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Matter C/00262


1.0	 INTRODUCTION 

1.1	 Carter Jonas LLP acts on behalf of the Society of Merchant Venturers, 

owners of land at Springfield Farm, Thrapston. 

1.2	 Representations were first submitted to East Northamptonshire District 

Council in support of development on land at Springfield Farm in 

responding to the ‘Thrapston and Surrounding Areas Discussion Paper’ 

- October 2004. The representations included a plan identifying the 

area of land at Springfield Farm available for development. 

1.3	 Carter Jonas also made representations to the Preferred Options for the 

Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan (RNOTP, March 2006). The 

representations focused on the assessment made by East 

Northamptonshire Council of the alternative options for accommodating 

housing development at Thrapston, and the relative merits of land at 

Springfield Farm. They sought allocation of a site for residential 

development (up to 250 units), whilst making brief reference to the 

possible scope for the land to also help meet the future education needs 

of Thrapston. 

1.4	 Carter Jonas also made representations to the RNOTP Submission 

Draft (January 2008), building upon the previous submissions and 

focusing on the issue of soundness. This Statement is submitted in 

order to address the following question raised by the Inspector. 

How should the rate of new development be tied to the 

development of new and local strategic infrastructure? 



2.0	 CASE 

North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy 

2.1	 The adopted North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy (CSS) 

states that: 

“New development will be supported by the timely delivery of 

infrastructure, services and facilities necessary to provide balanced, 

more self-sufficient communities.” (Policy 6) 

2.2	 The Core Strategy also requires that development should be phased in 

relation to the delivery of infrastructure. We support this approach to 

phasing i.e. that development should dependent on the delivery of 

infrastructure to support it, rather than delivery of infrastructure being 

dependent on a certain number of dwellings being completed. This will 

require a co-ordinated approach to funding and implementation. 

2.3	 We particularly support this approach in relation to the provision of 

education facilities in Thrapston. It appears that the Council has 

ignored the need for primary and middle school provision in Thrapston. 

It has proposed reserving a site for a secondary school even through 

there does not appear to be any need for such provision based on the 

housing requirement for Thrapston set out in the CSS (1,140 dwellings 

between 2001 and 2021). We set out below the reasoning behind this 

conclusion. 
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RNOTP Preferred Options 

2.4	 In the RNOTP Preferred Options document (January 2006) the Council 

dismissed allocating a greater amount of housing to Thrapston to 

achieve school pupil levels that could support another school site in the 

town. This implies that the amount of development currently allocated 

would not justify provision of a new school at any level. 

2.5	 In responding to the consultation, Northamptonshire County Council 

advised: 

“…the allocation of 1,140 dwellings is likely to pose questions in respect 
of school provision. Allowing for dwellings already completed, the 
number of dwellings is likely to generate too many pupils to be 
accommodated in the existing schools, but too few to justify new 
provision. The schools service estimates that the two schools could 
accommodate pupils from a further 500 dwellings in their existing 
accommodation. It is therefore uncertain how these additional numbers 
can be accommodated, although phasing of housing provision so that 
they are spread out over the plan period rather than concentrated in a 
short period would assist in managing the situation”. 

2.6	 We assume that this refers to primary and middle school provision only. 

2.7	 Allocating a new secondary school site in Thrapston would only be 

required if additional residential development took place in Thrapston, 

over and above that proposed in the RNOTP, and should be phased 

accordingly in a sustainable manner i.e. in conjunction with new housing 

development. This would help to ensure both viability and deliverability 

of the school. 
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RNOTP Preferred Options: Sustainability Appraisal 

2.8	 The Sustainability Appraisal Report prepared to accompany the RNOTP 

Preferred Options (January 2006) gave brief consideration to the effects 

of allocating more housing to Thrapston to support a new school. The 

environmental impacts of such strategy were considered to be 

unacceptable, in that it would result in more development on greenfield 

land. 

2.9	 The expansion of the existing school sites was also considered, but 

found to be impractical (Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Report, Appendix 

12). 

