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1. Introduction 

1.1	 This statement addresses the concerns which have been raised about the Rural North, 

Oundle and Thrapston Plan (RNOTP) document, with particular reference to the 

Sustainability Appraisal Report and other evidence base documents submitted 

alongside the Plan. It also addresses matters relating to test of soundness 7, i.e. 

whether adequate consideration has been given to alternative proposals. 

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the tests of soundness in the September 2004 (now superseded) version of PPS12 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 K(a) – Quality of the evidence base – None of the identified respondents 

(DOC810) raised representations with respect to the submitted Sustainability 

Appraisal Report document; instead, these relate to the Sustainability Assessment 

of Sites (DOC322) and/ or the Urban Extensions Study (DOC307). 

•	 Matter K(b) – Quality of decisions re alternative proposals – Representations 

relate to two alternative site proposals and the Creed Road, Oundle site allocation 

(RNOTP Policy OUN3(2)). 
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2. Matter K(a) 

Issues raised in representations: quality of the evidence base 

2.1	 Representations regarding the evidence base relate to the Sustainability Assessment 

of Sites (DOC322) and the Urban Extensions Study (DOC307) which preceded this, 

and certain other evidence base documents. The Slaughter Family (00332) and 

Living Villages Ltd (02790) raise objections in relation to one or other of these 

evidence base documents, with reference to the respective alternative sites that they 

are promoting: 

•	 Land East of Stamford Lane, known as “Slaughter’s Field”, Warmington 

(DOC1002, 00332); 

•	 Land off Cotterstock Road and St Peter’s Road, Oundle (DOC1002, 02790). 

2.2	 M Stratton (02837), in raising objections to the Creed Road allocation, has identified 

certain perceived inaccuracies in DOC322, with reference to possible development 

site proposals put forward for Oundle School playing fields (DOC322, reference 

RTP99 and RTP285). 

ENC Response 

2.3	 In preparing the submission RNOTP SA Report, Atkins reviewed the earlier versions 

of this, prepared for the Preferred Options stage (DOC310). Section 9 and Appendix 

C (Table C1) of the submission SA Report reviewed the earlier SA work (DOC310), 

including the alternative options considered at the Preferred Options stage. As 

previously stated, none of the respondents above raised concerns about the final 

(Atkins) SA Report which was submitted alongside the RNOTP. 

2.4	 In respect of representations submitted by Bletsoes, on behalf of the Slaughter Family 

(00332), these relate to the decision to dedicate all or part of the site as Important 

Open Land (RNOTP Policy 12) and/ or open space (RNOTP Policy 22). The Council’s 

response on these matters is set out in the Matter I Statement. In terms of the 

evidence base, it should be noted that the decision to retain the Slaughter’s Field site 

as Important Open Land (RNOTP) has been principally informed by Village Design 

Statement (DOC219), which identifies a range of features on and around this site. 
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2.5	 More recently, the Slaughter’s Field site was also identified by the PMP open space 

study as natural/ semi natural open space. Bletsoes does not question the quality of 

this work; merely how it has been applied in respect of the decision to designate much 

of the site as open space under RNOTP Policy 22 (see Matter K(2), below). 

2.6	 In respect of the Cotterstock Road/ St Peter’s Road site north of Oundle, Pegasus 

Planning (for Living Villages Ltd) presented substantial evidence about the quality of 

the Sustainability Assessment of Sites (DOC322), with particular reference to the 

scoring for the site in relation to potential flood risk. The Council does not accept 

these arguments, in terms of the quality of survey work undertaken, given that a clear 

methodology is clearly set out in DOC322, Appendix 1, with many quantitative 

standards. 

2.7	 Stratton, in objecting to the Creed Road site (RNOTP Policy OUN3(2)), argues that 

the alternative sites currently occupied by Oundle School playing fields along 

Glapthorn Road (DOC322, RTP99 and RTP285) have been wrongly scored, given 

that these are privately owned. These arguments are not accepted, given that these 

sites function as sports facilities and under PPG17 replacement facilities would be 

expected to be provided. Furthermore, neither site could be considered to be 

deliverable or developable, given that neither is currently available for development 

(PPG3). 

2.8	 Overall, the representations concerning the quality of the evidence base are, in all 

cases, being presented to support representations that are promoting alternative sites. 

