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Introduction  

  

Matter 6 – Question 1: Is the Plan’s approach to the MFD and 
Policy EN33 justified and effective and consistent with the JCS 
and the Framework? (see Initial Question 4 and the Council’s 
response) 

 

  

Matter 6 – Question 2: Does the approach allow sufficient 
flexibility for the delivery of the SUE and would it be effective? 
(see Initial Question 4 c and the Council’s response) 

 

  

Matter 6 – Question 3: What does Policy EN33 add at a local 
level to JCS Policy 33, and does it duplicate any of its 
requirements? 

 

  

Matter 6 – Question 4: How have the policies and proposals in the 
Higham Ferrers and Rushden Neighbourhood Plans been taken 
into account in preparing the MFD? (see Initial Question 4 f and 
the Council’s response) 

 

  

Matter 6 – Question 5: With paragraph 16d of the Framework in 
mind, is it evident from Policy EN33 how a decision maker should 
react to development proposals? Should the development 
requirements in the MFD be included in the policy? 

 

  

Matter 6 – Question 6: Is the approach in Policy EN33 and 
Appendix 6 consistent with paragraph 127 of the Framework 
which indicates that plans should, at the most appropriate level, 
set out a clear design vision and expectations, so that applicants 
have as much certainty as possible about what is likely to be 
acceptable? 
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1. Introduction 
 

1.1. This statement sets out the Council’s response to Matter 6: Delivering the 
Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) at Rushden East, questions 1 - 6, in 
respect of the following issue(s): 
 

• Whether the Plan has been positively prepared and whether it is justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy in relation to the approach 
towards delivering the Rushden East SUE. 
 

1.2. The statement also addresses any representations which the Council 
considers are of particular significance or concern, where this is the case the 
relevant respondent number and comment id are provided. 
 

1.3. All documents referred to in this statement are either hyperlinked, or refer to 
specific references contained in the Index of Submission Documents which 
can be accessed as follows: 
 

1.4. https://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/12227/index_of_evidence_base_and
_supporting_documents 
 

 
2. Matter 6 – Question 1: Is the Plan’s approach to the MFD and Policy EN33 

justified and effective and consistent with the JCS and the Framework? 
(see Initial Question 4 and the Council’s response) 
 
2.1. The MFD and Policy EN33 are justified and effective, and consistent with the 

JCS (reference document B-01) and the Framework. 
 
2.2. The strategy for a Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) to the east of 

Rushden to deliver housing growth and job opportunities through the 
expansion of the area’s largest and most sustainable settlement, was 
established through the JCS.  Policy 33 of the JCS identifies a broad 
strategic location for the SUE (the ‘arc’ shown on JCS figure 23, page 153), 
and sets the policy requirements for the SUE within categories/topics that 
align with the three pillars of sustainable development, reflecting the 
Framework’s aim of boosting housing supply in a sustainable way that jointly 
delivers on economic, environmental and social benefits of development.    
 

2.3. The JCS deferred the setting of the SUE’s detailed boundaries and the 
delivery of the detailed policy expectations set out in Policy 33 to a 
masterplanning exercise, as a prerequisite to the grant of planning 
applications. 
 

2.4. The precise boundaries of the SUE shown in the MFD and Policy EN33 are 
justified by the sensitivity of the landscape to the east of Rushden and its 
capacity to accept new development, as assessed in the Rushden East 
Landscape Capacity Study of 2014 (LCS) (reference document H-03).  The 

https://www.east-northamptonshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/12227/index_of_evidence_base_and_supporting_documents
https://www.east-northamptonshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/12227/index_of_evidence_base_and_supporting_documents
https://www.east-northamptonshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/12227/index_of_evidence_base_and_supporting_documents
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LCS explains in paragraph 1.1 that its purpose was to study a large area of 
land (figure 01) to the east of Rushden - extending well beyond the JCS 
broad strategic location for a SUE (the ‘arc’) - to guide potential suitable 
locations for a SUE to Rushden.   
 

2.5. The LCS evaluated 34 parcels of land within the study area (figures 04 and 
05 of reference document H-03), to test the sensitivity of each land parcel 
and its capacity to accept development in the context of the character of the 
wider landscape.  The capacity of each parcel to accept development was 
scored on a scale from starting from ‘low’ capacity and progressing through 
‘medium-low’, ‘medium’, ‘medium-high’ to reach ‘high’ capacity. 
 

