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1. Introduction 

1.1	 This statement addresses the concerns which have been raised about the growth 

strategy in relation to individual settlements within the Rural North, Oundle and 

Thrapston Plan (RNOTP) area. This matter relates to the settlement hierarchy, as set 

out in RNOTP Policy 1. 

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

It sets out the Council’s responses, addressing the points raised by those respondents 

identified on the List of Matters and Key Questions (DOC810). This statement cross 

references to the relevant 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the tests of soundness in the September 2004 (now superseded) version of PPS12 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), wherever these have been identified. 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 

1.5	 The key issues raised in the representations are: 

•	 Matter D(a) – Development strategies for service centres, with reference to the 

adopted CSS strategy; 

•	 Matter D(b) – RNOTP approach to defining “smaller service centres” and the 

possibility of so designating other villages; 

•	 Matter D(c) – RNOTP development strategies for Category ‘A’ and Category ‘B’ 

villages in Policy 1; 
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2. Matter D(a) 

Key issues raised in representations: Development strategies for 

service centres, with reference to the adopted CSS strategy 

2.1	 Stamford Homes (00049), State Securities (02740), A Cranch (02782), Red Circle 

Properties Ltd (02788), D Crocker (02793), the Trustees of the Duddington Settlement 

(02828) and Mr & Mrs Vicars (02836) – promoters of alternative sites – all argue that 

strategy for the identified service centres set out in the RNOTP is not the most 

appropriate (soundness test 7). Representations concerning the development 

strategy for service centres, with regard to CSS Policy 1 (DOC259), have been 

received in relation to: 

• Oundle; 

• King’s Cliffe; 

• Overall development strategy for other villages. 

Development strategy for Oundle, in relation to CSS 

2.2	 Stamford Homes states that a major outcome of the RNOTP strategy for Oundle 

should be the need for a balance between new housing and employment in the town. 

Stamford Homes argues that the existing number of jobs in Oundle exceeds that 

needed to support the required level of housing growth without increased out-

commuting, so there is no need to allocate additional employment land. Living 

Villages Ltd argues in general support of Oundle’s designation as a rural service 

centre, but that this needs to allow for sufficient development around the town. 

ENC Response 

2.3	 The Council’s response to Stamford Homes’ representations regarding the RNOTP 

approach to employment development in Oundle is set out in the Matter F and Site 

Specific Matters 1 statements. Underpinning evidence is provided in the “Market 

Towns and Rural Regeneration” report (DOC305) and Employment Land Review 

(DOC316) documents, both of which have found that there is a need to allocate 

further employment land at Oundle. 
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2.4	 In considering the status of Oundle as a rural service centre, this has now been 

confirmed by the adoption of the CSS (DOC259). Oundle’s longer term development 

needs will be addressed through reviews of the CSS and RNOTP, as described in the 

Council’s response to the Exploratory Meeting (DOC909, paragraphs 3.13-3.16). 

Development strategy for King’s Cliffe, in relation to CSS 

2.5	 Easton Parish Council has raised concerns that RNOTP Policy 1 does not clearly 

define the status of King’s Cliffe as a “Local Service Centre”, given that it is not close 

to any strategic routes and accessibility to public transport is limited. Berrys, on behalf 

of the Trustees of the Duddington Settlement (02828), argues that further 

development at King’s Cliffe is heavily restricted by physical constraints. 

ENC Response 

2.6	 The status of King’s Cliffe as a “Local Service Centre” was confirmed with the 

adoption of the CSS (DOC259, Policy 1 and supporting text). RNOTP Policy 1(2) sets 

out the framework by which the role of King’s Cliffe will be enhanced through new 

development and local accessibility improvements. 

2.7	 The Council accepts that there may be constraints on developments at King’s Cliffe in 

the longer term. However, the Sustainability Assessment of Sites (DOC322), found 

four further sites around King’s Cliffe in addition to the RNOTP Policy KCF2 allocation 

which, while facing significant constraints to development, may have some 

development potential in the longer term. 

Overall development strategies for other villages, in relation to CSS 

2.8	 State Securities, A Cranch, Red Circle Properties, Berrys (02828) and Mr & Mrs 

Vicars, promoting their respective alternative sites, all state that the RNOTP strategy 

for growth in villages does not allow for sustainable rural development. They, together 

with the Parish Council for Thurning (00264), assert that RNOTP Policy 1 (supported 

by Policy 2) is inconsistent with national and regional growth objectives, and the CSS 

strategy for growth in respect of housing delivery and the rural economy (soundness 

test 4). All argue that the RNOTP approach is overly restrictive. D Crocker 

(Woodnewton) submitted the point that RNOTP Outcome 1 supports the need for the 

Plan to facilitate modest growth in the rural areas. 
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ENC Response 

2.9	 RNOTP policies 1(4) and 2 together define the development strategy for the rural 

areas covered by the Plan to assist the delivery of RNOTP Outcome 1 for sustainable 

growth to meet rural needs in the rural north area. The Council’s detailed response on 

these matters is set out in the Matter B Statement and DOC905 (paragraphs 3.2-3.5). 

