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EAST NORTHAMPTONSHIRE RURAL NORTH, OUNDLE AND 

THRAPSTON DPD EXAMINATION 

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF WILLIAM DAVIS LTD 

Matter D – Settlement Roles and Relationships 

(a) Is the strategy for growth focussed on particular identified service centres 
fully consistent with the CSS 

1.1	 The CSS specifically mentions Oundle, Raunds and Thrapston as 
Rural Service Centres where development is to be directed in the rural 
north east, with further mention of Kings Cliffe as a Local Service 
Centre to act as a secondary focus (Policy 1 refers). The remainder of 
Policy 1 of the CSS then goes on to mention development at other 
villages and notes that development will be focussed on those villages 
that perform a sustainable local service role. Paragraph 3.8, third 
bullet point, also notes that “the more detailed plans prepared by 
individual authorities may identify Limited Local Service centres within 
which the small scale needs of a group of villages could be focussed.” 
The designation of Nassington and Warmington as ‘smaller service 
centres’, in principle, therefore is consistent with paragraph 3.8. 

1.2	 William Davis Ltd has not taken issue with these designations in its 
submitted representations. However, as will become evident in our 
response to matters (b) and (c) below we do not consider that the 
status of these limited service centres, or indeed the status of the 
higher order service centres, precludes the consideration of further 
development at other villages. Policy 1 of the CSS allows for 
development adjoining village boundaries where it involves the re-use 
of buildings or “exceptionally where it can be clearly demonstrated to 
meet local needs for employment, housing or services”. It is our case 
to this Examination that the housing requirements for the Rural Area as 
set out in the CSS have been based on an assessment of ‘local needs’. 
The quantum identified in the CSS for the Rural Area is of therefore of 
direct significance and is required to be met, otherwise local housing 
needs will not be accommodated. The Council has not, however, 
demonstrated how these ‘local needs’ for housing will be met. It 
thereby follows that the exceptional circumstances required by Policy 1 
of the CSS are triggered and the search for possible sites is required to 
be extended to additional land allocations in the other villages, starting 
firstly with the category A villages. 

(b) In the light of sustainability principles and CSS policies would it be 
appropriate to identify other villages as smaller service centres? 
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2.1	 On the basis of the rationale set out above we would argue that it is 
unnecessary to identify other service centres because CSS policy does 
not preclude development in or on the edge of other villages. William 
Davis’s interests relate to land in the village of Woodford, and we did 
consider whether to call for the designation of this settlement as a 
further ‘smaller service centre’ in our representation upon the Plan. 
The village has a similar range of local facilities, if not greater, than the 
villages of Nassington and Warmington (see Appendix D1). What sets 
it apart form these two villages is that has a Health Centre/doctors 
surgery. On balance, however we determined not to seek ‘small 
service centre’ status for Woodthorpe. What matters is that any 
location selected for development should be capable of demonstrating 
satisfactory relationship with sustainability principles. This we have 
sought to do with our submissions in respect of our Woodford site 
through representations upon the Alternative Sites Consultation 
(CD1002). We have assessed the site against the sustainability 
principles set in Policy 13 of the CSS. 

2.2	 In preparing this statement, we have also reviewed the evidence base 
to the plan. We note that the status of Nassington and Warmington as 
‘smaller service centres’ is supported by the Baker Associates report 
on an ‘Integrated Approach to Sustainable Rural Planning in East 
Northamptonshire’ (CD308). This study did not, however, consider the 
whole of the RNOTP Plan area. It only considered settlements north of 
Oundle. It is apparent therefore in our view that Woodthorpe effectively 
‘fell through the net’ in the consideration of appropriate ‘smaller service 
centres’. 

(c) Is the categorisation of settlements in Policy 1 the most appropriate? 

3.1	 We have not raised objection to the categorisation of settlements as 
set out in the plan. In our submitted objection to the plan we have 
suggested a minor amendment to the wording of that section of the 
policy referring to Category A villages as follows: 

“The dependency of the remaining villages on service centres within 
and surrounding the plan area is recognised and the emphasis will be 
therefore principally be on meeting local needs. In category A village’s 
further sustainable development may be warranted to meet overall 
housing requirements. This will include the development of a 
greenfield site in Woodford identified in this plan. Also in category A 
villages which have a defined planning boundary there may also be 
scope for other windfall development, subject to the criteria set out in 
policy 2……” 
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