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1. Introduction 

1.1	 This statement addresses a number of broad issues regarding the scope of the Rural 

North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan (RNOTP), concerning the policy areas which the 

Plan covers. These concerns relate principally to the relationship between the 

RNOTP, national policies and other emerging spatial planning documents, namely the 

emerging Regional Plan (DOC236) and North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy 

(DOC259). 

1.2	 This statement should be read with reference to individual representations (DOC901), 

together with paragraphs 3.1-3.10 of the “Regulation 31 Statement” (DOC903). The 

latter summarises the representations received through the RNOTP submission 

document consultation stage (11 January – 22 February 2008), while this statement 

sets out the Council’s responses relating to the scope of the RNOTP, addressing the 

points raised by those respondents identified on the List of Matters and Key Questions 

(DOC810). This statement cross references to these documents, rather than reciting 

their content, in order to keep it brief in accordance with the guidance from the 

Inspector. 

1.3	 It should be noted that supporting text in the RNOTP document sets out the rationale 

behind Plan policies, including references to the evidence base which supports the 

stated approach. This statement will provide additional clarification, as necessary. 

1.4	 The references to “tests of soundness” throughout this statement refer to numbers of 

the tests of soundness in the September 2004 (now superseded) version of PPS12 

(DOC111). This approach was agreed with the Inspector at the Pre Examination 

Meeting on 26 June 2008 (DOC809). 

Key issues raised in representations, which the Inspector wishes to 

examine in greater detail 

Matter A(a) – Consistency with national, regional and Core Spatial Strategy policies 

1.5	 Matter A(a)(i) – Section 2 sets out the Council’s response to representations which 

argue that the RNOTP is inconsistent with certain national policies, namely PPS1, 

PPS3 and PPS7. 
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1.6	 Matter A(a)(ii) – Section 3 addresses those concerns raised about inconsistencies and 

overlapping with policies in the adopted RSS8 (DOC225) and emerging replacement 

Regional Plan (DOC236). 

1.7	 Matter A(a)(iii) – Certain representations raised concerns that RNOTP was submitted 

prematurely and may be inconsistent with the now adopted CSS (Section 4). 

Matter A(b) – Is it appropriate for the RNOTP to contain a mixture of strategic, 

development control and site specific policies? 

1.8	 Concerns were raised in some representations that certain policies in the ‘site specific 

proposals document’ are strategic in nature or seem to be generic development control 

policies. This matter is addressed in Section 5. 

Matter A(c) – Should the RNOTP consider post-2021 development, given the emerging 

Regional Plan (to 2026)? 

1.9	 Section 6 deals with the RNOTP timescale. A possible inconsistency with the 

emerging Regional Plan (DOC236) is noted, given that the RNOTP only runs to 2021. 
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2. Matter A(a)(i) – Concerns re RNOTP inconsistency/ 

overlapping with national planning policies 

2.1	 Possible inconsistencies with certain national policies have been identified by Smith 

Stuart Reynolds, on behalf of Stamford Homes (ref 00049), Carter Jonas, on behalf of 

Society of Merchant Venturers (00262), EMRA (00359), GOEM (00899), Savills, on 

behalf of State Securities plc (02740) and A Cranch (02782). RNOTP policies which 

have been identified as repeating or being inconsistent with national policies are: 

•	 Policy 2 – Windfall Development in Settlements – inconsistencies with PPS3; 

•	 Policy 10 – Housing Density – repetition of national policy, i.e. PPS3; 

•	 Policy 17 – Parish Plans and Village Design Statements – inconsistencies with 

PPS1 and PPS7. 

ENC Response 

2.2	 Considering GOEM’s overall concern that a number of policies (including RNOTP 

Policy 10) appear to be repetitions of national policy, these matters were addressed in 

the Council’s earlier response to GOEM, dated 25 April 2008 (DOC905, paragraph 

2.10). 

Targets and strategies for bringing forward previously developed land 

2.3	 In relation to their proposals for East Road, Oundle, Smith Stuart Reynolds state that 

the RNOTP does not contain a target or strategy for bringing forward previously 

developed land (PDL), so does not accord with PPS3. 

