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EAST NORTHAMPTONSHIRE LOCAL PLAN PART 2 
 

STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND  
 

Between  
 

North Northamptonshire Council and Historic England 
 
Historic England submitted detailed representations in response to the East Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 2 Regulation 19 
consultation.  In order to support the Planning Inspector in setting an agenda for the examination hearings, this Statement of Common 
Ground has been produced to identify and explain key points of agreement between the parties; together with any areas of 
disagreement, which could then be the focus for discussion at the hearing sessions. 
 
Historic England’s representation focused upon specific aspects of the Local Plan Part 2. The Council has met with Historic England 
to ensure the overall approach set out in the Local Plan is supported. In response to the Regulation 19 representation, a meeting 
was held on 30 June 2021 with representatives of Historic England and North Northamptonshire Council. Through this, Historic 
England’s representations were systematically reviewed, to allow issues raised through the meeting to be addressed through this 
Statement and to define an agreed position between the parties.   
 
Matters on which the parties agree – comments relating to the Local Plan Part 2 
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The following table sets out Historic England’s comments on the Local Plan Part 2 received through the Regulation 19 consultation 
in relation to the plan in general and the outlines the proposed main modifications agreed between Historic England and North 
Northamptonshire Council which address these comments. 
 
Table 1: Matters raised by Historic England, in response to draft Local Plan Part 2 

 
 

Section Historic England Comments Suggested Change Agreed Outcome 
2 Description of heritage assets within 

the borough and historic context is 
welcomed throughout this section. 

None Matters of agreement between the parties 
are noted, for completeness. 

3 Reference to ‘historic towns and 
centres’ within the Sustainable 
Development corporate priorities is 
welcomed. (page 39) Heritage 
assets and their settings should be 
referenced within the Local Plan 
outcomes (pages 42-44) 

Heritage assets and their settings should 
be referenced within the Local Plan 
outcomes (pages 42-44) 

This is not considered appropriate as the 
Local Plan outcomes reflect the Corporate 
vision and is in line with the JCS. These 
headings cover the sub-areas in the Vision 
and Outcomes section (3.0). However, it is 
considered that by their reference the 
intention of the vision is to recognise both 
assets and their setting. 
 
Action: 
No change proposed as it is considered this 
point has been taken on board through the 
Council’s Corporate Plan  
 

4 The historic detail and reference to 
Conservation Area appraisals within 
this section is welcomed. 

None Matters of agreement between the parties 
are noted, for completeness. 

5/ EN8 Regarding the Greenway crossing 
the River Nene at Oundle’s 
scheduled South Bridge – it is 

Historic England raises concerns 
regarding the Greenway Forward Plan.  
However, these are based on an 

Little or no development is involved in 
developing the green corridor known as the 
Greenway. 
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Section Historic England Comments Suggested Change Agreed Outcome 
unclear whether this will use the 
existing carriageway or travel 
beneath which would require 
construction of a new crossing. 
Construction of a crossing beneath 
the bridge would require Scheduled 
Monument Consent and has good 
potential to encounter sensitive 
archaeological remains. 
To ensure that heritage assets are 
protected in any works for the 
Greenway Forward Plan, an 
additional sentence is suggested to 
policy EN8. However, this is does 
not overcome Historic England’s 
potential concerns regarding the 
Greenway Forward Plan. 

 

assumption that the extension of the 
Greenway north of Thrapston could 
involve substantive engineering works.  
This is not the case; the Greenway is 
predominantly a conceptual route, rather 
than a segregated route. 
 
Although not entirely overcoming these 
concerns, the following sentence should 
be added after the second sentence of 
policy EN8 “Its development must protect 
and enhance heritage assets and their 
settings”. 

 
Action:  
Policy wording will strengthen the protection 
of Scheduled Monuments which may be 
affected: 
 
A Proposed Modification (MM05) be made 
in respect of Rep 39/03 to add the following 
wording after the second sentence of policy 
EN8 “Its development must protect and 
enhance heritage assets and their settings”. 
 

 

5/ EN8 The East Northants Greenway 
Forward Plan: 
It does not appear that Historic 
England were consulted on this 
document. Below are some 
comments, but these are examples 
only and are not a full assessment 
of the document. 
 

 Historic England raises concerns 
regarding the Greenway Forward Plan.  
However, these are based on an 
assumption that the extension of the 
Greenway north of Thrapston could 
involve substantive engineering works.  
This is not the case; the Greenway is 
predominantly a conceptual route, rather 
than a segregated route. 
 

Little or no development is involved in 
developing the green corridor known as the 
Greenway. 
 
Concerns regarding the Greenway Forward 
Plan itself are to be taken up with the 
relevant team within NNC Growth and 
Regeneration. 
 
