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1.0 Introduction and Background 

1.1 This Consultation Statement has been prepared in accordance with The 
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (SI No. 637) Part 5 Paragraph 
15 (2)1 which defines a “consultation statement” as a document which: 

 
(a) contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 

neighbourhood development plan; 
(b) explains how they were consulted; 
(c) summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and 
(d) describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where 

relevant, addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan. 

1.2 In April 2016, the Parish Council applied to East Northamptonshire Council for 
designation as a neighbourhood area.  On the 24th June 2016 East Northamptonshire 
Council (ENC) designated the Civil Parish of Glapthorn as a Neighbourhood Area, 
under the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 – Part 2(5) . 

1.3 The Glapthorn Neighbourhood Planning Group was formed, and structured as a Parish 
Council Advisory Committee, and embarked on the development of a Neighbourhood 
Plan. Thirteen members of the public, including three Parish Councillors, formed the 
initial group. 

1.4 This Consultation Statement lists the various stages in the consultation process and 
includes references to all the events and information that it comprised. It also contains 
feedback from the public in the form of analysis of the questionnaire, and analysis of 
comments received at the Regulation 14 stage. 

1.5 Throughout the preparation of the Glapthorn Neighbourhood Plan all relevant 
documents were available on the parish website.  
http://glapthorn.org.uk/index.php/neighbourhood-plan/   

                                                
1 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/contents/made 

http://glapthorn.org.uk/index.php/neighbourhood-plan/
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/contents/made
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2.0 Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan and Informal 

Public Consultation 

2.1 Informal Consultation 

2.1.1 The Draft of the GNP was prepared by building on the results of the extensive 
informal consultation and engagement activities undertaken. There have been three 
major elements to the consultation process prior to Regulation 14 Consultations: 

 

Community Conversations 
involving face to face 
interviews  

August / September 
2016 

 

Community Consultation 

Paper and accompanying 

Consultation Questionnaire 

Plus, associated Call for 

Sites from landowners 

December 2016 / 

January 2017 

 

January 2017 to March 

2017 

  

Community Dialogue and 

Public Forums on results of 

Questionnaire and Call for 

Sites culminating in two 

Exhibition Days and testing 

of Community views on 

• vision and objectives 
for the Plan  

• draft policies for the 
Plan 

• site assessments, and 

• a village settlement 
boundary 

February 2017 to 

June 2017  

 

Exhibition Days in 

May and June 2017 

 

2.2 Community Conversations - Face-to-Face Interviews 

2.2.1 An initial round of face to face interviews (Appendix 1) were carried out in 
August/September 2016.  Glapthorn contains 111 households and 82 responses 
were received, giving a percentage return of 74%. A full report on these 
conversations is available as section 1 of the Reports on Consultations on the 
Parish Council web-site glapthorn.org.uk 
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Are you happy about living in Glapthorn?  What do you like?  What could improve 

Like Concerns Improve 

Idyllic Village. 
Sense of community 
Good people 
Good social life 
Great school 
Lovely Church 
Safe 
Surrounded by open 
countryside 
Proximity to Oundle 

Encroachment of Oundle 
Fear of uncontrolled 
development 
Loss of unique identity 
Fear for life and quality of life 
from ever increasing volume 
and speed of traffic 
Fear that we are powerless to 
control development. 

Pavements and pathways 
Lighting 
On street parking 
Internet 

Housing 
2.2.2 The interviewer was invited to ask questions in relation to housing and housing needs 

as follows: “Needs. What are they? Who has a need? What do you think about how 
we provide for the young/old/single people in the village? What are your views about 
design/conservation? What are your views about character and building materials?” 

 “How can the village best contribute to the National and Regional Housing plans that 
request more building? With this in mind what are your views on Backfilling, Cul de 
sacs, and Infilling?” 

“What is your view about potentially altering the Village envelope to accommodate 
appropriate development?”   

Housing Responses 

 Whilst there is a fear of over development and the loss of Glapthorn’s unique 
identity, there is also an acceptance that small scale development, if 
appropriate and complimentary, is permissible. 

Only 9% of respondents stated that they did not wish to see any development 
of housing or expansion of the village envelope. There was support for infill 
development and expansion of the village envelope with less enthusiasm for 
cul de sacs and overall opposition to backfill. 

A significant number of the responses were qualified by comments such as 
“no big estates”; “small scale”; “sensible”; “sustainable”; “maintain unique 
identity “ 

 
Education 

2.2.3 The two Primary Schools which serve Glapthorn (Glapthorn Church of England 
Primary and Oundle Primary) are held in high regard. However, concern was 
expressed about the needs of Glapthorn C of E Primary School for a playing field, 
traffic calming outside the school and a drop off area for parents delivering and 
picking up children. 

 Traffic and Transport 

2.2.4 The community were asked about their views and needs and the absence of public 
transport.  The volume and speed of traffic was identified as a universal concern with 
suggestions made about a 20mph limit, average speed cameras and traffic calming 
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for the village. Public transport was not raised for many as an issue (reflecting high 
car ownership). The Connect service was identified as very good and deserving of 
better usage and support. 

 Facilities and Infrastructure 

2.2.5 The community were asked for their views on public transport, internet, children’s 
play areas, young adult facilities, paths and walkways.  The comments were: 

Internet Poor (a much-improved service is now available) 
Lighting Poor 
Shop/Pub. Nice to have. Not sustainable 
Pavements and Pathways need maintaining/Improving. In village, through fields 
and to/from Oundle/Southwick 
48% in favour of Children’s play area (15% against) and 12% in favour of young 
adult area (10% against). 

  

Businesses 

2.2.6 The community were asked for their views on whether they run a business from 
home? What can be done to help, and what hinders?  The comments were: 

Better Internet needed 
Better road signs (Horses. Tractors) and 20mph speed limit 
Consideration of brownfield sites and buildings to attract & develop new 
businesses  

 

Issues beyond the village but within the Parish boundary 

2.2.7 Specific questions were asked of the community in relation to housing development 
on the Oundle boundary, potential development aspirations beyond Glapthorn village, 
and “how do you view Glapthorn and Oundle”. The responses were: 

98% in favour of maintaining separation from Oundle. This is a recurring and 
dominant theme 
No appetite for supporting development of land adjacent to Oundle Primary 
School or the playing field 
Fear that the Old Farm Lane development could be repeated causing serious 
encroachment between Oundle and Glapthorn. 

 

2.3 Consultation Questionnaire December 2016 / January 2017 

2.3.1 The first round of local conversations was extremely informative in guiding the 
creation of the Neighbourhood Plan with the high level of participation giving a good 
cross section of views and opinions. In order to firm up the emerging ideas and test 
whether they have community support when expressed as draft policies for the 
Neighbourhood Plan, a Consultation Document with an associated Questionnaire 
was distributed to every household in December 2016. (Appendix 2) 
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 The questionnaire comprising three sections: 

Section A: Core Policies – This represented proposed core policies to 
determine the main content of the GNP.  Respondents were requested to 
indicate whether they agreed or disagreed with these. 
 
Section B: Where should development, if any occur?  Respondents were 
requested to put forward sites for future development, and identify the level of 
support for the amount of new development over the plan period.  In addition, 
respondents were invited to put forward sites they considered inappropriate for 
development and indicate why 
 
Section C: This section contained other matters which may feature in the 
GNP and asked for respondents’ views on each issue. 

 
 Questionnaire Results 

2.3.2 Questionnaires were distributed to 111 households. There were 77 returns 
representing 149 persons. Returns were invited on either an individual or household 
basis. If the latter then the return asked how many people in that household it 
represented. Any resident aged over 12 was entitled to participate.  A full report is 
included on the village website as section 2 of the Informal Consultations 
Reports. 

2.3.3 There were: 

 
24 Individual responses  = 24 
42 households with 2 persons  = 84 
4   households with 3 persons  = 12 
6   households with 4 persons  = 24 
1   household   with 5 persons  =   5 
 

77 TOTAL RESPONSES            =149 

 

 The participation rate was 70% of households and almost 70% of age eligible 
residents. 

 Questionnaire Section A – Policy Propositions 

2.3.4 In Section A and C of the Questionnaire, respondents were asked to indicate from 1 
to 5 whether they “strongly opposed”, “opposed”, “neither for nor against”, “support” 
or “strongly support” various policy propositions. The results for section A were 

Policy Propositions Support and 

Strong Support 

A.1. Glapthorn is able to sustain modest levels of new housing 

development and so is able to contribute to rural housing needs in 

East Northamptonshire whilst still protecting the character of the 

village. 

 

73% 
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A.2. The village envelope for any development should be reviewed 

and if appropriate amended but thereafter should denote a firm 

boundary for any future planning approvals within the plan period (to 

2031). 

 

81% 

A.3. In-fill development together with relatively small changes to 

the village envelope (village settlement boundary) would enable an 

appropriate scale of development. The character of Glapthorn can be 

maintained by sensitive selection of locations. 

 

85% 

A.4. Glapthorn village should maintain its linear character (thus any 

cul-de-sac developments would have to be small scale and be 

compatible with the current linear nature of the village whilst any 

back-fill development - i.e. not giving direct access for a new house 

onto existing public roads - would not normally be supported); 

 

78% 

A.5. Housing development other than in-fill and small changes to the 

village envelope would not be appropriate as it would not be in accord 

with the needs of Glapthorn nor would it be necessary to meet the 

wider needs of East Northamptonshire. 

 

88% 

A.6. Glapthorn village should retain its separation from Oundle 

without any encroachment from further developments in the Parish 

on sites adjacent to the Oundle/Glapthorn boundary. 

 

95% 

A.7. The rural character of Glapthorn should be maintained in visual 

terms, notably important landscape and street views and village 

approaches. 

 

95% 

A.8. Housing development within the village should be small scale in 

terms of the number of units, sympathetic to the architectural style 

in that location and retaining existing natural features where 

possible. 

 

95% 

A.9.The release of sites for development needs to be phased over 

the plan period to 2031 to avoid harming the character of the village 

or exceeding its capacity to absorb change. 

 

85% 

A.10. Alternative uses or re-use of rural buildings by existing 

businesses and new small-scale businesses (including tourism and 

work units) will be supported to aid rural diversification. 

 

79% 

 
2.3.5 The questionnaire also posed the question “There are some 120 houses in Glapthorn 

Parish (existing and developments with planning permission). What level of new 
development, beyond existing approvals, would you support over a 15-year period to 
2031?” 
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Questionnaire Section B – Where should development, if any, occur 

2.3.6 Overall there were 24 responses (from questionnaires and the separate “site details” 
exercise) identifying sites for possible development.  

 ) Sites outside the village - 3 sites 
a) Sites put forward by land owners within the village - 10 sites 
b) Sites suggested by residents who are NOT landowners - 11 sites 

2.3.7 Further sites were submitted at a later date and additional sites emerged from the 
ENC call for sites. (20 firm site proposals in total were identified by April 2017). 

2.3.8 Residents were also asked if they wished to identify any sites within the village or 
wider parish which might be inappropriate for development because of their 
sensitivity for environmental or visual reasons. 27 residents responded to this 
question, many identifying multiple sites. 

Section B – Development beyond Village perimeter 

2.3.9 Out of 77 questionnaires the following answered yes or no to the questions in section 
B which were designed to test support for developments in the parish outside the 
village: 

Question Yes No 
Would you support additional housing development beyond a modestly 
redefined village envelope but still within the Parish? 

9 68 

If Yes, is this because Glapthorn has a higher housing need than could 
be provided for in a modestly extended village envelope? 

4  

If Yes, do you think Glapthorn parish, beyond the village envelope, can 
sustain developments which can contribute to wider housing needs in 
East Northamptonshire? 

8  

 

 Clearly, a substantial majority expressed strong reservations about any development 
outside a modestly extended village envelope. This mirrored the answers to A.6 
where 95% opposed development which would cause encroachment of development 
from Oundle towards Glapthorn. 
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 Questionnaire Section C – Other Policies for Glapthorn  

2.3.10 Section C of the questionnaire queried support for other possible policies for the 
Glapthorn Neighbourhood Plan 

Policy Propositions Support and 

Strong Support 

C.1.1 Traffic volumes and speeds through the village are concerning and 
require action by the appropriate authorities. 

92%      

C.1.2 Parking especially around Glapthorn School needs to be resolved 
for the safety of all. 

92% 

C.2.1. The Plan should identify a green space for a village children's play 
area. 

69% 

C.2.2. A suitable site should be found so a play area could be developed 
in association with the school's needs. 

82% 

C.3. A policy to protect allotment land as an invaluable green resource 
for the Parish should be included 

73% 

C.4.1. New housing should be 2 or 3 bedroomed rather than 4 
bedroomed or larger 

57% 

C.4.2. Even small new developments should make some provision for 
affordable housing (e.g. shared ownership) 

42% 

C.4.3. Glapthorn would benefit if some new housing was rental (private 
or social) and not all for owner occupation. 

34% 

C.4.4. Housing suitable for elderly persons is needed in Glapthorn 42% 

C.5. Glapthorn's planning policies should conform to the highest 
environmental standards (e.g. strive to be a low carbon 
community) and protect the village's character. 

94% 

Call for Sites and Site Assessments – January 2017 onwards 

2.3.11 The GNP Steering Group decided that to assist in achieving the Core Strategy’s 
target of new houses it would be appropriate to locate potential development sites 
through a “Call for Sites.” 

2.3.12 The Call for Sites was undertaken through the questionnaire in December 2016 / 
January 2017 supplemented by direct mailing to: 

landowners known to have an interest in development,  

land and estate agents with interests in Glapthorn, and 

farmers as the major landowners in the Parish.   
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2.3.13 In addition ENC carried out a “Call for Sites” through their emerging Local Plan Part 2 
consultations.  This resulted in some additional sites being identified and those 
landowners were invited to participate in the GNP. 

2.3.14 Some sites were withdrawn and so the total sites identified and promoted by the 
landowner amounted to 16 sites in the village and 4 in the wider Parish (all on the 
Glapthorn / Oundle boundary). 

2.3.15 The submitted sites were assessed in March and April 2017.  The site assessments 
considered planning constraints for each submitted site and scored each site 
according to technical and policy criteria.   

 Sensitive Sites 

2.3.16 The January 2017 consultation identified a number of locations that are seen to be 
sensitive by the residents of the village. Some 27 respondents (out of the 77 
questionnaire returns) made comment on sites which are sensitive and should be 
protected. Some comments were points of principle such as protecting valuable 
views, preservation of open countryside and maintaining agricultural land outside 
village and between Glapthorn and Oundle. Other contributions identified specific 
sites which are sensitive. 

2.3.17 Further work was undertaken by the Steering Group concluding that preservation of 
the rural character of Glapthorn is extremely important. This encompasses the desire 
to maintain the character and style within the village, the importance attached to 
views and landscapes on the entrances and exits to the village and  the significant 
role of the rural landscape throughout the Parish including that providing the 
separation between Glapthorn village and Oundle. This work is captured in the 
Statement of Principle G – Landscape and Character . 

2.4 Community Dialogue – May / June 2017 

2.4.1 Subsequent to the initial site assessments and drafting of Neighbourhood Plan 
objectives and policies, a further round of community involvement was held 
culminating in two Exhibition Days in May / June 2017. These days were attended by 
124 Glapthorn residents (some 60% participation level) and provided them with the 
opportunity to: 

• consider and comment on the Vision and Objectives of the GNP 
• review site assessment criteria derived from earlier consultations 
• meet and question the developers / landowners/ agents who were promoting the 

20 potential sites (all landowners except two participated) 
• consider the GNP Steering Group recommended site assessments and respond 

with their own preferences for or against each development proposal 
• examine a re-defined settlement boundary (village envelope) 

  

 A full report is included on the village website as section 3 of the Informal 

Consultations Reports. 

2.4.2 The forms which the community were asked to complete are at Appendix 3. 

 Village Sites 

2.4.3 In summary, the attendees indicated, in respect of the 16 village sites: 
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• 8 sites assessed as acceptable by the Steering Group were endorsed with 
support ranging from 59% to 90%; however, all sites generated constructive 
comments on issues such as density of development and traffic / safety matters 

• 1 site was marginal with only 51% support for inclusion in the NP and many 
concerned comments expressed about location, unnecessary extension of 
village envelope and traffic / safety issues as this site is directly opposite to 
Glapthorn C of E Primary School. As this submission had the least support and 
has many valid concerns attached, it is not included in this Draft Plan.  

• 7 sites were rejected as not meeting the stated criteria and this conclusion was 
endorsed by between 69% and 79%. Amongst these sites were 4 proposals for a 
single dwelling in a rear garden; whilst these attracted some sympathy for the 
applicants, there was nevertheless a very clear majority who endorsed 
adherence to the principle of opposing back-fill, which was felt incompatible with 
the wish to retain the linear attribute of Glapthorn. 

 

2.4.4 The responses showed a willingness to approve the 8 sites which have the potential 
to provide 22 new dwellings in addition to the 10 dwellings which have received 
planning permission in the village between August 2016 and March 2017. 

2.4.5 The site by site levels of support / opposition for each site are shown below: 

Village Sites Provisionally Assessed as Meeting Assessment Criteria 

2.4.6 At the Exhibition, the Neighbourhood Planning Group stated clearly what assessment 
criteria had been applied and which sites it felt were acceptable and which failed to 
meet the criteria. Attendees at the Exhibition were asked whether they supported or 
opposed those assessments. The following are the sites which the NP Group felt 
were acceptable (subject to the qualifying comments) with the percentages of 
exhibition attendees who endorsed that assessment: 

Site 

No. 

Site Description Community Support for 

Inclusion in NP 

B.1.   Land to east of allotments 75% 

B.2.   Leverton, Oundle Road 84% 

B.3. Land below Glapthorn Manor Farm, bordering Benefield 
Road between Manor farm and Crown House 

59% 

B.5.   Land at Church Farm 76% 

B.6.   Meadow View 90% 

B 11 Between Rose Cottage and Northfield 90% 

B.14 Benefield Road – opposite school 51% 

B15 Land to the west of Southwick Road, Glapthorn (north of new 
Braesby Lane development – fronting Southwick Road) 

61% 

B17  Manor Farm, Cotterstock Road 80% 
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Village Sites Provisionally Assessed as  NOT Meeting Assessment Criteria 

2.4.7 The following are the sites which the NP Group felt were NOT acceptable with the 

percentages of exhibition attendees who endorsed that assessment: 

Site 

No. 

Site Description Community Support for 

Not Including in NP 

B.4   Land south of Main Street 97% 

B.7   Paddock to Rear of Highfield Lodge (planning permission 
granted August 2017) 

69% 

B.8 Land behind White Cottage 74% 

B.10   Main Street between The Thatched Cottage and towards 
brook Farm 

89% 

B.12   Peaches Cottage 75% 

B 13 Roy’s Field (beyond Windy Ridge) 97% 

B16 Daisy Cottage 79% 

 

2.4.8 There was some sympathy for proposals B7, B8, B12 and B16 as they represented 
single developments with intended use by existing house owners. However, as can be 
seen, these and B4, B10 and B13 were all rejected for development by a significant 
majority on sound planning policy grounds. It was generally felt that use of back 
gardens for development runs contrary to the two principles of avoiding back fill and 
ensuring adherence to existing building lines both of which are needed to maintain the 
linearity attribute and character of the village. This is a key point of principle given that 
many, if not most, houses in Glapthorn Village have extensive rear gardens and could 
physically accommodate one or more additional dwelllings.  

