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Local Development Framework Working Party Meeting – 

7 December 2006 
 

Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan – 

Summary Responses 
Introduction 
1.1 At the Local Development Framework Working Party (LDFWP) meeting on 28 

September 2006, members considered (Agenda item 4) the “Preferred Options: 
Summary of Consultation” document (September 2006) summarising 
representations received through the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan 
(RNOTP) Preferred Options document consultation stage (23 January – 10 
March 2006).  At this stage, formal responses by the Council to over 300 
representations were not considered by the Working Party as further work by 
officers regarding this matter was still needed. 

 
1.2 This document will provide summary, standard Council responses to the various 

key issues raised through the Preferred Options consultation exercise.  It should 
be read in conjunction with the “Preferred Options: Summary of Consultation” 
document (September 2006).  The “Summary of Consultation” document 
provides a brief analysis for over 300 representations received, covering over 
1500 individual points, under the following headings: 

• Housing figures 
• Settlement hierarchy 
• Housing sites 
• Affordable housing 
• Phasing 
• Settlement boundary 
• Density and infilling 
• Economy 
• Employment sites 
• Town centre 
• Infrastructure – services, utilities and community facilities 
• Transport and accessibility 
• Public transport 
• Parking 
• Environment 
• Recreation and leisure 
• Green infrastructure and public open space 

 
1.3 In addition to these topic headings, various other single representations 

(approximately 280) were received on a broad range of individual issues, 
together with 32 separate responses regarding the Sustainability Appraisal.  A 
further consultation was undertaken by Tansor Parish Meeting with respect to a 
proposed “Important Open Space” designation adjacent to the village (June 
2006), for which 24 responses were received. 
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1.4 As part of the Preferred Options consultation process, a series of three 
workshops were held (February 2006), where a number of issues were raised 
regarding the document, most of which reflect issues that have also been raised 
through individual representations.  Comments and issues raised through the 
workshops will be considered alongside written representations received during 
the consultation process in this document. 

 
1.5 In some cases, changes to the Plan or preferred option may be made in 

response to a representation or series of representations received.  Where any 
such changes are to be made, these will be clearly defined in this report. 
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Housing Figures 
2.1 52 comments were received from 36 respondents, mainly querying how housing 

figures have been derived, or objecting to the proposed housing growth figures 
for individual settlements, in particular with reference to Oundle. 

 
No of representations Location 
Support Oppose 

Oundle 3 28 
Thrapston 4 1 
Tansor 2 - 
General - 1 
Other comments = 13   
Overall = 52 9 30 
 
Workshop comments 
Oundle – Many people did not agree with additional housing development. 

Response 
2.2 There is considerable pressure for additional growth as a whole in East 

Northamptonshire District.  This is recognised in the Milton Keynes & South 
Midlands Sub Regional Strategy (adopted March 2005), a key objective of which 
is "to achieve a major increase in the number of new homes provided in the 
area".  Within this context, the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy 
"Preferred Option" is to allow for an additional 610 dwellings (Oundle), 1140 
dwellings (Thrapston) and 1460 dwellings in the East Northamptonshire rural 
area (2001-2021).  

 
2.3 Through monitoring, from 2001-5, additional dwellings have been completed, are 

under construction or granted planning permission in the Plan area; therefore it is 
necessary for the Plan to make provision for 425 dwellings (Oundle, paragraph 
29.2), 829 dwellings (Thrapston, paragraph 35.1) and 747 dwellings (Rural 
areas, paragraph 40.5). 

 
2.4 Objections to the overall level of growth in individual settlements should be made 

and considered through the statutory process for the North Northamptonshire 
Core Spatial Strategy insofar as these may affect the "soundness" of the Core 
Strategy.  The Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan is being prepared within 
the context of the Core Strategy and must accord with the housing figures 
contained in the latter document.  It is anticipated that the Core Strategy will be 
submitted to the Secretary of State during February 2007; this will be 
accompanied by a statutory 6-weeks consultation process. 