Action: 
No change proposed as substantive 
engineering works are not envisaged. 
However, further liaison with Historic 
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Section Historic England Comments Suggested Change Agreed Outcome 
England will be encouraged as the 
Greenway evolves. 
 

5/ EN8 Phase 4 Overview Plan (p.20) 
shows the proposed route as lying 
to the south of Chester Farm (SM 
‘Roman town of Irchester and 
preceding Iron Age settlement; 
including remains of the medieval 
hamlet of Chester on the Water’ – 
1003892), however, the Southern 
Section Overview (p.14) shows an 
‘indicative’ route in yellow that runs 
through the monument, alongside 
the river. 
 

Historic England raises concerns 
regarding the Greenway Forward Plan.  
However, these are based on an 
assumption that the extension of the 
Greenway north of Thrapston could 
involve substantive engineering works.  
This is not the case; the Greenway is 
predominantly a conceptual route, rather 
than a segregated route. 
 

Little or no development is involved in 
developing the green corridor known as the 
Greenway. 
 
Notwithstanding, Chester Farm is outside 
the Plan Area, although development of the 
southern/ westernmost parts of the 
Greenway could have implications for this 
designated heritage asset. 
 
Action: 
No change proposed, however any future 
development proposals which could impact 
on the asset will be discussed with Historic 
England 
 

5/ EN8 The plan states: 
‘7.2 All indicative routes are subject 
to the Technical Group which Phase 
7a (p,29). Indicative route runs 
alongside and / or within SM 
Medieval settlement remains at 
Woodford (1003633). It is unclear 
whether this is to use the existing 
carriageway or requires new 
infrastructure within the monument. 
 

Historic England raises concerns 
regarding the Greenway Forward Plan.  
However, these are based on an 
assumption that the extension of the 
Greenway north of Thrapston could 
involve substantive engineering works.  
This is not the case; the Greenway is 
predominantly a conceptual route, rather 
than a segregated route. 

Little or no development is involved in 
developing the green corridor known as the 
Greenway. 
 
Concerns regarding the Greenway Forward 
Plan itself are to be taken up with the 
relevant team within NNC Growth and 
Regeneration. 
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Section Historic England Comments Suggested Change Agreed Outcome 
Action: 
No change proposed as substantive 
engineering works are not envisaged. 
However, further liaison with Historic 
England will be encouraged as the 
Greenway evolves. 
  
 

5/ EN8 Phase 11.1 (p.37) Indicative route 
runs through Gr I Lyveden New 
Bield, alongside SM Lyveden New 
Building and garden (1003640). 
Reference is made to the Nene Way 
walking route, which also crosses 
Chester Farm at least. It isn’t clear 
whether it would be intending to 
upgrade this or that is has just 
included for reference.  
 
NE, WLT, ENC and KWSP. NE and 
WLT will work with ENC and KWSP 
to decide which routes can be 
included into the Greenway Forward 
Plan as indicative subject to Local 
Wildlife Sites, SSSIs and SPAs. 
 
7.3 Indicative routes are shown in 
yellow and require the Greenway 
Board’s approval to investigate 
further. Proposed routes are shown 
in blue and are currently having 

Historic England raises concerns 
regarding the Greenway Forward Plan.  
However, these are based on an 
assumption that the extension of the 
Greenway north of Thrapston/ into 
Rockingham Forest could involve 
substantive engineering works.  This is 
not the case; the Greenway is 
predominantly a conceptual route, rather 
than a segregated route. 
 

Little or no development is involved in 
developing the green corridor known as the 
Greenway. 
 
Concerns regarding the Greenway Forward 
Plan itself are to be taken up with the 
relevant team within NNC Growth and 
Regeneration. 
 
Action: 
No change proposed as substantive 
engineering works are not envisaged. 
However, further liaison with Historic 
England will be encouraged as the 
Greenway evolves. 
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Section Historic England Comments Suggested Change Agreed Outcome 
feasibility / design studies 
undertaken.’ 

6/EN14 Section 6 is strongly welcomed. 
Heritage policies should be strategic 
in accordance with the NPPF, 
paragraph 20, reference to Policy 3 
of the Joint Core Strategy is 
welcomed in 6.24 but these policies 
should also be strategic in order to 
comply with the NPPF.  The wording 
of policy EN14 (previously EN13) 
has not been amended in 
accordance with our previous 
response, in particular regarding the 
last sentence and its’ interpretation. 
For clarity and strength, particularly 
in relation to harm, this should be 
reworded. Historic England would 
be happy to advise on wording. 

