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

1.2	 Arising from this consultation, 115 representations were received promoting alternative 
development sites or proposing additional protection. Under Regulation 32, the 
Statement of Site Allocation Representations (March 2008) was prepared, providing 
full details of these alternative proposals. The Regulation 33 consultation about the 
Statement of Site Allocation Representations ran from 14 March – 25 April 2008. 

1.3	 This report, prepared under Regulation 33, outlines the main issues raised in the 
representations regarding sites identified in the Statement of Site Allocation 
Representations. It is necessarily broad-brush and should be read in conjunction with 
the schedule summarising each individual representation. 

Statement of representations received (Regulation 33(2)(a)) 

1.4	 During the consultation period, 139 individuals and organisations submitted 
representations on the RNOTP, making approximately 200 separate comments. 

1.5	 The consultation also included 10 representations which were “not duly made”. These 
representations which are not considered to be duly made fall into one or more of the 
following categories: 

•	 Representations raising issues about policies or proposals set out in the 
RNOTP document; 

•	 Representations proposing further alternative sites which were not identified 
during the RNOTP submission stage consultation (11 January – 22 February 
2008); 

•	 Late representations, received after 25 April 2008. 

Layout of this report 

1.6	 This report will identify the key issues which have been raised in respect of individual 
sites in the Statement of Site Allocation Representations (March 2008). The most 
controversial sites, which have generated the greatest number of representations, will 
also be identified. 

1.7	 Following this, representations which provide backing to individual sites will be 
summarised. The key issues that these representations raise will be set out. Finally, 
other issues arising from the site allocations consultation will be identified. 
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2. Executive Summary and methodology 

Nature of comments submitted 

2.1	 The majority of submitted comments referred to individual sites identified in the 
Statement of Site Allocation Representations (March 2008). Some representations 
were received concerning multiple sites, e.g. all site proposals in one settlement. 

2.2	 A small number of representations were also received regarding the consultation 
process itself, or the clarity and usability of the Statement of Site Allocation 
Representations. 

Methodology – how representations have been dealt with 

2.3	 Inevitably, the majority of representations received were objections to individual 
or groups of sites identified in the Statement of Site Allocation Representations. 
These are classified as “supporting” representations, in that the Council is not 
proposing that these sites should be allocated in the RNOTP. As such, 
therefore, the Council shares the view of the respondent. Around 160 
comments fall into this category. 

2.4	 Most of the remaining comments (around 40) were favourable about individual 
sites in the Statement of Site Allocation Representations. These are classified 
as “objections”, in that they propose alternative proposals to those set out in 
the RNOTP. These are therefore contrary to the view of the Council. 

2.5	 Throughout the remainder of the document, sites in the Statement of Site Allocation 
Representations have been given the generic term “alternative sites”. In most cases, 
“alternative sites” refers to additional development sites proposed over and above 
those sites which are proposed in the RNOTP. These consist of either: 

•	 In a small number of cases, sites put forward in place of/ as an alternative to 
RNOTP site allocations; or 

•	 In most cases, sites put forward in addition to RNOTP allocations. 
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3. “Supporting” Representations 

3.1	 In all cases, “supporting” representations are those which raise objections to individual 
or groups of sites identified in the Statement of Site Allocation Representations. These 
number around 160 separate comments. 

3.2	 In many cases, the issues raised in these “supporting” representations reflect the 
Council’s own evidence base. These representations back up most of the Council’s 
earlier findings, as set out in the Sustainability Appraisal Report and other evidence 
documents such as The Sustainability Assessment of Sites for Development Plan 
Documents (Roger Tym & Partners, May 2007). 

Key issues raised regarding alternative sites 

3.3	 In many cases, the issues raised about individual sites in the Statement of Site 
Allocation Representations are common to many of the alternative sites. Broadly, 
these issues are: 

•	 Landscape and topography – visual impact of development; 

•	 Transport – highways, parking, accessibility, traffic, road safety, public 
transport; 

•	 Infrastructure – sewerage, schools, lack of local amenities to support 
development etc; 

•	 Need to ensure retention of existing open space/ Important Open Land; 

•	 Scale of development proposed – impact upon character of the local area; 

•	 Environmental impacts – flood risk, biodiversity etc; 

•	 Loss of greenfield/ agricultural land; 

•	 Land ownership; 

•	 Existing Local/ Structure Plan and Core Strategy policies. 

3.4	 Inevitably, most of these issues relate to the various different alternative sites to a 
greater or lesser degree. 

Key alternative sites – those which have aroused the greatest controversy 
or generated the greatest number of representations 

3.5	 Of the 115 alternative sites identified in the Statement of Site Allocation 
Representations, particular sites have generated strong local controversy. Conversely, 
many of the alternative sites did not receive any responses, while many others 
received 1-2 representations. 