Proposed change 
2.5 No changes to housing figures are proposed. 
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Settlement hierarchy 
3.1 64 respondents provided a total of 120 comments regarding the proposed 

settlement hierarchy for the Plan: 
• Rural Service Centres (Core Strategy) – Oundle, Thrapston 
• Local Service Centres (Core Strategy) – King’s Cliffe 
• Smaller Service Centres (RNOTP) – Nassington, Warmington 
• Other Network Villages (RNOTP) – Villages with infill boundaries 
• Restraint Villages (RNOTP) – Villages without infill boundaries 

 
3.2 The majority of representations questioned the status of individual settlements in 

the hierarchy, with the majority (39) opposing the proposed role of Nassington as 
a “Smaller Service Centre”, arguing that there is too much growth proposed for 
that village.  The breakdown of representations received is summarised in the 
following table: 

 
No of representations Location 
Support proposed 
RNOTP designation 

Oppose proposed 
RNOTP designation 

Designated local/ other 
service centres  

 Representations – 
re-designation as 
“Network Villages” 
proposed 

Nassington 2 39 
Warmington 1 4 
King’s Cliffe 4 5 
Other villages identified  Representations – 

proposed “Smaller 
Service Centres” 

Brigstock n/a 11 
Woodford n/a 3 
Easton-on-the-Hill n/a 4 
Great Addington n/a 1 
Other Settlements   
Oundle – Oppose Rural 
Service Centre status 

n/a 1 

Thrapston – Propose “Smaller 
Town” status 

n/a 1 

Brigstock Camp 1 1 
 
Workshop comments 
Oundle – villages should be developed, retaining character but also securing a 
vibrant community. 
Thrapston – concern re future of villages – should remain rural, but concerns re 
“no growth proposals, e.g. restraint villages. 
King’s Cliffe – Some level of growth is required. 

 

Response 
3.3 Considering representations concerning the status of Oundle, Thrapston (Rural 

Service Centres) and King’s Cliffe (Local Service Centre) in the settlement 
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hierarchy, these settlements are designated as such in the North 
Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy Preferred Options document (November 
2005).  As such, objections to the designation of these settlements as Rural and 
Local Service Centres should be made and considered through the statutory 
process for the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy at its Submission 
stage (anticipated February 2007), insofar as these may affect the "soundness" 
of the Core Strategy. 

 
3.4 Representations are considered regarding the status of other settlements in the 

Plan area.  The hierarchy of villages, including the status of Warmington and 
Nassington as "smaller service centres" (i.e. more sustainable villages serving a 
limited rural hinterland, therefore capable of accommodating limited 
development) has come about through detailed village appraisal work, 
undertaken over the past 5 years. 

 
3.5 Baker Associates were commissioned by the Countryside Agency and East 

Northamptonshire Council to produce a study document: “Integrated Approach to 
Sustainable Rural Planning in East Northamptonshire” (published January 2006) 
studying the relationships and linkages between settlements.  This defines the 
role of individual settlements in the north of the Plan Area, in particular the role of 
Warmington and Nassington as “Limited Local Service Centres”, based on the 
level of services available in these villages and the extent of the rural hinterland 
that they serve. 

 
3.6 In addition to the particular role of Warmington and Nassington, it is noted that 

other large villages exist within the Plan area, including Brigstock, Woodford and 
Easton-on-the-Hill, all of which contain a significant range of local services.  
However, these villages are all closely related to larger urban areas (Corby, 
Thrapston and Stamford respectively), so do not have the significant surrounding 
rural spheres of influence necessary to be designated as “smaller service 
centres” in the RNOTP. 

