
Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan

(submitted 11 January 2008)


Summary of representations and key 
issues raised 

“Regulation 29” consultation:

11 January – 22 February 2008


April 2008 

East Northamptonshire Council 



Contents 

1. Introduction ............................................................................................................ 3

Statement of representations received (Regulation 31(c)(i))............................................. 3


2. Key issues............................................................................................................... 4

Nature of comments submitted......................................................................................... 4

Key issues identified......................................................................................................... 4


3. Details of key issues identified ............................................................................. 6

Scope and timescale of the Plan ...................................................................................... 6

Settlement roles and relationships.................................................................................... 7

Phasing and infrastructure................................................................................................ 8

Transport, accessibility and parking ................................................................................. 8

Renewable energy and climate change............................................................................ 9

Affordable Housing........................................................................................................... 9

Natural and built environment........................................................................................... 9

Economic development – employment, tourism, town centres and regeneration............ 10

Mechanisms for implementation and monitoring............................................................. 11

Other issues and concerns............................................................................................. 11


4. Alternative Sites – Site Allocations Representations........................................ 12

Site specific proposals.................................................................................................... 12

Site Allocation Representations...................................................................................... 12


5. Sustainability Appraisal Report .......................................................................... 14

Mitigation Measures ....................................................................................................... 14

Alternative Options......................................................................................................... 14

Sustainability Assessment of Sites ................................................................................. 14

Appropriate Assessment Screening Report.................................................................... 15


Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan – Summary April 2008 
of representations and key issues raised 

2 



1. Introduction 

1.1	 The Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan (RNOTP) and its accompanying 
Sustainability Appraisal Report were submitted to the Secretary of State on 11 January 
2008. Submission of these documents was accompanied by a 6-week statutory 
consultation period under the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) 
(England) Regulations 2004, Regulation 29. 

1.2	 Residents and organisations were invited to submit representations on the RNOTP 
and accompanying Sustainability Appraisal Report between 11 January and 22 
February 2008. 

1.3	 This report, prepared under the above regulations and known as the “Regulation 31 
Statement” outlines the main issues raised in the representations. It is necessarily 
broad-brush and should be read in conjunction with the schedule summarising each 
individual representation. 

Statement of representations received (Regulation 31(c)(i)) 

1.4	 During the 6 weeks of the consultation, 163 individuals and organisations submitted 
representations on the RNOTP, making over 1000 separate comments. 

1.5	 In addition, 8 representations were received regarding the Sustainability Appraisal 
Report and accompanying Appropriate Assessment Screening Report, containing a 
total of 55 comments. 

1.6	 A few representations were also received after 22 February 2008. While these are 
“not duly made” under the statutory process for the Plan some consideration of the 
issues raised has nevertheless been made. 

Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan – Summary April 2008 
of representations and key issues raised 

3 



2. Key issues 

Nature of comments submitted 

2.1	 The majority of submitted comments referred to individual policies or paragraphs. In 
many cases these suggested particular changes to a policy or paragraph in order to 
make the policy or relevant section of the document “more sound”. Many comments 
referred to individual tests of soundness, most commonly soundness test 7: that the 
policy in question is the most appropriate, having considered all alternatives. 

2.2	 Broadly speaking, comments argued: 

•	 For amendments to particular policies or sections of supporting text; 

•	 For clarification or the inclusion of additional detail, including minor editorial 
changes; 

•	 For deletion of a policy or section of text; or 

•	 In support of a particular policy or paragraphs. 

2.3	 In addition, many representations were made proposing alternative sites. Full details 
of these are set out in the “Statement of Site Allocation Representations” (March 
2008). Representations regarding the Sustainability Appraisal and accompanying 
Appropriate Assessment Screening report are also addressed later in this report. 

Key issues identified 

2.4	 Respondents commented on most aspects of the RNOTP. Key issues have been 
identified, relating to: 

•	 Scope and timescale of the Plan 
o	 Is it appropriate for the RNOTP to contain a mixture of strategic, 

development control and site specific policies? 
o	 Should the Plan consider post-2021 development, given the emerging 

Regional Plan (to 2026)? 