3.6	 The most controversial alternative sites, i.e. those which generated a substantial 
number of representations, were: 

•	 Site 00336 – Land east of Mill Road, Yarwell – 30 objections; 

•	 Site 00336/02790 – Land off Cotterstock Road and St Peters Road, Oundle – 
15 objections; 

•	 Site 02831 – Land south of School House, Church Lane, Achurch – 15 
objections; 

•	 Site 00013 – Land adjacent Tansor Court Cottages, Fotheringhay Road, 
Tansor – 7 objections; 
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•	 Site 00277 – Land rear of Stonecroft, 4 Rectory Lane, Woodford – 6 objections; 

•	 Site 00262 – Land at Springfield Farm, Oundle Road, Thrapston – 5 objections; 

•	 Site 00101 – Land off Glapthorn Road, Oundle – 5 objections; 

•	 Site 02766 – Proposals for Prince William School expansion – Land either side 
of Herne Road, Oundle – 5 objections. 

3.7	 Most representations about these alternative sites raised one or several of the issues 
and concerns identified in paragraph 3.3 above. These reiterate the Council’s view – 
namely that these alternative sites are not the best options for development in the 
RNOTP area. 
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4. “Objections” – representations in support of alternative 
sites 

4.1	 This section of the report sets out the various supporting representations relating to 
different alternative site proposals (i.e. “objections”). These “objections” raise a varied 
range of issues including: 

•	 Submission of supplementary information in support of an alternative site; 

•	 Local issues relating to individual alternative development sites; 

•	 Allowing for limited development in particular settlements; 

•	 Support for proposed additional Important Open Land (IOL) designations; 

•	 Comments regarding the consultation process for the Statement of Site 
Allocation Representations. 

Representations consisting of supplementary information 

4.2	 The ‘Summary of representations and key issues raised – “Regulation 29” 
consultation: 11 January – 22 February 2008’ (“Regulation 31” statement) identified ten 
alternative site representations which included substantial supporting evidence and 
data. In addition, other respondents have used the 14 March – 25 April 2008 
consultation as an opportunity to supplement their earlier representations. 

4.3	 Supplementary information has been submitted, raising different issues. The table 
below sets out the different supplementary information which has been submitted. 

Site/ Site Name Submitted by Details 
Customer 
Ref 

00013 Land adjacent Tansor 
Court Cottages, 
Fotheringhay Road, 

Mrs L Claypole Local mobile services; 
community groups; 
sustainable location 

Tansor 
00101/ Land adjacent to the Oundle Town Council Development on part of 
00287 cemetery on Stoke Doyle site supported, but 

Road, Oundle constraints also 
recognised 

00101 Land off Glapthorn Road, 
Oundle 

Oundle Town Council Possible alternative 
uses – residential or 
primary school 
relocation 

00219/ Land East of Stamford RPS, on behalf of National, regional, Core 
00332 Lane, known as Bastion Homes Strategy policies; role/ 

“Slaughter’s Field”, (02920) and Slaughter status of Warmington 
Warmington family VDS 

00275 Land south of Mill Road, William Davis Ltd Sustainability 
Woodford Assessment document 

00049/ Land at East Road, Mr J Mynard Site unsuitable/ 
02738 Oundle unattractive for industry 
02740 The Reliance Garage, Savills, on behalf of Questions re extent of 

Washingley Lane, Lutton State Securities site shown on 
Alternative Sites map 
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4.4	 In all cases, these representations are either intended to clarify an earlier 
representation, or provide further details to supplement the earlier points. The majority 
of the sites above have been subject to ongoing discussions during the course of the 
RNOTP process (since 2004). 

Issues raised in support of alternative site proposals 

4.5	 Certain representations recognise the development potential of particular alternative 
sites. In most cases, local residents may take the view that a particular site represents 
the best option for future development. Broadly, most such representations recognise 
the need to allow for small scale development around villages and acknowledge the 
advantages of individual sites, summarised below: 

•	 Topography of a site, including its physical characteristics, features and 
constraints; 

•	 Farm buildings/ outbuildings situated within “natural” settlement boundaries; 

•	 Setting of possible development site – sensitivity of location, local character 
etc; 

•	 Accessibility, proximity to identified service centres, e.g. Woodford; 

•	 Need to allow development of affordable housing for local people; 

•	 Environmental improvements resulting from new development; 

•	 Boost to local economies. 

