
Matter 4 Written Statement - Glapthorn Parish Council (GPC) – further submissions in connection 

with the Local Plan Part 2 

This document should be read in conjunction with the council’s original (19th November 2018) and 

supplemental (9th January 2019) submissions. 

GPC does not believe that the Cotterstock Road/St. Peters Road development site (‘the Site’) (part of 

which is in the parish of Glapthorn) should have been granted outline planning permission and 

subsequently approval of reserved matters when it was not an allocated site under the current local 

development plan (the Rural North Oundle and Thrapston Plan) and the Local Plan part 2 in which it 

is shown as an allocated site has yet to undergo examination as to its soundness and compliance. 

This is particularly the case due to the high number of respondents to the consultation that did not 

consider the site allocations proposed for Oundle to be appropriate. 

Although it may be outside the scope of the examination to do so GPC requests that the inspector 

should specifically address the issue of whether the Planning Authority acted improperly in 

determining applications in respect of two of the three sites proposed for allocation in the Local Plan 

when that Plan had yet to be approved in examination. The inspector will recognise the absurdity of 

the situation should it be determined that either the Cotterstock Road/St Peters Road or the St 

Christophers Drive sites should not have been included in the Plan when the Planning Authority has 

pre-empted matters by giving approval. 

The inspector has posed the question whether the proposed housing allocations for Oundle are 

appropriate and justified in the light of potential constraints, infrastructure requirements and 

adverse impacts. GPC would submit that the potential constraints of the Site and its adverse impacts 

have not been sufficiently appreciated. These include: 

1. The proximity of the site to the water treatment plant and the nuisance posed by it to the 

residents of the dwellings on the Site 

2. The visual impact of the residential development given its sloping nature down to the river 

3. The likely drainage issues resulting from the existence of springs and the unusual 

groundwater flows 

4. The dangers posed by the site entrance/exit from/to Cotterstock Road and proximity of the 

school 

5. The inadequacy of the site entrance/exit from/to St Peters Road given the narrowness of the 

road and lack of adequate off-road parking and the narrowing/slalom effect of the on street 

parking 

6. The dangers posed by traffic passing through the development either from Cotterstock Road 

to St Peters Road or vice versa. 

7. The likely impact of increased traffic on the junction of St Peters Road with New Road and 

New Road with Station Road. 

GPC would further submit that the infrastructure requirements for the Site have also not been 

sufficiently appreciated. These include: 

1. The fact that there is inadequate medical provision available to the residents due to the 

existing Oundle Surgery being at capacity and being unable to expand without either 

relocation or the construction of a second surgery 

2. The fact that residents in that part of the Site lying within the parish of Glapthorn could not 

be catered for by the existing Glapthorn Primary School (GPS) as it does not have sufficient 



capacity to do so and the traffic/safety issues resulting from children travelling from the site 

to GPS and back. 

3. The lack of space for cycle traffic to and from the Site along St Peters Road 

The inspector has also posed the question whether there are any significant factors that indicate 

that any sites or parts of sites should not have been allocated. GPC submits that it is clear that that 

part of the site which lies withing the parish of Glapthorn should not have been allocated. The 

reasons for this include: 

1. Glapthorn has an adopted Neighbourhood Plan (NP) which does not allocate any part of the 

Site for residential development 

2. The Site is wholly detached from the built environment of the village of Glapthorn 

3. The residential development of that part of the Site which is within the parish of Glapthorn 

creates coalescence between Glapthorn and Oundle contrary to the provisions of the NP. 

4. The residential development of that part of the site which is within the parish of Glapthorn 

effectively increases the size of Glapthorn by around 50% 

5. The inclusion of that part of the site which is within the parish of Glapthorn was opposed by 

GPC and by the village itself as clearly expressed during the preparation of the NP 

6. The boundary of Glapthorn – designated in the Plan as a small freestanding village – is 

established in the NP and this should have been recognised in drawing the boundary of the 

Site to exclude any parts of it lying within the Parish of Glapthorn 

The Local Plan describes Glpthorn as a village with a close functional relationship with an urban area 

ie Oundle. The inclusion of that part of the Site which lies within the parish of Glapthorn is contrary 

to provisions in the Local Plan such as: 

4.17 which states that the NP recognises the need for development to be directed to the 

neighbouring area and includes policies to avoid coalescence. 

4.30 POLICY EN1 Spatial Development Strategy which states: 

 

“Development opportunities at the small freestanding villages will be limited to small scale infill and 

windfall development within the existing built-up areas, rural exceptions, affordable housing 

schemes or other small-scale employment or commercially focussed proposals”. 

GPC submits that only that part of the site lying wholly within the parish of Oundle should have been 

considered for possible allocation for housing development. GPC submits that the boundary 

between the rural parish of Glapthorn and the adjacent town of Oundle provides a logical and 

understandable basis for the application of JCS Policy 3(d) and that the allocation of the whole of the 

Site in the Plan fails to take into account the provisions of JCS Policy 11.2. 