Proposed change 
3.7 No changes to the settlement hierarchy are proposed. 
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Housing Sites: Comments received in response to proposed RNOTP 
housing sites 
4.1 A total of seven new housing sites are proposed to be allocated for housing in 

the Preferred Options document.  These are split between settlements defined as 
“service centres” in the Plan: 

• Oundle: 2 sites – east and west of the town 
• Thrapston: 1 site – extension to old allocated site from 1996 Local Plan, 

south-east of the town 
• King’s Cliffe: 1 site – extension to old allocated site from 1996 Local Plan, 

north of the village 
• Nassington: 2 sites – north and south of the village 
• Warmington: 1 site – north of the village 

 
4.2 As expected, the largest number of representations received concerned 

individual development sites, with 160 comments received from 100 
respondents.  The majority of comments concerned proposed sites in Oundle 
and Nassington; 71 and 57 comments respectively were received.  The 
breakdown of representations received is summarised in the following table: 

 
No of representations Location 
Support Oppose 

Oundle   
Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd 5  45 
Creed Rd 7 (+ 1 Comment) 6 
Other comments re Oundle = 5   
Thrapston   
Huntingdon Rd/ Market Rd 2 11 
Other comments re Thrapston 
= 6 

  

King’s Cliffe   
Wood Rd/ Willow Lane 5 - 
Comments = 1   
Nassington   
Church Street 9 - 
Woodnewton Rd 2 35 
Other comments re Nassington 
= 2 

  

Warmington   
Eaglethorpe Farm - 1 
Short Close 1 - 
 
Workshop Comments 
Oundle – Prince William School should expand on to proposed Ashton Rd/ Herne 
Rd housing site 
Thrapston – Housing development should be near A14, but Huntingdon Road 
site does not provide good access. 
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Response – Oundle 
4.3 The two housing sites (Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd and Creed Rd) are proposed for 

development in phases during the Plan period, with the Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd site 
coming forward first.  Regarding the Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd and Creed Rd sites, it 
is felt by supporters of the Creed Rd site that this is a better development site 
than the Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd site, though as for any potential development site 
there is a need to address potential infrastructure and flood risk issues. 

 
4.4 In allocating development sites in a Development Plan Document (in this case, 

RNOTP) or granting planning permission, Planning Policy Guidance Note (PPG) 
13: Transport (March 2001) states that where developments will have significant 
transport implications, Transport Assessments should be prepared and 
submitted.  These enable local planning authorities better to assess the 
application and provide a basis for discussion on details of the scheme, such as 
the level of parking, the siting of buildings and entrances, and the need for further 
measures to improve access arrangements to the site (PPG13, paragraph 24). 

 
4.5 Similarly, Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 1: Delivering Sustainable 

Development (February 2005) contains as a key principle the need to ensure that 
sustainable development is pursued in an integrated manner (i.e. including 
infrastructure improvements if required).  Overall, therefore, considerations such 
as the impact of new development upon existing traffic levels and infrastructure 
within Oundle are integral to the planning process at all levels. 

 
4.6 If the proposed Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd or Creed Rd housing allocations (Sections 

30 and 31) are not brought forward in the Plan, it is likely that it will be necessary 
to allocate alternative housing sites.  Many aspirational sites for housing were 
assessed by the Council during 2005, while many potential development sites to 
the south and east of the town are discounted owing to flood risk.  Indeed, the 
“East Northamptonshire Urban Extensions Study – Oundle, Thrapston and King’s 
Cliffe” (January 2006) identifies the only potential direction of growth for the town 
as to the north-west (i.e. including Creed Rd site); all other possible growth 
directions being ruled out on “water conservation and management” (i.e. flood 
risk) grounds as having “absolute constraints where mitigation is unlikely to be 
possible and development is probably unacceptable”. 

 
4.7 Resulting from the Urban Extensions Study and Sustainability Appraisal, the 

preferred housing allocations are the Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd and Creed Rd sites.  
Of these, the Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd is proposed as the first phase development 
site, being situated within the existing urban area and therefore preferable in 
terms of the PPG3/ PPS3 (Housing) sequential approach to the Creed Rd site.  
Overall, alternative options (paragraphs 30.4 and 31.7-31.10) are limited by flood 
risk constraints or could only be considered if other development constraints (e.g. 
archaeological remains or protected species) on the proposed housing sites are 
identified through the DPD process, or where it can be demonstrated that 
alternative aspirational sites are more sustainable. 