2.4	 It is acknowledged that PPS3 (DOC102, paras 43 – 44) states that LDDs should 

include a previous developed land target – which in the case of this plan area is 

provided by the 30% minimum CSS (DOC259, Policy 9) target. It also advises that 

there should be a previously developed land (PDL) trajectory. In the case of this plan 

this has not been provided separately, but rather PDL is contained in the overall 

trajectories provided in the Council’s response to the Inspector’s requests at the 

Exploratory Meeting (DOC909, paragraphs 3.7-3.12). 
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2.5	 Given the quantity of housing development to be provided on proposed greenfield 

allocation sites and the focus of ongoing work to bring forward allocation sites as 

referred to in the Council’s response to the Exploratory Meeting (DOC909), it is 

proposed that the RNOTP approach is appropriate in relation these local 

circumstances and that these need to be taken in to account in relation to the general 

approach put forward in PPS3. The monitoring framework – particularly through the 

AMR – will enable the actual contributions made by different types of PDL sites to be 

distinguished and, if necessary, review the level of detail in the overall trajectories 

already provided. 

2.6	 The RNOTP area does not include extensive areas of vacant and derelict sites; 

something that often features more strongly in larger urban areas. While the need to 

address such issues and obstacles to the development of such sites is referred to in 

PPS3 paragraph 44, again the local circumstances and characteristics (generally 

small and diverse with some continuing uses) of PDL sites in the Plan area, mean that 

a formal strategy for bringing such sites in to redevelopment in the ways referred to 

(compulsory purchase, re-allocation of industrial and commercial allocations and 

innovative housing schemes based on public sector land) would relate to the sort of 

PDL sites that actually exist in the Plan area. 

2.7	 Plan implementation will therefore be pursued through site masterplanning and 

discussions in relation to both allocated sites and unallocated PDL sites. This should 

reflect the positive policy approach to PDL sites in national guidance and the RNOTP 

Policy 2 in relation to windfall development in all areas; the housing trajectory 

(DOC909) includes a “windfall” (or PDL) allowance for rural areas, based upon the 

Rural Potential Study (DOC329). 

2.8	 The Council’s Exploratory Meeting response (DOC909) and Rural Potential Study 

(RPS) (DOC329) demonstrate that the RNOTP strategy will enable a five year land 

supply to be maintained through a combination of allocated land and potentially 

developable land in villages. In the wider context of the RNOTP within the wider North 

Northamptonshire CSS area (Policy 10, DOC259), the majority of new housing will be 

delivered as sustainable urban extensions to the three growth towns: Corby, Kettering 

and Wellingborough. 
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2.9	 The RNOTP sets the level of allocated greenfield development to a limited quantity of 

allocated land around the identified service centres, which will deliver around 1100 

dwellings, or 36% of the total Plan area requirement. Further housing is expected to 

be delivered through PDL, identified through the Rural Potential Study (RPS) 

(DOC329), which will form a significant part of the outstanding RNOTP rural area total. 

The existing PDL monitoring system (AMR, DOC315), together with the stated need to 

review the RNOTP before further allocation of green field land in the longer term 

(RNOTP paragraph 8.11), provides an appropriate strategy for maximising the 

development of new housing on PDL. 

Policy 2: Windfall Development in Settlements 

2.10	 In promoting their respective alternative sites, Carter Jonas, William Davis Ltd, Savills 

and A Cranch all argue that Policy 2 is inconsistent with PPS3 in terms of its approach 

to the efficient use of PDL and encouraging sustainable growth in the rural area. 

William Davis Ltd also cites the CSS target of 30% PDL (Policy 9, DOC259) as 

evidence of the shortage of PDL in the CSS area. 

2.11	 These respondents all reflect GOEM’s concerns; that the definition of “windfall” 

development in Policy 2 (RNOTP paragraph 4.10) does not accord with PPS3. 

2.12	 The Council’s initial response to GOEM is set out in DOC905, paragraphs 3.2-3.5. 

While Policy 2 does not restrict the definition of “windfall” development to only 

“brownfield” sites and this has been done in order to bring into consideration the 

matters of local character and distinctiveness. This approach has been taken to 

address the type of potential windfall sites (both brownfield and greenfield) being 

promoted in the RNOTP area. 

