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BY E-MAIL  

Dear Mr Leigh 

SUBMISSION RURAL NORTH, OUNDLE AND THRAPSTON PLAN 
THE RELIANCE GARAGE, WASHINGLEY LANE, LUTTON, PETERBOROUGH, PE8 5NE 

YOUR REF: 02740 

I write following your telephone conversation with my colleague Stuart Garnett and our telephone 
conversation on Monday 1st September, again I apologise for not responding to the original deadline, this was 
due to an administrative error on our behalf.  

As agreed I write in response to the specific matters raised by the Inspector Mr John Mattocks with regard to 
the above Submission DPD regarding the previously developed site on Washingley Lane in Lutton.  

I previously agreed in my letter of 12th June that our issues, primarily that of the village boundary/ approach to 
previously developed land in Lutton have been adequately recognised through our position by subject/ 
questions (A,D, 1 & 2). I indicated at this stage that we would rely on the original written representations to 
cover A and D and that we would appear at the Examination in Public with regard to the site specific matters 
1 & 2.  

On behalf of State Securities I write to acknowledge that we will no longer be appearing at the Examination 
with regard to the site specific matters 1 & 2, but will rely on written representations and the further 
information supplied in this letter as follows: 

SITE SPECIFIC MATTER 1: Do the sites allocated in the Plan in a particular settlement represent the 
most sustainable choice of sites; if not, why not and in what way would the allocation of alternative 
sites (as listed below) be a more sustainable option? 

We highlight our original representations, urban design and sustainability analysis. The overall approach 
being sought is outlined in section 3 of the supporting planning statement. It is noteworthy that the site 
proposed is the only such in Lutton, no further land is being promoted in or around the village.   

Further to this we would wish that the Inspector consider wider planning policy and relevant reports, notably 
PPS7 and the emerging implications from the Taylor Review of Rural Economy and Affordable Housing 
‘Living Working Countryside’ (2008) which has outlined the need to positively encourage new development 
(of a proportionate nature) within rural areas to help proactively sustain them. Notably over time Lutton has 
lost all of its local facilities apart from the Church, this was, in part, due to a lack of new investment and 
growth into the settlement.  The Taylor Review although not yet Government policy does indicate a change in 
direction in ensuring that rural sustainability is proactively planned through more positive policy actions.   
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SITE SPECIFIC MATTER 2: Is the Settlement development boundary shown on the Proposals Map the 
most appropriate in all the circumstances; if not, why not and would it be sound and remain 
consistent with the CSS to amend it? 

The Settlement Boundary is not the most appropriate (see the attached map to our representation supporting 
statement on page 6 and the further clarification of the previously developed site area within this and 
description of the change sought in our letter dated 25th March 2008 - attached).  

The CSS promotes sustainable development, the site in question would be blighted from development 
without an extension to the village boundary, given this the present approach is inconsistent with the CSS. 
Our suggested amendments to Policy 1 as outlined by our representations cover this point along with 
paragraphs  2 – 2.11 of our supporting planning statement.  

Further to the above, we wish to highlight the significant level of urban design work already undertaken and 
submitted to the Council prior to the submission of the RNOTP and which formed part of our representation. 
This clearly shows that a development would be appropriate (and indeed an enhancement to the area 
considering the existing use and relationship to the nearby listed church). A criteria based approach rather 
than a strict village boundary approach within the RNOTP to new development may be appropriate in that in 
many circumstances it would encourage and allow for creative and sustainable development approaches and 
the avoidance of blight. However, in the case that boundaries are used Lutton should be extended to include 
the site in question.  

I trust the above is in order. If the Inspector requires any further clarification regarding our representations 
and supporting information we would be pleased to assist him.   

Yours sincerely,  

Charles Collins  
Savills Planning 

cc. Graham Jacobs, State Securities  
Michael Burton, Senior Planning Policy Officer, East Northamptonshire  
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