 

Section 6, which distinguishes between 
designated and non-designated heritage 
assets was broadly considered to be an 
appropriate approach by Historic England. 

 
However, a need to strengthen the 
detailed wording in Policy EN14 was 
accepted and agreed between the 
parties.  HE referred to the 3rd 
paragraph of EN14 and referenced the 
equivalent Charnwood Local Plan 
policy as a suitable basis for the 
amended wording. 

The Council is happy to endorse/ accept the 
advice of HE in proposing a modification to 
Policy EN14. 
 
 
Action:  
Agreed Proposed Modification (MM12) to 
para 3 of Policy EN14.in response to Rep 
39/04, to reflect the importance of heritage 
assets in informing future development 
proposals as follows: 
 
Paragraphs 3 and 4 of Policy EN14 be 
deleted and replaced with the following; 
 
Where development:   
a) protects and enhances heritage assets 
(including non-designated assets) and 
prevents harm to their significance and 
setting 
b) has been informed by a conservation 
area appraisal, landscape character 
assessment, village design statement of 
neighbourhood plan 
c) supports the sympathetic re-use of 
buildings of architectural or historic 
importance to ensure a positive contribution 
to the historic environment is maintained 
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Section Historic England Comments Suggested Change Agreed Outcome 
e) conserves, protects and enhances 
heritage assets that are considered to be at 
risk 

6/ EN15 Policy EN15 and paragraph 6.30 are 
welcomed. 

None Matters of agreement between the parties 
are noted, for completeness. 

8/ EN24 Comments on housing allocations 
and their specific policies are 
referenced in Appendix B. 

n/a  n/a  

Evidence 
Base 

Concerns remain regarding the 
evidence base, although the Historic 
Environment section within the 
Social Capital section is welcomed, 
however it is unclear if more 
detailed site assessments have 
been carried out as previously 
raised and the location of any 
Sustainability Appraisal individual 
site assessments is unclear. 

The Sustainability Appraisal site 
assessments should be clearly 
referenced, together with heritage impact 
assessments carried out. Historic England 
would be happy to agree this by SoCG. 

Evidence Base detail has been forwarded 
to HE for reference (01.07.2021). 
Strategic (greenfield) site specific 
allocations (policies EN24-EN28) are 
supported by a detailed robust evidence 
base re site selection, which supplements 
the overarching assessment provided by 
the Sustainability Appraisal. 
 
Action: 
No further change is proposed as the 
evidence requested has been undertaken. 
 

. 
 

Appendix 
B 

Allocations and site-specific 
policies 

  

8/ EN26 Cotterstock Road / St Peter’s, 
Oundle 
An archaeological assessment was 
provided with the outline planning 
permission. There is no reference to 

HE proposed inclusion of a specific 
reference to archaeological assessment 
for the site.   

The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) provides a 
strategic overview of individual plan 
policies.  
 
A site-specific archaeological assessment 
was submitted in support of the outline 
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Section Historic England Comments Suggested Change Agreed Outcome 
archaeological assessment within 
the Sustainability Appraisal. 

planning permission (19/01327/OUT), but 
this is not considered necessary for the 
Local Plan SA 
 
Action: 
No change proposed. 
 

8/ EN27 St Christopher’s Drive, Oundle 
Again, an archaeological 
assessment was provided with the 
outline planning permission. There 
is no reference to archaeological 
assessment within the Sustainability 
Appraisal. 

 HE proposed inclusion of a specific 
reference to archaeological assessment 
for the site.   

The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) provides a 
strategic overview of individual plan 
policies.  
 
A site-specific archaeological assessment 
was submitted in support of the outline 
planning permission (19/01355/OUT), but 
this is not considered necessary for the 
Local Plan SA. 
 
Action: 
No change proposed. 
 

10/ EN35 Rushden, Splash Pool and 
Wilkinson site redevelopment 
There are a number of heritage 
assets related to the late 19th 
century boot and shoe industry on 
this site. A thorough heritage 
assessment should be undertaken, 
both of assets within the site and the 
setting of assets nearby. This has 
been raised previously but there is 
no reference to a heritage 

A heritage impact assessment is required. 
A criteria should be added to policy EN35, 
such as: - 
“preservation and enhancement of the 
heritage assets on the site, in accordance 
with a heritage impact assessment” 

It has been agreed that a Proposed 
Modification (MM32) be made to Policy 
EN35 to address this concern raised 
through Rep 39/08. 
 
Action:  
An additional criterion to be added to policy 
EN35 to provide the following: 
 “The preservation and enhancement of the 
heritage assets on the site, in accordance 
with a heritage impact assessment”. 
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Section Historic England Comments Suggested Change Agreed Outcome 
assessment. A heritage assessment 
is required and a policy criteria 
reference. 

