
phase on Home Farm and 5 Blakesley Hill extended grounds but perhaps they planned that in 
advance). Anyway either way the flood water report believes the nearest sewers to be a limited 
capacity 150mm pipe.   
 
In addition it says a 15metre space will also be needed between the wet well and the nearest 
dwelling (be it on the new estate or adjoining).  I don’t see any reference to that on the illustrative 
site plan but sounds as though it could be a potential nightmare not only for the site dwellings but 
 a liberty if affects adjoining  estate  dwellings  and I think the villagers will be strongly against 
anything that might transfer sewage issues to other dwellings in the village when the core system is 
known to be creaking. 
 
Potential issues: 

- Potential storm flooding from the site into the foul wet well system or pump breakdowns 
causing back flooding !) 

- Regular maintenance and access (as is required to storm water systems and filters 
apparently) to be performed by AWA - none of which has been confirmed viable by AWA 

- Noise from the pump ? 
- Disruption to Blakesley Hill whilst major sewer trench dug and if so why not continue on 

down to High St anyway. (There is also a ditch to the north of the site that coverts to an 
extensive  piped culvert that goes under the Benham Road entrance and then  runs down 
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the hill, (I think to the village culvert,  that they will have to cross). This will cause severe 
disturbance to existing dwellings and road users in Benham Road. 

- adding unnecessary potential disruption to Benham Rd/Falcon View/Bradden Rd  sewer 
flow. 

 
I appreciate that AWA will have to reach prior agreement to a  solution that works and probably 
build conditions into the permission but the solutions in the reports all seem very lazy  just for the 
ΨŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊΩ to get a cost effective outline permission when it will be accepted in principle  and then 
probably too late to get much altered in the  detailed build  planning application. 
 
4.1 Planning permission ς For the aforementioned reasons Drainage/Sewers must be a key 
element to be resolved before any permission is considered or granted. 
 
4.6  and 5.22 Affordable housing up to 50% - any permission should have as a condition that the 
minimum is  50% not up to - and no later plea by the subsequent builder/purchaser should be 
allowed under S106 agreements that costs especially of the land or special costs like 
drainage/sewers etc were underestimated and either a reduction in the 50% percentage or change 
in rented  versus shared ownership   proportions should not be subsequently entertained as has 
happened with other applications. 
 
4.7 Site reduced to approx 50% following consultation comments ς this achieves very little in that: 

- It still has the same visual and ecology impact  to the top field  - in fact worse/denser as 
there are more houses in that segment than before and  

- has to now accommodate all the peripherals like attenuation pond, sewage pumping station 
(as no southerly route) and  

- a single traffic access that cars have to use with no alternative southern exit choice available 
under the previous scheme that many living in the top section would probably choose to use 
to avoid being exposed to a dangerous exit. 

 
5.10  and 5.29-33 This allows for development in rural locations such as Greens Norton - It is 
considered that the development proposals fully comply with criterion ii) of WNJCS Policy R1 and 
that development should be permitted in principle ς The developers statements in support are 
subjective statements not backed by policy ς proposals for development of this land albeit for  a 
larger 126 dwelling development were made  during the call  for Land Availability in the Local Plan.  
SNC chose only to extend the village confines to include the Freeman Way estate  and some small 
infill sites and not to extend further westwards  from the Benham Road/Falcon View boundary to 
include the site now proposed. Under Planning Policy WNJCS R1 and SNC LH 1 development 
outside the village confines will not generally be considered (there are some  exceptions regarding 
starter homes that do not appear to apply in this case).Therefore the case for permission fails this 
test. 
 