2.10	 No consideration was given in the SA to the allocation or safeguarding 

of land for a secondary school. The effects of such a proposal would be 

very different to those associated with a new primary or middle school, 

particularly in terms of land take, education provision in other towns and 

the need to travel. 

2.11	 Therefore the SA did not support the provision of a new school at any 

level without further housing development at Thrapston to support it. 

RNOTP Submission Draft 

2.12	 The significant change in strategy proposed in the RNOTP Submission 

Draft (with safeguarding of the land at Springfield Farm for possible 

provision of a new Secondary School), came without any prior 

discussion with the landowner, and no formal consideration of the 

alternative options through the SA process. We are therefore concerned 

that it is not linked to the proposed provision of housing in Thrapston, 
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particularly as the Council had previously stated that a new school was 

not required. 

2.13	 No alternatives to the land at Springfield Farm for this purpose were 

considered, apart from brief consideration of provision on the 

Huntingdon Road site (see notes of Local Development Framework 

(LDF) Working Party meeting, 3rd September 2007). This has been 

confirmed by East Northamptonshire Council. 

2.14	 At the LDF Working Party meeting on 25th June 2007, brief mention was 

made that a site for a Secondary School and a GP practice in Thrapston 

should be safeguarded and planned for and the most appropriate site to 

accommodate these was at Huntingdon Road. 

2.15	 At a meeting on 3rd September 2007 the LDF Working Party was 

informed that another site was needed for the Secondary School, as 8 

hectares was needed to accommodate this provision and there was not 

enough available space at Huntingdon Road. It was at this meeting that 

land at Springfield Farm was first mentioned. It was agreed that this 

issue would be addressed in a future review of the Plan. However, it 

was felt that the Education Authority was not taking a long term view of 

the requirements. 

2.16	 The Education Authority has informed Carter Jonas that approximately 

2,500 dwellings would need to be built in order to justify provision of a 

new Secondary School. However, we understand that there is local 

political support for a new Secondary School at Thrapston. 

2.17	 Another implication of a new school would be that those pupils that 

currently travel from Thrapston to Oundle to school would most likely 
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choose to attend the new school, freeing up further capacity in Oundle 

and encouraging more sustainable travel patterns. 

2.18	 Northamptonshire County Council, as Education Authority, published an 

update to the Schools Organisation Plan, commenting specifically on 

the need for school places required as a result of proposed housing 

growth (School Organisation Information, November 2007) as set out in 

the published RNOTP Preferred Options paper. The Report concludes 

that additional primary, middle, secondary and sixth form places will be 

required as result of planned development at Thrapston (Section 5iii) as 

proposed. The Report also concludes that further discussion is required 

on how these children will be accommodated. There is no reference to 

a requirement for a new secondary school in Thrapston. 

2.19	 This clearly shows that there has been no consideration of alternative 

options either relating to the need for a new secondary school in 

Thrapston, or its location, prior to, or at the Preferred Options stage. 

Even at the Submission Draft stage, no alternatives to land at 

Springfield Farm were considered after the Huntingdon Road site was 

ruled out. 

2.20	 In addition, there does not appear to be any clear link between school 

provision and the phasing of development in Thrapston. 

3.0	 CONCLUSION 

3.1	 There is clearly a need for provision of additional school places at 

primary and middle level in Thrapston. The need for secondary school 

provision has not been clearly demonstrated. However, it is clear that 
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the current proposed levels of development will not support a new 

secondary school regardless of how it is phased. 

3.2	 It appears that East Northamptonshire Council has not given full 

consideration to the provision of school places as a result of the housing 

requirement for Thrapston. Therefore, there appears to be no link 

between the delivery of housing and infrastructure within the RNOTP. 

3.3	 We propose that East Northamptonshire Council should return to the 

Preferred Options stage of the plan process in order to ensure that an 

adequate SA is carried out and that the need for a secondary school 

and the appropriate alternatives for the location of a new school are 

adequately assessed. Alternatively, the need for a new school should 

be considered in an early review of the Plan and the safeguarding of 

Springfield Farm should be deleted from the RNOTP. 

3.4	 We do not consider that such fundamental flaws in the plan-making 

process can be addressed through minor changes to the current text. 
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