 
. 

10/ EN37 Rectory Business Centre, Rushden 
There are a number of 
undesignated heritage assets 
related to the late 19th century boot 
and shoe industry on this site. A 
thorough heritage assessment 
should be undertaken, both of 
assets within the site and the setting 
of assets nearby. 

A heritage impact assessment is required. 
A criterion should be added to policy 
EN37, such as: - 
“preservation and enhancement of the 
heritage assets on the site, in accordance 
with a heritage impact assessment” 

It has been agreed that a Proposed 
Modification (MM34) be made to Policy 
EN37 to address this concern (Rep 39/09). 
 
Action:  
An additional criterion to be added to Policy 
EN37 to provide the following: “The 
preservation and enhancement of the 
heritage assets on the site, in accordance 
with a heritage impact assessment”. 
 
 

10/ EN39 Former Select and Save, 13-21 
High Street / St Peter’s Way Car 
Park 
The additional policy criteria g) is 
welcomed but does not refer to 
preservation of character and 
setting. 

Criteria g) should be amended to: - 
“Preservation and enhancement to the 
settings of the heritage assets, with 
particular reference to St Peter’s Church 
and the Louisa Lilley Almshouses” 
Reference should be made to the 
importance of the setting of the Grade I 
Church of St Peter, if this can be 
incorporated 

It has been agreed that a Proposed 
Modification (MM36) be made to Policy 
EN39 to address this concern (Rep 39/10). 
 
Action  
Criterion g) to be amended by deleting the 
word “Enhancement’s” and replacing with 
the following: 
 
“Preservation and enhancement to the 
settings of the heritage assets, with 
particular reference to St Peter’s Church 
and the Louisa Lilley Almshouses” 
. 
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Section Historic England Comments Suggested Change Agreed Outcome 
10/ EN40 Former Rushden and Diamonds FC 

Stadium Site 
There is concern regarding the 
areas shown as blue, pink and 
purple on figure 30. 
There is a likely Bronze Age barrow 
on the northern side (blue section). 
The Pink section includes the Grade 
II listed Casual Wards and the 
purple section is directly adjacent to 
Crow Hill Scheduled Monument. 
There is the Grade I Old Bridge 
Listed Building and Scheduled 
Monument to the south. What 
further assessments were carried 
out? Although the additional policy 
criteria g) is welcomed, it does not 
reference design, height, massing in 
terms of impact on Scheduled 
Monuments and there is no 
reference to non-designated 
archaeology. 

Criteria g) should be amended to: - 
“Design, height and massing together with 
high quality landscaping, recognising the 
setting of nearby heritage assets, such as 
Irthlingborough Bridge and Crow Hill Iron 
Age Fort and non-designated 
archaeology.  
 
This recognises the proximity of the Nene 
Park site to these scheduled ancient 
monuments. 
 

An amendment to the wording of Policy 
EN40, criterion g) has been agreed. 
(MM38) in response to Rep 39/11. 
 
Action:  
Criteria g) to be amended by deleting the 
word “Enhancement’s” and replacing with 
the following;  
 
“Design, height and massing together with 
high quality landscaping, protecting the 
setting of nearby heritage assets, such as 
Irthlingborough Bridge and Crow Hill Iron 
Age Fort and non-designated heritage 
assets.” 
 

10/EN42 Cattle Market, Thrapston 
Criteria f) is welcomed but does not 
refer to the preservation of character 
and setting. 

Criteria f) should be amended to read: - 
“Preservation and enhancement to the 
settings of adjacent heritage assets and 
the Conservation Area” 
 
Further information regarding existing 
heritage assets in/ around the Cattle 
Market site should be recognised. 

An amendment to the wording of Policy 
EN42, criterion f) has been agreed (MM44) 
in response to Rep 39/12. 
 
Action:  
Criterion f) to be amended by deleting the 
word “Enhancement’s” and replacing with 
the following: 
:  
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Section Historic England Comments Suggested Change Agreed Outcome 
“Preservation and enhancement to the 
settings of adjacent heritage assets, non- 
designated heritage assets and the 
Conservation Area” 
 
 

    

 
Conclusion 
 
Table 1 sets out the proposed main modifications agreed between the parties to address the issues raised by Historic England. These 
address the concerns raised by Historic England which are within the scope of the Local Plan Part 2. 
 
 
 
Signed on behalf of North Northamptonshire Council 
 
 

 
 
 
Richard Palmer, Planning Policy Manager (East Northamptonshire Area) 
Date: 09 November 2021 
 
 
 
Signed on behalf of Historic England 
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Emilie Carr 

 
 
Date: 09/11/2021 
 