 Sites Outside the Village, in the wider Parish 

2.4.9 None of the four sites on the Oundle boundary received significant support as shown 

below 

Ref Site Location Community 
Support for Not 
Including in NP 

A.1 Cotterstock Road, adjacent to Oundle Primary School 97% 

A.2 Land east of Cotterstock Road, between St Peters Road 

Oundle and Water Recycling Centre (WRC) 
80% 

A.3 Old Farm Lane (Wagstaff's Field) 81% 

A.6 East of Cotterstock Road Road between A2 and WRC 99% 
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Local Green Space 

2.4.10 It was evident prior to the Exhibition Days that an area of land in the centre of the 

village (previously designated as Important Open Space in a past local plan) is much 

valued and seen by many as being integral to the character of Glapthorn. Hence it was 

the subject of special consultation and 3 Options were set out. The responses were; 

Option A  Seek designation as local green space  

for the whole site 

 46% support   

Option B Seek designation as local green space 

for the majority of the site but be willing 

to exclude some limited areas.    

38% support 

Option C Rely upon the Village Envelope to offer 

substantial protection against 

unwanted development   

16% support 

 

2.4.11 One of the 8 sites in the village deemed acceptable is located in this area. It received 
59% support for development, broadly mirroring the combined support for the second 
and third options. In the light of these views, and wishing to proceed through co-
operation, discussions were held with the three land owners. Following those 
discussions, it is intended that the Plan should permit some very limited development 
in that area and that “Local Green Space” designation be sought for the long-term 
protection of key parts of the area which are much valued. The village envelope will 
add a further layer of protection from unwanted development. 

2.4.12 This further round of Community Dialogue was a valuable step in the compilation of 
the GNP not least because of the very active participation and positive attitude of 
both exhibitors and residents of Glapthorn. The constructive dialogue ensured that 
this Plan truly reflects the consensus views of the Glapthorn Community. 

2.4.13 Following the Exhibition Days, a newsletter was delivered to everyone in the village 
advising of the attendance and results from the Exhibition Days and the next steps.  
This is included at Appendix 4 
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3.0 Formal Consultation on the Glapthorn Draft 

Neighbourhood Development Plan – 21 August 2017 

to 13 October 2017 

3.1 The public consultation on the Glapthorn Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan was 
carried out in accordance with The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 
2012 (SI No. 637) Part 5 Pre-submission consultation and publicity, paragraph 14.  This 
states that:  

Before submitting a plan proposal to the local planning authority, a qualifying body 
must—  

(a) publicise, in a manner that is likely to bring it to the attention of people who 
live, work or carry on business in the neighbourhood area 
(i) details of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan; 
(ii) details of where and when the proposals for a neighbourhood development 
plan may be inspected; 
(iii) details of how to make representations; and 
(iv) the date by which those representations must be received, being not less 
than 6 weeks from the date on which the draft proposal is first publicised; 
(b) consult any consultation body referred to in paragraph 1 of Schedule 1 
whose interests the qualifying body considers may be affected by the proposals 
for a neighbourhood development plan; and 
(c) send a copy of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan to the 
local planning authority. 

3.2 The Glapthorn Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan was published for 6 weeks 
formal Public Consultation from 21 August 2017 to 13 October 2017 

3.3 An e-mail or letter was sent to all Consultation Bodies, including neighbouring Parish 
Councils, providing information about the consultation dates and the locations where 
the Draft Plan and accompanying documents could be viewed and downloaded.   

3.4 The consultation process was also promoted through the use of posters on the village 
notice board and a summary document and comments form to all households in the 
parish. 

3.5 A copy of the Draft Neighbourhood Plan was also sent to East Northamptonshire 
Council.  

3.6 The list of consultation bodies, representation form, flyer, press release and 
screenshots of the websites are included at Appendix 5. 
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4.0 Consultation Responses to the Draft Neighbourhood Plan for the Regulation 14 Consultation 21 

August 2017 to 13 October 2017. 

4.1 Table 1 below sets out the responses submitted to the Draft Neighbourhood Plan, together with information about how these responses have been 
considered by the Parish Council and have informed the amendments to the Submission Neighbourhood Plan.   

4.2 Table 2 below sets out the responses from the SEA/HRA Consultation 

Table 1 – Glapthorn Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan Formal Consultation Responses from consultation 

bodies 

 
Ref 

No. 
Consultee 

Name 
Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 
No. 

Support / 
Object / 

Comment 

Comments received Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

1.1 John J. 
Oldfield - 
Drainage 
Boards 

 Comment Whilst we undertake Land Drainage consenting 
on behalf of Northamptonshire County Council, 
our role in your area is limited to this, as NCC 
cover the full function of Lead Local Flood 
Authority.  Therefore, we’ll leave it for NCC to 
reply on flood risk grounds. 

Comments noted No change  

2.1 Sport 
England 

 Comment Thank you for consulting Sport England on the 
above neighbourhood plan.         
  
Government planning policy, within the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), identifies 
how the planning system can play an important 
role in facilitating social interaction and creating 
healthy, inclusive communities. Encouraging 
communities to become more physically active 
through walking, cycling, informal recreation and 
formal sport plays an important part in this 
process.  Providing enough sports facilities of the 
right quality and type in the right places is vital to 
achieving this aim. This means that positive 
planning for sport, protection from the 
unnecessary loss of sports facilities, along with an 
integrated approach to providing new housing 

Comments Noted No change  
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Ref 

No. 
Consultee 

Name 
Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 
No. 

Support / 
Object / 

Comment 

Comments received Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

and employment land with community facilities is 
important. 
  
It is essential therefore that the neighbourhood 
plan reflects and complies with national planning 
policy for sport as set out in the NPPF with 
particular reference to Pars 73 and 74. It is also 
important to be aware of Sport England’s 
statutory consultee role in protecting playing fields 
and the presumption against the loss of playing 
field land.  Sport England’s playing fields policy is 
set out in our Planning Policy Statement: ‘A 
Sporting Future for the Playing Fields of England’.  
 
Sport England provides guidance on developing 
planning policy for sport and further information 
can be found via the link below.  Vital to the 
development and implementation of planning 
policy is the evidence base on which it is founded.  
 
Sport England works with local authorities to 
ensure their Local Plan is underpinned by robust 
and up to date evidence.  In line with Par 74 of 
the NPPF, this takes the form of assessments of 
need and strategies for indoor and outdoor sports 
facilities. A neighbourhood planning body should 
look to see if the relevant local authority has 
prepared a playing pitch strategy or other 
indoor/outdoor sports facility strategy.  If it has 
then this could provide useful evidence for the 
neighbourhood plan and save the neighbourhood 
planning body time and resources gathering their 
own evidence. It is important that a 
neighbourhood plan reflects the 
recommendations and actions set out in any such 
strategies, including those which may specifically 
relate to the neighbourhood area, and that any 
local investment opportunities, such as the 
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Community Infrastructure Levy, are utilised to 
support their delivery.   
  
Where such evidence does not already exist then 
relevant planning policies in a neighbourhood 
plan should be based on a proportionate 
assessment of the need for sporting provision in 
its area.  Developed in consultation with the local 
sporting and wider community any assessment 
should be used to provide key recommendations 
and deliverable actions.  These should set out 
what provision is required to ensure the current 
and future needs of the community for sport can 
be met and, in turn, be able to support the 
development and implementation of planning 
policies.  Sport England’s guidance on assessing 
needs may help with such work. 
 
If new or improved sports facilities are proposed 
Sport England recommend you ensure they are fit 
for purpose and designed in accordance with our 
design guidance notes. 
 
Any new housing developments will generate 
additional demand for sport.  If existing sports 
facilities do not have the capacity to absorb the 
additional demand, then planning policies should 
look to ensure that new sports facilities, or 
improvements to existing sports facilities, are 
secured and delivered.  Proposed actions to meet 
the demand should accord with any approved 
local plan or neighbourhood plan policy for social 
infrastructure, along with priorities resulting from 
any assessment of need, or set out in any playing 
pitch or other indoor and/or outdoor sports facility 
strategy that the local authority has in place. 
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In line with the Government’s NPPF (including 
Section 8) and its Planning Practice Guidance 
(Health and wellbeing section), links below, 
consideration should also be given to how any 
new development, especially for new housing, will 
provide opportunities for people to lead healthy 
lifestyles and create healthy communities.  Sport 
England’s Active Design guidance can be used to 
help with this when developing planning policies 
and developing or assessing individual proposals.   
  
Active Design, which includes a model planning 
policy, provides ten principles to help ensure the 
design and layout of development encourages 
and promotes participation in sport and physical 
activity.  The guidance, and its accompanying 
checklist, could also be used at the evidence 
gathering stage of developing a neighbourhood 
plan to help undertake an assessment of how the 
design and layout of the area currently enables 
people to lead active lifestyles and what could be 
improved.  
  
 (Please note: this response relates to Sport 
England’s planning function only.  It is not 
associated with our funding role or any grant 
application/award that may relate to the site.).  If 
you need any further advice, please do not 
hesitate to contact Sport England using the 
contact details below. 
  
Yours sincerely, 
Planning Admin Team  

3.1 National 
Grid 

 Comment National Grid has appointed Amec Foster 
Wheeler to review and respond to development 
plan consultations on its behalf. We are instructed 
by our client to submit the following 

Comments noted No change  
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representation with regards to the above 
Neighbourhood Plan consultation. 
 
About National Grid: National Grid owns and 
operates the high voltage electricity transmission 
system in England and Wales and operate the 
Scottish high voltage transmission system. 
National Grid also owns and operates the gas 
transmission system. In the UK, gas leaves the 
transmission system and enters the distribution 
networks at high pressure. It is then transported 
through a number of reducing pressure tiers until 
it is finally delivered to our customers. National 
Grid own four of the UK’s gas distribution 
networks and transport gas to 11 million homes, 
schools and businesses through 81,000 miles of 
gas pipelines within North West, East of England, 
West Midlands and North London. 
 
To help ensure the continued safe operation of 
existing sites and equipment and to facilitate 
future infrastructure investment, National Grid 
wishes to be involved in the preparation, 
alteration and review of plans and strategies 
which may affect our assets. 
Specific Comments 
 
An assessment has been carried out with respect 
to National Grid’s electricity and gas transmission 
apparatus which includes high voltage electricity 
assets and high-pressure gas pipelines, and also 
National Grid Gas Distribution’s Intermediate and 
High-Pressure apparatus. 
 
National Grid has identified that it has no record 
of such apparatus within the Neighbourhood Plan 
area. 
Gas Distribution – Low / Medium Pressure 
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Whilst there are no implications for National Grid 
Gas Distribution’s Intermediate / High Pressure 
apparatus, there may however be Low Pressure 
(LP) / Medium Pressure (MP) Gas Distribution 
pipes present within proposed development sites.  

4.1 Historic 
England 

 Comment Your Neighbourhood Plan includes a number of 
designated heritage assets including 1 GII* 
building and 9 GII buildings(.) It will be important 
that the strategy you put together for this area 
safeguards those elements which contribute to 
the importance of those historic assets. This will 
assist in ensuring they can be enjoyed by future 
generations of the area and make sure it is in line 
with national planning policy. 
 
The conservation officer at East 
Northamptonshire District Council is the best 
placed person to assist you in the development of 
your Neighbourhood Plan They can help you to 
consider how the strategy might address the 
area’s heritage assets. At this point we don’t 
consider there is a need for Historic England to 
be involved in the development of the strategy for 
your area. 
If you have not already done so, we would 
recommend that you speak to the staff at 
Northamptonshire County Council who look after 
the Historic Environment Record and give advice 
on archaeological matters. They should be able to 
provide details of not only any designated 
heritage assets but also locally-important 
buildings, archaeological remains and 
landscapes. Some Historic Environment Records 
may also, be available on-line via the Heritage 
Gateway.  It may also be useful to involve local 
voluntary groups such as the local Civic Society, 
local history groups, building preservation trusts, 
etc. in the production of your Neighbourhood 
Plan. 

The NP contains policies to 
protect the character of 
Glapthorn (Protecting Landscape 
Character; Protecting Green 
Infrastructure; Protecting Built 
Environment).  
 
These, together the Policy on 
Design principles and Policy on 
Development in Glapthorn 
Village are aimed at 
safeguarding historic assets. 
 
Advice on all aspects have been 
taken from ENC including the 
conservation officer.  
 
See separate response from 
NCC Archaeological Services. 

No change  



23 
 

Ref 

No. 
Consultee 

Name 
Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 
No. 

Support / 
Object / 

Comment 

Comments received Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

 
National Planning Practice Guidance is clear that 
where it is relevant, Neighbourhood Plans need to 
include enough information about local heritage to 
guide planning decisions and to put broader 
strategic heritage policies from the local 
authority’s local plan into action at a 
neighbourhood scale. If appropriate this should 
include enough information about local non-
designated heritage assets including sites of 
archaeological interest to guide decisions. 
 
Further information and guidance on how heritage 
can best be incorporated into Neighbourhood 
Plans has been produced by Historic England. 
This signposts a number of other documents 
which your community might find useful in helping 
to identify what it is about your area which makes 
it distinctive and how you might go about ensuring 
that the character of the area is retained. These 
can be found at:- 
http://www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning
/plan-making/improve-yourneighbourhood/ 

5.1 Ann 
Chapple  

B15 Comment The land at B15 should not be included in the 
settlement boundary. This would seem to be an 
unnecessary extension into the open countryside. 
Presumably just because it meets certain criteria 
does not mean it has to be included.  I would 
have thought that 20+ houses in the plan period 
was too many and just because the proposed 
sites COULD accommodate that many surely this 
does not mean we HAVE to have that many.  
Conversely, the settlement boundary could 
include the current farmhouse and buildings on 
Benefield Road that are currently expressed to be 
outside the settlement boundary. 

Comments noted.  5 
parishioners feel that the 
Braesby site is already big 
enough and that the proposed 
development of site B15 would 
be an unnecessary extension 
into open countryside and the 
flood plain. Also, traffic safety 
worries. 
Site B15 for 3 houses satisfies 
Housing Objectives 1 and 3 and 
housing related Statement of 
Principles "A", "B", "C" and "D". 
It also complies with 
Neighbourhood Plan "Policy 3" 
subsections 1, 3, 4, 5 8 and 9. 

No change  

http://www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-yourneighbourhood/
http://www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-yourneighbourhood/
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Although concerns regarding the 
proposed development were 
expressed and considered by 
parishioners during the 
consultation exercise in the 
summer the site was endorsed 
by 61% of parishioners who 
expressed a view. 
 
See Section 5 below for general 
commentary on number of new 
dwellings implied in Plan. 

6.1 Paul & 
Christine 
Grandidge 
 

 Comment In the light of recent developments/controversies 
does there need to be specific references to the 
number of storeys or the height of the roof line 
that would be acceptable in order to stay within 
the spirit of village aesthetics. 

Comments noted.  It is 
considered that the criteria in 
Policy 3 adequately cover this 
issue, and a separate criterion is 
not required. 

No change  

7.1 Sandra 
Philpot 
 

P9 
B1 

Objecting I was under the impression that one house was 
proposed not three and on that information, I did 
not object. However, 3 dwellings is another 
matter. The site is opposite the school and near 
the bend and I think it is not going to enhance the 
entrance to the village apart from the obvious 
traffic dangers. If one house similar to the 
surrounding cottages were built it may add to the 
ambience of the village. 

Comments noted.  4 
parishioners think that the 
proposed development B1 
should either be rejected 
completely or reduced to just 1 
dwelling. Traffic safety worries. 
Concerns regarding the 
proposed development were 
expressed and considered by 
parishioners during the 
consultation exercise in the 
summer.  
 
It was pointed out, correctly, by 
some responders that this site 
had had planning applications 
rejected several times in the 
past, but this was essentially 
because the site lay outside the 
settlement boundary as defined 
by the then extant local plan, the 

No change  
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Rural North, Oundle and 
Thrapston Plan. 
 
The site satisfies the 
Neighbourhood Plan's Statement 
of Principles "A", "B", "C", and 
especially “D" and satisfies 
Housing Objectives 1 and 3. 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan allows 
for the re-drawing of the village 
settlement boundary (Policy 2) 
so this site now lies within the 
settlement boundary. 
75% of parishioners who 
expressed a view were in favour 
of the development. 

7.2 Sandra 
Philpot 
 

P9 
B3 

Objecting The local green space is going to be invisible 
from the Benefield road. Added to the houses 
being built at Glapthorn Manor, this will look like a 
suburban road instead of a village street. Given 
the other builds already under construction and 
proposed ones on the cards, I think these are 
totally unnecessary and smacks of greed. 

Comments noted.  In relation to 
site B3 5 parishioners expressed 
concern at losing Green Space 
and the view from Benefield 
Road. They all felt that 5 houses 
was too many in addition to the 
proposed barn conversion of 5 
houses in the adjacent manor 
farm site. There were also traffic 
safety worries. 
 
The status of the previous Local 
Green Space was the subject of 
special consultation with the 
community during the 
consultation exercise in the 
summer. A majority of 
parishioners (54%) who 
expressed a view felt that some 
limited development would be 
acceptable or that the village 

No change  
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envelope should be used to limit 
unwanted development.  
Site B3 satisfied Housing 
Objectives 1 and 3 and fulfilled 
the requirements of housing 
related Statements of Principle 
"A", "B", "C" and "D".  
 
It also complies with 
Neighbourhood Plan "Policy 3" 
subsections 1, 3, 4, 5, 8 and 9. 
 
The site was endorsed by 59% 
of parishioners who expressed a 
view. 

8.1 Ian & 
Pauline 
Davidson 

 Supporting We are in general agreement with the plan and 
wish to compliment the Committee on its 
contribution to the future of the village. 

Comments noted No change  

9.1 Elizabeth 
Barnish,  

 Supporting I fully endorse all the contents of the proposed 
neighbourhood plan. 

Comments noted No change  

10.1 Ursula and 
Charles 
Wide 
 

 Supporting We just wanted to congratulate the Steering 
Group for the time, trouble and care they have 
taken over the Glapthorn Neighbourhood Plan. It 
is much appreciated by us. 

Comments noted No change  

11.1 Sue 
Stone,  

 Supporting I am supporting the Preferred Housing Allocation 
draft plan re Glapthorn Neighbourhood Plan. 

Comments noted No change  

12.1 Ann, Len 
and 
Belinda 
Williams,  

 Supporting All from this house are in agreement and are 
happy with what they have seen. 

Comments noted No change  

13.1 ENC B7 Comment The Neighbourhood Plan has a clear vision and 
focus.  It is considered to represent positive 
planning for the village to 2031.  However, 
various aspects of the “Long Version” draft 
document would be better included as 
appendices, or within separate documents (i.e. 
consultation statement or basic conditions 
statement). 

Comments noted and accepted; 
it is the intention to base the final 
NP on the “short version” of the 
Draft Plan and move much 
material into supporting 
documents. 
 
 

Amendments made. 
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With regards to the policies map, it may be helpful 
to distinguish between new site allocations and 
existing commitments (i.e. the Bettley, Braesby 
and Highfield (B7) sites). 
 
Some potential confusion arises through the 
layout of the document; namely distinguishing 
between policies and policy statements.  This 
may be addressed through editorial changes, to 
highlight the importance of individual policies over 
and above supporting text and/ or policy 
statements.  
 
In general, the Plan appears to be well written.  It 
clearly explains the function and legal status of 
Neighbourhood Plan; e.g. at section 5.0. 

 
 
Comments noted and accepted.   
 
 
 
 
The long version contained 
“Statements of principle” derived 
from community consultations 
and were included as they 
demonstrated the derivation of 
objectives and policies based on 
community aspirations. These 
will be shown as appendices in 
the final NP thus avoiding any 
confusion. 