•	 Settlement roles and relationships 
o	 Is the strategy for growth focussed on particular identified service 

centres appropriate? 
o	 Should other villages in the Plan area be considered as service 

centres? 

•	 Phasing and infrastructure 
o	 Is the approach to phasing of developments in Oundle and Thrapston 

appropriate? 
o	 How should the rate of new development be tied to the development of 

new local and strategic infrastructure? 

•	 Transport, accessibility and parking 
o	 Does the proposed approach to improving accessibility to services and 

parking provision for new developments reflect local needs? 

•	 Renewable energy and climate change 
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o	 Does the Plan sufficiently address the provision of new renewable 
energy? 

o	 Is the Plan sufficiently robust in its approach to issues of climate 
change, e.g. flood risk? 

•	 Affordable housing 
o	 Are targets and thresholds set at an appropriate level to address the 

supply and delivery of new affordable housing? 

•	 Natural and built environment 
o	 Does the Plan give appropriate direction in terms of the impacts of new 

development on existing habitats and biodiversity? 
o	 Does the Plan give sufficient weight to issues of design, landscaping 

and the historic environment? 
o	 Is the Plan sufficiently robust in supporting the development of new 

green infrastructure and the enhancement of existing identified areas of 
open space? 

•	 Economic development – employment, tourism, town centres and 
regeneration 

o	 Does the Plan provide a viable strategy for attracting high quality 
employment into the area? 

o	 Is the plan sufficiently robust in protecting the existing employment 
base of the Plan area? 

o	 Is the Plan sufficiently robust to resist inappropriate employment or 
tourist related development? 

o	 Is the plan sufficiently supportive of viable tourist development, 
particularly along the Nene valley? 

o	 Will the Plan lead to enhancement of businesses and facilities in and 
around Oundle and Thrapston town centres? 

•	 Mechanisms for implementation and monitoring 
o	 Are Plan policies sufficiently robust to achieve the stated Plan 

outcomes? 
o	 Is the monitoring framework sufficiently robust to measure delivery of 

the desired outcomes? 

2.5	 The key issues identified above will be addressed in more detail below. In some 
cases individual respondents are referred to. It is emphasised that this is to provide a 
context for the range of comments received and does not imply that these 
representations are more important than those which are not identified by name. 

2.6	 Many representations relate to site specific proposals. These are often detailed and 
refer to a particular issue or concern with an individual site being put forward in the 
Plan. In such cases, however, the key issue raised has been identified above and is 
explored in the relevant section of this document, below. 
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3. Details of key issues identified 

Scope and timescale of the Plan 

3.1	 One of the key issues identified by several respondents is where the RNOTP fits within 
the context of national, Regional Spatial Strategy and the emerging North 
Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy (CSS). Several of these representations 
raised concerns about conformity with particular national, regional and CSS policies, in 
some cases referring to soundness tests 4: consistency with other plans, policies and 
programmes, though EMRA accept that the Plan is in general conformity with the 
existing RSS8 (March 2005). 

3.2	 The role of the relevant regional planning organisations (EMRA and GOEM) is to 
provide assistance and guidance to the Council in preparing its Local Development 
Framework (LDF). These bodies have provided indicative responses concerning the 
scope of the Plan, which is stated to be a “site specific proposals” document 
(paragraph 1.1). 

3.3	 EMRA and GOEM both state that a number of the draft policies are referred to as 
being strategic in nature and some seem to be generic development control policies. 
Bearing in mind that the Core Strategy provides the overarching policy framework for 
this document, it is argued that it should not be necessary to repeat strategic or 
development control policies here but instead to refer to the Core Strategy. 