Proposed changes 
4.8 No changes to the proposed Oundle housing allocation sites are proposed. 
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Response – Thrapston 
4.9 As with Oundle, the majority of the 19 representations received (11) opposed the 

development of the Huntingdon Rd/ Market Rd site, while other representations, 
while not opposed outright to the allocation of this site have expressed concerns 
about the impact of any scheme on existing infrastructure or the design/ capacity 
of the proposed scheme. 

 
4.10 In allocating a site in a Development Plan Document (in this case, RNOTP) or 

granting planning permission, Planning Policy Guidance Note (PPG) 13: 
Transport (March 2001) states that where developments will have significant 
transport implications, Transport Assessments should be prepared and 
submitted.  These enable local planning authorities better to assess the 
application and provide a basis for discussion on details of the scheme, such as 
the level of parking, the siting of buildings and entrances, and the need for further 
measures to improve access arrangements to the site (PPG13, paragraph 24). 

 
4.11 Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 1: Delivering Sustainable Development 

(February 2005) contains as a key principle the need to ensure that sustainable 
development is pursued in an integrated manner (i.e. including infrastructure 
improvements if required).  Overall, therefore, considerations such as the impact 
of new development upon existing traffic levels and infrastructure within 
Thrapston are integral to the planning process at all levels. 

 
4.12 If the proposed Huntingdon Rd/ Market Rd housing allocation (Section 35) is not 

brought forward in the Plan, it is likely that it will be necessary to allocate a 
alternative housing site(s) in Thrapston.  Many aspirational sites for housing were 
assessed by the Council during 2005.  Resulting from this, the preferred housing 
allocation is the Huntingdon Rd/ Market Rd site, also an allocation proposed to 
be carried forward from the 1996 Local Plan.  Therefore, alternative sites 
(paragraph 35.8) can only be considered if other development constraints on the 
Huntingdon Rd/ Market Rd housing site are identified, or where it can be 
demonstrated that alternative aspirational site(s) are more sustainable. 

Proposed changes 
4.13 No changes are proposed to the Huntingdon Rd/ Market Rd, Thrapston housing 

allocation site are proposed in response to representation received through the 
consultation process.  However, some clarification is required regarding the 
proposed southern boundary of the site (adjacent to the A14) including 
consideration of landscaping and noise attenuation issues. 

Response – King’s Cliffe 
4.14 Of all proposed housing sites in the Preferred Options document, the proposed 

Wood Rd/ Willow Lane site is the least controversial, generating no objections to 
the principle of development in this location.  Comments referred to the need to 
protect the existing open space and provide further information about phasing of 
development on the site and design principles. 

 
4.15 Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 1: Delivering Sustainable Development 

(February 2005) contains as key principles the need to ensure that sustainable 
development is pursued in an integrated manner (i.e. including infrastructure 
improvements if required) and ensuring high quality development through good 
and inclusive design.  Overall, therefore, considerations such as design 
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excellence and the impact of new development upon infrastructure within King’s 
Cliffe are integral to the planning process at all levels. 

Proposed changes 
4.16 No changes to the King’s Cliffe housing allocation site are proposed in response 

to representation received through the consultation process.  However, some 
clarification is required regarding the siting of the proposed northern boundary of 
the site and proposed associated open space/ playing fields. 

Response – Nassington 
4.17 As a proposed “Smaller Service Centre” in the Preferred Options document, two 

separate small sites for housing in Nassington are proposed (paragraphs 40.7-
40.8), to accommodate a total of approximately 25 dwellings.  While comments 
received regarding the proposed Church Street site were generally supported 
subject to sensitive design, 35 (from a total 57) comments were received 
objecting to the allocation of land adjacent 5 Woodnewton Rd for housing. 

 
4.18 Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 1: Delivering Sustainable Development 

(February 2005) contains as a key principle the need to ensure high quality 
development through good and inclusive design.  Overall, considerations such as 
design excellence and the impact of new development upon the Nassington’s 
existing built environment are integral to the planning process at all levels. 