2.13	 The Council considers that Policy 2, which updates and reviews the “Interim Policy” 

(DOC255), will ensure that decisions are made which avoid damage to local character 

and distinctiveness. Therefore, Policy 2 contains design criteria to ensure that 

previous problems of unsustainable infilling do not reoccur. While the RNOTP 

recognises the national PPS3 PDL definition, Policy 2 has been written to tackle these 

particular issues of local importance which were previously addressed by the Interim 

Policy and will not, as a matter of policy, conflict with the CSS target for the 

percentage of developments to take place on PDL. 
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2.14	 It is emphasised, therefore, that RNOTP Policy 2 does not “relax” the application of 

PPS3 for the Plan area (but rather also takes into consideration local issues regarding 

local character and distinctiveness) and that the windfall allowance which has been 

built into the housing trajectory (DOC909, paragraph 3.7-3.12) has been derived from 

the RPS (DOC329) and relates only to rural areas. 

Policy 17: Parish Plans and Village Design Statements 

2.15	 The Council’s initial response to GOEM regarding Policy 17 is set out in DOC905, 

paragraphs 3.2-3.5. The proposed local approach to Parish Plans (PPs)/ Village 

Design Statements (VDSs) supports the approach articulated in PPS1, paragraph 41 

(DOC101), namely that the new spatial planning system should provide greater 

certainty. In this case, Policy 17 will achieve this by clarifying the status of PPs/ VDSs 

in decision making. 
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3. Matter A(a)(ii) – Concerns re RNOTP inconsistency/ 

overlapping with regional policies 

3.1	 Possible inconsistencies with certain aspects of regional policy have been identified by 

Carter Jonas (00262), William Davis Ltd (00275), EMRA (00359), GOEM (00899) and 

A Cranch (02782). Carter Jonas, William Davis Ltd and A Cranch are all promoters of 

alternative sites in and around villages, who assert that the RNOTP approach to 

development in rural areas is overly restrictive. These respondents have suggested 

the following themes are inconsistent or overlap with policies in the adopted RSS8 

(DOC225) and emerging replacement Regional Plan (DOC236): 

•	 RNOTP policies 1 and 2 are overly restrictive in the approach to windfall 

development/ PDL; inconsistencies with emerging RSS8 policies 1 and 17; 

•	 RNOTP policies 1 and 2 do not embrace the “growth” agenda and will restrict 

sustainable rural development; inconsistencies with adopted RSS8 Policy 6/ 

emerging regional policy 5; 

•	 RNOTP Policy 1 – Clarification required re cross references between 

“Greenfield sites” and “sustainable urban extensions” in MKSM (DOC224); 

•	 Approach to Gypsies and Travellers (RNOTP paragraphs 6.15-6.17) – RNOTP 

needs to be consistent with emerging RSS8 Policy 16; 

3.2	 Overall, the representations argue that the RNOTP strategy is inconsistent with RSS8 

and therefore fails to meet soundness tests 4 and 7. 

ENC Response 

Inconsistencies between RNOTP approach to windfall development and regional 

policies 

3.3	 The Council’s response, with respect to the definition of “windfall development” and the 

development criteria in Policy 2 is set out in Section 2 above and DOC905. However, 

Carter Jonas, in its representation, also presents the argument that the Policy 2 

approach does not support the RSS8 60% PDL target. 
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3.4	 The proposed changes to the Regional Plan (July 2008) include the deletion of Policy 

17: Regional Targets for the Efficient Use of Land and Buildings for Housing, so it is 

not appropriate for the RNOTP to give weight to this particular policy. As such, it is 

likely that RSS8, once adopted, will cease to contain a separate PDL target, so this 

representation should no longer be given weight. 