4.6	 Given that the majority of alternative site proposals consist of suggested changes to 
settlement boundaries, many of these previous representations effectively challenged 
the methodology by which settlement boundaries have defined. Overall, the issues 
raised in most cases reflect earlier alternative site proposals. 

Proposals to allow limited development in individual settlements 

4.7	 Certain stakeholders, in particular some Parish and Town Councils, recognise that 
appropriate development can bring advantages to their particular communities. In 
particular, Oundle and Thrapston Town Councils both propose certain alternative site 
proposals where they consider these offer the best opportunities for their settlements. 
As previously stated, Oundle Town Council has been actively promoting the Oundle 
School playing field off Glapthorn Road as a possible additional development site. 
Also, Thrapston Town Council has expressed support for developing new employment 
areas south of the A14. 

4.8	 The Parish Councils for Thurning and Woodnewton consider that the settlement 
boundaries around these villages are overly restrictive. Four representations 
(“objections”) were received about the three alternative site proposals at Woodnewton, 
all expressing sympathy for these, particularly the smallest of the three (Land south of 
9A Main Street – ref 02793). 

4.9	 Similarly, Hemington, Luddington and Thurning Parish Council has mobilised much 
local opinion around Luddington and Thurning about their proposed changes to the 
settlement boundaries. The Parish Council argues that the settlement boundaries are 
too restrictive and requests that these be amended to the earlier (pre-2006) proposals. 
It is argued that this is necessary to allow limited small scale development around the 
villages. 
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4.10	 Other alternative site proposals have divided opinion. Some residents of Herne Road 
have argued that Land north of Benefield Road (ref 00092) offers good potential for 
development, as this site is less constrained than those put forward in the RNOTP. 
Similarly, these respondents argued that the proposal to allow for the development of a 
combined school campus at Prince William School (ref 02766) is preferable to 
residential development on the Ashton Road/ Herne Road site (RNOTP Policy OUN3). 

4.11	 Land adjacent Tansor Court Cottages, Tansor (ref 00013) has divided local opinion for 
some time, described in the RNOT Preferred Options Summary of Consultation 
document (September 2006). Certain residents are sympathetic to development on 
this site, arguing that it has some development potential. 

4.12	 Development proposals by the Wilkinson Family for Manor Farm, Cotterstock Road, 
Glapthorn (ref 02814) have also divided local opinion. Four representations were 
received stating that the scale of development proposed is out of all proportion to the 
size of Glapthorn and would damage the character of the village. However, three 
representations were received which state that Manor Farm has some potential for 
development, while recognising that the larger site area shown on the Alternative Sites 
map is of an excessive scale. 

Proposed additional Important Open Land (IOL) designations 

4.13	 Sudborough and Warmington Parish Councils both put forward proposals for additional 
Important Open Land designations (ref 02026 and 00219 respectively). These have 
attracted support from three national conservation bodies; English Heritage, the 
National Trust and CPRE. It is argued that these additional designations, if accepted, 
will be important to protect local landscapes and the setting of key listed buildings and 
landmarks. 

Other representations regarding the Statement of Site Allocation 
Representations 

4.14	 Around ten representations were received, raising a various range of issues about the 
Statement of Site Allocation Representations and the wider RNOTP process in 
general. A few “not duly made” representations raised objections to the wider Plan 
strategy. Similarly, three further alternative sites were also proposed, none of which 
can be considered further as they were not made at the correct stage in the process. 

4.15	 Other respondents, such as Fairline Boats, reiterated earlier comments made at the 
RNOTP submission phase. One respondent identified a correction to the Woodnewton 
settlement boundary; namely the exclusion of a development site which already has 
planning permission. 

4.16	 Finally, certain representations made reference to the timescale and scope of this 
phase of the RNOTP consultation process. These included reference to the clarity of 
the Statement of Site Allocation Representations. 
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5. Conclusions 

5.1	 As the Statement of Site Allocation Representations contained over 100 separate 
alternative site proposals, it was inevitable that this would generate significant interest. 
Indeed, almost as many separate representations were received regarding alternative 
site proposals, as for the RNOTP itself, when this was submitted. 

5.2	 Around 80% of individual comments have been classified as “supporting” 
representations, in that these raise concerns about one or more of the alternative site 
proposals set out in the Statement of Site Allocation Representations. 

5.3	 Of the remaining, approximately 40, comments received in support of an alternative 
site (i.e. “objecting” representations), the most substantial of these are supplementary 
information by promoters of these sites in support of earlier representations. In certain 
villages, namely Thurning and Woodnewton, local opinion appears to favour the 
relaxation of settlement boundaries to allow smaller scale development around the 
periphery. 
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