2.10	 It is also noted that EMRA (00359) has confirmed that the RNOTP does accord with 

the locational priorities of the adopted RSS8 (DOC225, Policy 2) and regional 

priorities for development in rural areas (DOC225, Policy 6). These comments from 

EMRA support the RNOTP strategy for the rural area and its conformity with the 

existing RSS8 and it thereby meets test of soundness 4. 
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3. Matter D(b) 

Key issues raised in representations: RNOTP approach to defining 

“smaller service centres” and the possibility of so designating other 

villages 

3.1	 Representations have been received concerning the status of individual villages – 

Nassington, Easton on the Hill, Woodford and Thurning – and the defined status of 

these in RNOTP Policy 1. The representations relate both to the status of these 

villages and the role of “Smaller Service Centres” themselves, as defined by RNOTP 

Policy 1(3). 

Nassington 

3.2	 Mike Sibthorp Planning, on behalf of Harrison (02796), argues that the status of 

Nassington as a smaller service centre in RNOTP Policy 1 means that greenfield 

development would be permissible on appropriate sites and that the substantial site he 

is promoting for residential development could therefore be allocated. . 

ENC Response 

3.3	 RNOTP Policy 1 designates Nassington as a smaller service centre where its service 

centre role will be strengthened. Development opportunities on allocated Greenfield 

sites are accordingly restricted. As a recent proposal following submission of the 

RNOTP, the proposed site was not analysed through the Sustainability Assessment of 

Sites (DOC322) but it does adjoin site RTP33, which was identified as being generally 

unsustainable. As such, Harrison’s site (DOC1002, ref 02796) similarly appears 

unlikely to be sustainable and it is therefore not considered to be appropriate to 

allocate it given this consideration, its substantial size and the status of Nassington 

under RNOTP Policy 1. 
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Easton on the Hill 

3.4	 Wilbraham Associates (00150) and Mike Sibthorp Planning (02799), acting on behalf 

of promoters of alternative sites in Easton on the Hill, argue that the strategy for 

development in that village in RNOTP Policy 1 is incorrect. They state that RNOTP 

policies 1 and 2 represent a strong restraint to sustainable development at Easton. 

Wilbraham Associates also asserts that Easton would be more appropriate than 

Nassington as a smaller service centre. It is stated that Easton has more existing 

buildings, amenities, opportunities for modal shifts in transport and links to Stamford, a 

key service centre, than Nassington. 

ENC Response 

3.5	 Representations were received during the RNOT “Preferred Options” consultation 

stage, early during 2006, which proposed the designation of Easton on the Hill as a 

smaller service centre (DOC313). These were considered, and the Council’s summary 

response is set out in DOC317, paragraphs 3.3-3.7. Despite its having significant 

range of local services, Easton unlike Nassington, was found by Baker Associates 

(DOC308) not to function as a service centre so the decision was taken not to 

designate Easton as a smaller service centre under RNOTP Policy 1. 

Woodford 

3.6	 William Davis Ltd (00275) argues that Woodford is a large village with a range of 

facilities including a primary school, shops, post office and doctors’ surgery. As such, 

Woodford would be capable of accommodating sustainable housing development. Mr 

and Mrs Horrell (02810) similarly argue that Woodford should be classified as a 

smaller service centre, to secure its continued viability as a sustainable village. 

ENC Response 

3.7	 Representations were received during the RNOT “Preferred Options” consultation 

stage, early during 2006, which proposed the designation of Woodford as a smaller 

service centre (DOC313). These were considered, and the Council’s summary 

response is set out in DOC317, paragraphs 3.3-3.7. Despite its having significant 

range of local services, Woodford, was found by Baker Associates (DOC308) not to 

function as a service centre so the decision was taken not to designate the village as a 

smaller service centre under RNOTP Policy 1. 
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Thurning 

3.8	 The Parish Council for Thurning (00264) argues that RNOTP Policy 1 conflicts with the 

previous strategy for the local community (test of soundness 5). They propose that to 

allow development at York Farm to meet local housing needs will support local 

businesses, community facilities and improve green spaces around Thurning. 

ENC Response 

3.9	 The level of services in all villages and their suitability to accommodate additional 

development was a major consideration during the early “Design for the Future” stages 

of the RNOTP process (DOC404). Thurning has never been considered to be a 

sustainable location to accommodate further development in the rural area, given that 

its only services at the time of the rural area survey (2003) were a community hall and 

small scale rural businesses. 
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4. Matter D(c) 

Key issues raised in representations: RNOTP development 

strategies for Category A and Category B villages in Policy 1 

4.1	 Representations regarding the Category ‘A’ or Category ‘B’ Network Villages have 

been received relating to either: 

•	 The RNOTP development strategy for Network Villages, as set out in Policy 1; 

or 

•	 Designations for individual Category ‘A’ or Category ‘B’ villages. 

RNOTP development strategy for Network Villages 

4.2	 In relation to Network Villages in RNOTP Policy 1(4), the CPRE (00043), Crocker 

(02793) and Harrison (02796) all argue that the Policy needs to more clearly define 

“local needs”. This relates either to the need for Policy 1 to focus upon development 

which will sustain local services (CPRE) or to the status of different categories of land, 

i.e. within or outside settlement boundaries (Harrison and Crocker). 