 
4.19 In considering the 35 comments received objecting to the proposed Woodnewton 

Rd housing site, the Council accepts the majority of comments received, mainly 
with respect to road safety and the impact of the proposal on the adjacent Listed 
Building.  Following publication of the RNOTP Preferred Options document and 
its associated statutory consultation period (30 January – 10 March 2006), the 
concerns raised about the proposed housing allocation at land adjacent to 5 
Woodnewton Rd have been given further consideration.  Accordingly, the Council 
accepts the need to further review potential development sites within Nassington. 

Proposed changes 
4.20 Delete the proposed allocation at 5 Woodnewton Rd, Nassington and review and 

reconsider other potential/ aspirational development sites identified through the 
preliminary consultation process for the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan.  
The final proposed allocations will be identified in the RNOTP submission 
document (anticipated June 2007). 

Response – Warmington 
4.21 While 4 objections were received concerning the designation of Warmington as a 

“Smaller Service Centre” in the RNOTP, no objections were received regarding 
the proposed Short Close housing site.  Comments included the proposed 
allocation of the site exclusively for affordable housing. 

 
4.22 Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 1: Delivering Sustainable Development 

(February 2005) contains as key principles the need to ensure that sustainable 
development is pursued in an integrated manner (i.e. including affordable 
housing and infrastructure improvements if required) and ensuring high quality 
development through good and inclusive design.  Overall, therefore, 
considerations such as design excellence and the impact of new development 
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upon infrastructure within Warmington are integral to the planning process at all 
levels. 

Proposed changes 
4.23 No changes to the Warmington housing allocation site are proposed in response 

to representation received through the consultation process.  However, further 
consideration of design proposals for a comprehensive development scheme 
incorporating housing and employment proposals at Eaglethorpe Farm/ Short 
Close are currently under consideration, through ongoing discussions and 
engagement between the Council and promoters of the proposed development 
sites at Warmington. 
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Affordable Housing 
5.1 A significant part of the Preferred Options document is given over (Sections 10-

17) to affordable housing, with the following considerations addressed in relation 
to the delivery of affordable housing: 

• Defining “affordable housing” 
• Targets for affordable housing over Plan period (to 2021) 
• Trigger thresholds for affordable housing relating to new development 

sites 
• Required share of affordable housing for new development sites 
• Types and sizes of affordable housing – tenure arrangements, mix of units 
• Affordable housing allocations – no specific sites currently proposed 
• Rural exception sites 
• Gypsy and traveller needs 

 
5.2 As this forms a large part of the Preferred Options document, this is reflected in 

the numbers of representations received – 78 comments from 42 respondents.  
These relate to the various aspects of affordable housing provision considered by 
the document, many proposing a variety of amendments or requesting additional 
clarification of certain issues. 

 
No of representations Issue 
Support/ Agree Oppose/ Disagree 

Threshold (15 dwellings, 
urban; 5 dwellings, rural) 

1 7 

Key issues/ objections raised – 
 

n/a Alternative thresholds 
proposed 
Should be based on 
proven need 

Share (40% provision) 1  
• Too high n/a 6 
• Too low n/a 6 

Type 1 2 
Key issues/ objections raised – 
 

 Alternative breakdown 
of tenure proposed 

Rural Exception Sites 7 5 
Key concerns – 
 

 Design/ quality, 
impact on settlement 
character 
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No of representations Issue 
Support/ Agree Oppose/ Disagree 

Other suggested 
amendments to policy 
direction 

  

Not enough to meet demand n/a 4 
Additional clarification required n/a 9 
Impacts on settlements n/a 2 
Shortcomings: 

• Lack of housing market 
information/ recent 
surveys and research 

• No mention of elderly/ 
sheltered/ disabled 
housing 

n/a 21 

Integration/ design n/a 3 
Sites Promoted   
Great Addington n/a 1 
King’s Cliffe n/a 1 
Nassington n/a 1 
 
Workshop Comments 
Thrapston – Affordable housing – important, but should be in town centre only or 
villages in certain cases. 
King’s Cliffe – Affordable housing needed urgently, but in keeping with village. 