 
Map amended to distinguish 
between allocations and 
commitments 
 
 
Amendments made. 
 

13.2 ENC 7 
1.1-
1.2 

Comment The introductory text needs to more clearly 
explain the wider context for the Neighbourhood 
Plan, and the role of the Qualifying Body (in this 
case, Glapthorn Parish Council) in its preparation.  
Therefore, the following text amendments are 
proposed: 
• Paragraph 1.1 – new 3rd sentence: “It will 

define the strategic policies from the North 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (JCS) 
2011-2031, adopted July 2016 (the Local Plan 
Part 1) in the context of Glapthorn Parish.” 

• Paragraph 1.2 – amendment to 1st sentence: 
“Neighbourhood Plans (NPs) are a new type 
of planning policy document which are 
prepared whose preparation is led by Parish 
Councils (and other relevant bodies) …” 

Comments noted and accepted Paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 
amended. 

13.3 ENC P9 
1.8-
1.36 

Comment It is suggested that the Community Conversations 
sub-section of the draft GNP (paragraphs 1.8-
1.36) would be best incorporated into the public 
consultation statement. 

Comments noted and accepted Community conversations sub-
section to be included in 
Consultation Statement. 
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13.4 ENC P59 
10.2 

Comment Paragraph 10.2 – suggested additional text at 1st 
sentence, for clarity: “Retaining this sense of 
identity and coherence must be a factor when 
considering developments in the Parish and 
explains the opposition to overdevelopment, 
creation of small estates semi-detached from the 
village or any suggestion of Glapthorn being a 
dormitory to larger conurbations (i.e. Oundle or 
Corby).” 
 
It may also be appropriate to include additional 
explanatory text following paragraph 10.2 (a new 
paragraph 10.3), to explain the General Permitted 
Development Order.  The Plan needs to 
acknowledge that Policy 10 could only apply in 
situations where full change of use planning 
applications is required, rather than for Prior 
Development Notifications or permitted changes 
of use. 
 
Policy 10, 2nd sentence – Suggested addition, for 
clarity: “Applications for the change of use of local 
community facilities…”.  It is also suggested that 
bullet points should be used for the list of facilities 
at Policy 10(1). 

Comments noted and accepted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted 
 

Amendments made. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendments made. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendments made. 
 
 

13.5 ENC P18 
2.2 

Comment Suggested additional text, to explain the 
importance of the Benefield/ Glapthorn brook in 
the context of Glapthorn: “…drains into the River 
Nene.  This stream rises to the west of Weldon 
and flows through Lower Benefield and 
Glapthorn, joining the River Nene just upstream 
of Cotterstock.  Limestone, sand and marls 
outcrop on the valley sides, whilst Boulder or 
Jurassic Clays cover the high ground along the 
Boulder Clay ridge between Southwick brook and 
the Benefield/ Glapthorn brook…” 

Comments noted and accepted Amendments made. 

13.6 ENC P23 
3.1 -
3.8 

Comment A number of changes to the “Planning Policy 
Context” section (3.0) are proposed, in the 
interests of clarity: 
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• Paragraph 3.1 – It may be helpful to use bullet 
points for the key policy documents 

• Paragraphs 3.4, 3.5, 3.8 – It may be better to 
put NPPF and NNJCS extracts into an 
appendix 

• Paragraph 3.6 – “…(NNJCS) (2011-2031) 
(the Local Plan Part 1) provides the 
strategic…” 

Comments noted and accepted 
 
Comments noted and accepted.  
It is intended to format in the 
style of the “short version” of 
draft plan 
Comments noted and accepted 

Amendments made. 
 
Amendments made. 
 
 
Amendments made. 
 

13.7 ENC P27 
V&O 
(4.2-
4.3) 

Supporting Plan Vision is supported –clear, concise and 
locally distinctive 
 
Paragraph 4.2 – Suggested replacement text, for 
clarity: “The Neighbourhood Plan will deliver the 
following planning objectives/ outcomes.” 
 
Paragraph 4.2, Objective 4 – in the interests of 
clarity, it would be helpful to show the various 
criteria as bullet points. 
 
The “Statements of Principle” section is useful in 
clearly defining the background to the Plan.  
However, it is probably best to include this text 
either as an appendix or within the submission 
consultation statement, rather than the main body 
text for the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted 
 

 
 
 
Amendments made. 
 
 
 
Amendments made. 
 
 
 
Amendments made. 
 

13.8 ENC P35 
6.1-
6.2 
Policy 
1 

Comment NNJCS Policy 11 extract (p35) – Substantial 
extract, so probably best included as an 
appendix, rather than within the main body text 
for the Plan 
Paragraph 6.1.1 – suggested text revision, to 
provide additional explanation/ context for the Call 
for Sites: “The Questionnaire Consultation and 
related The Neighbourhood Plan seeks to support 
a modest level of new development to meet local 
housing needs and respecting the character of 
the village.  Accordingly, the Questionnaire 
Consultation was supported by a Call for Sites…” 

Comments noted and accepted 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Amendments made. 
 
 
 
Amendments made. 
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Paragraph 6.1.2 – suggested additional text, to 
provide additional contextual information: “Some 
of these sites in fact emerged from ENC’s Call for 
Sites for the Local Plan Part 2 (January - March 
2017) and were then included in the Glapthorn 
appraisal process.” 
 
Paragraph 6.1.5 – suggested revision to 
paragraph heading: “Sites in the Wider Parish 
(adjacent to the Oundle urban area)” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is also suggested that section 6.1 as a whole 
might be better moved into section 2.0 (Area 
Portrait); e.g. after paragraph 2.15. 
 
Paragraphs 6.2.2-6.2.3/ 6.2.7-6.2.10 – Site 
assessment details are best placed in an 
appendix, rather than the main body text of the 
Plan.  To an extent the policies are getting lost in 
the background evidence/ assessment criteria. 
 
Policy 1 – Suggested amendment to introductory 
paragraph, for clarity: “The following sites as 
shown on the Policies Map are identified 
allocated as appropriate locations for new 
housing in Glapthorn Village up to 2031:” 
 
Policy 1(B.1) – Location – “Leverton, Southwick 
Oundle Road” 

Comments noted and accepted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No change proposed because 
the call for sites was not 
restricted to sites on the Oundle 
boundary; indeed, some initial 
proposals not on the boundary 
were put forward but 
subsequently withdrawn. 
Wording following to be reviewed 
to focus on sites on boundary. 
 
Comment noted; will consider in 
final Plan alongside other 
changes. 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted 
 

Amendments made. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No change  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendments made. 
 
 
 
Amendments made. 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendments made. 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendments made. 
 

13.9 ENC P41 
6.4 

Objecting Policy 2 is not so much a Policy, as a statement 
of fact.  This should therefore be combined with 
Policy 3. 

Comments noted. However, the 
policy of having a settlement 
boundary is fundamental to the 

Policy 2 amended as follows:  
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Policy 
2, 3 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Paragraph 6.4 – suggested amendment, 
assuming Statements of Principle moved to 
appendix: “(In summary – see section 4 
Appendix ??for full Statement)”.  However, this 
suggested amendment is not critical, as the 
abbreviated Statements help to explain the 
context for each policy in turn. 
 
Paragraph 6.4.4 – References to infrastructure 
and phasing are helpful, although it may be useful 
to recognise the challenges in achieving these 
outcomes.  In practice, site phasing is only 
practical for larger sites; i.e. the main strategic 
site allocations such as Irthlingborough West, 
Rushden East and Thrapston South (see JCS 
Annex A). 
 
Policy 3 (new Policy 2) – suggested additional 
text, for clarity: “(as shown on Map 4 and the 
adopted policies map)”. 
 
Policy 3(1) – The 5 dwellings threshold would 
effectively preclude the development of affordable 
housing in conjunction with the development of 
site specific allocations or other new market 
housing schemes.  It would be helpful to clarify 

GNP; suitable amendments to 
the wording will be considered.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted; 
it would not be practicable to 
seek to specify when particular 
sites are developed and thus this 
statement is an aspiration and 
thus agree that it would not be 
appropriate to imply it is a policy 
statement. 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted.  
It is not the intention to preclude 
affordable housing schemes in 

“Policy 2 Settlement 
Boundary 
 
Except for housing development 
that complies with NNJCS Policy 
13 (Rural Exceptions), housing 
development in Glapthorn 
Parish shall be contained within 
the Settlement Boundary of 
Glapthorn Village. The 
Settlement Boundary for 
Glapthorn Village is defined on 
the Policies Map.” 
 
Amendments made. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendments made. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendments made 
 
 
 
Additional wording added to 
Policy 3 as follows: 
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this by providing a cross reference to JCS Policy 
13, with an explanation that Policy 3(1) does not 
apply to rural exceptions housing schemes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy 3(14) (new Policy 2(14) – Suggested 
additional text, for clarity: “Development is in 
accordance with other Local Plan, Neighbourhood 
Plan and national policies”. 
 
ENC has objected to the designation of a vast 
Area of Separation at Policy 6.  As an alternative 
to this, it may be appropriate to replace the 
proposed zonal designation with an additional 
criterion, following criterion 13 (new criterion 14) 
at Policy 3: “It would not adversely affect the 
openness or rural character of the Oundle Road 
to the south east of the village, between the 
current built up areas of Glapthorn and Oundle.” 

accordance with JCS Policy 13. 
Sites in addition to those 
allocated in GNP Policy 1 may 
be suitable provided all the 
criteria of JCS Policy 13 are met.   
Additional wording added to 
policy 3. 
 
In addition, in section (now 6.8.2 
formerly 6.2.11) headed “site 
Assessments for Development 
on Oundle / Glapthorn 
Boundary” a new sentence is 
added in relation to JCS Policy 
13. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted. 
 
 
 
 
The objection is noted and 
accepted and GNP Policy 6 as 
worded will be withdrawn.  See 
comment 13.12 below 
 

“Housing development of more 
than 5 dwellings which fully 
accords with NNJCS Policy 13 
(Rural Exceptions) is not 
precluded by Policy 3.1 above.” 
 
Additional wording added to 
6.8.2 (formerly 6.2.11) as 
follows: 
 
“None of the four sites in 
Glapthorn Parish on the Oundle 
boundary is included in the 
Glapthorn Neighbourhood Plan.  
However site allocations in the 
Neighbourhood Plan do not 
preclude additional housing 
proposals under NNJCS Policy 
13 - Rural Exceptions. Policy 13 
is primarily related to affordable 
housing in rural areas but some 
market housing maybe 
acceptable to make a scheme 
economic” 
 
Amendments made. 
 
 
 
 
See 13.12 below 
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However, the GNP Policy3 is 
headed “Housing Development 
within the Settlement Boundary 
of Glapthorn”; the wording 
suggested for a new criterion 
would imply that development to 
the south of the settlement 
boundary was permissible in 
limited circumstances. 

13.1
0 

ENC P50 
Policy 
4 

Objecting Policy 4 – It may be helpful to clarify or specify 
within the policy whether this would also apply to 
tourism/ holiday accommodation. 

Objection noted; the intention is 
to encourage such 
accommodation and thus 
suitable wording amendments 
will be made. 

Policy 4 amended to read as 
follows: 
 
“The re-use of redundant farm 
buildings is encouraged for 
tourism / holiday 
accommodation and appropriate 
small scale rural business 
uses…..” 

13.1
1 

ENC P51 
8.2-
8.4 
Policy 
5 

Comment Paragraph 8.2-8.3 – Long verbatim extracts are 
probably better placed in an appendix, rather than 
the main body text of the Plan.  Alternatively, web 
links to the Northamptonshire Environmental 
Character Assessment and JCS Policy 3 could be 
provided within the body text. 
 
Paragraph 8.4 – Suggested amendments to 
paragraph text, for clarity: “Policy E20 of the 1996 
East Northamptonshire District Local Plan 
previously protected open land of particular 
significance from future development and it, 
although this was replaced by Policy 3 of the 
NNJCS upon adoption of the latter (July 2016).  It 
is proposed that most of this area retains such 
protection in Policy 64 below.” 
 
Policy 5 contains useful development 
management criteria.  It is however suggested 
that this could be sub-divided into three separate 
policies: 

Comments noted and accepted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted. 
 

Amendments made. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendments made. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendments made. 
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New Policy 4 – Protecting Landscape Character 
(1st, 2nd and 3rd paragraphs) 

New Policy 5 – Green infrastructure (4th, 5th, 
7th, 8th paragraphs) 

New Policy 6 – Built environment (6th, 9th, 10th 
paragraphs) 

13.1
2 

ENC P54 
8.6  
Policy 
6 

Objecting Objection to Policy 6 – It is noted that the 
proposed Area of Separation policy is based on a 
similar policy (OSP1) in the recently "made" 
(adopted) Stanwick Neighbourhood Plan.  
However, this is a relatively small area. 
By contrast, the proposed Glapthorn/ Oundle 
Area of Separation is vast; covering a significant 
part of the entire Glapthorn Parish area.  It is 
understood that the Neighbourhood Plan seeks to 
address development pressures from various 
landowners/ developers who have proposed 
various schemes to the north of Oundle, but other 
policies such as the Glapthorn settlement 
boundary would effectively render this extensive 
proposed protected open space designation, 
which should already be regarded as open 
countryside, superfluous. 

Objection noted and accepted. 
 
The firmness of the settlement 
boundary (GNP Policy2) will 
however need to be suitably 
emphasised if GNP Policy 6 is 
withdrawn. See above re 
reworded Policy 2. 
 Policy 6 (now Policy 8) has 
been redrafted to take out Area 
of Separation and instead refers 
to Avoidance of Coalescence (as 
in NNJCS) 
 

Policy 8 (formerly 6) reworded 
as follows: 
 
Policy 8 – Avoiding Coalescence 
 
In order to maintain the 
established pattern of 
development and conserve the 
character of Glapthorn as a 
separate and distinctive village, 
all future development should 
minimise the impact on the open 
countryside between Glapthorn 
and Oundle.   
 
 

13.1
3 

ENC P54 
8.7-
8.8 
Policy 
7 

Comment Paragraph 8.7 – For clarity and completeness, 
reference to the NPPF should also be made: “The 
NPPF introduced an enhanced protected open 
space designation.  Designation of ‘Local Green 
Space’ requires stringent national criteria 
(paragraphs 76-78), to be met.  The 
Neighbourhood Plan has considered potential 
sites around the village and has found one area, 
to the east of Brookside (shown on the Policies 
Map), that fulfils the NPPF criteria. 
The Local Plan Part 1 provides further direction in 
this regard.  NNJCS Policy 11.2...” 
 
Paragraph 8.8 – Suggested additional text, for 
clarity: “The site identified includes most of the 
land previously defined in the 1996 Local Plan…” 

Comments noted and accepted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted. 

Amendments made 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendments made 
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Policy 7 – Suggested revised/ additional text 
derived from NPPF Green Belt paragraph 89, to 
define the special circumstances to which NPPF 
paragraph 76 refers: “New build development will 
not be supported within the Local Green Space 
except for very special circumstances such as: 
c) Provision of appropriate facilities to 

service a current use or function; or 
d) Alterations or replacements to existing 

buildings or structures, provided that these do 
not significantly increase the size and scale of 
the original building.” 

 
 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted. 
Very helpful additions to text. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Amendments made 

13.1

4 

ENC P57 
9.2 
Policy 
8 

Supporting Policy 8 – really good locally distinctive design 
criteria, but suggested amendments, to 
strengthen policy wording:  
e) Introductory paragraph: “All new development 

will be expected to take account of apply the 
following design principles…” 

• Final paragraph: “Development proposals 
which do not respect the linearity character of 
the village, such as use of rear gardens for 
placement of dwellings, will not be supported” 

Comments noted and accepted. Amendments made. 

13.1
5 

ENC 58 
9.4 

Comment Paragraph 9.4 – suggested text revision to 1st 
sentence, to recognise that small scale/ minor 
developments may not have any significant 
impact upon traffic and/ or road safety: “Inevitably 
any development, when located within the village, 
will has the potential to exacerbate the traffic and 
road safety issues.” 
 
Paragraph 9.4, 2nd sentence – If specific hotspot 
locations where traffic and safety concerns are 
already evident have been identified then these 
should be shown on the policies map.  To 
strengthen the evidence base for Policy 9 it will 
be helpful to engage the County Council 
(Highways) in identifying defined hotspots. 

Comments noted and accepted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted.  Comments 
awaited from NCC on Reg 14 
plan 
 
 
 

Amendments made 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See NCC comments made 
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Policy 9 – As stated, Policy 9 would be 
significantly strengthened if specific locations are 
identified or specified.  It could be further 
strengthened if the Highway Authority actively 
endorses the designation of individual sites/ 
locations. 

 
 
 
Comments noted and accepted.   

 
 
 
 
See NCC comments made 

14.1 Ryan 
Baxter 

B10 General Site B10 as referenced in the Draft 
Neighbourhood Plan 
 I write with reference to our earlier email 
correspondence initiated by myself on 16 July 
2017 in which we had raised a number of 
questions following the release of a map by the 
group; which illustrated the LGS designation and 
revised village boundary proposed for inclusion in 
the neighbourhood plan. These queries led to 
some deliberation on the group's part, and 
subsequently the decision was taken in your 
email on 26 July 2017 not to answer these or 
respond to further emails in this vein, awaiting 
commencement of the Regulation 14 
consultation. 
  
Since that date, the group have held further 
meetings and the draft plan has been released for 
consultation. We have considered our position 
and are now submitting a revised proposal for 
consideration and discussion. This aligns with all 
of the core policies and in accepting this for 
inclusion in the draft plan, the group would be 
demonstrably adhering to the policies set whilst 
considering the results of public consultations and 
giving our site a fair and balanced assessment 
consistent with that applied to other sites. Our 
proposal has been split between the suitability of 
our revised proposal (Site B10) as an area for 
inclusion in the revised village boundary, the 
issue around the LGS designation and a new 
matter in relation to the village boundary to the 

Comments noted No change  
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rear of our property which I am raising for the first 
time. 

14.2 Ryan 
Baxter 

B10 Objecting Revised proposal for site B10 
Following public consultations, the village 
exhibitions and feedback received to date in 
respect of the proposal made, our proposal has 
been revised to address key matters raised. The 
area now proposed for inclusion in the village 
boundary has been reduced in size, as we have 
recognised that the village is sensitive to the 
maintenance of areas previously designated as 
‘Important Open Space’. In our opinion, the 
criteria for designation as ‘Local Green Space’ is 
not met under more recent legislation and given 
the decisions made by the group in favour of 
other affected landowners. We do however 
recognise the perceived importance of 
maintaining the current outlook over our land. 
Continuing this theme therefore, the revised 
proposal we feel is conducive to a positive 
outcome in a compromise that would allow the 
Neighbourhood Plan to identify and include 
sufficient land in suitable locations to meet the 
identified development needs, whilst maintaining 
the overall character and integrity of the village. 
  
The area proposed for inclusion is illustrated on 
the attached map, and the key points should be 
noted as follows: 
- This represents a natural extension to the village 
boundary that clearly maintains the linear nature, 
and in fact is perhaps the site that most obviously 
does this in the entire village. 78% of respondents 
to parish consultations either supported or 
strongly supported the maintenance of linearity – 
something that will not be delivered by many of 
the sites included in the draft plan. 
- The site has the benefit of an existing access 
point that has and continues to be used by motor 

Comments noted.  The revised 
proposal is unacceptable 
because access is still via a new 
road leading from the existing 
gate by the brook and along the 
edge of the proposed Local 
Green Space. Also, such a road 
could leave the Plan vulnerable 
to it being used as the basis for 
additional development 
proposals later. 
 
