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EAST NORTHAMPTONSHIRE RURAL NORTH, 

OUNDLE AND THRAPSTON DPD 

Statement to address key questions posed by the Inspector 

This is made by Jennifer Lampert on behalf of Brudenell Estates 

Question: D Settlement roles and relationships 

a)	 is the strategy for growth focused on particular identified service centres fully


consistent with the CSS


1.1 The CSS has now been found to be sound subject to an early review because the longer term 

evidence for funding of infrastructure to ensure that the development took place as 

programmed was not yet available ( as at May 2008 ) to the North Northants Development 

Company, nor the Highway’s Agency. 

1.2 The strategy for growth is focused on the use of Sustainable Urban Extensions and the 

Inspector concluded that additional growth after 2021 will be first directed to identified SUEs 

that have potential for expansion. He advised the need for a future review of the CSS but 

indicated that “ priority will be given to expanding existing Sustainable Urban Extensions at 

the broad locations identified by the strategy. “ 

1.3 The CSS clearly has a main focus on SUE’s and figure 13 has been amended to remove 

reference to Priors Hall and replace it with North East Corby and add an arrow signifying 

beyond 2021.In addition paragraph 3.67 refers to “ north east Corby “. This reference is 

made to a general direction and has not been defined by the Inspector to relate to specific 

parcels of land. 

1.4 The submissions made to this DPD relate to the land interest of Brudenell Estates and in the 

circumstances set out above consideration of land to the “ north east of Corby “ and 

specifically relating to the possible extension of SUE of Priors Hall would include the 

examination of the site that is referred to as Deenethorpe Airfield. This airfield is an 

existing employment site and as such should be regarded as “ brownfield “. This is part of 

the Brudenell Estate land that extends to meet the western boundary with the Priors Hall 

development area. 

1.5	 Submissions have been made to the JPU relating to this land for further consideration in 

their review process. Further points about Deenethorpe Airfield will be provided under 

question I Site specific matters. 
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1.6 It is noted that the ENC/RNOTP proposes development for a period up to	 2021 but in view 

of the CSS and the recommended review, the policies of the RNOTP now should be framed 

so as to allow flexibility for an immediate review of this DPD in the light of those new 

circumstances. 

1.7 The CSS also refers to Policy 1 and specifically with the rural north east with “ rural service 

centres at Oundle, Raunds and Thrapston and a secondary focus at Kings’ Cliffe. “ The 

proposed change A3 of the CSS directs that “ development will be focused on those villages 

that perform a sustainable local service centre role. “ 

1.8 In the ENC/RNOTP	 the service centres are identified as Oundle, Thrapston and King’s 

Cliffe and in accordance with the CSS 1140 dwellings are proposed at Thrapston, 610 

dwellings at Oundle and 200 dwellings at King’s Cliffe. These settlements are seen to meet 

the vision for the RNOTP to provide sustainable development of communities up to 2021. 

However this solution does not fully meet the aims of Policy 1 of the CSS which has 

included more flexibility by referring to the use of SUEs as part of that policy as well as 

indicating that development in the rural north east would be “ mainly directed to a rural 

service spine “ . The policy refers to mainly but not WHOLLY ( my emphasis ) directed to 

those settlement locations. 

1.9 From the perspective of Brudenell Estates the availability of Deenethorpe Airfield as a 

development site would allow the ENC/RNOTP to be more consistent with the CSS as now 

adopted, because it can offer a location for the next extension to the SUE at “ north east 

Corby “. It can also provide an opportunity for such an extension to take the form of a 

sustainable new village which is suitable for the rural setting. A copy of those ideas has been 

provided with the details under question 1 relating specifically to Deenethorpe Airfield. 

b)	 In the light of CSS policies and the principles of sustainable development would it be 

appropriate to identify other villages as smaller service centres 

2.1 The principles of sustainable development identified in the ENC/RNOTP contain social, 

environmental and economic objectives. If other villages can comply with the criteria listed 

and following the recommendation in the CSS other villages might be identified. 

2.2 The CSS identifies the broad location of SUEs at the growth towns, which in	 this case I 

have referred to “ Corby “, and to a location that is within East Northamptonshire. It is 

consistent with Policy 1, Policy 10 and Policy 16 of CSS that such a location as 

Deenethorpe Airfield should be identified as a site for development for a new village 

which is specifically designed comprehensively and can include the role of a small 

service centre. 

c)	 Is the categorization of settlements in Policy 1 the most appropriate. 

3.1 Policy 1 identifies a 4 tier hierarchy. For example Category 1 refers to rural service centres at 

Oundle and Thrapston, but it also includes the sentence “ development opportunities including 

the re-use of previously developed land and buildings, other windfall developments and 

Greenfield sites.. “ That sentence is also attached to category 2 and 3 settlements, but not to 

category 4 network villages A and B 

3.2 In my view there is no reason for this sentence to placed only within category 1, 2 and 3 and 

excluded from 4. 
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3..3 However in my view the Plan should acknowledge that there are development opportunities 

that should include the reuse of previously developed land and buildings and other windfall 

development. This might be regarded as a separate approach from looking at Greenfield sites 

where identified. These therefore should be a separate category. Category 5 which allows for 

the reuse of previously developed land and buildings as a separate approach to fulfilling the 

housing strategy and following the advice set down in PPS3 

3.4 Such provision may be found within the four categories that are suggested but equally may 

be found elsewhere. An example of this can be found by reference to the submission already 

made relating to policy DA1, Policy 23 and Appendix 4 all concerning Deenthorpe Airfield. 

3.5	 Looking at Category 4 and Network villages Category A and B. I refer to the specific 

objections made on behalf of Brudenell Estates relating to the application of policies and the 

inset map when they relate to the villages of Deenethorpe and Deene. 

3.6 Specific reasons were provided in the detailed objections to draw attention to objections to 

the settlement boundary and annotations on specific parcels of land at Deenethorpe and at 

Deene. These serve as examples that category 4 network villages may be too prescriptive or 

to the fact that the annotations may just be in correct. I would be pleased to discuss these 

details if invited to do so at the Inquiry. 

Jennifer Lampert 

On behalf of Brudenell Estates 

Address for email text: 

Jennifer Lampert Associates Ltd 

Orchard House 

Paxton Berwick-upon-Tweed 

TD15 1TE 

Telephone 01289 386000 
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