3.4	 Similarly, it is argued that a number of policies appear to be repetition of national policy 
and/ or joint CSS policies. If the policies cannot be amended to apply more specifically 
to the local area they should be deleted (PPS12, paragraph 2.30). GOEM identify 
particular policies which they consider should be deleted: policies 3, 4 (merge with 
policies OUN1 and THR1 respectively), 10, 17, 18, 33, BC1. However, GOEM 
conclude that these concerns do not affect the overall soundness of the Plan. 

3.5	 GOEM argue that the Plan is not clear in setting out how the growth to be delivered in 
the area contributes to the requirements that are set out in the CSS. It is recognised 
that the area covered by the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan (RNOTP) will not 
be a major contributor to the delivery of this growth, but the Plan does not indicate how 
far the plan policies will contribute to the requirements for the distribution of housing 
and jobs within North Northamptonshire, nor how the housing delivery will be phased 
over the plan period. Neither does the Plan set out a housing implementation strategy, 
as required in PPS3 paragraph 62. 

3.6	 Several other respondents have argued that the Plan is inconsistent with particular 
national and regional policies, e.g. PPS3. Generally, it is considered that more 
evidence should be provided to justify any exceptional local circumstances for 
departing from such policy. 

3.7	 A substantial number of respondents have also commented upon issues addressed by 
the CSS. Many residents have presentated arguments that the level of growth 
proposed in the service centres (Oundle, Thrapston and King’s Cliffe) is inappropriate, 
and these settlements will not be able to cope with additional development. 
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3.8	 Other respondents who are promoting specific development sites have presented 
arguments that the Plan does not accord with PPS3: Housing (paragraphs 53-55), 
referring to the issue of housing land supply. These also reflect arguments by GOEM, 
in that the Plan does not provide sufficient detail in terms of setting out a strategy for 
housing implementation. 

3.9	 When addressing the timescale of the plan, EMRA recognise that the Plan has been 
prepared for the period of the adopted Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS8, March 2005) 
and emerging CSS, up to 2021. However, the Draft RSS extends to 2026, and 
reference is made to the implications of this in the Core Strategy (Paragraph 1.21). 

3.10	 Overall, issues raised concern the plan overlapping with or repeating national, regional 
or Core Strategy policies. Many respondents also query the levels of growth proposed 
for the Plan area, despite the fact that this is set out in the Regional Spatial Strategy 
and Core Strategy. 

Settlement roles and relationships 

3.11	 A number of representations concerned the status of individual settlements, arguing for 
a different strategy for particular centres. Some respondents questioned the 
designation of Oundle, Thrapston and King’s Cliffe as service centres, arguing that the 
strategy disproportionately focuses new development upon these settlements. The 
cumulative impact of development is also raised as a concern. 

3.12	 Respondents such as Burghley House Estates and William Davis Ltd argue that larger 
villages should be designated as “smaller service centres”, notably Easton on the Hill 
and Woodford. These villages have been proposed in addition to or instead of the 
Plan approach (Policy 1), where Nassington and Warmington have been designated 
as smaller service centres. 

3.13	 Many other respondents (mainly promoting individual development sites) argue that 
the Plan strategy is generally too restrictive and should be more positive towards 
development in villages, in order to address the shortfall of housing (particularly 
affordable housing). It is argued that network villages should have a greater role in 
delivering growth in the Plan area. 

3.14	 The status of Category A and B villages is questioned (Policy 1), with particular 
villages (Deene, Duddington, Luddington in the Brook and Wakerley) proposed for 
reclassification from Category B to Category A, in order to allow infill development. 
Other respondents consider that the Category B status is ambiguous and 
unnecessarily restrictive, while not protecting these villages from inappropriate 
development. 

3.15	 A large number of representations have been received regarding individual settlement 
boundaries and the approach to defining these (set out in the January 2006 Preferred 
Options document, paragraphs 6.7-6.10). In most cases, these argue that the 
approach has not been consistently applied, and certain areas of land (e.g. garden 
curtilages) should be included within the settlement boundary. Mike Sibthorp Planning, 
acting on behalf of two separate developers, has argued extensively that the preferred 
approach, to define tightly drawn settlement boundaries, is not the best strategy for 
encouraging sustainable development in villages. 
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3.16	 GOEM also argue that the definition of windfalls (paragraph 4.10) does not appear to 
accord with national planning guidance set out in PPS3 (footnote 31) which states that 
windfalls comprise previously developed land that unexpectedly becomes available. 
The Plan states that windfalls are development sites not specifically identified on the 
Proposals Map. As worded this definition could include greenfield land. 