5.11-13   Policy S2 and R1 Hierarchy and meeting the needs of the catchment population and S3 
Scale - The right homes in the right places meeting SNC’s housing need is key here. No evidence has 
been provided that the proposed design and location are the right properties in the right place and 
in particular are needed in this location . The SNC Local Plan specifically provides for sustainable  
future development in the major towns of Brackley and Towcester and  supported by some 
expansion in the largest villages (of which Greens Norton is not included) where there are  links to 
jobs, superior amenities such as schools, health and leisure and better travel links by car or public 
transport. There is little point in providing substantial extra housing in this village if occupiers have 
to travel to such facilities adding to environmental overheads of travel and environmental pollution. 
Accordingly it fails to meet the requirements of planning policies S1 (distribution of development) 
and R1 (special strategy for rural areas).  
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5.15  Policy S10 Sustainable Development Principles  - these  have already been considered carefully 
by SNC Local Plan and for the reasons given in the preceding paragraph it has been decided in a 
balanced way to accommodate development elsewhere where it is more sustainable.  The argument 
for this proposal therefore does not accord. 
 
5.16 Policy C2 Highway Matters - the traffic reports concentrate on the impact surrounding  
highway T junction queues being within tolerance  at peak times and fails to recognise the impact on  
additional burdens to existing through village centre traffic which suffers from congested on street 
parking (an inevitability from times when houses were built before cars became fashionable) that 
has to be managed slalem like to get through. The traffic count data reports approximately 1100 
vehicles movements each week day each way in and out of the village via Blakesley Hill . The report 
states 10 days elapsed before Covid lockdown but only the first three days are really relevant (11th to 
13tt as 14th and 15th March were at the weekend and a lot lower and the PM announced on the 16th 
that only essential travel should take place from then on and there was a a slight corresponding drop 
on the 16th and 17th. The report states approx a third of the Blakesley Hill traffic then goes via the 
High Street to get to the A34 Abthorpe roundabout and to which village residents journeys are also  
added  (growing to approx 1600  weekday southbound  ie outgoing. and 1400 weekday northbound 
ie incoming - according to the proposed Mill Lane development trip stats). These large figures 
indicate  necessary  through village trips are inflated by a large number of vehicles using Duncote 
and Greens Norton as an emergency bypass (both ways) when Traffic is busy at the Tove and 
Abthorpe roundabouts.  This results in grouping of frustrated drivers and does not produce a simple 
free flowing number of vehicles that can be easily joined or passed in the area of on street parking. 
The site access has been moved (from the previous application siting) to improve sighting and the 
report  states - The proposed vehicular access provides a safe and suitable access off Blakesley Hill 
with the existing 30mph speed limit proposed for relocation beyond the western boundary of the 
site. All the 85 percentile sppeds reported significantly break the current 30mph limit  but the access 
will be subject to maximum speeds that regularly exceed those, some in excess of 60mph. All the 
westerly outgoing traffic speeds are higher and from local knowledge it appears that drivers  
knowingly accelerate just before Benham Road thinking they are into open countryside.  Moving the 
VAS system to the west of the proposed access  as also proposed is not going to solve the westerly 
speed issue and may not for easterly traffic if it ignores it now. The site access no matter what the 
consultants predict is in a very unsafe position with two blind bends adjacent and a blind dip below 
Benham Road. The majority of Benham Road vehicles now exit via Falcon View to avoid the very 
dangerous interaction with the speeding vehicles who frequently sound horns as though the exiting 
vehicles are at fault. As reported in previous objections there have been a number of serious crashes 
either side of Benham Road despite what various car crash online site records show (They admit not 
all incidents get reported by Insurance firms) . This access site as made worse by being  the sole 
means of access/exit should not be allowed when there is no need to inject several hundred more 
vehicles a day into this dangerous location. The planning statement only refers to projections that 
40 odd two way vehicle movements a day at peak periods will be added to that traffic flow and 
omits to mention the impact of projected total movements from the site. The report states that it 
demonstrates that the proposed development will have a negligible impact on the local highway 
network through Greens Norton ς that is  not accepted by villagers. Being a rural location with 
limited alternative transport there will be probably on average of two cars per property (and more if 
a larger family house) relied on to get to remote work or rail stations, and or family trips to local 
amenities. Some trips being several or more per day and not just one in/out per car.  In addition with 
online shopping on the increase delivery vans will significantly increase the figure.  Daily total 
movements maybe 4 to 5 times the peak time estimate, adding several hundred journeys to the 
busy thoroughfare. This assessment fails to justify the viability of an additional access in Blakesley 
Hill. 
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Sustainable residential travel plan ς most of the suggested solutions can be challenged as 
impractical and not sustainable, in particular that Mill Lane is eminently suitable for increased cycle 
promotion to Towcester . Mill Lane is not suitable as a regular cycle route in that there are several 
blind bends and two pinch points on bridges. Despite the report stating the width is suitable cars do 
not risk passing each other whilst overtaking what few village cyclists or pedestrians use that route,  
and vehicles frequently stop behind cyclists to allow the oncoming vehicle through. Lorries and 
buses are a particular threat not only to cars but to cyclists on the two bridges taking up most of the 
width. Sporting cyclists do use the route occasionally and can be seen constantly looking back at 
every dangerous point.  This is suggestion is likely to increase accidents and the only solution would 
be a dedicated cycle path inside adjoining fields.  However a sustainable travel plan is irrelevant if 
SNC has provided in the Local Plan for development in areas that can either reduce the necessity 
for excess travel or where travel links (roads, cycleways and regular public transport) that are 
significantly better than in Greens Norton  (ie for access to major employment in Towcester, 
Brackley, Northampton, Milton Keynes and major cities via rail  links such as London, Birmingham 
and beyond. The argument therefore fails as travel can be avoided by not locating the 
development in Greens Norton. 
 
