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1. Langton Homes acts as agent for the owners of land off Windmill Close, referred to as site 

3a in the Site Sustainability Assessment (SSA) that forms part of the evidence base for the 
Neighbourhood Plan (NP). On the instruction of the landowners, Langton Homes 
submitted representations on the pre-submission consultation in December 2020.  

 
2. For reference and to avoid repetition, a copy of the December 2020 representation is 

provided as Appendix 1, including a landscape submission by Golby and Luck. 
 
3. In essence, the representation made two overarching points:- 
 

(i) That the site scoring process in the SSA had failed to identify the most sustainable 
option for residential development, on application of its own methodology; and 

 
(ii) An important view identified in the NP should not be identified as such, and in any 

event was misrepresented. 
 
 Sustainable Development 
 
4. A Consultation Statement is provided alongside the submission NP. Within that 

document, the response given by the authors of the NP to Langton Homes’s 
representations was very dismissive, with its central point being that the failure of the NP 
to allocate site 3a “has no bearing on the basic conditions”. Langton Homes 
fundamentally disagrees. It is considered that in allocating other sites, the pre-submission 
Plan did not meet the basic condition of contributing to the achievement of sustainable 
development. The reason for this is very simple: a conscious decision has been made by 
those preparing the NP to undertake a site comparison and scoring exercise through the 
SSA. The introductory paragraphs of the SSA state:- 

 
 “"Through undertaking the SSA the Neighbourhood Plan Advisory Committee (NPAC) are 

identifying the least environmentally damaging and therefore the most sustainable 
locations are prioritised for potential residential development." (our underlining) 

 
 Further at page 53 of the SSA it is stated:- 
 
 “Following this thorough SSA process the parish council have allocated the two most 

sustainable locations, ranked first and second, the land at part of Hill Farm for about ten 
residential units and the land West of Rockingham Road for about 5 units.” 



 
 
 Thus, on its own methodology the NP regards the site or sites that score highest as 

meeting the basic condition. If the SSA process has no bearing on the basic conditions, 
then what is its purpose? 

 
5. Our representation on the pre-submission NP demonstrated that on a correct scoring, 

site 3a should be awarded a ‘high green’ score of 15, in contrast to site H1(a) proposed 
for allocation with only a score of 9. In their consultation statement response, the authors 
of the NP have not justified their approach and/or given substantive reasons why the 
scoring exercise contained within the representation is not accepted. It may be that the 
exercise has in fact been accepted, yet nonetheless a decision has been taken not to 
modify the Plan.  

 
6. The key alteration that has been made in the submission NP is the omission of site H1(a) 

altogether. The key reason seems to be local concern about landscape impact and outlook 
towards the countryside, as reflected in the consultation statement. This is a fundamental 
change in the housing policies of the NP, which appears to have the following 
implications:- 

 
• There is now only one housing allocation, at Hill Farm 
• The number of dwellings to be delivered at the village through allocation has 

reduced from 12 to 10 
• Of those 10 units, at least 8 must be affordable, whereas in the pre-submission 

Plan at least 4 must be affordable 
• The number of dwellings to be delivered at Hill Farm was limited to 6 at pre-

submission stage but now the NP considers that 10 dwellings can be delivered.  
 
7. The SSA includes a 0.18 Ha site at Hill Farm, identifying a capacity of 6 dwellings. The SSA 

gives the site a green score of 16. We have not undertaken a detailed critique of this 
scoring, but on a cursory review at least one error is apparent. As land occupied by 
agricultural buildings, the site is not previously developed land and the green scoring 
therefore drops to 15. Further, we note from the subsequent consultation statement that 
Anglian Water has identified that a foul sewer pipeline crosses the site, but the SSA states 
that none are identified. The resulting green scoring should therefore be downgraded, 
bringing the reducing total to 14.  

 
8. There is a separate Hill Farm assessment within the SSA (confusingly using the same 

location plan), which is for a site of 0.5 ha. This had a green score of only 8 in the SSA, and 
was noted as “may not be deliverable”. We do not know if that is the blue-shaded 
allocation in the submission NP, but if it is intended to be then we consider that it is not 
the most sustainable location for development at the village on the NP’s own SSA 
methodology, and further with doubts as to delivery should not be allocated.  