Studying the various representations, these all appear to “cherry pick” certain aspects 

of one or more of the evidence base documents in order to question their validity; 

rather than raising about the overall quality of the evidence base. 
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3. Matter K(b) 

Issues raised in the representations: Quality of decisions re 

alternative proposals 

3.1	 The three respondents have all argued that the Council has incorrectly used, or over 

relied upon, particular evidence base documents. They have presented the argument 

that the RNOTP is unsound in terms of test of soundness 7, having not given sufficient 

consideration to all of the relevant alternatives. 

ENC Response 

Land East of Stamford Lane, known as “Slaughter’s Field”, Warmington 

3.2	 The reasoning for the decision with respect to the Slaughter’s Field site is set out in the 

Matter I Statement. It is emphasised that several evidence documents have informed 

this decision and the Council has not relied upon one document in deciding that this 

site should be allocated as Important Open Land (RNOTP Policy 12) and open space 

(RNOTP Policy 22). The key pertinent and relevant evidence documents are: 

• Warmington VDS (DOC219); 

• PMP Open Space Study (DOC309); 

• Sustainability Assessment of Sites (DOC322). 

3.3	 As such, officers do not accept that the status of Slaughter’s Field, Warmington should 

be altered to allow the development of the site. It is accepted that the site has some 

development potential. However, its status in the submitted RNOTP was determined 

through reference to at least three different evidence documents, together with others, 

such as the Village Planning Boundaries document (DOC330). 

Land off Cotterstock Road and St Peter’s Road, Oundle 

3.4	 The Pegasus Planning (02790) representation argues in favour of the Cotterstock 

Road site, to the north of Oundle. In considering the representation, officers have 

already noted that significant work has been undertaken in presenting the case for this 

alternative site. This was acknowledged in the Regulation 31 Statement (DOC903, 

paragraph 4.6). 
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3.5	 The Council has never argued that the Cotterstock Road site has no development 

potential. The findings of the Sustainability Assessment (DOC322) informed the 

Council’s decision to consider the possibility of allocating this site in a future review of 

the RNOTP (paragraph 8.11). RNOTP paragraph 8.11 sets out the reasoning that the 

RNOTP behind this decision, within the context of the Oundle development strategy. 

Creed Road, Oundle (RNOTP Policy OUN3(2)) 

3.6	 Stratton, in his objection to the Creed Road site, states that the Council’s over reliance 

upon the “biased or irrational” Sustainability Assessment of Sites (DOC322) has led to 

the decision to allocate the Creed Road site, when there are more appropriate sites 

available. 

3.7	 Officers do not accept that the Council has relied excessively upon DOC322 in 

allocating the Creed Road site. The possible release of this site for development is 

long established, since the construction of the Creed Road/ Hillfield Road estate. The 

1996 Local Plan, which allocated the Creed Road estate for development, identified 

the Policy OUN3(2) site as having “long term development potential”, accordingly 

allocating a protected access point (DOC210, Policy TR7). 

3.8	 The principal reason for the decision to propose the site for development at the 

Preferred Options stage (DOC230) was taken in response to the Urban Extensions 

Study (DOC307), which found that that the preferred direction of growth for future 

development at Oundle is to the north west of the town. This decision was 

subsequently supported by the Sustainability Assessment of Sites (DOC322). 

3.9	 Furthermore, RNOTP Policy OUN3(2) already provides recognition of the issues 

surrounding the development of the Creed Road site. The key issues and 

development criteria are therefore set out in the policy and will need to be addressed 

through the masterplanning process for the site. 
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4. Conclusions 

4.1	 Atkins carried out the Sustainability Appraisal and this has provided an external 

assessment in pursuit of robustness in the RNOTP. Similarly, the Sustainability 

Assessment of Sites (DOC322) was prepared by an external consultancy (Roger Tym 

and Partners) to provide site specific detail and supplement the Urban Extensions 

Study (DOC307). The latter was the key evidence document in determining the 

preferred directions of growth for Oundle, Thrapston and King’s Cliffe. 

4.2	 In all cases, raised in the representations, where the quality of the evidence base or 

decision making has been questioned, the decisions have all been taken with 

reference to several sources of evidence. None of the alternative proposals put 

forward by the respondents were rejected through reference to a single evidence base 

document. In all cases, the RNOTP proposals were informed by several sources of 

evidence. 
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