2.6. Of those 34 parcels evaluated in the LCS, the detailed boundaries of the SUE 
include the following land parcels (in part or whole) and their capacity to 
accept development: 
 

LCS Parcel number LCS capacity to accept development 

17 Medium 

23 Medium 

24 Medium 

25 Medium 

26 Medium-High 

27 High 

28 Medium 

30 Medium 

 
2.7. The allocation of the SUE excludes land assessed in the LCS as having a 

‘medium-low’ and ‘low’ capacity to accept development of the SUE. 
 

2.8. The strategy for the SUE is therefore justified through the pre-existing JCS 
policy. Reasonable alternatives to a SUE to the east of Rushden and the 
policy expectations for its delivery would have been considered in the 
preparation of the JCS and the evidence available at the time. 
 

2.9. The approach taken to the MFD and Policy EN33 is to shape the overall pre-
existing strategy and add the finer grain detail to its broader policy 
expectations, in a way that gives certainty and predictability and regulatory 
compliance.  The approach taken is to set the precise boundaries of the SUE 
and set detailed development management policy and guidance to give 
predictability to the development industry and the public on how the Council 
will react to planning applications for development within the SUE.  This 
approach will ensure consistency with the Framework’s requirement for plans 
to promote sustainable development. 
 

2.10. The MFD recognises that its role is grounded within the strategy set out 
in the JCS and this is reflected in the structure of the MFD. Each chapter 
reflects the specific economic, environmental and social policy objectives in 
the JCS, by repeating relevant JCS policy objectives at the beginning of each 
chapter and explaining how the MFD’s policy requirements and guidance for 
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delivering the SUE meet the JCS strategy.  The MFD and Policy EN33 are 
anchored to the JCS strategy for the SUE. 
 

2.11. The MFD makes it clear in paragraph 1.1.4 that its role is to function as 
a framework for key strategic and structuring elements and that it will not 
resolve all of the detailed matters in the SUE.  It will be left to the developers 
to bring forwards the detailed matters.  This is consistent with the 
masterplaning design guidance in the Homes England Garden Communities 
Toolkit (reference document Exam-22).  
 

2.12. The SUE is deliverable and planning applications have been submitted 
for the vast majority of the SUE land, which is in the control of a volume 
housebuilder consortium with a track record of delivery.  The JCS made it 
clear that the entirety of the SUE would not be delivered over the plan period. 

 
3. Matter 6 – Question 2: Does the approach allow sufficient flexibility for the 

delivery of the SUE and would it be effective? (see Initial Question 4 c and 
the Council’s response) 

 
3.1. MFD paragraph 1.3.3 acknowledges that alternative approaches to those 

specified in the MFD will be considered, where a clear rationale is provided 
and where the alternative adheres to the policies and principles identified in 
the MFD.  There is in-built flexibility to the MFD. 
 

3.2. The approach in the MFD and Policy EN33 seeks to shape the overall pre-
existing strategy for the SUE and the broader policy expectations in the JCS, 
to give certainty and predictability to the development industry and the public, 
and deliver on the economic, social and economic benefits of the SUE. 
 

3.3. The desire for certainty and predictability has resulted in parts of the MFD 
taking a firm and decisive approach to the delivery of key structuring 
components of the SUE, particularly the planning application requirements 
listed in the MFD’s ‘blue boxes’, in a language that is managerial and 
commanding.  However, in recognition of its role in functioning as a 
framework for key structuring elements, the MFD consistently opens up a 
pathway to alternative approaches (to those in the ‘blue boxes’) that achieve 
the stated policy objectives.  It does this through the use of language that is 
flexible to an alternative approach, where justified, and this gives inherent 
flexibility to large parts of the MFD. 
 

3.4. For example, the ‘blue box’ on MFD page 27 (fourth asterisk) requires 
proposals for a green corridor link through the grey land to connect the SUE 
with a future A6 crossing to Hayden Road to be: “broadly in-line with the 
configuration shown in figure 2.7 or justify an alternative approach”. 
 