Response – Affordable housing thresholds  
5.3 There is considerable pressure for additional growth as a whole in East 

Northamptonshire District, in particular affordable housing for rural areas.  This is 
recognised in the Milton Keynes & South Midlands Sub Regional Strategy 
(adopted March 2005), a key objective of which is "to achieve a major increase in 
the number of new homes provided in the area, meeting needs for affordable 
housing".  Within this context, the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy 
"Preferred Option" is to allow for an additional 9400 dwellings in East 
Northamptonshire (2001-2021). 

 
5.4 Representations received were divided about the appropriate thresholds, with 

some suggesting higher and other lower thresholds.  A further representation 
states that thresholds should be based on proven need.  Preferred Options 
document Section 12 explains that the identified housing need is based upon the 
2004 Housing Needs Survey for East Northamptonshire.  Further explanation for 
the District’s housing needs data is also provided in East Northamptonshire 
Council’s “Supplementary Planning Document: Developer Contributions 2006” 
(SPD), June 2006. 

 
5.5 The Developer Contributions SPD was prepared within the context of 1996 Local 

Plan Policy H4, which states that on sites of more than 10 units a variety of 
dwelling types and styles will need to be provided.  Accordingly, the threshold for 
affordable housing in rural areas was set at “10 or more dwellings or residential 
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sites of 0.28 hectares or greater” (paragraph 8.24).  Setting a lower threshold in 
the SPD would mean that this ran contrary to adopted development plan policy. 

 
5.6 The Preferred Options document (paragraph 12.5) and Developer Contributions 

SPD (paragraph 8.20) both recognise that the trigger threshold of 10 dwellings 
for affordable housing is not delivering the affordable housing required in the 
rural area.  The Housing Needs Survey (2004) indicates a requirement for 100 
more affordable units annually in rural areas, there having been only 295 
affordable housing completions from 2000-2005. 

 
5.7 The following table indicates the additional delivery of affordable housing from 

planning permissions for between 5 and 9 dwellings inclusive, granted in villages 
within the Plan area from 2003-2006 (Residential Land Availability/ RLA survey 
data).  This demonstrates that planning permissions granted, if the policy was in 
force, would have delivered, when implemented, an additional 44 affordable 
dwellings over 4 years: 
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Apethorpe 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
Collyweston 5 2 7 3 0 0 0 0

(2 sites)  5 2   
Denethorpe 5 2 0 0 0 0 5 2
Easton 9 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nassington 9 4 9 4 0 0 0 0
Polebrook 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 3
Stoke Doyle 5 2 0 0 5 2 0 0
Wadenhoe 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Woodford 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yarwell 6 2 0 0 6 2 7 3
TOTAL 59 24 21 8 11 4 20 8

Source: ENDC 
 
5.8 While it is accepted that a minimum trigger threshold of 5 dwellings is, to some 

extent, arbitrary; it is considered based upon recent planning permissions in rural 
areas that this would generate a significantly greater level of affordable housing 
provision than is currently the case.  The Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston 
Plan provides an opportunity to comprehensively review the 1996 Local Plan 
housing policies, based on recent (2004) housing needs data.  When adopted, 
the RNOTP affordable housing policy will supersede the 2006 SPD affordable 
housing threshold. 

Proposed changes 
5.9 No changes to the proposed affordable housing thresholds are recommended. 
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Response – Affordable housing share 
5.10 Representations received regarding the Preferred Option for a 40% share of 

affordable housing on individual development sites, were evenly divided between 
those advocating higher and lower minimum percentages.  Consideration needs 
to be given to whether the proposed minimum 40% affordable housing is 
appropriate, both in terms of affordable housing delivery and viability. 

 
5.11 The Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (now Department for Communities and 

Local Government) research report, “Delivering affordable housing through 
planning policy” (February 2002) considered a range of issues regarding the use 
and implementation of planning policies designed to address the need for 
affordable housing, with the aim of examining the effectiveness of current 
planning policy (notably PPG3: Housing and Circular 6/98). 

 
5.12 This research, undertaken in all local authorities of five English regions during 

2000 and 2001 found that local authorities surveyed were making increasing use 
of targets in their development plan reviews.  Furthermore, it was found that 
certain local authorities had selected a higher range of minimum affordable 
housing percentages; between 30% and 50% (paragraph 5.3.49), above the 
general average (25% – 30%).  The stated reasons for these were varied, 
including recent housing needs surveys, regional policy and political pressure. 