Phasing and infrastructure 

3.17	 The pressure group, “Oundle Under Threat”, has argued in support of the Plan, in that 
it explicitly and directly links the rate of development to improvements to local 
infrastructure (Policies 3, 4, OUN1 and THR1). The argument is presented that the 
Plan needs to be robust in setting out a coordinated approach to delivering highways 
improvements, utilities, school expansion and other community infrastructure, e.g. 
doctors’ surgeries. 

3.18	 Oundle Under Threat and many local residents argue that the target date for housing 
development in Oundle should be set back to take account of complex local 
infrastructure issues. It is emphasised that the link between new development and 
infrastructure needs to be sufficiently robust and should override the Core Strategy 
housing target. 

3.19	 In contrast, GOEM argue that the Plan approach to infrastructure provision in Oundle 
and Thrapston is unduly restrictive, effectively preventing all development before 
infrastructure is fully sorted. It is stated that the Plan should enable development to 
proceed in a planned and co-ordinated manner, supported by the necessary 
infrastructure. It is also argued that the phasing policies (3 and 4) for the towns should 
be more clearly linked to the infrastructure policies (OUN1 and THR1). 

Transport, accessibility and parking 

3.20	 One contentious issue which the Plan attempts to address is setting residential parking 
standards at an appropriate and sustainable level. Oundle Under Threat and many 
residents throughout the plan area argue that the parking standards (such as 1.5 
spaces per dwelling for town centre developments) are unrealistically low and do not 
address local need. In contrast, however, the Highways Agency and 
Northamptonshire County Council argue that the Plan does not provide sufficient 
emphasis on modal shift and the need to encourage sustainable development and 
reduce reliance on the car. 

3.21	 Concerns are also raised about the level of car parking in the town centres. In 
particular, Oundle Town Council argue that Policy OUN5, relating to the possible 
relocation of Oundle Primary School, should allocate this site for additional town centre 
car parking. 

3.22	 Other issues regarding transport relate to general issues such as road safety. A small 
number of other respondents emphasise the need for improved public transport links 
or community transport schemes to service centres – Corby, Stamford and Thrapston. 
This supports the Highways Agency assertion that the Plan should be bolder in its 
approach to transport and accessibility. 
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Renewable energy and climate change 

3.23	 One particular concern about the scope of the Plan raised by GOEM and EMRA is the 
approach to renewable energy and climate change. It is argued that these issues 
should generally have a higher profile throughout the document and explicitly be 
identified as a key outcome (Section 3 of the Plan). King’s Cliffe residents also argued 
that Policy 9 (Flood Risk) should be sufficiently robust to minimise and reduce flood 
risk in the village. 

3.24	 GOEM have raised particular concerns that Policy 16 (Wind Farms) is contrary to 
some aspects of national policy (PPS22) without sufficient justification being provided. 
However, Hemington, Luddington and Thurning Parish Council and local residents 
have argued that the policy should not override concerns about the sensitive nature of 
the local landscape. 

Affordable Housing 

3.25	 Several policies in the plan address the issue of affordable housing and design, in 
particular housing mix. Organisations such as the Campaign to Protect Rural England 
(CPRE) and Rockingham Forest Housing Association argue that the affordable 
housing targets are too modest and will do little to address the supply of suitable 
affordable housing over the Plan period. 

3.26	 In contrast, however, some developers (e.g. William Davis Ltd) question the viability of 
the thresholds and targets set out in the Plan as being too onerous and exceeding 
regional targets. Certain residents also argue that the target of 40% affordable 
housing for new developments will inevitably lead to over-development, poor design 
and social problems. 