4.3	 Crocker expresses support for the RNOTP Policy 1(4) approach to Category ‘A’ 

villages, in that this allows for housing development both within and adjacent to 

settlements in appropriate circumstances. By contrast, William Davis Ltd (00275), 

State Securities (02740) and Mike Sibthorp Planning, on behalf of various promoters of 

alternative sites (02796, 02798, 02799, 02800), all argue that the Policy 2 approach to 

development within Category ‘A’ village settlement boundaries is overly restrictive and 

that Category ‘A’ ought to allow for further sustainable development to meet overall 

housing requirements. 

4.4	 The National Trust (00230) and Parish Council for Luddington (00264) state that the 

RNOTP Policy 1 Category ‘B’ designation is ambiguous and may not protect villages 

from inappropriate development. 
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ENC Response 

4.5	 The decision about whether or not it is appropriate to set fixed settlement boundaries 

and the criteria by which these are defined, have been critical considerations 

throughout the RNOTP process to date. The previous work on the definition of 

settlement boundaries is extensively described in the Village Planning Boundaries 

document (DOC330). 

4.6	 RNOTP policies 1 and 2 explicitly allow a degree of flexibility, e.g. through the re-use 

and conversion of buildings “within and adjacent to villages” (Policy 1.4) . The 

Council’s responses to this matter are set out in the Matter B statement and DOC905. 

In response to the representations concerning the strongly defined development and 

design criteria in RNOTP Policy 2, in the various representations submitted by Mike 

Sibthorp, it is correctly observed that the Policy 2 criteria effectively remove the 

presumption in favour of infill development within settlement boundaries. 

4.7	 Effectively, RNOTP policies 1 and 2 acknowledge the variations in the individual 

character of different villages, also described in the Rural Potential Study (DOC329). 

The RNOTP policies have been prepared to take account of these variations. The 

sub-division of Network Villages into Category ‘A’ and ‘B’ villages reflects this, insofar 

as some villages (Category ‘A’) retain some capacity to accommodate a limited, 

sustainable level of windfall development. 

4.8	 By contrast, it is recognised that Category ‘B’ villages do not have the capacity to 

accommodate sustainable new infill development, even at a small scale. Effectively, 

Policy 1 allows flexibility, instead providing a distinction between established 

settlements (i.e. Network Villages), including Category ‘B’ villages, and hamlets and 

other isolated properties situated in open countryside. 

Designations for individual Category ‘A’ or Category ‘B’ villages 

4.9	 Wilbraham Associates (00150) supports the inclusion of defined settlement boundaries 

in the RNOTP, but advocates that these should be applied to all villages, including 

Wakerley. Also, the Parish Council for Luddington presents a similar argument, stating 

that it would support a defined settlement boundary for Luddington in the interests of 

clarity. 

Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan Examination – August 2008 
Matter D: Settlement roles and relationships 

11 



D/00000/ENC/Doc4


4.10	 DCA Planning (02741) and Berrys (02828), on behalf of different landowners, argue 

that the Category ‘B’ designations for Deene and Duddington are inappropriate and 

that these should be reclassified as Category ‘A’ settlements, with a defined settlement 

boundary. It is argued that RNOTP Policy 1/ paragraph 4.6, in defining these villages 

under Category ‘B’, is insufficiently flexible, does not allow sufficient choice and will not 

allow rural housing needs to be met (test of soundness 9). 

ENC Response 

4.11	 The issue of flexibility with respect to housing development in rural areas is addressed 

in the Matter B statement and DOC905. Regarding the decision to designate Deene, 

Duddington, Luddington and Wakerley as Category ‘B’ villages, this matter has been 

given extensive consideration throughout the RNOTP process (DOC330). At the 

earlier stages in defining appropriate boundaries for individual settlements, draft 

boundaries were considered for all villages, but subsequently removed where they 

were considered to be inappropriate, as the work progressed (DOC330). 
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5. Conclusions 

5.1	 The settlement strategy and hierarchy has been a major consideration in developing a 

spatial approach to development in the RNOTP, within the framework set by CSS 

Policy 1 (DOC259). The specific roles and function of Oundle, Thrapston and King’s 

Cliffe as service centres, was confirmed with the adoption of the CSS in June 2008. 

5.2	 In response to CSS Policy 1 settlement strategy, in preparing a detailed strategy for 49 

villages in the RNOTP area, extensive work was undertaken, with particular reference 

to the 2006 Baker Associates study (DOC308). This was key in informing the RNOTP 

Policy 1 settlement hierarchy, particularly the decision to designate Nassington and 

Warmington as “smaller service centres”. 

5.3	 Promoters of individual development sites in many of the villages argue that the 

RNOTP strategy for Network Villages imposes excessive constraints upon sustainable 

development in and around the villages. ENC does not accept these arguments, given 

that RNOTP Policy 1 has been prepared giving close consideration to the CSS 

strategy for the rural area (DOC259, Policy 1), which focuses upon the re-use of 

buildings or development that is required to meet particular local needs. 
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