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It is not my intention that to discuss the relative merits of individual sites, 
allocations or alternatives, during this hearing. I am primarily concerned with 
the justification and approach to the identification of a hierarchy of 
settlements and the classification of particular settlements within that 
hierarchy. 

It should be noted that the adopted Joint Core Strategy has determined the 
settlement hierarchy for the rural service centres and above. Oundle and 
Thrapston are identified in JCSS Policy 1 as Rural Service Centres and King’s 
Cliffe is as a Local Service Centre with a “secondary although strategic rôle to 
play” (para. 3.8). It is not, therefore, a matter for this examination to 
consider whether any other settlements should be included in the Rural and 
Local Service Centre categories as defined in RNOTP Policy 1. Paragraph 3.8 
of the JCSS does indicate that detailed DPDs “may identify Limited Local 
Service Centres within which the small scale needs of a group of villages 
could be focussed.” That category is termed a “Smaller Service Centre” in 
RNOTP Policy 1.. 

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

(i) Adopted CSS Policy 1 provides for development to be focussed on 
those villages that perform a sustainable local service centre rôle; with 
development to take pace within village boundaries. In Policy 10 the scale of 
development in villages is described as “limited” and paragraph 3.86 indicates 
that the figure in Table 5 is based on a reduction of past rates to allows a 
degree of flexibility to meet local needs. Apart from the allocations in King’s 
Cliffe, Nassington and Warmington all other “rural windfall” development will 
be in accordance with Policy 2. In what way is such an approach inconsistent 
with the CSS strategy, such as to be unsound? Would it be sound to allocate 
additional sites in rural settlements where that would mean an extension to 
existing settlement boundaries, especially in view of the approach outlined in 
paragraph 3.14 of the CSS? Would such development be sustainable? 

(ii) Does the RNOTP settlement hierarchy adequately reflect the approach 
set out in paragraph 3.8 in the CSS to develop “a strong network of 
settlements”. In what way are the needs of groups of villages focussed on the 
rural service centres, also identified in the 2006 Baker report, identified within 
the settlement hierarchy. In what way have the conclusions of the 2005 
Rural Strategy and the Baker report influenced the policy? 

(iii) The conclusions of the Baker report suggest that even in the smaller 
service centres housing should be limited to “affordable housing for local 
need”. Is the allocation of any land for open market housing justified in such 



settlements unless it is clearly required to support the viability of a local 
community? What exactly is meant in Policy 1(4) by an emphasis on meeting 
local needs and how will criterion a. of Policy 2 be operated in practice? 

(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? 

(iv) What is the evidence to support the Council’s conclusion that no large 
villages within the RNOTP area other than Nassington and Warmington 
function as smaller (or limited local) service centres? What analysis has been 
carried out in relation to the status and function of villages outside of the 
Baker Case Study but within the scope of the report’s recommendations? 

Under this heading it will be appropriate to examine the rôle and function of 
Nassington and Warmington in comparison with EastonontheHill and 
Woodford, in particular. If those villages were designated as smaller service 
centres would any other villages need meet the same criteria, e.g. Islip? 

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

(v) What consideration has been given to alternative approaches to village 
settlement policy? 

(vi) What analysis has been undertaken to justify the inclusion of villages in 
either category A or category B? Does this relate to the “restraint villages 
where conservation is the primary consideration” (CSS Table 1). What are 
the implications of the category B policy for the maintenance of the vitality of 
the settlements so categorised? 

(vii) Is there a case for the identification of settlement boundaries for 
category B villages and should the criteria for the drawing of such boundaries 
be included in the DPD (the reference in paragraph 4.4 to the preferred 
options document would not be appropriate in the adopted DPD). How is 
intended to review village settlement boundaries? 