3.27	 The Plan’s reliance upon the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) has been 
questioned by one developer. It is argued that the SHMA process itself is flawed, as 
there has not been sufficient consultation with housebuilders in the preparation of the 
SHMA document. 

3.28	 Other concerns about affordable housing included the definition, which one respondent 
argued should include discount market housing. Savills, on behalf of State Securities 
plc, argue that the Rural Exceptions housing policy (Policy 21) should include explicit 
reference to the RSS8 sequential approach, to ensure that previously developed land 
is always considered before greenfield development on the edge of settlements. 

Natural and built environment 

3.29	 The RNOTP contains a number of policies throughout relating to the enhancement of 
biodiversity, green infrastructure, landscape and the built environment. Some 
respondents such as English Heritage have argued that the focus of plan policies is 
too narrow and the Plan as a whole does not contain sufficient emphasis on the 
historic environment. 
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3.30	 Other respondents argue that the general approach, e.g. the definition of “open space” 
is too broad to be meaningful, given that “open space” and “important open land” (as 
identified in Policy 22 and Policy 12 respectively) includes many areas of private land. 
One respondent stated that the approach to landscape designations is not sufficiently 
robust and argued for the reinstatement of the “Special Landscape Designation” from 
the 1996 Local Plan. 

3.31	 It was also argued that the Plan does not distinguish between local and sub-regional 
(e.g. Nene Valley) green infrastructure, so does not sufficiently emphasise the wide 
range of green infrastructure which will be developed over the Plan period. 
Cambridgeshire County Council also state that individual green infrastructure 
proposals should make reference to, and be integrated with, schemes by neighbouring 
authorities. Twywell Parish Council has also argued about the detail of individual 
routes around the Parish, proposing certain changes to those shown on the Proposals 
Map. 

3.32	 Natural England has raised one significant concern about local biodiversity, namely the 
potential impact of the Plan on the proposed Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special 
Protection Area/ Ramsar site. These concerns are addressed more fully in the 
Sustainability Appraisal section (below). 

Economic development – employment, tourism, town centres and 
regeneration 

3.33	 Economic growth with a tourism-led focus is supported throughout the Plan, through 
various policies. Representations have been made by organisations such as the 
Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) and local businesses regarding specific 
areas of the Plan’s economic strategy. Certain respondents, addressing individual 
tourism or regeneration proposals, have requested additional detail to be set out in the 
relevant policies. 

3.34	 The identification of certain employment protection sites (Policy 23) is questioned by 
some developers and landowners, principally as these respondents wish to see 
individual sites released for housing development. Stamford Homes Ltd, promoting 
land at East Road, Oundle for housing, have questioned the Council’s Employment 
Land Review as a basis for designating this land for employment. In particular, the 
viability or suitability of individual sites for continuing employment protection is 
questioned. 

3.35	 The CPRE and certain individual respondents have raised particular concerns about 
the protection of existing employment sites in open countryside, e.g. Islip Furnace 
automotive storage site. Proposals for lorry parking (Policy 33) are questioned, but the 
most significant issue raised is the need to resist speculative warehouse developments 
(Class B8). 

3.36	 The focus on tourist development has been raised, namely whether it is appropriate to 
allow such proposals in the open countryside, along the Nene valley (CPRE). The 
need for viable uses for particular redevelopment schemes (Riverside Hotel and 
Oundle Marina) is raised by promoters of these. Similarly, C Micklewright (Lilford Hall) 
has raised concerns about the potential for conflict between the users of public access 
through Lilford Park and residents of Lilford village and Lilford Hall. However, the need 
to avoid over-intensification and inappropriate redevelopment proposals has also been 
noted by the CPRE. 
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Mechanisms for implementation and monitoring 

3.37	 Closely linked to the phasing and infrastructure needs of site specific development 
proposals, the most prominent issue raised by GOEM, groups such as Oundle Under 
Threat and many local residents, is the need for the Plan to include robust delivery and 
monitoring mechanisms. In particular, GOEM emphasise the need to ensure that the 
relevant organisations are fully “on board” in order to achieve the desired outcomes, 
e.g. infrastructure, Parish Plans. 