3.5. Similarly, the ‘blue box’ on MFD page 27 (second and fourth asterisks) 
builds-in flexibility to the approaches to the detailed designs of ‘super 
crossings’ and the treatment of the primary street running through the SUE, 
by requiring them to accord with specific figures or an alternative approach 
and rationale.  



Matter 6: Delivering the Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) at Rushden East 
Statement by North Northamptonshire Council 

March 2022 

3 
 

 
4. Matter 6 – Question 3: What does Policy EN33 add at a local level to JCS 

Policy 33, and does it duplicate any of its requirements? 
 

4.1. The purpose of Policy EN33 is to achieve what the strategy in the JCS does 
not.  That is to allocate land for the SUE and to give effect to the requirement 
of Policy 33 of the JCS - to bring forwards a masterplan to define 
development boundaries and policy expectations (incorporating those listed 
under the economic, environmental and social topic headings in the JCS 
Policy 33), for inclusion into the Part 2 Local Plan and meet the requirement 
for a masterplan to be agreed before any planning applications are 
determined.  It is also necessary to ensure regulatory compliance as per 
advice in the Joint Legal Opinion (reference document Exam-11). 
 

4.2. Policy EN33 clarifies the relationship between the policies and the MFD, and 
Policy EN33 states that (fourth paragraph), planning applications that are 
consistent with both the policy expectations and guidance set out in the MFD 
will be granted planning permission.  Applications that are inconsistent with 
the policy expectations set out in the MFD are unlikely to be supported.  The 
MFD is incorporated into the Local Plan to ensure regulatory compliance in 
the terms expressed in the Joint Legal Opinion to the Council (reference 
document Exam-11) and is indivisible from Policy EN33. 
 

4.3. The MFD contains some development management policies that are less 
high level than in the JCS.  For example, the policy expressed in MFD 
paragraph 2.5.7 goes further than the JCS by saying that large units for 
warehousing and distribution (B8 logistics use) will not be supported as part 
of the SUE. 
 

4.4. The allocation of land and the incorporation of the MFD into the statutory 
development plan regime are important additions to the overall policy 
approach to delivering the SUE, setting a framework and vision for the SUE 
that gives developers and the public certainty and predictability as to how the 
Council will react to planning applications to deliver the SUE. 
 

4.5. Any duplication between Policy EN33 and JCS Policy 33 arises from 
clarifying the relationship between the different policy components that align 
to deliver the SUE.  Given the high-level approach taken by JCS Policy 33 to 
identifying the SUE land and policy expectation, Policy EN33 and the MFD 
gives certainty. 

 
5. Matter 6 – Question 4: How have the policies and proposals in the Higham 

Ferrers and Rushden Neighbourhood Plans been taken into account in 
preparing the MFD? (see Initial Question 4 f and the Council’s response) 
 
5.1. The preparation of the MFD was shaped by a Council working party known 

as the Rushden East Project Board (REPB), established in 2014 to ensure 
collaborative partnership working for the development area east of Rushden.  
The REPB was Council Member led and comprised of elected Ward 
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Members from Rushden and Higham Ferrers, representatives from the Town 
Councils’ and Officers from the former District and County Councils. 
 

5.2. The Higham Ferrers Neighbourhood Plan (HFNP) was made in April 2016 
(reference document I-02) and pre-dates the adoption of the JCS, in July 
2016.  Any policy conflicts between the two are to be resolved in favour of the 
most recent policy. 
 

5.3. The HFNP includes a policy (HF.H3 Higham East (Future Growth)) that 
supports comprehensive masterplanning for access and infrastructure 
associated with Rushden East required from the John Clarke roundabout. 
 

5.4. Policy HF.H3 states that subject to the demonstration of future need for 
housing, employment and community facilities required by Higham Ferrers, 
or in the event of other housing sites not being delivered, additional land will 
be provided within a future growth area ‘Higham East’, as identified on the 
Proposals Plan  The Location of ‘Higham East’ is shown by an asterisk on 
Figure 7 on page 27 of the HFNP.  This area is now part of the planned for 
Rushden East SUE land. 
 