This proposal is contrary to 
"Policy 3" subsections 4, 8 and 
particularly 11 in that it would 
lead to a loss of Local Green 
Space. 
 
In addition, the site is contrary to 
Statement of Principle "D". The 
original proposal was rejected by 
some 89% of parishioners who 
expressed a view at the 
consultations in the summer. 
 
Subsequent alternative site 
proposals have been made but 
do not sufficiently address the 
concerns to warrant re-
consideration. 

No change  
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vehicles and large agricultural vehicles. We 
recognise that some concerns were raised 
around the proximity of the gateway to the bend 
but would highlight that this has been used by 
ourselves for 12 years without issue, and that 
either in equal or closer proximity to the bend are 
another 4 residential access points serving 5 
properties; which again have been used without 
issue for as long as I can re-collect. In any case, 
presumably this would be a matter ultimately 
concluded upon by the Highways Authority given 
their expertise in this area. 
- The site is fronted by an existing footpath and 
therefore has feasible and safe access options for 
pedestrians – again this is something that I can 
see less clearly in the sites presently accepted 
and in fact this site is within 200m of the Village 
Hall; being the recognised ‘hub’ of the village and 
a collection point for ENC’s Call Connect Bus 
service. This central location is considered key 
and in practical terms provides existing access to 
foul and surface water drainage systems. 
- The foot print is in keeping with the neighbouring 
individual residential properties, both in size and 
form as per the attached map. 
- The land owned by ourselves extending toc. 5 
acres has been subject to significant investment 
and improvement during our period of ownership. 
This is perhaps one of the reasons why residents 
feel strongly about retaining the outlook across 
the valley. It is more important to ourselves than 
anyone else that any development is not to the 
detriment of this space, so the development area 
has been carefully selected and would allow 
retention of the following: 
o Existing hedgerows, fence lines and access 
point, meaning that landscape views would be 
substantially unchanged 
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o All key viewpoints, both across the valley and 
toward Glapthorn Manor 
o All existing residential amenity 
o A supported LGS designation for more than 
90% of the land outlined as Important Open Land 
previously – a compromise that is far more 
forgiving than the agreement reached in favour of 
the Wilkinson’s and Malcolm Moss; being the 
other two affected landowners. 54% of 
respondents to parish consultations said that they 
would not support the transition from IOL to LGS 
in respect of the full designation recognised under 
the old scheme; implying that this majority 
supported subtle and sensitive modifications to 
the boundary from that applied many, many years 
ago. 

14.3 Ryan 
Baxter 

55 
LGS 

 Local Green Space designation 
I note that page 55 of the full draft plan suggests 
that the area now proposed has been discussed 
with all three landowners – given that we were 
first made aware of this on 16 July and 
subsequently raised the queries referred to above 
which remain to be unanswered, I’m not sure that 
this constitutes a discussion and suggest that this 
statement be removed. Looking ahead and 
having read the plan from cover to cover, I am not 
convinced that the proposed designation meets 
the criteria as published by the Department for 
Communities and Local Government. The draft 
plan does a good job of quoting the criteria but 
fails to justify the statements made. I have 
outlined the key areas below and why I feel that 
the designation does not meet the criteria. 
  
- The land needs to be in reasonably close 
proximity to the community it serves, which I 
would agree would seem to be met 
- The green area concerned should be local in 
character and not an extensive tract of land. The 

Comments noted.  It is 
considered that the area of land 
satisfies the criteria in the NPPF.   
 
It was evident prior to the 
Exhibition Days that an area of 
land in the centre of the village 
(previously designated as 
Important Open Space in a past 
local plan) is much valued and 
seen by many as being integral 
to the character of Glapthorn. 
Hence it was the subject of 
special consultation and 3 
Options were set out. The 
responses were 46% of 
residents in support of 
designating the whole site, and 
38% of residents in support of 
designating the majority of the 
site. 
 
 

No change  
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draft plan suggest the designation of C. 5.74 
acres of land, of which 2.32 acres or 40% is 
owned by ourselves. In the context of the size of 
the village, number of residents and proximity and 
density of the adjoining dwellings, this does 
breach this requirement. 
- The green area should be demonstrably special 
to a local community and hold a particular local 
significance, for example because of its beauty, 
historic significance, recreational value (including 
as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its 
wildlife. Our land is only agricultural land for which 
the only apparent reason for designation is for the 
prevention of any development; thus undermining 
the entire designation process. You may argue 
that this is of historic significance with reference 
to the setting of Glapthorn Manor being a Grade 2 
listed property dating back to the 16th Century, 
however this argument would again be 
undermined by: 
o the decision to remove the designation for the 
area to be used as horse pasture adjacent to this 
property 
o the decision to remove the designation and 
promote the development of 5 properties on an 
area adjacent to this property 
o the decision to promote the development of 5 
properties on an area to the other side of the 
Manor 
Furthermore, demonstrably special must mean 
that there is something that can be identified as 
being different between our pasture land and any 
other field in the village. Whilst the view is 
pleasant, isn’t that the reason why we all live in 
village settlements and actually couldn’t you say 
that about any green space in the village, even 
those that haven’t been proposed for inclusion in 
the LGS designation? 
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- I note that there is a footpath on Wilkinson’s / 
Moss’ side of the brook – this is beyond an 
established , significant line of trees along the 
brook and from the footpath, there is severely 
restricted visibility of our land. The land on the 
other side of the brook which is subject to a 
reduced designation footprint is therefore 
available for public enjoyment and it could be 
more easily argued that this is demonstrably 
special to the community. The same cannot be 
said for our land which is private with no rights of 
access or rights of way. 
- Yes there is wildlife, although I’m not sure to 
what extent any of this benefits from agricultural 
grassland? The plan list numerous species which 
I am not sure have a firm attachment to our land, 
and given the private nature of the land I can only 
assume that these species would have been seen 
from the footpath and therefore on the other side 
of the brook? 

14.4 Ryan 
Baxter 

  Village boundary to the rear of our property 
It would be appropriate for the envelope to the 
rear of our property to include the agricultural and 
ancillary buildings seen on the plan but excluded 
from the envelope. In fact there would be no 
reason for this to be overlooked as a potential 
development site – this would pass all of the 
criteria set before the assessment of Reading’s 
barns and Wilkinson’s barns and should be 
included in the revised envelope accordingly. 
  
I would be grateful if you could advise of any 
reason why this has not been done already – 
presumably just an oversight on both our and the 
groups part and down to the fact that this site had 
not previously been promoted in this manner. 
   

Comments noted.  Agricultural 
barns are classed as greenfield 
sites.  It is not appropriate to 
include agricultural buildings 
within the settlement boundary.   
 
There are permitted 
development rights for the 
conversion of agricultural barns 
to residential available for 
owners. 

No change  



42 
 

Ref 

No. 
Consultee 

Name 
Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 
No. 

Support / 
Object / 

Comment 

Comments received Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

I feel it would be appropriate to meet to discuss a 
number of these matters prior to the end of the 
consultation period – perhaps you could suggest 
a date when yourself and other members of the 
group might be able to attend in order that we can 
get something pencilled in? 

15.1 Oundle TC  Comment Oundle Town Council acknowledge receipt of the 
Glapthorn Neighbourhood Plan and note that 
there are no developments in the plan on the 
Oundle boundary. 

Comments noted No change  

16.1 Jan & 
Giles 
Butlin  

 Supporting We are supporting the draft neighbourhood plan 
as proposed but do stress that such 
developments are spread over the period now to 
2031. 

Comments noted No change  

17.1 Francis 
Jackson 
Homes on 
behalf of 
Nigel 
Bewick 

B15 Supporting The inclusion of Site B15 within draft policy 1 – 
preferred site allocations, is supported and 
welcomed.  We are wholly in favour of the 
allocation of this land for housing. 
 

Comments noted No change  

17.2 Francis 
Jackson 
Homes on 
behalf of 
Nigel 
Bewick 

B4 Comment … note that site B4 remains suitable, available 
and is deliverable as a fall back for housing, 
should the aspirations of the Neighbourhood Plan 
not deliver the level of housing envisaged over 
the plan period, or should the District level 
housing requirements identify further deliverable 
housing land is required at any point. 

Comments noted.  All sites 
submitted were assessed by the 
Glapthorn NP group and it was 
felt that 15 houses was not 
acceptable and would create a 
separate small estate,  
 
97% of attendees at the 
consultation event agreed with 
the recommendation not to 
include the site in the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

No change 

18.1 Elizabeth 
Wilkinson 

B15 Objecting In response to our request for Manor Farm 
Buildings and Netherdyke to be included in the 
settlement boundary it was stated that the area 
had not been included because we had not 
submitted plans to the GNP.  Fifteen years is a 
long time in agriculture when things are changing 
all the time.  40 years ago we farmed a lot of 

Comments noted.   
 
Agricultural buildings are classed 
as greenfield land.  Netherdyke 
is significantly separated from 
the main built form of the village 
by the Manor Farm barns to 

No change 
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cattle, 20 years ago we were all arable and 
specialist seed wheat growers, now we produce 
bio-mass.  Agriculture is ever changing and with 
Brexit, the future of the agricultural support 
system and younger members involvement in the 
farming business it is very difficult to know what 
our requirements may be in the next few years. 
Now there is the added complication of possible 
houses built right up to our boundary which we 
know from other’s experience can cause all sorts 
of problems.  We cannot put forward any definite 
plans, obviously we could say we may want to do 
something sometime but don’t know what, but I 
doubt that would be accepted.  We could put in 
for permitted development and conversion of 
agricultural building change of use but that would 
entail the existing buildings appearing as they are 
instead of something more aesthetically pleasing. 
 
The old village envelope did not include the new 
houses at Braesby, nor the development on the 
Oundle road; these have already received 
planning permission, so are not part of the 
Neighbourhood plan but have been included in 
the new settlement boundary.  We have plans in 
for a building in the farmyard and a building 
conversion under full planning permission to our 
eastern boundary but neither of these has been 
included in the boundary, what is the difference? 

warrant excluding it from the 
proposed settlement boundary.  
 
There are permitted 
development rights for the 
conversion of agricultural barns 
to residential available for 
owners. 
 
Policy 2 in the plan states that 
the settlement boundary should 
be used to define the area in 
which housing development 
around the village area is 
contained except for housing 
development that complies with 
NNJCS Policy 13 (Rural 
Exceptions). There is no reason 
to make changes to the 
boundary where there are no 
proposals for development within 
the plan or where a planning 
proposal has been granted but 
any further development would 
be contrary to Neighbourhood 
Plan policies. 
 
Planning commitments will be 
shown on the proposals map in a 
different colour to the site 
allocations, However, as 
permission has been granted for 
Braesby the settlement boundary 
has been extended around it. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No change  
  

18.2 Elizabeth 
Wilkinson 

B15 Objecting I take issue with the proposed site B15 this would 
encroach on the green space between the two 
villages which has always been seen as essential 
to the village. Any development would here be 

Site B15 for 3 houses satisfies 
Housing Objectives 1 and 3 and 
housing related Statement of 
Principles "A", "B", "C" and "D". 

No change  
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against objectives 8 and 9 of the Neighbourhood 
plan. 

It also complies with 
Neighbourhood Plan "Policy 3" 
subsections 1, 3, 4, 5 8 and 9. 
 
Although concerns regarding the 
proposed development were 
expressed and considered by 
parishioners during the 
consultation exercise in the 
summer the site was endorsed 
by 61% of parishioners who 
expressed a view. 

18.3 Elizabeth 
Wilkinson 

B17 Objecting In the initial consultation document circulated to 
the villagers, the settlement boundary included 
the buildings at Glapthorn Manor.  B17 set a 
definite boundary, the August edition had 
extended the boundary to include the dutch barn 
at the back of the buildings with no explanation.  
The whole essence of the plan has been, and I 
quote, “ the retention of the linear character of the 
village …………which requires policies to ensure 
adherence to existing building lines and 
avoidance of any rear garden back fill”.   
This dutch barn was constructed in the 1980 as a 
straw store.  It has no foundations and no 
complete walls so is it technically a building? It is 
also approximately 80mtrs from the road and 
20mtrs behind any of the other buildings in the 
yard.  There is no way that can be classed as 
linear so why has it suddenly been added in? 

Comments noted.  The 
settlement boundary was 
amended to include the whole 
submitted in planning application 
17/01744.  However, the 
decision remains in the hands of 
East Northants Council as to 
whether planning permission is 
granted for the proposal. 

No change  

18.4 Elizabeth 
Wilkinson 

B14  With regard to our proposal for site B14 I 
understand this was very nearly accepted and the 
only concern being that of traffic.  Any houses 
built here would all have off road parking and 
turning room, so parking would not be a problem.  
Should the acquisition of land behind the school 
go ahead the new parking facilities proposed 
therein should alleviate any problems and thus 
make objections null and void.  I would point out 

Comments noted.  The original 
proposal was rejected because 
of concerns that it would 
exacerbate traffic issues around 
the school, particularly at drop 
off and pick up times, by making 
parking more complicated. This 
would still be the case even if 
traffic speeds were reduced on 
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that we initially conceived the idea of building 
there following remarks made by a County 
Councillor who felt that houses there would be 
beneficial to slow traffic down as it entered the 
village. 
I appreciate you may have many comments to 
attend to, but this is the future of our village, that 
everyone who lives here and those of us who 
work here as well are deeply concerned about so 
let’s get it as near right as possible.  Please will 
you consider the above comments at a full GNP 
meeting.  I would appreciate a letter reporting on 
your findings. 

entry to the village if the proposal 
went ahead. 
 
Site B14 had the most marginal 

level of support (51%) of the 

sites originally identified as 

meeting the assessment criteria. 

Inclusion of the site would 

increase the total number of 

dwellings beyond the level 

deemed acceptable to the 

community in the consultations. 

The total number of additional 
houses proposed for the village 
is sufficient to ensure Glapthorn 
makes a suitable contribution to 
meet assessed housing need.  

19.1 Stephen 
Brookes 

45 
6.3 
B7 

Objecting You will recall that the rear garden and paddock 
of Highfield Lodge is currently outside of the 
Settlement Boundary and the GNPG have 
proposed to extend the boundary along the 
northern fence line of Highfield lodge to include 
plot B1, next door. 
The draft NP’s proposed revised changes to the 
Settlement Boundary were however prepared 
prior to the decision of the East Northamptonshire 
Council to approve planning permission at 
Highfield Lodge, given on the 16th August 2017. 
In view of the now approved intent to develop the 
paddock to the side of Highfield Lodge I invite the 
GNPG to further revise the Settlement Boundary 
to include the paddock at Highfield Lodge 
accordingly, such that the Settlement Boundary 
tracks the southern fence line boundary of 
Highfield Lodge, westerly to its junction with the 
Allotments and then runs north Westerly to its 
junction with the plot B1. 

Comments noted.  
 
The site granted planning 
permission will be identified in 
the proposals map and the 
settlement boundary revised to 
encompass the immediate 
curtilage of the new building and 
the intended front garden and 
access. It is not appropriate to 
include the rear garden as 
development to the rear would 
be contrary to Plan policies on 
village linearity and avoidance of 
back-fill. Similarly, any proposed 
extra or changed development 
on this site, as now included 
within the revised settlement 
boundary, should be judged 
against Plan policies 3.3 and 8 

 
 
The site granted planning 
permission will be identified in 
the proposals map and the 
settlement boundary revised to 
encompass the immediate 
curtilage of the new building and 
the intended front garden and 
access. 
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Thus, encompassing the full estate of Highfield 
lodge within the newly revised Settlement 
Boundary and thereby giving full support to its 
relevance, to identify the extent of the built-up 
area. 

which clearly state that back-fill 
shall not be accepted. 

20.1 Gee 
Farnswort
h,  

P15 
6.0 
Policy 
5 
B7 

Supporting The linear layout SHOULD be retained; but it 
appears that planning has been granted for 
backfill site B7. This was rejected by steering 
group as not meeting criteria due to backfill. Now 
planning has been granted (on 2nd application) 
what is to stop other applications from re-seeking 
planning as a precedent has been now granted? 
It appears that the Steering Group's hard work to 
represent residents' wishes can easily be over-
ruled by the Planning Department to completely 
disregard the majority wish to not have backfill 
development! This, I fear will be the 1st backfill 
development of many more that will surely now 
follow. 

Comments noted No change  

21.1 County 
Archaeolo
gical 
Advisor 

B5 Supporting Developments should not have a detrimental 
impact on any archaeological sites of importance 
or heritage assets (designated and non-
designated). These policies will contribute to the 
protection and enhancement of the rich historic 
environment which exists within the confines of 
Glapthorn village. 

Comments noted No change  

21.2 County 
Archaeolo
gical 
Advisor 

B7 Supporting The following local green space (identified on the 
Policies Map) is designated in accordance JCS 
Policy 11.2 (b) and consistent with paragraphs 76 
and 77 of the NPPF: Land to south of Cotterstock 
Road, east of Brookside and north of The 
Thatched Cottage on Main Street Inappropriate 
development will not be permitted within the Local 
Green Space except for very special 
circumstances. These policies will contribute to 
the protection and enhancement of the rich 
historic environment which exists within the 
confines of Glapthorn village. 

Comments noted.  See response 
to ENC 13.13 to strengthen 
Policy 7 

No further change. 
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22.1 Highways 
England 

 Comment Highways England welcomes the opportunity to 
comment on the submission version of the 
Glapthorn Neighbourhood Development Plan 
which covers the period 2016-2031. We note that 
the document provides a vision for the future of 
the village and sets out a number of key 
objectives and planning policies which will be 
used to help determine planning applications. 
Highways England has been appointed by the 
Secretary of State for Transport as strategic 
highway company under the provisions of the 
Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway 
authority, traffic authority and street authority for 
the Strategic Road Network (SRN). It is our role 
to maintain the safe and efficient operation of the 
SRN whilst acting as a delivery partner to national 
economic growth. In relation to the Glapthorn 
Neighbourhood Plan, Highways England’s 
principal interest is safeguarding the operation of 
the A1 that routes approximately 9 miles to the 
north and the A14 which routes approximately 10 
miles to the south of the Neighbourhood Plan 
area. 
We understand that a Neighbourhood Plan is 
required to be in conformity with relevant national 
and Borough-wide planning policies. Accordingly, 
the Neighbourhood Plan for Glapthorn is required 
to be in conformity with North Northamptonshire 
Joint Core Strategy (NNJCS) and this is 
acknowledged within the document 
We note that approximately 22 dwellings are 
planned to come forward across the Plan period. 
Given the limited scale of growth planned and the 
distance of the SRN from the Neighbourhood 
Plan area, we do not consider that there will be 
any impacts on the operation of the A1 or the 
A14. 

Comments noted.  See response 
to NCC comments below 

No change  



48 
 

Ref 

No. 
Consultee 

Name 
Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 
No. 

Support / 
Object / 

Comment 

Comments received Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

We trust that the above is useful in the 
progression of the Glapthorn Neighbourhood 
Development Plan. 