Inconsistencies in approach to development in rural areas between RNOTP and 

regional policies 

3.5	 In their representations, William Davis Ltd and A Cranch assert that emerging RSS8 

Policy 5 (DOC236) is essentially positive towards sustainable rural development which 

meets local needs, while RNOTP Policy 1 conflicts with this by imposing unnecessary 

constraints on rural development. In responding to these representations, it is noted 

that the proposed changes to the Regional Plan merge most elements of Policy 5 into 

a revised RSS8 Policy 3: “Concentrating Development in Urban Areas”, thereby 

clarifying this as the spatial approach to rural development across the East Midlands. 

3.6	 Advice about the RNOTP’s general conformity with regional and national policies has 

been sought throughout the Plan’s preparation, with EMRA and GOEM being 

consulted at all stages. While both organisations have identified concerns that they 

have about certain aspects of the Plan’s content, both have also indicated that the 

RNOTP is in general conformity with adopted RSS8 (DOC901) and that none of these 

concerns go to the heart of the Plan in terms of its soundness. 

3.7	 Overall, therefore, it is proposed that there is no overall inconsistency between RNOTP 

policies 1 and 2 concerning their approach to development in the rural area, and RSS8 

policies, in terms of the soundness tests 4 and 7. 

Cross references to MKSM 

3.8	 This matter is addressed in the Council’s response to EMRA, dated 12 May 2008 

(DOC906) and the “Schedule of proposed changes” (DOC907). Now that the CSS has 

been adopted it is, by virtue of this status, consistent with RSS8 and the MKSM 

(DOC224). 

Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan Examination – August 2008 
Matter A: Scope and timescale of the Plan 

10 



A/00000/ENC/Doc1


Approach to Gypsies and Travellers 

3.9	 GOEM has noted the lack of site specific allocations for Gypsies and Travellers in the 

RNOTP. The emerging RSS8 has identified a need for up to 7 pitches in the district 

and it is asserted that greater justification for the omission of site allocations is needed. 

This matter is addressed in the Council’s earlier response to GOEM (DOC905). 

3.10	 The identification of land for a further seven pitches as additions to the already much 

greater number of pitches at the existing sites in those locations makes sense in 

relation to the findings of the GTAA, as opposed to identifying entirely new sites in the 

RNOTP area. 
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4. Matter A(a)(iii) – Possible inconsistencies of RNOTP with 

adopted CSS 

4.1	 Smith Stuart Reynolds (00049), William Davis Ltd (00275), EMRA (00359) and GOEM 

(00899) have all argued that the RNOTP was potentially submitted prematurely, as the 

CSS was not, at the time, an adopted DPD. It was argued that until receipt of the CSS 

Inspector’s Report, it would be impossible to know whether test of soundness 6 

(consistency) had been met or not. 

4.2	 A further concern was raised by GOEM that the RNOTP needs to indicate how CSS 

targets will be delivered. In their representations, Savills (02740) argue that the 

RNOTP is inconsistent with the CSS in terms of sustainable rural development, 

housing delivery and the rural economy. 

4.3	 The Inspector subsequently raised additional concerns about the consistency of the 

RNOTP compared to the, by then, adopted CSS at the Exploratory Meeting. These 

concerns relate, in particular, to the RNOTP infrastructure policies (OUN1 and THR1) 

and the need to ensure that these remain consistent with the CSS. The latter issue is 

fully addressed in the ENC response to Matter C: Phasing and Infrastructure. 

ENC Response 

4.4	 The Council’s response regarding issues of consistency with the CSS was set out, in 

the first place, in its earlier responses to GOEM (DOC905) and EMRA (DOC906). In 

response to the issues raised by the Inspector at the Exploratory Meeting, the 

Council’s initial detailed response is set out in DOC909, paragraphs 4.3-4.4. 

4.5	 Between submission of the CSS in February 2007 (DOC244) and its eventual adoption 

in June 2008 (DOC259), a number of changes were put forward over the duration of its 

examination. The RNOTP has been developed in conformity with the emerging CSS, 

with policies prepared, where appropriate, to supplement those in the CSS and provide 

a degree of local distinctiveness wherever this is needed. 
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4.6	 In preparing the RNOTP, officers have been aware that a number of CSS policies have 

been subject to significant modification since submission. As such, the impacts of any 

changes upon the RNOTP have been taken into account throughout its preparation 

process. 
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5. Matter A(b) – Should the RNOTP contain a mixture of 

strategic, development control and site specific policies? 