3.38	 The CPRE and many residents have stated that clearer targets are needed in the case 
of certain policies. In particular, the need to explicitly acknowledge regional and Core 
Strategy targets and indicators has been stated. Oundle Under Threat, Oundle Town 
Council and residents have stressed that site specific proposals for Oundle should 
address wider strategic issues, e.g. traffic and congestion within the town. 

3.39	 It has been argued by promoters of certain sites – East Road, Fletton House (Oundle) 
and Brigstock Camp, that the relevant policies are too narrow and prescriptive in their 
approach. In contrast, other proposals such as safeguarding land for a new secondary 
school (THR1) are seen as weak and insufficiently robust. English Heritage also 
argues that Policy 13 is not sufficiently proactive in its approach to protecting non-listed 
buildings of historic interest. 

3.40	 Other concerns raised include the practicalities of relocating Oundle Primary School 
and existing occupants of premises situated within regeneration sites, e.g. Cattle 
Market, St John’s Ambulance (Thrapston). Concerns are raised about how such 
proposals are to be implemented in practice, given the need for cooperation between 
many landowners, agencies and other stakeholders. 

3.41	 Overall, it has been argued that targets and indicators need to be set out more clearly 
throughout the document. This is necessary to ensure effective monitoring is at the 
centre of implementing the Plan. 

Other issues and concerns 

3.42	 Some respondents have raised concerns about the content and/ or structure of the 
document as a whole. GOEM and Northamptonshire County Council have put forward 
editing changes and corrections to the Proposals Map, in all cases to update this or 
provide enhanced clarity. However, a number of supportive comments have been 
received about the document’s general structure and clarity. Other respondents 
propose additional background information and baseline data for inclusion in the “Area 
Portrait” (Section 2), while it has been noted that in some places the text needs to be 
generally more clear/ robust, with specific terms and phrases more clearly defined. 

3.43	 Other respondents have questioned the legislation and plan process as a whole, in 
particular the statutory requirements for consultation. Certain Oundle residents have 
questioned soundness test 9 itself; namely its reference to “flexibility”. They have 
raised concerns that this will be used to subvert the necessary infrastructure 
improvements in Oundle before the implementation of new developments in the town. 
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4. Alternative Sites – Site Allocations Representations 

Site specific proposals 

4.1	 Section 3 (above) covers the range of issues which have been raised, principally 
regarding specific policies and proposals in the Plan. Many respondents have argued 
that, in order for any policy or proposal put forward for a particular development to be 
“sound”, it should: 

•	 Be robustly set out, with clear criteria; 

•	 Include design details, e.g. density, existing on-site features; 

•	 Address existing local concerns and problems; 

•	 Address cumulative impacts of local and wider infrastructure; 

•	 Include provision for flood risk mitigation; 

•	 Set clear and appropriate timescales, targets and thresholds for 
implementation; and 

•	 Specifically set out access arrangements. 

4.2	 Responses from local residents and groups have effectively argued that these criteria 
should relate to any development proposals being put forward. It is argued that these 
criteria should apply to proposals put forward both in the Plan itself and by developers 
and landowners promoting alternative sites. 

4.3	 Many representations include substantial narratives about existing problems and 
issues, rather than focussing upon the specific proposals being put forward in the Plan. 
In many cases, these respondents (mainly local residents) refer to perceived concerns 
about new developments in general, but are not corroborated by any evidence or 
representations from statutory bodies and other infrastructure providers. 

Site Allocation Representations 

4.4	 115 representations were received promoting alternative development sites or 
proposing additional protection. Full details are provided in the Statement of Site 
Allocation Representations (March 2008). 

4.5	 Most of these Site Allocation Representations are proposals for changes to individual 
settlement boundaries. In most cases, however, these are not accompanied by 
supporting evidence or a Sustainability Appraisal. 