23.1 Bruce 
Wilkinson 

9 
B14 

Comment I have been encouraged to ask the committee to 
revisit our application B14. I feel that this proposal 
gives a very good opportunity to slow the speed 
of traffic entering Glapthorn from Benefield; this 
was also a suggestion from our County 
Councillor, with far more experience of such 
problems.  This must improve safety around the 
school, rather than exacerbate the current 
danger. The number of houses in this plan seems 
to ration development at a time when there is a 
national shortage of homes; if more sites are 
available, it is possible site values could fall, 
which would help the young people who are 
finding the cost of housing beyond their means. 
Surely the committee should be looking to help 
increase supply of sites at a time of housing 
shortages. This site has the potential to provide 
more pupils for Glapthorn school, with no 
distance at all to travel, thus helping to ameliorate 
school traffic. 
Policy 9 Mitigating Traffic & Road Safety Issues 
This site can only help reduce traffic speed 
entering the village. I do not feel this can be said 
for the proposals on the other roads entering 
Glapthorn, from Oundle, Southwick, or 
Cotterstock. 
None of those sites are suitable at any time in the 
future for development on the opposite side of the 
road, whereas this site is opposite the school, 
helping to slow traffic in the future. The “gate” 
erected by the County Council some years ago 
has failed in slowing traffic and is indeed a hazard 
itself. My roadway adjacent to the school has 
atrocious visibility issues due to this “gate”, but it 
is recognised that development on both sides of a 
road reduces traffic speed. 

Comments noted.  The original 
proposal was rejected because 
of concerns that it would 
exacerbate traffic issues around 
the school, particularly at drop 
off and pick up times, by making 
parking more complicated. This 
would still be the case even if 
traffic speeds were reduced on 
entry to the village if the proposal 
went ahead. 
 
Site B14 had the most marginal 

level of support (51%) of the 

sites originally identified as 

meeting the assessment criteria. 

Inclusion of the site would 

increase the total number of 

dwellings beyond the level 

deemed acceptable to the 

community in the consultations. 

The total number of additional 
houses proposed for the village 
is sufficient to ensure Glapthorn 
makes a suitable contribution to 
meet assessed housing need.  

No change  



49 
 

Ref 

No. 
Consultee 

Name 
Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 
No. 

Support / 
Object / 

Comment 

Comments received Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

I trust these comments are helpful to the 
committee. 

24.1 Environme
nt Agency 

2.2 Comment We welcome the inclusion of flood maps in 
section 2.2. However, we are yet to find any 
further reference to protect and improve the water 
environment, in terms of water resources, water 
quality and flood risk management into the future. 
There is no policy wording or reference to reduce 
the risk windfall sites may pose, if they are put 
forward as they will fall outside the allocations in 
the plan. We recommend that relevant policy 
wording relating to the water environment is 
included in the plan to preserve the quality of 
these natural resources. 
We are pleased to see that the proposed sites for 
allocation fall within areas considered as having 
low probability of flooding. 

Comments noted and accepted 
 
The proposed settlement 

boundary avoids inclusion of 

areas susceptible to flooding 

from Glapthorn Brook. Any 

windfall development must be 

contained within the defined 

settlement boundary. 

The policy statements on the 
water environment have been 
strengthened. 

 
Policy 3.4 amended to read as 
follows: 
 
“It is located where the 
environment and infrastructure 
can accommodate the impacts 
of expansion. Such development 
shall include investment as 
necessary in water and water 
recycling infrastructure and shall 
not exacerbate flood risk from 
either surface water run off or 
existing water courses.” 

25.1 Richard 
Stark,  

7 Supporting While strongly supporting the intent to designate 
a local green space I am concerned about the 
implication in para 3 that development could be 
allowed here. Surely any development in this 
green space is 'inappropriate'? 

Comments noted.  See response 
to ENC comments 13.13 

No further change  

25.2 Richard 
Stark,  

6 
short 
4.0 

Supporting Specifically noting and supporting the vision that 
includes protection of the village's 'linear 
character'. 
When the first interviews took place did everyone 
have the same/agreed interpretation of what 
constitutes the 'linear character' of the village? 

Comments noted No change  

25.3 Richard 
Stark, 
Lower 
Farm 
House 

P9 
1 
B3 

Objecting While sensitivity of this site is noted in the 
commentary this site must reflect the linear nature 
of Glapthorn and not become a cul-de-sac. 
Reducing the number of houses might make this 
easier to achieve. 

Comments noted.  In relation to 
site B3 5 parishioners expressed 
concern at losing Green Space 
and the view from Benefield 
Road. They all felt that 5 houses 
was too many in addition to the 
proposed barn conversion of 5 
houses in the adjacent manor 
farm site. There were also traffic 
safety worries. 
 

No change  
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The status of the previous Local 
Green Space was the subject of 
special consultation with the 
community during the 
consultation exercise in the 
summer. A majority of 
parishioners (54%) who 
expressed a view felt that some 
limited development would be 
acceptable or that the village 
envelope should be used to limit 
unwanted development.  
 
Site B3 satisfied Housing 
Objectives 1 and 3 and fulfilled 
the requirements of housing 
related Statements of Principle 
"A", "B", "C" and "D".  
 
It also complies with 
Neighbourhood Plan "Policy 3" 
subsections 1, 3, 4, 5, 8 and 9. 
The site was endorsed by 59% 
of parishioners who expressed a 
view. 

25.4 Richard 
Stark, 
Lower 
Farm 
House 

9 
short 
1 

Objecting With existing development this is making the area 
into a cul-de-sac/ mini estate. 

Comments noted No change  

25.5 Richard 
Stark, 
Lower 
Farm 
House 

9 
short 
1 
B15 

Objecting Existing development has already altered the 
nature of the North side of the village and this will 
only exacerbate it. It risks starting infill of the 
space on the N side of the village to the west of 
the Southwick Road. 

Comments noted.  5 
parishioners feel that the 
Braesby site  is already big 
enough and that the proposed 
development of site  B15 would 
be an unnecessary extension 
into open countryside and the 
flood plain. Also traffic safety 
worries. 

No change  
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Site B15 for 3 houses satisfies 
Housing Objectives 1 and 3 and 
housing related Statement of 
Principles "A", "B", "C" and "D". 
It also complies with 
Neighbourhood Plan "Policy 3" 
subsections 1, 3, 4, 5 8 and 9. 
 
Although concerns regarding the 
proposed development were 
expressed and considered by 
parishioners during the 
consultation exercise in the 
summer the site was endorsed 
by 61% of parishioners who 
expressed a view. 

26.1       

27.1       

28.1       

29.1 Natural 
England 

 Comment Natural England does not have any specific 
comments on this draft neighbourhood plan. 

Comments noted No change  

30.1 Angie 
Morris 

 Comment Firstly, I would like to thank all the members of 
the committee for all their hard work to produce 
this draft plan. 
In principle I agree with the plan. 
I would like to see a vision that is focused more 
roundly rather than in development of houses. 
This could include amenities and providing 
community spaces. 
The call for sites has not yet seen any proposals 
for smaller houses and we know our village 
demographic has a higher than average older 
population. We also know that is hard for local 
young people to afford larger housing. There 
does not seem to be any consideration for social/ 
affordable housing in the plan. 
The overall number of proposed potential sites 
meeting the policies is 30 which sees the village 
expand by a third. I do not believe this is 

Comments noted 
 
Policy 3.10 requires any scheme 
of 3 or more houses to include 
some smaller accommodation to 
meet the needs of young families 
and an ageing population. 

The absence of any affordable 

housing proposals has been 

addressed by adding further 

references to NNJCS Policy 13 

to make it clear that proposals 

meeting Policy 13 (Rural 

Exceptions) can be additional to 

the site allocations in the village 

or wider parish. 

No change  
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sustainable within the current infrastructure 
including the local school and roads in and out of 
the village. This is particularly relevant when 
taking into account the impact of the new garden 
village at Deenthorpe on our roads and likely 
increased volume of traffic through the village. 
What influence will the plan have to parish 
councillor’s decision making which has not always 
been robust and has been subjective at times? 
Will there be an expectation that the plan will 
guide decisions ?? 

The school has previously 
endorsed a reasonable 
expansion of housing in 
Glapthorn as aiding the 
sustainability of the village 
school. See comments from 
NCC Highways regarding the 
road infrastructure. 
 
See Section 5 below for general 
commentary on number of new 
dwellings implied in Plan. 

31.1 Tiffany & 
Patrick  
McGuire  

 Supporting We would like to record our unreserved support 
for the Potential Core Policies as outlined as a 
way forward in the Neighbourhood Plan. 
Specifically, being relatively new to the village 
(July 5) and without being au-fait on all historical 
matters relating to the village plans, we would like 
to express our support for retaining the lineage 
form of the village and are opposed to back-fill 
plans which would alter this. 
We would not support any large-scale 
developments which would alter the village as a 
whole including its community spirit and strong 
identity, which was a key reason as to why 
Glapthorn appealed to us as a place to enjoy 
living and bringing up our young family. 
We hope that we are able to contribute positively 
to those looking to develop and improve their 
existing properties in a fashion which is consistent 
with the outlined Development Criteria for 
Glapthorn which would add further charm and 
appeal to the already diverse display of homes 
which are already present here.  
We are also concerned about volume and speed 
in respect of traffic and would support any plan 
which manages this problem (at the lower end of 
Main Street). 

Comments noted No change  
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For information, the Braesby Lane development 
despite only consisting of 5 properties, would not 
have been a proposal for which we would have 
been in favour. The main reason being that it 
appears to be designed as a cul-de-sac and acts 
a precedence for future development of a similar 
style. 

32.1 Anglian 
Water 

Policy 
1 

Comment Currently there is available capacity within the 
water supply network to serve the preferred sites. 
We have no objection to the principle of 
development on these sites. 

Comments noted No change  

32.2 Anglian 

Water 

Policy 
3 

Comment Reference is made to housing development being 
located where infrastructure can accommodate 
the impact of expansion. In the case of water and 
water recycling infrastructure there will be case 
where capacity is not currently available, but 
improvements could be made in time to serve the 
development. It is therefore suggested point 4 of 
Policy 3 should be amended to this effect. 

Comments noted and accepted Policy 3.4 amended as follows: 
 
It is located where the 
environment and infrastructure 
can accommodate the impacts 
of expansion. Such development 
shall include investment as 
necessary in water and water 
recycling infrastructure and shall 
not exacerbate flood risk from 
either surface water run off or 
existing water courses. 

32.3 Anglian 

Water 

Policy 
6 

Comment It is noted that it proposed to designate an area of 
separation to avoid the coalescence between 
existing settlements. Development within the 
designated area would be required to 
demonstrate that it does not harm the 
effectiveness of the gap and function of the gap. 
There are existing sewers in the ownership of 
Anglian Water which connect to Oundle Water 
Recycling Centre (formerly sewage treatment 
works) consideration should be given to how 
essential infrastructure would demonstrate that 
does not compromise the function of the area of 
separation. It is therefore suggested a distinction 
should be made between other types of 
development e.g. housing and utility infrastructure 

Comments noted and accepted. Comment noted and accepted. 
Policy -  Area of Separation – 
has been withdrawn and 
replaced by a Policy on Avoiding 
Coalescence. Under this policy 
“all development should 
minimise the impact on the open 
countryside between Oundle 
and Glapthorn”. However, this 
policy now more clearly enables 
the distinction to be made 
between essential infrastructure 
and (e.g.) new housing 
development. 
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which are essential to the provision of wastewater 
services to our customers. 

32.4

  
Anglian 
Water 

7 Comment There are existing sewers in the ownership of 
Anglian Water within the boundaries of the 
designated local green spaces as identified on 
the Policies Map  
Reference is made to development only being 
allowed in very special circumstances. However, 
no further guidance is provided in what 
circumstances development would be allowed. 
It is therefore suggested that Policy 7 should be 
amended to include reference to the 
circumstances in which development would be 
permitted would be permitted in the designated 
local green spaces included utility infrastructure 
provided by Anglian Water 

Comments noted and accepted The Policy on Local Green 
Space now makes specific 
reference to the “special 
circumstances” and includes 
“servicing a current use or 
function” and “alterations to 
existing structures”. 
 
Thus necessary servicing or 
improvements to essential 
infrastructure can be permitted. 

33.1 Philip 
Hilton 

 Objecting 1. My contention that the total number of 
dwellings (which would mean 32 extra in 2015-
31) is too great is based on the following points.  
 
1.1. I question the methodology (as it appears 
to me) of arriving at the consensus view of an 
appropriate number of additional dwellings (22 
are proposed) following the May/June 2017 
Consultation (Report on Consultations May/June 
2017 p.8). The residents were asked to comment 
on the sites meeting the policy criteria, 
considering the merits of each one. The sum of 
the individual dwellings “approved” by an 
individual in this way seems to have been 
considered as representing their view as to the 
total number of new dwellings which they thought 
appropriate for the village. Based on these 
responses the average number of houses 
acceptable was calculated as 22, meaning that 
we should have 22 additional dwellings (making 
32 in total in 2015-31). However, I do not consider 
this to be a valid way of arriving at the average or 
consensus view as to how many additional 

Comments noted.  6 
parishioners think that 30+ 
houses would be far too many 
and comment that the total of 
nearer to 20 (not including 
windfall) would be more 
acceptable. 
 
See Section 5 below for general 
commentary on number of new 
dwellings implied in Plan. 
 
The actual number of potential 
houses in the period 2011-31 is 
33 houses. Of these 11 already 
had planning permission from 
the start of the plan period 
(2011) and before the 
Neighbourhood Plan came into 
being. The remaining number of 
22  is a result of applying the 
agreed policies to the each of 

No change  
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houses we should have in total. The question just 
asked for an opinion of each site proposal in 
isolation. Thus, the statement (Draft Plan 6.2.5 
p.42) that” the most recent community dialogue, 
however, identified support for a higher figure for 
additional housing in the low 20s” cannot, I 
consider, be justified.  
I contend that a more appropriate way of 
assessing how many extra houses in total people 
would like to see is available from the December 
2016/January 2017 survey. The median preferred 
number of new dwellings from this survey, in 
answer to a direct question, was 10 (I would 
argue that, for the frequency distribution resulting 
from this survey, the median is the most 
appropriate way of arriving at an “average 
opinion” or the view of an “average respondent”). 
The mean of the numbers was 13, but in any 
case, this was interpreted as 10-20 new dwellings 
(Draft Plan 6.2.5 p.42). Plans for 5 additional 
dwellings have been approved since the start of 
this earlier consultation (and are therefore not 
included in “the 22”), so the appropriate total 
number of additional dwellings (as of now) 
indicated by the survey is 5 based on the median, 
or 5 to 15 based on the stated “10 to 20”. In either 
case, this is well short of the 22 additional 
dwellings now proposed. More people completed 
the earlier survey (149) than the June 2017 one 
(118) and I believe that the majority of people 
who completed the surveys would consider 22 
additional dwellings (32 in 2015-31) too many.  
Note: the 2015 – 2031 number also includes the 
five dwellings approved during 2016 before the 
earlier consultation. 
1.2.   The North Northants Joint Core Strategy, 
Policy 11, (Draft Plan 6.0 p.35) states that for The 
Rural Areas: “Local Plans and/or Neighbourhood 
Plans may identify sites within or adjoining 

the proposals for development 
that were received.  
 
This is very close to the stated 
wishes of the community as set 
out in "Policy Statement A". We 
have been advised that with 
previous development plans, 
similar in nature to a 
Neighbourhood plan, only 
approximately 70% of proposed 
developments actually take 
place. 
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Villages to help meet locally identified needs....” 
and: “Local and Neighbourhood Plans will identify 
sites within or adjoining the villages to meet the 
rural housing requirements identified in Table 5. 
Other than small scale infilling or ‘rural 
exceptions’ schemes, development above these 
requirements will be resisted unless agreed 
through the Part 2 Local Plan or Neighbourhood 
Plans to meet a particular local need or 
opportunity.” The Table 5 referred to identifies the 
housing requirement for the Rural Areas in East 

Northamptonshire (2011-31) as 820 dwellings.  
As far as I can see, there has been no “particular 
local need or opportunity” identified in the Draft 
Neighbourhood Plan which justifies a scale of 
development in Glapthorn greatly in excess of the 
average housing requirement for the Rural Areas: 
The average housing requirement as applied to 
Glapthorn on a population basis would indicate 11 
new dwellings – far short of the 33 proposed for 

the JCS Plan period of 2011-2031  
. 1.3.  The consultations have expressed a 
preference for “modest” growth in the village 
(Draft Plan 1.18 p.12; Report on Consultations 
May / June 2017, p2); the Vision for the Glapthorn 
Neighbourhood Plan (Draft Plan 4.1 p27) refers to 
“modest and sustainable growth” and Objective 1 
(Draft Plan 4.2 p27) refers to “modest residential 
development”. The total number of extra 
dwellings, envisaged in the Plan, of 33 in 2011-
2031 (32 in 2015 – 2031), represents an increase 
of nearly 30% over the full NNJCS Plan period. 
What is regarded is “modest” is inevitably 
subjective, but a growth of nearly 30% might be 
regarded as “significant” rather than “modest”. 
Statement A (Draft Plan 4.3 p28) states: “New 
housing above this level would alter the character 
of the village,” referring to “of the order of 20” new 
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dwellings. Why this number in particular should 
be the threshold for altering the character of the 
village is not made clear. I would argue that an 
increase of nearly 30% in the size of the village, 
when this is highly disproportionate to the 
requirements of the JCS in general for The Rural 
Areas, poses an unnecessary risk to maintaining 

the character of the village.   
33.2 Philip 

Hilton 
Policy 
7 
B3 

Objecting 2. I consider that the proposed Local Green 
Space (LGS) should be the whole area of the 
former Important Open Space (IOS).  
 
2.1. The supporting arguments for the 
particular significance of the site to the village and 
therefore for Policy 7 (Draft Plan 8.7 p.54) include 
the statements: “the open space provides 
valuable landscape views from Main Street 
include the space itself and surrounding trees, 
Glapthorn Manor, and the landscape beyond” 
and: “the land contributes to the setting of a listed 
building (Glapthorn Manor) and provides views of 
it in a rural setting.” The proposed development, 
B3, five houses along Benefield Road at the 
northern end of the site, will seriously impair 
these landscape views, as well as those from the 
public footpath which crosses the site, as well as 
damaging the views and rural setting of Glapthorn 
Manor. The views from Benefield Road towards 
Main Street can also be characterised as 
“valuable landscape views which includes the 
space itself and surrounding trees, and the 
landscape beyond”: i.e. in virtually the same way 
as those from Main Street. These views are not 
cited, but there seems to be no reason (other 
than to facilitate development along Benefield 
Road) why these views should be considered 
unimportant in defining the significance of the 
proposed LGS.  
 

Comments noted.  The status of 
the previous Local Green Space 
was the subject of special 
consultation with parishioners 
during the consultation exercise 
in the summer.  
However, some 54% of 
parishioners who expressed a 
view felt that some limited 
development would be 
acceptable or that the revised 
village settlement boundary in 
the Neighbourhood Plan should 
be used to limit unwanted 
development. 
 
See response to ENC comments 
13.13 

No further change  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Addition to Policy 7: "New build 
development will not be 
supported within the Local green 
space except for very special 
circumstances...." 
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2.2. Notwithstanding the above point, I have 
some further concerns. The proposal for the LGS 
space to be reduced from that of the IOS was 
based on the reasoning in the Report on 
Consultations May/June 2017 (p.12). It is stated 
that a modest majority (54%) were willing to 
accept some limited development on the land in 
question. This was supported by responses to 
site assessments, where 59% supported the 
inclusion of site B3 (5 houses fronting Benefield 
Road between Crown House and Manor Farm). It 
seems to me that, as this site was the only part of 
the IOS included in the sites assessed as meeting 
the criteria, there was an implication that this 
would be the limit of the reduction of the IOS area 
for the LGS. However, in the Draft Plan there are 
two further reductions, following discussions with 
the three landowners (Draft Plan 1.35 pp.16, 17). 
Those expressing a preference in the May/June 
2017 consultations were not aware of these 
further reductions in the area of the proposed 
LGS, and the expression of the preference for 
“some limited development” (Report on 
Consultations May/June2017, p.12) cannot 
therefore be considered as applying to the 
revised LGS in the Draft Plan.  
 