5.34 ς 5.82 South Northamptonshire (Part 2) Local Plan  and  0ther Planning environments   and 
Sect 6  Planning assessment - no comment (except for Housing Land Supply issues covered below) - 
as they largely go over again the previous Policy points  
 
6.32 ς 6.53 and 7.4 and Appendices 1-3 {b/Ωǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ demonstrate a robust five year supply of 
deliverable housing sites at the present time ς The applicant quotes a 2019 Rothersthorpe appeal 
decision in which the Inspector found SNC could not demonstrate such as it was using an incorrect 
formulae and on the basis of this, the Development Plan is therefore out of date and as a result the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development applies ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨǘƛƭǘŜŘ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜΩ ƛǎ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ. 
Meaning the application should be approved where there would be no adverse impacts of granting 
planning permission that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when 
assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole. Apart from the fact that SNC 
robustly defend their calculation and ability to produce a 5yr+ supply (Public report dated 
18Sep2019) SNC planners also state that ‘the Inspectors finding does not qualify as setting any 
legal precedentΩ. The applicant does not highlight that the appeal was in fact dismissed nor the 
important factor in the InspeŎǘƻǊΩǎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŘƛǎƳƛǎǎ. The Inspector stated that ΨǿƘƛƭǎǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƭǘŜŘ 
balance is engaged and the most important policies must be considered to be out of date. That 
does not mean that they carry no weight and nor does it mean that the lack of a deliverable 5 year 
housing land supply leads inevitably to the ƎǊŀƴǘ ƻŦ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇŜǊƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩΦ and concludes 
‘Notwithstanding the lack of a 5 year housing land supply this would be, put simply, the wrong 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿǊƻƴƎ ǇƭŀŎŜΦΩ   This then, similarly in this GN case,  offers a substantial 
challenge to their conclusions in section 7. 
 
Sect 7 Conclusion in particular the  Benefits of the proposed development - the applicants view 
Ψthat (taken as a whole), the adverse impacts of granting planning permission for the proposed 
development will not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the significant benefits which will 
be delivered as a result of the new housing proposedΩ,  is subjective and merely advantageous 
statements to justify approval. In my opinion they are not proven and I would ask SNC to support 
the refusal of the application in accordance with established policies on the grounds that this 
application proposes substantial development and is the wrong development in the wrong place. 
  