 



9. Site H1(b) identified in the pre-submission NP specified a maximum of 6 dwellings. It 
appears that the submission NP is now proposing 10 dwellings on a site only previously 
considered suitable for 6 dwellings. Has the capacity of the site been assessed, and is it 
the 0.5 Ha site or the 0.18 Ha site? The blue-shaded land in the submission NP H1 
allocation measures c. 0.3 Ha. 

 
10. Overall, the selection of Hill Farm as a single allocation upon which housing delivery relies 

is not clearly evidenced. Further, the fact that site H1(a) has been removed following pre-
submission consultation brings into question the robustness of its selection as an 
allocation in the first instance, and the overall site selection approach in formulating the 
NP. It is considered that as evidenced, the NP does not comply with NPPF paragraph 31.  

 
11. Langton Homes stands by its view as to the appropriateness of site 3a as a residential 

allocation, as set out in Appendix 1. Rather than relying entirely upon Hill Farm, the 
prudent and logical approach would be to allocate Hill Farm for 6 dwellings as originally 
proposed, and allocate site 3a for 6 dwellings. This would mean that the number of 
dwellings allocated remains unchanged from the pre-submission NP, two broadly 
comparable sites are selected in terms of SSA scoring (when properly applied) and the 
delivery of affordable and market housing at the village is more secure through avoiding 
reliance upon a single site. This approach would contribute to achieving a sustainable 
pattern of development, and would be in accordance with NPPF policy. 

 
 Important View 
 
12. The pre-submission NP identified important views under Policy ENV9. Viewpoint 4 was 

shown as being in a north-easterly direction towards Rockingham Park. Langton Homes 
noted that the view was illustrated by a photograph taken from the first floor of a private 
residence. This has now been replaced with an alternative photograph in Appendix 11 of 
the submission NP. It is clear that this photograph has been taken with a zoom lens to 
show the area highlighted in blue on the photograph below:- 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 
13. Importantly, the delivery of site 3a would have no adverse impact upon this viewpoint 

were it to be retained in the NP. However, the description of the view in the NP is:- 
 
 “East from amenity open space off Windmill Close over Rockingham Park (Registered 

heritage asset) toward the castle grounds.” 
 
 Thus, it is clear that the reason for including the view in the NP is the appreciation of the 

distant, designated heritage asset. The setting of a designated heritage asset can be 
appreciated both outwards from the asset concerned, and also inwards towards the 
asset. However, as assessed by Golby and Luck we remain unconvinced that this 
viewpoint provides an appreciation of the setting of Rockingham Park that merits its 
inclusion in the development plan.  

 
 Landowner Consultation 
 
14. Throughout the process of preparing the NP, the landowners have expressed concern 

about the absence of engagement with them. The landowners have set out their opinion 
on the matter by email provided at Appendix 2. The essential position is that the 
landowners were not notified of the call for sites, not being included in the 15 landowners 
who were approached. 

 
15. The consultation statement response (at item 37) suggests that the landowners did not 

make a call for sites submission. However, the landowners state that a submission was 
made on becoming aware of the exercise. This is borne out by page 53 of the SSA:- 

 
 “The two Landowners [of the proposed allocations] were approached and informed of 

the outcomes of the survey. Additionally a second letter to the other landowners who 
responded to the original survey was distributed. The letter asked of they wished to have 
a smaller section of their fields considered in context with the need for a small number of 
affordable houses. The Landowners were given two weeks to respond. One response was 
received from Langton Homes objecting to the outcome. Agreement was reached to 
survey a small section of the filed off Windmill Close.” (our underlining) 

 
16. Neither Langton Homes or the landowners suggest any basis for the NP failing to meet 

the basic conditions as a result of non-consultation, as they did become aware of the NP 
process and have made representations. However, they are understandably aggrieved by 
the process and would wish that to be noted. 
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