The reduction in the IOS area appears to be of 
the order of 25% and cannot be considered “very 
limited” as stated (Draft Plan 1.35 p.17) This 
statement, that “the Plan should permit some very 
limited development in that area” is in itself 
concerning, as it implies that there will be 
development on the area “taken out” of the LGS, 
but also outside the proposed village envelope, 
i.e. that this is future potential development land.  
It would appear that the area of the LGS is being 
proposed according what is acceptable to gain 
the support of landowners rather than being 
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based on ascertaining the wishes of the village as 

a whole.  I appreciate that there may be 

problems in achieving LGS status, and that the 
cooperation of landowners could be useful in this. 
However, it is surely the wishes of the village, 
rather than those of the landowners, which should 
be considered first. Should not the possibility of 
achieving LGS status for the larger area be fully 
investigated and followed up before deciding 
whether to negotiate with landowners about 
excluding some of their land from the proposal? 
Alternatively, if it is not possible to achieve LGS 
status without reducing the proposed area, could 
designation within the Neighbourhood Plan as a 
sensitive site, on which there should be no 
development, provide sufficiently robust 
protection?  
Although the discussions with the three 
landowners have resulted a reduction in the 
proposed LGS on the land of only two of them, it 
is assumed that there will be no further reduction 
in the proposed area of the LGS.  
   2.3.   I have a concern about the 

wording of Policy 7 (Draft Plan 8.8 p.55). Surely 
the point is that there should be no development 
on LGS. The qualification of “inappropriate” is 
highly subjective and implies a significant 
weakening of the protection. 

34.1 Pro-Vision Policy 
1 

Objecting See separate annex for full text of Pro-Vision 
representations. Key Points are shown below 

Comments noted.  See below for 
Parish Council response. 

 

34.2 Pro-Vision P-V 
refere
nce 
1.6 

Objecting Living Land object to the GNP insofar as it does 

not currently propose to allocate the Glapthorn 

Site. 

The objection relates to site A2. 

The site does not meet the 

requirements of NNJCS policies 

11.2 or 13 which are relevant to 

rural areas including Glapthorn. 

The necessity for the whole site 

(across the Oundle Glapthorn 

boundary) has not been 

No change 

http://glapthorn.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/pc/gnpg/Pro%20Vision%20Glapthorn%20Regulation%2014%20Representations.pdf


60 
 

Ref 

No. 
Consultee 

Name 
Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 
No. 

Support / 
Object / 

Comment 

Comments received Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

accepted by Oundle Town 

Council as a preferred site to 

meet the market town’s housing 

need (NNJCS Policy 11.1). 80% 

of Glapthorn residents rejected 

this site. Details of the site 

appraisal are shown in the site 

appraisals report. 
34.3 Pro-Vision P-V 

refere
nce 
2.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P-V 
ref 
2.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P-V 
ref 
2.5 
 
 
 
 
 

 The development site is .. one parcel of land and 

the administrative boundaries is purely a line on a 

map. 

 

 

 

Authorities are expected to work collaboratively 

when dealing with cross-boundary neighbourhood 

proposals 

 

 

The timeline for the ONP is significantly out of 

date. 

 

 

We consider that there has not been a clear 

programme of community engagement in Oundle 

with regards to the draft ONP 

The GPC has been advised 

throughout by ENC that use of 

this site for open market housing 

would need to relate to the JCS 

Policy (11.1) regarding housing 

need in the market town, and 

this is entirely logical. Thus GPC 

has sought throughout to ensure 

that the GNP did not conflict with 

Oundle Town Council’s 

emerging neighbourhood plan 

policies. 

The two Councils NP working 

groups have held 4 meetings to 

directly address co-operation on 

Glapthorn sites on the Oundle 

boundary and this site in 

particular. Documentation on 

emerging neighbourhood plans 

has been shared. 

These are matters for Oundle. 

Glapthorn’s Plan cannot be 

judged nor delayed because of 

comments on another Council’s 

progress or approach. 

No change 
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34.4 Pro-Vision P-V 
ref 
3.2 

 A Basic Conditions Statement is a key 

document...The Reg 14 consultation is not 

accompanied by a BCS 

As required by the regulations, 

the BCS will be accompany the 

Plan submitted to ENC for 

Regulation 16 purposes.  

BCS will accompany Reg 16 

Plan 

34.5 Pro-Vision P-V 
ref 
3.1 

 Whilst there is no set housing requirement for 

GNP, NPs should be encouraged to promote 

sustainable development that is in conformity with 

the strategic policies of the JCS and which boosts 

the supply of housing to meet local needs. 

The GNP accords with JCS 

Strategic Policies for rural areas. 

The site allocations (and 

permissions) over the period 

2011 to 2031 represent an 

increase of a third in the total 

housing stock; this is significantly 

in excess of the Glapthorn 

housing need and will make an 

appreciable contribution to 

meeting the overall assessed 

rural housing need. 

In addition to the allocated sites, 

the GNP also makes provision 

for windfall sites and additional 

sites under NNJCS Policy 13 

(Rural Exceptions). 

The Plan will be amended to 

make more explicit references to 

the potential of  Policy 13 (Rural 

Exceptions) both within the 

Village and in the wider Parish. 

34.6 Pro-Vision P-V 
ref3.1
7 

 Para 8.17 of the RNOTP refers to the longer-term 

strategy for housing development in Oundle.  

Para 8.18 states “The sustainability assessment 

identified ..sites. As possible longer-term site 

allocations. ….land off Cotterstock Road / St 

Peter’s Road (200 dwellings)” i.e the development 

site  

The purpose of the 

neighbourhood plan is to 

consider afresh the housing 

needs and land supply for 

housing in each neighbourhood. 

The GNP has concluded that the 

site A2 is not required for open 

market housing. 

The Plan will make explicit 

reference to RNOTP para 8.18 

and delete the site A2 as a 

possible longer-term site 

allocation (open market housing) 

within the Plan period. 

34.7 Pro-Vision P-V 
ref 
4.6 

 Development on the site does not harm the 

village linear character and would respect the 

current separation between Oundle and 

Glapthorn  

The basis of the site assessment 

is set out in the site assessment 

report 

No change 

34.8 Pro-Vision P-V 
ref 
4.12 

 The reasons given by both OTC and GPC for 

excluding Site A2 are inconsistent. OTC says it 

GPC has always stated very 

clearly that the decision on site 

No change 
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was GPC’s decision, however GPC seem to be 

clear that it was due to OTC not supporting the 

need for further housing outside its administrative 

boundary. 

A2 could only be taken by GPC 

as the site is in the area 

designated for the GNP. 

However it would have been 

negligent of GPC to take a 

decision on a site so clearly 

aimed at Oundle’s housing need 

(as clearly expressed in these 

representations) without relating 

the site assessment to the best 

information available at that time 

on Oundle’s sustainability and 

spatial strategies and its 

preferred choices for site 

allocations.  
34.9 Pro-Vision P-V 

ref 
4.14 

 80% of GPC residents voted against allocating 

(this) site.. at the consultation events  ..however it 

is unclear whether residents understood that OTC 

were in fact proposing to allocate part of the 

development site.. in any event. 

The Oundle position (as 

conveyed to GPC by OTC) was 

clearly expressed. Pro Vision 

attended the two exhibition 

events and displayed their 

material as well as making a 

presentation to a prior public 

forum thus had every opportunity 

to explain the context. Pro Vision 

material used at the exhibition 

days clearly shows the plans for 

the whole site. 

No change 

34.1
0 

Pro-Vision P-V 
ref 
5.1 

 The SHAA shows that there is no over-riding 

constraint to the delivery of this site. 
This is not disputed; the question 

is whether the site is the most 

appropriate location for 

development. 

No change 

34.1
1 

Pro-Vision P-V 
ref 
5.22 

 The site is suitable for development, available 

and deliverable. The site has a realistic prospect 

of coming forward within the next 5 years for 

This submission argues that 

there has been inadequate 

collaboration between GPC and 

OTC but also argues that (para 

5.14) “We consider that limited 

No change 
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development and the whole site should therefore 

be allocated for development. 
weight should be given to the 

draft ONP”. 

It would have been negligent of 

GPC to take a decision on a site 

so clearly aimed at Oundle’s 

housing need (as clearly 

expressed in these 

representations) without relating 

the site assessment to the best 

information available at that time 

on Oundle’s sustainability and 

spatial strategies and its 

preferred choices for site 

allocations.  
34.1
2 

Pro-Vision P-V 
ref 
6.7 

 The illustrative masterplan (Policies Map) shows 

that the development of this whole site would not 

result in coalescence between Oundle and 

Glapthorn and that the wider objectives of the 

proposed Local Gap policy would not be 

compromised. 

The thrust of this particular 

argument is not disputed. The 

draft GNP policy on “Area of 

Separation” has been replaced 

by a policy entitled “Avoiding 

Coalescence” and this site would 

not significantly compromise the 

new policy. This was not the 

reason for rejection of the site as 

stated above.  

The Plan now recognises that 

some sites on the Glapthorn / 

Oundle boundary (in Glapthorn) 

maybe appropriate as Rural 

Exception sites (NNJCS Policy 

13) provided they accord with 

the Policy on “Avoiding 

Coalescence” - although no such 

proposals have been 

forthcoming from developers.  

Para 6.8.3 (new numbering) now 

reads 

None of the four sites in 

Glapthorn Parish on the 

Oundle boundary is included in 

the Glapthorn Neighbourhood 

Plan.  However, site allocations 

in the Neighbourhood Plan do 

not preclude additional housing 

proposals under NNJCS Policy 

13 - Rural Exceptions. Policy 

13 is primarily related to 

affordable housing in rural 

areas but some market 

housing maybe acceptable to 

make a scheme economic.  

35.1 Sue 
Brewer 

13 Objecting My comment/objection is in regard to the number 
of new houses proposed for development.  The 

Comments noted.  6 
parishioners think that 30+ 

No change  
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final number of 33 is well in excess of the original 
suggestion that numbers should be in the low 
20s, if you include the previous houses approved 
in the period of 2011 to 2016 and Dec. 2016 to 
March 2017.  (Policy 13 - have we identified a 
need for so many new houses?) 

houses would be far too many. A 
total of nearer to 20 (not 
including windfall) would be 
agreed. 
 
See Section 5 below for general 
commentary on number of new 
dwellings implied in Plan. 
 
The actual number of potential 
houses in the period 2011-31 is 
33 houses. Of these 11 already 
had planning permission from 
the start of the plan period 
(2011) and before the 
Neighbourhood Plan came into 
being. The remaining number of 
22  is a result of applying the 
agreed policies to the each of 
the proposals for development 
that were received.  
 
This is very close to the stated 
wishes of the community as set 
out in "Policy Statement A". We 
have been advised that with 
previous development plans, 
similar in nature to a 
Neighbourhood plan, only 
approximately 70% of proposed 
developments actually take 
place. 

35.2 Sue 
Brewer 

B15 Objecting Regarding the development of three new houses 
next to the Braesby development, this will result 
in eight new houses together, when I believe that 
the recommended number of houses for any new 
development is only five maximum.  This 
development would also require the extension of 
the village envelope into open field space.  ( I 

5 parishioners feel that the 
Braesby site  is already big 
enough and that the proposed 
development of site  B15 would 
be an unnecessary extension 
into open countryside and the 

No change  
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believe we should aim to preserve these fields as 
a large block, either side of the flood plain for the 
brook and flowing through to the road through the 
village, joining up with the already identified Local 
Green Space - Policy 7).  The houses would also 
necessitate entry onto a difficult piece of road 
which is on a hill and on a bend. 

flood plain. Also traffic safety 
worries. 
 
Site B15 for 3 houses satisfies 
Housing Objectives 1 and 3 and 
housing related Statement of 
Principles "A", "B", "C" and "D". 
It also complies with 
Neighbourhood Plan "Policy 3" 
subsections 1, 3, 4, 5 8 and 9. 
 
Although concerns regarding the 
proposed development were 
expressed and considered by 
parishioners during the 
consultation exercise in the 
summer the site was endorsed 
by 61% of parishioners who 
expressed a view. 

35.3 Sue 
Brewer 

B3 Objecting Regarding the proposed development of five 
houses between Crown House and Glapthorn 
Manor, these will be in addition to the proposed 
conversion of barns next to the site, creating nine 
new houses in close proximity, again much larger 
than the recommended five for a new site.  They 
would also require access onto a particularly 
narrow and sloping part of the road and reduce 
the area of the identified Local Green Space. 

In relation to site B3 5 
parishioners expressed concern 
at losing Green Space and the 
view from Benefield Road. They 
all felt that 5 houses was too 
many in addition to the proposed 
barn conversion of 5 houses in 
the adjacent manor farm site. 
There were also traffic safety 
worries. 
The status of the previous Local 
Green Space was the subject of 
special consultation with the 
community during the 
consultation exercise in the 
summer. A majority of 
parishioners (54%) who 
expressed a view felt that some 
limited development would be 
acceptable or that the village 

No change  
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envelope should be used to limit 
unwanted development.  
Site B3 satisfied Housing 
Objectives 1 and 3 and fulfilled 
the requirements of housing 
related Statements of Principle 
"A", "B", "C" and "D".  
 
It also complies with 
Neighbourhood Plan "Policy 3" 
subsections 1, 3, 4, 5, 8 and 9. 
 
The site was endorsed by 59% 
of parishioners who expressed a 
view 
 
See also comments from NCC 
Highways. 

36.1 G&B Ball  Supporting Please pass on our grateful thanks to GNP team 
for all their hard work for doing a fantastic piece of 
work. It is much appreciated. 

Comments noted No change  

36.2 G&B Ball Policy 
5 
11 
11.2 
& 13 

Comment Does our plan comply with this policy? The 
potential development would not appear “to be 
limited to that required to support a prosperous 
rural economy or to meet a locally arising 
need ….”. See also Policy 13 (Rural Exceptions) 
which is quite clear on exceptions for Rural 
Areas. 

Comments noted No change  

36.3 G&B Ball 6 
4 

Comment We welcome the idea of modest development but 
by 2031 we could have another 33 dwellings in 
Glapthorn. We currently have 120 houses – 
another 33 dwellings will affect the balance of the 
village with another possible 70 adults and 
children. Can all of our infrastructure including the 
school support this increase? I am not sure about 
the capacity of our village hall, but will it need to 
be extended? Our roads and paths are already 
struggling. 

Comments noted.  6 
parishioners think that 30+ 
houses would be far too many. A 
total of nearer to 20 (not 
including windfall) would be 
agreed. 
The actual number of potential 
houses in the period 2011-31 is 
33 houses. Of these 11 already 
had planning permission from 
the start of the plan period 

No change  
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(2011) and before the 
Neighbourhood Plan came into 
being. The remaining number of 
22  is a result of applying the 
agreed policies to the each of 
the proposals for development 
that were received. This is very 
close to the stated wishes of the 
community as set out in "Policy 
Statement A". We have been 
advised that with previous 
development plans, similar in 
nature to a Neighbourhood plan, 
only approximately 70% of 
proposed developments actually 
take place. 
 
See Section 5 below for general 
commentary on number of new 
dwellings implied in Plan.. 

36.4 G&B Ball 7 
2 
6 

Supporting Objective 1 we fully agree with modest levels of 
development.  
Objective 2 can the village easily support the 
potential development of 33 additional houses 
Objective 3, 4 and 5 Fully agree. 

Comments noted No change  

36.5 G&B Ball 8 
4 
B7 

Comment Highfield Lodge. This site was rejected by GNP 
Group with their decision being endorsed by 69% 
to 79% of the village questionnaire respondents. 
In view of the surprising and unexpected planning 
application approval by ENC, contrary to Parish 
Council wishes, how will this be dealt with? This 
will be the only rear garden, back-fill dwelling in 
the village, & which will be overlooked by 
neighbouring properties. It is outside the old 
village envelope and is also outside the new 
boundary settlement line. This application was 
approved a mere 24 hours prior to our GN Plan 
being approved [for consultation]. I am fearful that 
this anomaly will create a precedent, through 

Comments noted.   
The site granted planning 
permission will be identified in 
the proposals map and the 
settlement boundary revised to 
encompass the immediate 
curtilage of the new building and 
the intended front garden and 
access. It is not appropriate to 
include the rear garden as 
development to the rear would 
be contrary to Plan policies on 
village linearity and avoidance of 
back-fill.  

The settlement boundary will be 
amended as indicated. 
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future planning appeals to the Secretary of State, 
for other ejected sites. 

36.6 G&B Ball 11 
Policy 
2 
2 

Comment “The retention of the linear character of the village 
was strongly endorsed ….. and avoidance of any 
rear garden back-fill”. How does the recent 
planning approval [of Highfield Lodge] by ENC 
affect this statement? Will it open the door for 
other back-fill developments? 

Comments noted.  The 
application was granted against 
officer recommendation.  This 
will not affect the Neighbourhood 
Plan, nor the status of the 
statements within it. 

No change 

36.7 G&B Ball 12 
Policy 
3 

Supporting We fully agree with this policy however, several of 
these statements conflict with the allocated sites, 
notably Numbers/points 3,4,5,8,9,11 and 12. How 
realistic and enforceable are these statements? 

Comments noted.  The 
statements are included in Policy 
3 and as such should be taken 
into account when assessing any 
planning proposal. 

No change  

36.8 G&B Ball 13 
2/3 

Comment 1. The village Hall employs at least 1 person and 
contributes to economic activity in the village. Add 
to employment opportunities?  
2. Glapthorn School employs about 12 people 
and is the biggest employer in the village. Add to 
the plan?  
3. The Church contributes to village economic 
activity and the parish quota contributes to the 
stipend of the incumbent. Add?  
4. Para 3 – supporting development – could this 
be more proactive in anyway? 

Comments noted.  Policy 4 
support employment 
opportunities in the parish 

Reference to the school as the 
major employer in the village will 
be added. 

36.9 G&B Ball 14 
1 
Policy 
1 

Supporting Fully agree. Comments noted No change  

36.1
0 

G&B Ball 15 
2 
Policy 
5 

Supporting Absolutely agree. [However], Para 2 – Does the 
potential development from Glapthorn Manor to 
Crown House sit comfortably within the policy? I 
think not. 

Comments noted No change  

36.1
1 

G&B Ball 17 
Policy 
9 

Comment We agree with this statement. However, the 
proposed 5+5 houses at Glapthorn Manor 
together with a possible 3 houses land to the east 
of the allotments will increase the number of 
vehicles on this already dangerous and 
overloaded stretch of road. It is too much 

Comments noted.  See response 
from NCC below regarding 
highway issues. 

Policy (Mitigated Road Safety 
Issues) has been amended to 
refer directly to traffic “hot-
spots”. 
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development. The important rural views will also 
be destroyed as will the rural character of this part 
of the village. Public safety on both road and 
paths will be compromised. 

36.1
2 

G&B Ball 18 
3&6 
Policy 
8 

Comment “Ensure the scale of infill development does not 
adversely affect the character of the locality or the 
residential amenities of nearby occupiers”.  
 
Site B3 is in opposition to this policy as is site B1. 
Dwellings on site B1 have the potential to look 
straight into the bedrooms of the old stone, low 
houses on the opposite side of the road.  
 