5.1	 EMRA (00359) and GOEM (00899) have expressed concerns about the scope of the 

RNOTP. A similar concern has also been raised by Savills (02740), regarding the 

scope of RNOTP Policy 2. The issues raised are that: 

•	 Certain draft policies are strategic in nature; 

•	 The CSS provides the overall framework and it is unnecessary to repeat 

generic development control policies in the RNOTP; 

•	 RNOTP Policy 2 is unnecessary, as this is repeated in other RNOTP policies – 

10, 12, 13, 17 (Savills); 

•	 RNOTP Policy 18: Considerate Construction is inappropriate for a spatial plan. 

ENC Response 

5.2	 The Council’s initial response to the matters above, identified in representations 

GOEM and EMRA, is set out in DOC905 and DOC906 respectively; while the 

response to Savills’ representation regarding RNOTP Policy 2 is dealt with in Section 

2, above. 

5.3	 The function of the RNOTP is set out in the adopted LDS (DOC246). Policies 2 and 

18, identified in the representations both have local distinctiveness, in that these have 

been written to apply national, regional or CSS policies in order to address local 

environmental issues and concerns. 

5.4	 Nevertheless, it is recognised that the use of the word “strategic” to describe policies in 

Section 4.0 of the RNOTP may be causing unnecessary concern. It is clarified that 

those policies which are referred to as “Strategic Policies” are intended to function as 

area specific spatial policies. It is suggested that the Section 4.0 could be re-titled 

“Area Wide Spatial Policies” in the RNOTP, once adopted. If this re-labelling removes 

the apparent concerns then this could resolve the matter. 
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6. Matter A(c) – Should RNOTP consider post-2021 

development, given the emerging Regional Plan (to 2026)? 

6.1	 The RNOTP is intended to run to 2021, while the emerging RSS8 will, once adopted, 

run to 2026. This issue has been raised by EMRA (00359), together with other 

respondents such as Stamford Homes Ltd (00049), Society of Merchant Venturers 

(00262), State Securities Ltd (02740) and A Cranch (02782). It is argued that in order 

for the RNOTP to accord with PPS3 paragraph 53, the Plan should have regard to the 

level of housing proposed in the emerging Regional Plan. 

6.2	 The RSS8 Panel Report (DOC257) and proposed changes to RSS8 (22 July) 

demonstrate that there will be an increase in the housing requirement for the RNOTP 

area once the new RSS8 is adopted. As such, it is argued that any existing shortfall in 

housing provision for the Plan area up to 2021 is likely to worsen once the replacement 

RSS8 is adopted. 

ENC Response 

6.3	 It is emphasised that the RNOTP needs to accord with the adopted CSS (DOC259). 

The CSS sets the level of growth for the RNOTP and any review of this would need to 

follow a CSS review. It is recognised that this is likely to raise the levels of growth for 

East Northamptonshire. 

6.4	 The need to include reference to the likely adoption of the revised RSS8 (DOC236) in 

the near future has already been accepted in the interests of clarity. The Council has 

put forward an additional paragraph to follow paragraph 1.15 in the RNOTP in its 

“Schedule of proposed changes” (DOC261), making specific reference to the emerging 

RSS8 review. 

6.5	 The Council’s Planning Policy Committee also recently agreed a revision to the LDS 

(17 July 2008). This sets out a programme for an early review of the RNOTP, with pre-

submission public consultation scheduled to take place from autumn 2010. 
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7. Conclusions and other issues 

7.1	 The representations received concerning the scope and timescale of the Plan, with the 

exception of those from GOEM and EMRA, have been submitted by promoters of 

alternative sites as wider arguments in support of their individual proposals. This 

report pulls the various representations together under the Matter A headings, (a) – (c) 

and addresses the issues raised in relation to the Inspector’s questions. 

7.2	 This statement does not respond to every issue which has been raised in individual 

representations because these do not appear to be related to the Inspector’s 

specification of matters to be addressed further through the examination hearings 

(DOC810). 
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