5.5. Policy HF.H3 sets out the issues that should be considered by a 
masterplanning exercise for Rushden East.  Of those issues, the MFD and 
Policy EN33 does not allocate community facilities or housing on the part of 
the MFD located within Higham Parish, however those facilities will be 
delivered in the SUE and be available for use.  The housing in the SUE will 
contribute to meeting housing needs across the whole area.  The MFD and 
EN33 are therefore considered to broadly take account of the relevant policy 
in the HFNP and its requirement that those components in the policy (HF.H3) 
“should” be taken into account. 
 

5.6.  The Rushden Neighbourhood Plan (RNP) made 2018 (reference document 
I-01), post-dates the JCS and it identifies Rushden East as a suitable location 
to deliver housing (RNP Policies H1 and H2) and provide employment 
opportunities to balance jobs with infrastructure, reducing out commuting and 
to act as a catalyst for growth and economic progress, and provide addition 
sports facilities to address shortfall.  The MFD and Policy EN33 are 
consistent with the RNP. 

 
6. Matter 6 – Question 5: With paragraph 16d of the Framework in mind, is it 

evident from Policy EN33 how a decision maker should react to 
development proposals? Should the development requirements in the MFD 
be included in the policy? 
 
6.1. Policy EN33 (fourth paragraph), says that planning applications that are 

consistent with the policy expectations set out in the MFD will be compliant 
with Policy EN33 and be granted planning permission.  Applications that are 
inconsistent with the policy expectations set out in the MFD are unlikely to be 
supported.  JCS Policy 33 would still have statutory weight, as part of the 
development plan. 
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7. Matter 6 – Question 6: Is the approach in Policy EN33 and Appendix 6 
consistent with paragraph 127 of the Framework which indicates that plans 
should, at the most appropriate level, set out a clear design vision and 
expectations, so that applicants have as much certainty as possible about 
what is likely to be acceptable? 
 
7.1. The MFD gives effect to the vision for the SUE in the ‘Rushden East 

Sustainable Urban Extension: Vision and Objectives’ (reference document H-
01), as approved by the Council in 2017, of delivering a “distinctive new 
neighbourhood that will offer a high quality of life for all.  It will enhance the 
image of Rushden and Higham Ferrers and will be well-connected to and 
integrated with both towns.  It will contain around 2500 new homes along with 
new employment, social and community facilities and a high-quality 
landscape setting that enhances biodiversity.” 
 

7.2. Paragraph 127 of the Framework says plans should set out a clear design 
vision and expectations, so that applicants have as much certainty as 
possible about what is likely to be acceptable.  Design policies should be 
developed with local communities, so they reflect local aspirations and are 
grounded in an understanding and evaluation of each area’s defining 
characteristics. 
 

7.3. The MFD presents a detailed written narrative supported by detailed plans, 
diagrams and precedent images to set clear expectations on how the 
Council’s vision for the SUE will be delivered. The format and structure of the 
MFD is based logically on the economic, environmental and social policy 
expectations in the JCS Policy 33 and each section concludes with ‘blue box’ 
planning requirements that unambiguously set out what must be achieved in 
each topic area, through relevant planning applications, to deliver on the 
vision.  The content and tone of the MFD, including the ‘blue box’ planning 
application requirements, gives applicants certainty over what is expected 
from their applications, with appropriate flexibility where justified. 
 

7.4. The MFD is grounded on an understanding of place and context.  It gives 
clear policy direction and guidance on how site specific constraints can be 
positively addressed and the opportunities presented by the development 
taken.  For instance, the Access and Movement chapter (2.3) in the MFD 
sets clear expectations on how applicants will be expected to address the 
challenge of connectivity with the Towns of Rushden and Higham Ferrers 
and the barrier to connectivity that is the A6 highway, to ensure the SUE 
integrates with the Towns and benefits them socially and economically. 
 

7.5. Similarly, MFD section 2.7 gives guidance on setting the urban form, 
character and identity of the SUE, drawing on the locally distinctive 
characters of the existing nearby Towns and responding positively to 
constraints and opportunities in the locality, including potential renewable 
energy supply from a local source. 
 

7.6. The MFD recognises the hierarchy of design tools at different levels of 
planning and it identifies that Design Coding will further refine the design 
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expectations at a finer grain of detail, consistent with the masterplanning 
design guidance in the Homes England Garden Communities Toolkit 
(reference document Exam-22). 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 