Applications for site B1 have been consistently 
refused by ENC even for 1 bungalow. See also 
comments on site B1.  
Site B3 also conflicts with this badly as it will 
badly affect residents living opposite.  
How does the recent planning approval for 
Highfield Lodge comply with this statement? “rear 
gardens for placement of dwellings will not be 
accepted". 

Comments noted.   
 

No change  

36.1
3 

G&B Ball 18 
Policy 
9 
B1, 
B3, 
B15, 
B17 

Supporting We totally agree with this policy. All of the sites 
[quoted] have severe road safety issues for both 
vehicles and pedestrians. There is currently no 
footpath outside any of these sites. Regarding 
site ? will allotment holders still be able to safely 
walk on the grass from The Cottage up to the 
allotments (protected) to avoid crossing the road 
by the school? Will developers be compelled to 
construct footpaths by the above sites and 
provide mitigating safety measures? 

Comments noted.  These issues 
will be dealt with during the 
determination of any future 
planning application. 
 
See NCC Highways comments 

NCC comments on highways 
issues will be added together 
with identification of hot-spots as 
part of (renumbered) Policy11. 
Sites B1, B3 B15 and B17 all 
are associated with the identified 
road safety hot-spots. 

36.1
4 

G&B Ball 19 
Policy 
10 

Supporting Wholeheartedly agree. Comments noted No change  

36.1
5 

G&B Ball 9 
Policy 
1 & 
18 

Objecting We have concerns about a possible 3 houses 
being built on this site. Historically a number of 
planning applications for the site have been 
refused. One of the reasons given by the 

Comments noted.  4 
parishioners think that the 
proposed development B1 
should either be rejected 
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B1 Planning Appeal Officer being that Glapthorn lies 
within a special landscape area and that 
“dwellings on this site would be poorly related to 
other buildings in the village and would detract 
from its rural surroundings”.  
ENC 1991Planning Appeal Inspector. A planning 
application for 1bungalow was refused by ENC in 
1991, went to appeal and was still refused. The 
height and aspect of this site could potentially 
allow house holders to look directly into the 
upstairs rooms of the houses opposite, these 
houses are right on the path and not set back 
from the road. 
There are already serious ongoing traffic 
concerns on this stretch of Benefield Road due to 
speeding traffic as well as the increased volume 
of traffic partly due to the change from 3 tier to 2 
tier educational system in our area. Glapthorn 
School now takes an additional 2 years of 
children with the resulting increase in parental 
traffic. 
In 1972 ENC compulsory purchased a strip of 
land, from The Cottage to the allotments to 
improve visibility. However, the road was not 
widened. There is now a lot more traffic on this 
road – a school bus used to bring children to 
school and more children were ‘walked’ to school 
in those days. 
There will also be the additional traffic from the 
new development site at Weldon let alone the 
proposed development of Deenethorpe Airfield, 
Policy 8, page 18, No. 5 also refers. There is 
inadequate parking space in this area. 

completely or reduced to just 1 
dwelling. Traffic safety worries. 
 
Concerns regarding the 
proposed development were 
expressed and considered by 
parishioners during the 
consultation exercise in the 
summer.  
 
It was pointed out, correctly, by 
some responders that this site 
had had planning applications 
rejected several times in the 
past, but this was essentially 
because the site lay outside the 
settlement boundary as defined 
by the then extant local plan, the 
Rural North, Oundle and 
Thrapston Plan. 
 
The site satisfies the 
Neighbourhood Plan's Statement 
of Principles "A", "B", "C", and 
especially “D" and satisfies 
Housing Objectives 1 and 3. 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan allows 
for the re-drawing of the village 
settlement boundary (Policy 2) 
so this site now lies within the 
settlement boundary. 
75% of parishioners who 
expressed a view were in favour 
of the development. 

36.1
6 

G&B Ball 9 
1 
B3 

Objecting The proposal is for 5 dwellings – far too many. 
This proposal conflicts directly with Policy 8 
Design Principles No.5 as it will “adversely affect 
the character of the immediate locality or the 

Comments noted.  In relation to 
site B3 5 parishioners expressed 
concern at losing Green Space 
and the view from Benefield 

No change  
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residential amenities of nearby occupiers”. The 
open space, visible from the pathway will be lost 
– Policy 5, Landscape Character, Para 2. Traffic 
issues on this stretch of road are considerable 
already. 
With a further 5 + 5 dwelling on this site (including 
the barn conversions B17) as well as the Horse 
Riding business this will be a very dangerous 
stretch of road. There is already inadequate off-
road parking on this stretch of road. There is also 
the Deenethorpe Development to consider. This 
is a small rural village road with two dangerous 
corners (one by the school and one by Crown 
House) and was not designed to take the 
additional volume of traffic which will be 
generated by this development of a further 10 
houses (an increase of 15? Cars). 
B3 & B17 combined make this development 
larger than the development at Braesby. Do we 
really want this between listed Glapthorn Manor 
and Crown House? We think not. 

Road. They all felt that 5 houses 
was too many in addition to the 
proposed barn conversion of 5 
houses in the adjacent manor 
farm site. There were also traffic 
safety worries. 
 
The status of the previous Local 
Green Space was the subject of 
special consultation with the 
community during the 
consultation exercise in the 
summer. A majority of 
parishioners (54%) who 
expressed a view felt that some 
limited development would be 
acceptable or that the village 
envelope should be used to limit 
unwanted development.  
 
Site B3 satisfied Housing 
Objectives 1 and 3 and fulfilled 
the requirements of housing 
related Statements of Principle 
"A", "B", "C" and "D".  
 
It also complies with 
Neighbourhood Plan "Policy 3" 
subsections 1, 3, 4, 5, 8 and 9. 
 
The site was endorsed by 59% 
of parishioners who expressed a 
view. 

36.1
7 

G&B Ball 9 
Policy 
1 
B15 

Objecting Braesby – Do we really need this development? 
See page 6.4 Vision & Objectives – we need 
modest development. There are already vehicular 
and speeding problems on this stretch of road 
which will be exacerbated by the development 
from Braesby to the old allotment land adjacent to 

5 parishioners feel that the 
Braesby site is already big 
enough and that the proposed 
development of site B15 would 
be an unnecessary extension 
into open countryside and the 

No change  
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Leverton. There is currently no footpath and there 
will be visibility problems because of the curve in 
the road by the bridge. 

flood plain. Also, traffic safety 
worries. 
 
Site B15 for 3 houses satisfies 
Housing Objectives 1 and 3 and 
housing related Statement of 
Principles "A", "B", "C" and "D". 
It also complies with 
Neighbourhood Plan "Policy 3" 
subsections 1, 3, 4, 5 8 and 9. 
 
Although concerns regarding the 
proposed development were 
expressed and considered by 
parishioners during the 
consultation exercise in the 
summer the site was endorsed 
by 61% of parishioners who 
expressed a view. 

36.1
8 

G&B Ball 9 
Policy 
1 
B17 

Comment Glapthorn Manor – Barn Conversion. Agree in 
principle but not in conjunction with B3.  
The total development of both is excessive.  
Re-use and conversion of existing building is a 
sensible option.  
Traffic and Access issues will need careful 
consideration. 

Comments noted.  Traffic and 
access issues will be assessed 
during the planning application 
stage. 

No change  

37.1 LC 
Nowlan 

9 
Policy 
1 
B1 

Objecting There have been many refusals in the past for 
development on this land which was not in the 
village development. It has always been green 
open space. There are major concerns about 
traffic with school being so close and the pre-
existing traffic speeding and parking issues on 
this stretch of road on a bad bend. The potential 
Deenethorpe Development will undoubtedly 
increase the volume of traffic through Glapthorn. 
We would prefer to see no development on this 
land but certainly not 3 houses. 

Comments noted.  4 
parishioners think that the 
proposed development B1 
should either be rejected 
completely or reduced to just 1 
dwelling. Traffic safety worries. 
Concerns regarding the 
proposed development were 
expressed and considered by 
parishioners during the 
consultation exercise in the 
summer.  
 

NCC highways comments 
added and this location 
identified as one of 4 traffic 
safety hot-spots in (renumbered) 
Policy 11 
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It was pointed out, correctly, by 
some responders that this site 
had had planning applications 
rejected several times in the 
past, but this was essentially 
because the site lay outside the 
settlement boundary as defined 
by the then extant local plan, the 
Rural North, Oundle and 
Thrapston Plan. 
 
The site satisfies the 
Neighbourhood Plan's Statement 
of Principles "A", "B", "C", and 
especially “D" and satisfies 
Housing Objectives 1 and 3. 
The Neighbourhood Plan allows 
for the re-drawing of the village 
settlement boundary (Policy 2) 
so this site now lies within the 
settlement boundary. 
75% of parishioners who 
expressed a view were in favour 
of the development. 

37.2 LC 
Nowlan 

9 
2 

Comment We consider a total number of 33 houses up to 
2013, excluding windfall developments, is far too 
many for the village to absorb. 

Comments noted.  6 
parishioners think that 30+ 
houses would be far too many. A 
total of nearer to 20 (not 
including windfall) would be 
agreed. 
 
The actual number of potential 
houses in the period 2011-31 is 
33 houses. Of these 11 already 
had planning permission from 
the start of the plan period 
(2011) and before the 
Neighbourhood Plan came into 
being. The remaining number of 

No change  
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22 is a result of applying the 
agreed policies to the each of 
the proposals for development 
that were received.  
 
This is very close to the stated 
wishes of the community as set 
out in "Policy Statement A". We 
have been advised that with 
previous development plans, 
similar in nature to a 
Neighbourhood plan, only 
approximately 70% of proposed 
developments actually take 
place. 
 
See Section 5 below for general 
commentary on number of new 
dwellings implied in Plan. 

37.3 LC 
Nowlan 

8 
4 
B7 

Comment Will the approved permission for site B7 [Highfield 
Lodge] affect any further development proposals 
bearing in mind the stated policy of opposing 
backfill “as back fill was felt to be incompatible 
with the retention of the linear nature of 
Glapthorn”? This approved application will sit 
outside both the old and new village boundary 
settlement. 

Comments noted.   
 

 
The site which was approved 
will be identified on the 
proposals map and the 
settlement boundary revised to 
encompass the immediate 
curtilage of the new building and 
the intended front garden and 
access.  

37.4 LC 
Nowlan 

9 
Policy 
1 
B3 

Objecting We feel this is too big a development on the 
grounds of the adverse effect this would have on 
the amenities and character of nearby occupiers. 
There are also major traffic concerns of speeding 
on this dangerous bend and together with B17 
could potentially increase vehicles by 10-20 also 
concerns of traffic from proposed Deenethorpe 
Development. 

In relation to site B3 5 
parishioners expressed concern 
at losing Green Space and the 
view from Benefield Road. They 
all felt that 5 houses were too 
many in addition to the proposed 
barn conversion of 5 houses in 
the adjacent manor farm site. 
There were also traffic safety 
worries. 
 

No change  
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The status of the previous Local 
Green Space was the subject of 
special consultation with the 
community during the 
consultation exercise in the 
summer. A majority of 
parishioners (54%) who 
expressed a view felt that some 
limited development would be 
acceptable or that the village 
envelope should be used to limit 
unwanted development.  
Site B3 satisfied Housing 
Objectives 1 and 3 and fulfilled 
the requirements of housing 
related Statements of Principle 
"A", "B", "C" and "D".  
 
It also complies with 
Neighbourhood Plan "Policy 3" 
subsections 1, 3, 4, 5, 8 and 9. 
The site was endorsed by 59% 
of parishioners who expressed a 
view. 

37.5 LC 
Nowlan 

9 
Policy 
1 
B15 

Objecting Do we really need 3 extra houses on a site which 
has already been developed? We have traffic 
concerns re-additional vehicles on this stretch of 
road from the brook up to Leverton where there is 
no continuous footpath. 

Comments noted.  5 
parishioners feel that the 
Braesby site  is already big 
enough and that the proposed 
development of site  B15 would 
be an unnecessary extension 
into open countryside and the 
flood plain. Also traffic safety 
worries. 
Site B15 for 3 houses satisfies 
Housing Objectives 1 and 3 and 
housing related Statement of 
Principles "A", "B", "C" and "D". 

No change  
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It also complies with 
Neighbourhood Plan "Policy 3" 
subsections 1, 3, 4, 5 8 and 9. 
 
Although concerns regarding the 
proposed development were 
expressed and considered by 
parishioners during the 
consultation exercise in the 
summer the site was endorsed 
by 61% of parishioners who 
expressed a view. 

38.1 M&M 
Schofield 

LGS  Support the proposal that the Plan permits very 
limited development (originally 30% support). 

Comments noted No change  

38.2 M&M 
Schofield 

  3. Planning Policy Context – Accepted. 
 

Comments noted No change  

38.3 M&M 
Schofield 

  4. Vision and Objectives – Support the 
Statement of Principles. 

Comments noted No change  

38.4 M&M 
Schofield 

  6. Housing – Objectives 1-5 Agreed Comments noted No change  

38.5 M&M 
Schofield 

Policy 
1 
B1 

 Site B1; Policy 1 – Agree with commentary. 
Particular concern about the traffic congestion at 
peak times (i.e. school runs) although this may be 
mitigated if off road parking is allowed behind the 
“play area”. 

Comments noted No change  

38.6 M&M 
Schofield 

  Site B2; Policy 1 – Agree with commentary Comments noted No change  

38.7 M&M 
Schofield 

  Site B3; Policy 1 – Agree with Policy 8. Comments noted No change  

38.8 M&M 
Schofield 

  Site B5; Policy 1 – Concerned about the 3 
dwellings proposed for agricultural buildings 
which were built relatively recently – in addition to 
a conversion recently. Traffic confusion at the 
road bends cause problems at peak times (e.g. 
when the village hall is hosting classes). 

Comments noted No change  

38.9 M&M 
Schofield 

  Site 15; Policy 1 – An extension of linear 
development with access to a busy road. 

Comments noted No change  
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38.1
0 

M&M 
Schofield 

Policy 
1 
B17 

 Site B17; Policy 1 – Wait and see! Comments noted No change  

38.1
1 

M&M 
Schofield 

Policy 
2 

 Generally, agree with some reservations. Comments noted No change  

38.1
2 

M&M 
Schofield 

Policy 
3 

 Generally, agree Comments noted No change  

38.1
3 

M&M 
Schofield 

Policy 
4 

 Generally, agree Comments noted No change  

38.1
4 

M&M 
Schofield 

Policy 
5 

 Generally, agree Comments noted No change  

38.1
5 

M&M 
Schofield 

Policy 
6 

 Strongly agree. Comments noted No change  

38.1
6 

M&M 
Schofield 

Policy 
7 

 Strongly agree. Comments noted No change  

38.1
7 

M&M 
Schofield 

Policy 
8 

 Strongly agree. Comments noted No change  

38.1
8 

M&M 
Schofield 

Policy 
9 

 Strongly agree. Comments noted No change  

38.1
9 

M&M 
Schofield 

Policy 
10 

 Strongly agree. Comments noted No change  

39.1 David 
Chapple 

  HOUSING OBJECTIVES 
In this context it should be borne in mind that 
there is no requirement under the NNJCS for 
Glapthorn to deliver a specific minimum amount 
of residential development unlike the position in 
neighbouring Oundle which as one of the Market 
Towns is required to ensure that its plan allocates 
sufficient land for residential development to 
provide at least a defined minimum amount of 
new residential dwellings within the plan period.  

Comments noted.  There is a 
requirement for the GNP to 
contribute to meeting the rural 
housing need as set out in the 
NNJCS. 
 
 

No change  
 
 

39.2 David 
Chapple 

  1 and 3 could be amalgamated and slightly 

modified to read as follows: 

 
Objective 1 

Comments noted.  The 
Neighbourhood Plan group 
consider the Objectives are 
appropriate as they stand. 

No change 
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To support a limited amount of residential 
development not exceeding x dwellings in the 
plan period provided that 
a) all proposals for new residential development 
can demonstrate how they will provide a mix of 
tenure, type and size of dwelling to meet the 
identified housing need within the parish of 
Glapthorn 
and 
b) the proposals comply with policy 3 on housing 
development within the parish of Glapthorn. 
Housing need: an identified need for smaller 
properties and properties suitable for the elderly. 

39.3 David 
Chapple 

  Objective 2 
Given the limited amount of residential 
development to be permitted within the plan 
period it is likely to be impractical to insist upon 
development work being phased and this 
objective could be removed. 

Comments noted No change  

39.4 David 
Chapple 

  Objective 4 
As there are no sites adjacent to the boundary 
with the parish of Oundle that have been 
allocated for development there is no need for 
this objective other than as a basis for the area of 
separation sought. 

Comments noted.  It is important 
that this objective is retained as 
it does provide support the policy 
on avoidance of coalescence; 
also Glapthorn has to be 
cognisant of potential housing 
need in Oundle and also Rural 
exceptions under NNJCS Policy 
13. 

No change  

39.5 David 
Chapple 

  Objective 5 
Could be drafted as follows: 
To ensure that the design of new residential 
dwellings utilises local materials and traditions 
matching the existing built environment whilst 
providing environmentally friendly eco designs 
which maximise resource and energy efficiency. 
Objective 5 should be included within policy 9 on 
DESIGN. 

Comments noted.  Re-wording is 
unnecessary 

No change  
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39.6 David 
Chapple 

  Objective 5 should be included within policy 9 on 
DESIGN. 

Comments noted.  Objectives 
and Policies are separate 
matters. 

No change  

39.7 David 
Chapple 

  Housing policy 1 preferred site allocations: 
In order to ensure that the amount of residential 
development is limited in line with objective 1 it is 
necessary to reduce the number of sites allocated 
for development. In this context site B5 should not 
be allocated as it does not adhere to the 
requirement for linear development. Further 
savings could be made if required by also 
deleting B1 and/or B15. 

Comments noted.  The actual 
number of potential houses in 
the period 2011-31 is 33 houses. 
Of these 11 already had 
planning permission from the 
start of the plan period (2011) 
and before the Neighbourhood 
Plan came into being. The 
remaining number of 22  is a 
result of applying the agreed 
policies to the each of the 
proposals for development that 
were received.  
 
This is very close to the stated 
wishes of the community as set 
out in "Policy Statement A". We 
have been advised that with 
previous development plans, 
similar in nature to a 
Neighbourhood plan, only 
approximately 70% of proposed 
developments actually take 
place. 

No change  

39.8 David 
Chapple 

  Options for site allocations for development on 
the Oundle/Glapthorn boundary: 
The narrative could be restricted to: “The 
assessment shows that none of these sites are 
needed to meet an identified housing need in 
either Glapthorn or Oundle”. This avoids making 
claims about the suitability of any of these sites.” 
Although it might be sensible to add wording 
along these lines: “In addition maintaining an area 
of separation between Glapthorn and Oundle is 
consistent with the NNJCS through the avoidance 
of coalescence”. There might be merit in going 

Comments noted.  It is 
unnecessary to make changes to 
the wording 

No change  
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further and suggesting that when the next parish 
boundary review takes place the development on 
Wagstaff’s field should become part of Oundle as 
it is adjacent to the existing built form of that 
parish and remote from the existing built form of 
the village of Glapthorn. This would be the logical 
extension of the policies set out in the plan. 

39.9 David 
Chapple 

  Policy 2 Settlement Boundary 
There could be no real objection to extending the 
settlement boundary to include the whole of the 
present built form of the village i.e. by including 
the Wilkinson farm. 
If it is felt appropriate to restrict the amount of 
residential development by reducing the number 
of sites allocated then sites B1 and/or 15 could be 
excluded from the proposed settlement boundary 
revisions. 