4.6	 Ten alternative sites are, however, supported by substantial supporting evidence and/ 
or a sustainability assessment. These are: 

•	 Slate Drift, Collyweston (J Regis); 

•	 Exeter Arms & Easton Garage, Stamford Road, Easton on the Hill (J Regis & J 
Stevenson); 

•	 Land Rear of 89-91 Lowick Road, Islip (Morris & Vicars); 

•	 The Reliance Garage, Washingley Lane, Lutton (State Securities); 

•	 Land south of Apethorpe Road, Nassington (Harrison); 

•	 Land off Cotterstock Road and St Peters Road, Oundle (Living Villages/ H H 
Bletsoe & Son); 

•	 Land at East Road, Oundle (Stamford Homes Ltd/ Mr J Mynard); 
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•	 Land at Springfield Farm, Oundle Road, Thrapston (Society of Merchant 
Venturers); 

•	 Land south of Mill Road, Woodford (William Davis Ltd); 

•	 Spinney Farm, rear of 17 Main Street, Woodnewton. 

4.7	 Agents acting on behalf of the Society of Merchant Venturers and Mr V Harrison have 
challenged the evidence base of the Plan, namely the “soundness” of the Council’s 
“Sustainability Assessment of Sites” (Roger Tym & Partners, May 2007). Further 
details are set out in the Sustainability Appraisal section of this report (below). 
Similarly, Stamford Homes Ltd and Mr J Mynard have challenged the Employment 
Land Review. 
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5. Sustainability Appraisal Report 

5.1	 Representations have been received from two DPD bodies – English Heritage and 
Natural England, regarding the Sustainability Appraisal Report (SA) and accompanying 
Appropriate Assessment Screening Report (AA). Other representations were received 
from developers and individuals promoting alternative sites and Woodnewton Parish 
Council. 

5.2	 English Heritage considers that the historic environment is not raised as a key issue, 
so has not been given significant weight throughout the SA process. EH also identify 
factual corrections, such as the status of certain Listed Buildings. Woodnewton Parish 
Council considers that the cumulative impact of traffic has not been sufficiently 
addressed. 

Mitigation Measures 

5.3	 English Heritage and Natural England have submitted representations stating that 
insufficient detail is included regarding mitigation measures (Section 11, Sustainability 
Appraisal Report). English Heritage proposes a particular correction to Mitigation 
Measure D, which does not reflect PPG16 procedures (re archaeology). Natural 
England also argues that mitigation measures should be more clearly addressed; both 
in the SA and AA documents. 

Alternative Options 

5.4	 One aspect of the SA Report which has been challenged by promoters of alternative 
sites is the preferred approach to defining settlement boundaries. The Society of 
Merchant Venturers, Regis & Stevenson, Herewood Homes and D Crocker all raise 
this concern, arguing that insufficient consideration has been given to alternatives. 

Sustainability Assessment of Sites 

5.5	 Living Villages Ltd and the Society of Merchant Venturers both challenge the 
methodology applied in preparing the Sustainability Assessment of Sites (Roger Tym & 
Partners, May 2007). It is argued that this report does not provide an adequate 
assessment of all evidence in its consideration of the following criteria and is therefore 
unsound: 

• Flood risk; 

• Landscape value; 

• Coalescence between settlements. 
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Appropriate Assessment Screening Report 

5.6	 Natural England is the only body which raises issues concerning the Appropriate 
Assessment work undertaken alongside the Sustainability Appraisal process. With 
regard to possible adverse impacts of any policies in the plan, Natural England argues 
that it is essential to cover all possible reasons that a policy or proposal will not have 
an adverse impact upon the proposed Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special 
Protection Area (SPA)/ Ramsar site. 

5.7	 It is stated that a full Appropriate Assessment will be necessary for all proposals likely 
to have a significant impact upon the proposed SPA/ Ramsar site. It is further argued 
that there is a need to review the AA screening process, and it is emphasised that the 
AA Screening Report should not defer the AA process to a project level. 
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