Comments noted.   
 
Agricultural buildings are classed 
as greenfield land.  Netherdyke 
is significantly separated from 
the main built form of the village 
by the Manor Farm barns to 
warrant excluding it from the 
proposed settlement boundary.  
 
There are permitted 
development rights for the 
conversion of agricultural barns 
to residential available for 
owners. 
 
Policy 2 in the plan states that 
the settlement boundary should 
be used to define the area in 
which housing development 
around the village area is 
contained except for housing 
development that complies with 
NNJCS Policy 13 (Rural 
Exceptions). There is no reason 
to make changes to the 
boundary where there are no 
proposals for development within 
the plan or where a planning 
proposal has been granted but 
any further development would 

No change  
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be contrary to Neighbourhood 
Plan policies. 

39.1
0 

David 
Chapple 

  Policy 3.10 
Should be deleted as it is over prescriptive and is 
covered to some extent within the revised 
housing objectives. 

Comments noted.  It is an 
important policy to retain – its 
addresses a fundamental policy 
requirement of NNJCS 

No change  

39.1
1 

David 
Chapple 

  Policy 4 “Small scale” will need to be defined or 
deleted. “Unacceptable levels of traffic” is too 
vague and should be replaced with “levels of 
traffic impacting adversely upon the rural road 
network”. Also replace “should” with “shall” in 
order to achieve the implementation desired. 

Comments noted 
 
 
 
Agree to replace should with 
shall 

Amend Policy 4 to replace 
should with shall 

39.1
2 

David 
Chapple 

  Policy 5 
Replace “should” with “shall” and “will” with “shall” 
in order to achieve the implementation desired.   

Comments noted 
Agree to replace should with 
shall 

Amend Policy 5 to replace 
should with shall 

39.1
3 

David 
Chapple 

  Policy 6 
Replace “should” and “will” with “shall” in order to 
achieve the implementation desired. 

Comments noted 
Agree to replace should with 
shall 

Amend Policy 6 to replace 
should with shall 

39.1
4 

David 
Chapple 

  Policy 7  
The word “inappropriate” should be deleted as 
should the words “except for special 
circumstances”. This wording is too vague to 
ensure that development on the identified local 
green pace does not occur. For policies to fulfil 
their function of being used in the formal 
consideration and determination of planning 
applications and appeals they need to be clear 
and unambiguous. If a qualification is needed 
“that would adversely impact upon it” would be 
better but a blanket ban is easier to justify, and 
the last sentence should read as follows: 
“Development shall not be permitted within the 
Local Green Space”. 
DESIGN OBJECTIVES 
Will need to reflect the changes proposed to the 
HOUSING OBJECTIVES. 

Comments noted.  See response 
to ENC comments 13.13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Proposed changes not accepted 
 

 
Addition to Policy 7: "New build 
development will not be 
supported within the Local 
Green Space except for very 
special circumstances...." 

39.1
5 

David 
Chapple 

  Policy 8 Comments noted and accepted 
 

Amend Policy 8 accordingly 
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Begin with “All new development shall take 
account of the following design principles:” in 
order to achieve the implementation desired. 
Policy 8.4 replace “relating” with “relate” 
 
 
Policy 8.7 replace “should” with “shall” in order to 
achieve the desired implementation. 
 
Penultimate sentence replace “which” with “and”  
Last sentence replace “will not be accepted” with 
“shall not be permitted” in order to achieve the 
desired implementation. 

 
 
Comments noted.  Retain 
current wording 
 
Comments noted.  Replace 
should with shall 
 
 
Comments noted.  Retain 
current wording 
Comments noted and accepted 

 
 
 
 
 
-ditto- 
 
 
 
 
 
-ditto- 

39.1
6 

David 
Chapple 

  Policy 9 
Replace “existing” with “identified” and “will” with 
“shall” in order to achieve the desired 
implementation. 

Comments noted.  First 
suggestion misses the point of 
the policies.  Replace should 
with shall 

Amend Policy 9 to replace 
should with shall 

39.1
7 

David 
Chapple 

  Policy 10.1 
Replace “will” with “shall” in order to achieve the 
desired implementation 
 
In (a) replace “ensures” with “demonstrates” and 
“demonstrating” with “indicating” and “should” with 
“shall”  
 
In (b) replace “ensures” with “demonstrates” and 
delete the commas 
 
 
In (c) replace “ensures” with “demonstrates”  
 
Amend to: “The existing community and 
recreation facilities are identified …” 
 
Policy 10.2 
Amend to start: Proposals for new, and 
improvements to, existing community and 
recreation facilities will be supported. 

 
Comments noted.  Replace will 
with shall 
 
Comments noted.  Retain 
current wording and replace 
should with shall 
 
 
Comments noted.  Replace 
“ensures” with “demonstrates” 
and delete the commas 
 
Comments noted.  Replace 
“ensures” with “demonstrates” 
Comments noted.  Changes not 
necessary. 
 
Comments noted and accepted 
 

Amend Policy 10 accordingly. 
 
 
 
-ditto- 
 
 
 
 
Ditto- 
 
 
 
-ditto- 
 
 
 
 
-ditto- 



83 
 

Ref 

No. 
Consultee 

Name 
Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 
No. 

Support / 
Object / 

Comment 

Comments received Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

Development may be permitted ….” The use of 
“will” is pre-determinative. 

40.1 Kier on 
behalf of 
NCC 

Policy 
9 
(Renu
mber
ed) 

 We have the following comments on the 
proposed hotspot highway locations for policy 9 
(renumbered) 
 
1. Main Street – The Thatched Cottage and 
opposite Windy Ridge -  
The highway in this location is narrow with poor 
forward visibility due to the embankments and 
bends, with significant gradients. Any new access 
or intensification of existing accesses may not 
achieve acceptable visibility 
 
2. Benefield Road - Glapthorn school down to T 
junction with Main Street - Visibility for any new 
site access south of Benefield Road is restricted 
by the adjacent bend to the east. Any new access 
would need to provide visibility commensurate 
with speeds of approaching traffic. A footway 
should be provided to connect with the existing 
footway to the east and a suitable pedestrian 
crossing point across Benefield Road provided to 
allow access to the school 
 
3. Southwick Road - to north of Braesby to brook. 
-  
Any development in this location would have its 
access within an unrestricted (60mph) speed limit 
area and would be likely to need to have the 30-
mph speed limit extended to beyond the site 
access and a village gateway provided to help 
reduce traffic speeds 
 
4. Cotterstock Road – Crown house to Glapthorn 
Manor - This site is subject to a current planning 
application and mitigation to reduce speeds along 
Cotterstock Road in the vicinity of the site access 

Comments incorporated in 
restated Policy 9 on Mitigating 
Traffic and Road Safety Issues 

New Policy 9 
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in the form of a narrowing and priority system is 
proposed 

 Kier on 
behalf of 
NCC 

Policy 
1 
B1 

 Regarding the allocated sites we comment as 
follows. 
B1 Land to east of allotments 3 houses 
Visibility for any new site access south of 
Benefield Road is restricted by the adjacent bend 
to the east. Any new access would need to 
provide visibility commensurate with speeds of 
approaching traffic. A footway should be provided 
to connect with the existing footway to the east 
and a suitable pedestrian crossing point across 
Benefield Road provided to allow access to the 
school 

Comments noted and will be 
added to site appraisals report 

 

 Kier on 
behalf of 
NCC 

Policy 
1 B2 

 B.2 Leverton, Southwick Road 1 house 
The site access should be located within the 
30mph speed limit. Visibility commensurate with 
actual vehicles speeds should be provided. A 
footway to the site should be provided with a 
suitable crossing point to the existing footway 

Comments noted and will be 
added to site appraisals report 

 

 Kier on 
behalf of 
NCC 

Policy 
1 B3 

 B.3 Land below Glapthorn Manor Farm, 5 
houses. 
This site may be required to widen the 
carriageway along its frontage as it is currently 
too narrow for 2-way traffic. A new footway would 
be required with a suitable crossing point to the 
existing footway on the northern side of 
Cotterstock Road    

Comments noted and will be 
added to site appraisals report 

 

 Kier on 
behalf of 
NCC 

Policy 
1 B5 

 B.5. Land at Church Farm. 3 dwellings 
Visibility may be restricted however existing use 
would need to be considered and any potential 
highway benefit in removing farm vehicles from 
using the access 

Comments noted and will be 
added to site appraisals report 

 

 Kier on 
behalf of 
NCC 

Policy 
1 B6 

 B.6.  Meadow View 1 replacement and 1 
additional house. 
Visibility may be restricted at access. Access will 
need improving to comply with standards for 
shared use (4.5m for 10m from back of highway) 

Comments noted and will be 
added to site appraisals report 
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 Kier on 
behalf of 
NCC 

Policy 
1 B11 

 B 11 Between Rose Cottage and Northfield 
possible garage with a flat above or a single 
bungalow. No comments 

Comments noted and will be 
added to site appraisals report 

 

 Kier on 
behalf of 
NCC 

Policy 
1 B15 

 B15 Land to the west of Southwick Road, 
Glapthorn 3 houses. 
Any development in this location would have its 
access within an unrestricted (60mph) speed limit 
area and would be likely to need to have the 30-
mph speed limit extended to beyond the site 
access and a village gateway provided to help 
reduce traffic speeds. The access will need to 
comply with standards for shared use (4.5m for 
10m from back of highway) and have adequate 
visibility 

Comments noted and will be 
added to site appraisals report 

 

 Kier on 
behalf of 
NCC 

Policy 
1 B17 

 B17  Manor Farm, Cotterstock Road 5 houses 
This site is subject to a current planning 
application and mitigation to reduce speeds along 
Cotterstock Road in the vicinity of the site access 
in the form of a narrowing and priority system is 
proposed 

Comments noted and will be 
added to site appraisals report 
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Table 2 Glapthorn Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan Consultation Responses to SEA/ 

Consultation Body 
 

Response 

Natural England Planning consultation: Glapthorn Neighbourhood Plan SEA and HRA 
screening 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated and received by 
Natural England on 10 August 2017. 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory 
purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved, 
enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future 
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development. 
Screening Request: Strategic Environmental Assessment 
It is our advice, on the basis of the material supplied with the 
consultation, that, in so far as our strategic environmental interests 
are concerned (including but not limited to statutory designated sites, 
landscapes and protected species, geology and soils), that there are 
unlikely to be significant environmental effects from the proposed 
plan. 
We are not aware of significant populations of protected species 
which are likely to be affected by the policies / proposals within the 
plan. It remains the case, however, that the responsible authority 
should provide information supporting this screening decision, 
sufficient to assess whether protected species are likely to be 
affected. 
Notwithstanding this advice, Natural England does not routinely 
maintain locally specific data on all potential environmental assets. 
As a result the responsible authority should raise environmental 
issues that we have not identified on local or national biodiversity 
action plan species and/or habitats, local wildlife sites or local 
landscape character, with its own ecological and/or landscape 
advisers, local record centre, recording society or wildlife body on the 
local landscape and biodiversity receptors that may be affected by 
this plan, before determining whether an SEA is necessary. 
Please note that Natural England reserves the right to provide further 
comments on the environmental assessment of the plan beyond this 
SEA screening stage, should the responsible authority seek our 
views on the scoping or environmental report stages. This includes 
any third-party appeal against any screening decision you may make. 
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Habitats Regulation Assessment 
I can also confirm that Natural England agrees with the report’s 
conclusions that the Glapthorn Neighbourhood Plan would not be 
likely to result in a significant effect on any European Site, either 
alone or in combination and therefore no further assessment work 
would be required. 
 
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if 
in the meantime you have any queries please do not hesitate to 
contact us. 

Environment Agency Glapthorn Neighbourhood Plan SEA Screening Opinion 
Thank you for consulting us on the above strategic environmental 
assessment (SEA) screening opinion for Glapthorn’s Neighbourhood 
Plan. 
We have reviewed the SEA screening form, the draft plan dated July 
2017 in the context of SEA requirements and other information 
provided in support of your request. Based on the policies and site 
allocations put forward, we consider that Glapthorn Neighbourhood 
Plan is unlikely to have significant adverse environmental effects on 
the aspects of the environment we cover. However, we would 
welcome partnership opportunities with your Authority to secure 
beneficial impacts for the water environment including riparian zone 
biodiversity and other aspects within our remit. 
We note that the policies set out in Glapthorn Neighbourhood Plan 
are of no wider coverage that those already addressed by the North 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy. We welcome the application 
of the flood risk sequential test to the allocated sites, i.e. steering 
development to areas at low risk of flooding. We are aware that the 
sites put forward for allocation are to be considered separately 
through individual assessments at development planning level. 
Accordingly, it is our view that given the scale and nature of the plan 
in the context of the emerging Part 2 Local Plan for East 
Northamptonshire and the adopted Joint Core Strategy, fit for 
purpose environmental assessments, if required should potentially 
satisfy the scope of any issues we raise at further detailed stages. 
 
Should you require any additional information or wish to discuss our 
response to your screening opinion request, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 
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Historic England Request for screening for SEA- Glapthorn Neighbourhood Plan 
Thank you for consulting Historic England on the above 10 August 
2017. 
For the purposes of this consultation, Historic England will confine its 
advice to the question 'Is it likely to have a significant effect on the 
environment?' in respect of our area of concern, cultural heritage. I 
note that the screening assessment does not consider that 
a SEA is required in this instance. We have identified no significant 
effects to cultural heritage. 
We would like to stress that this is based on the current information 
provided in the screening request and the current draft 
Neighbourhood Plan. To avoid any doubt, this does not reflect our 
obligation to provide further advice on the SEA process, and 
subsequent draft Plan's. 
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5.0  Post Regulation 14 Consultation 

5.1 Following the responses received to the Regulation 14 Consultation, the 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group took a update report to the Parish Council which 
focused on the key points raised as follows 

 Regulation 14 Consultations and Housing Numbers 

5.2 Concerns were raised in the Regulation 14 responses about “over development” and 
the number of additional dwellings implied in the Plan 

5.3 The Neighbourhood Plan must have regard to national and local planning policies. 

5.4 National planning policies are set out in the National Planning Policy Framework.  
This advises in paragraph 6 that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute 
to the achievement of sustainable development.  Paragraph 15 states that all plans 
should be based upon and reflect the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development, with clear policies that will guide how the presumption should be 
applied locally. 

5.5 Local planning policies are set out in NNJCS and in particular Policy 11.2 
“Development in the rural areas will be limited to that required to support a 
prosperous rural economy or to meet a locally arising need, which cannot be met 
more sustainably at a nearby larger settlement” 

5.6 Only 6 respondents made direct reference to housing numbers in objecting to the 
Plan although some others objected to certain sites and others who did not object 
nevertheless “made comment” about the number of additional dwellings. Thus, in 
total 12 responses made direct or indirect negative comments about sites and / or 
housing numbers. This is from the 120 households given the opportunity to respond 
to the Regulation 14 Draft Plan. 

5.7 It is interesting to note that at the exhibition days in May / June when attendees were 
given the opportunity to assess sites, the results were: 

no. of addtl dwellings 
supported 

Attendees supporting 

0 to 5 4 

6 to 10 14 

11 to 15 15 

16 to 20 27 

21 to 25 23 

26 to 30 35 

Total 118 

 
5.8 The median number of additional dwellings calculated from the exhibition days, 

accords with the number of new dwellings potentially available from the site 
allocations included at Policy 1 in the Plan (22).  

5.9 Attendees attention at the exhibition days was drawn to the implied number of 
houses on sites being proposed for inclusion and that they would produce a figure 
significantly in excess of the figures from earlier consultations. This was done so as 
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to invite attendees to review their conclusions on sites in that context if they so 
wished. To further emphasise the point the questionnaire asked: 

Please consider your answers to Section B Parts 1 and 2 together; is the total 
number of houses you are supporting acceptable to you? 

Would you prefer tighter planning policies to limit the number of houses implied 
in the Draft Plan? 

 

5.10 Thus the number of objections and concerns expressed now are not significantly 
different to the views expressed at the Exhibition Days. The results from the 
exhibition days have formed the guiding principles of the Draft Plan. 

5.11 The GNP Group fully understands and appreciates the concerns expressed about 
over development; indeed, the need to preserve the character of Glapthorn Village is 
the central theme of the Plan. The Plan Policies need to be read as a whole as they 
apply quite specific restrictions on development within the Village. 

5.12 It is not possible for the Plan to insert a maximum number of new dwellings or indeed 
specify the number of dwellings on any particular site. This is a matter for the 
development control authority (ENC) when a particular planning application is 
considered. However, the Plan does set down the acceptable sites and these were 
tested at the exhibition days. The results were: 

Site 
No. 

Site Description Community 
Support for 

Inclusion in NP 

B.1.  Land to east of allotments 75% 

B.2. • Leverton, Oundle Road 84% 

B.3. • Land below Glapthorn Manor Farm, bordering Benefield 
Road between Manor farm and Crown House 

59% 

B.5. • Land at Church Farm 76% 

B.6. • Meadow View 90% 

B 11 • Between Rose Cottage and Northfield 90% 

B.14 • Benefield Road – opposite school 51% 

B15 • Land to the west of Southwick Road, Glapthorn (north of 
new Braesby Lane development – fronting Southwick 
Road) 

61% 

B17 •  Manor Farm, Cotterstock Road 80% 

 

 

5.13 Being conscious of community concerns about over development, and traffic 
concerns, site B14 was not included as it had the most marginal level of support. 

5.14 The sites not proposed for inclusion were also endorsed. 
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Site 
No. 

Site Description Community 
Support for Not 
Including in NP 

B.4 • Land south of Main Street 97% 

B.7 • Paddock to Rear of Highfield Lodge (planning permission 
granted August 2017) 

69% 

B.8 • Land behind White Cottage 74% 

B.10 • Main Street between The Thatched Cottage and towards 
brook Farm 

89% 

B.12 • Peaches Cottage 75% 

B 13 • Roy’s Field (beyond Windy Ridge) 97% 

 
5.15 The whole premise of the Glapthorn Neighbourhood Plan is that it should be a 

reflection of the community’s views and the above clearly shows why the sites in 
question were either included or excluded.  

5.16 It should be noted however that just because a site is included, it is not automatic 
that the site WILL be developed or indeed developed at the intensity assumed in the 
indicative numbers for new dwellings. It is usually the case that the maximum number 
of new dwellings in any development plan is rarely achieved - with 70% being the 
norm. In addition, for Glapthorn, most of the sites will present special difficulties  (and 
costs) associated with their location and the landowner will need to make their own 
judgment on the economics of development. 

5.17  A choice to reduce the number of sites for development would require 
selection of one or more specific sites for exclusion. To ignore the community 
assessments made at the exhibition day would not be in keeping with the 
approach quite deliberately adopted in producing the Plan (i.e. being a channel 
for expressing the community’s choices within the context of national and 
local planning policies). 

5.18 In summary 

• The number of dwellings (above existing planning permissions) is 22 and 
consistent with the community’s views on site selections expressed on the 
Exhibition Days 

• The community’s concern about “over-development” are understood and this is 
why all the Plan Policies need to be read together to appreciate that the Plan 
as a whole is very much driven by the intention of retaining the character of 
Glapthorn. 

5.19 The concerns about over development are however quite understandable and 
indeed shared. Thus it is proposed that the Plan should make specific 
reference to this shared concern and highlight that development control 
decisions do need to take account of the phasing of development and the 
ability of the Village to absorb new housing at the time of considering planning 
applications. 
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