 
5.13 The Preferred Options document states (paragraph 13.5) that where housing 

needs are acute (in particular in Oundle and parts of the rural area), 100% 
affordable housing would be necessary in order to fully address needs, which is 
clearly unrealistic.  However, the Rural White Paper – “Our Countryside: The 
Future – A Fair Deal for Rural England” (Department for Environment, Transport 
and the Regions, 2000) states that “...there is no reason why, in small villages if 
there is evidence of need and subject to financial viability, they (local authorities) 
should not seek to match every new market house with an affordable home [i.e. 
50% share]” (Rural White Paper, paragraph 5.4.5). 

 
5.14 Overall, it is accepted that 40% is an arbitrary figure for an appropriate share of 

affordable housing.  However, “Delivering affordable housing through planning 
policy” (February 2002) found that there were “…only two clear-cut examples 
where expert external advice has been sought on the economics of affordable 
development and hence what amounts to a reasonable requirement. Both 
examples related to individual site negotiations rather than general policy setting” 
(paragraph 8.3.5).  Therefore, the ultimate selection of a percentage share for 
affordable housing is arbitrary in most cases, except where housing needs 
assessments clearly recommend a realistic, deliverable share of affordable 
housing. 

Proposed changes 
5.15 No changes to the proposed share (percentage) of affordable housing for new 

housing developments are recommended. 

Response – Rural exception sites 
5.16 Comments received concerned the impact of “Rural Exception” housing sites 

upon the character of individual villages, proposing clearer criteria for designating 
these.  The majority of these objections argued that the proposed criteria for a 
Rural Exception policy were too vague.  However, some respondents supported 
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the preferred approach to Rural Exception housing (criteria based policy), as 
encouraging first time buyers to settle in villages and integration of such housing 
into existing settlements. 

 
5.17 The proposed “Rural Exception” policy is similar in tone/ content to the extant 

1996 Local Plan policy H16 (Local Needs Housing), which it is intended to 
replace.  As such, the proposed Rural Exception policy approach in the Rural 
North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan serves as a review of the existing Local Plan 
policy. 

 
5.18 Certain Rural Exception housing schemes have come forward recently.  A 

scheme at Yarwell (Prebendal Green) included 3 rural exception houses, 
alongside barn conversions (planning permission granted 2002, development 
completed 2005).  However, the most significant Rural Exception scheme in the 
Plan area is the 52-dwelling Wakerley Close (off Benefield Road), Oundle 
(planning permission granted 2002, development completed 2005). 

 
5.19 Overall, therefore, it is considered that the existing Local Plan policy for Rural 

Exception housing schemes provides an appropriate tool for the management of 
individual proposals.  The proposed RNOTP Rural Exception housing policy will 
act as a current review of 1996 Local Plan policy H16. 

Proposed changes 
5.20 No changes to the proposed Rural Exception housing allocation policy are 

recommended. 

Response – Affordable housing allocations 
5.21 Comments received concerned the impact affordable housing allocations upon 

the character of individual villages, proposing clearer criteria and definitions for 
such sites.  Three representations received proposed specific sites for affordable 
housing allocations, at Great Addington, Nassington and King’s Cliffe.  The 
Preferred Options document (paragraph 14.11) states that further Housing 
Market analysis is planned for Northamptonshire, which will seek to establish 
levels of housing need and how this is best met. 

 
5.22 Considering representations requesting additional clarification, it should be noted 

that “Sites of Social Diversity” is a specific concept introduced by the Countryside 
Agency in their response to the Government’s consultation paper: “Reforming 
Planning Obligations”.  The Countryside Agency (part of Natural England since 
October 2006), in their role as a statutory “specific consultation body” propose 
the allocation of specific “Sites of Social Diversity”, to meet identified housing 
needs.  Accordingly, East Northamptonshire District Council has introduced a 
policy in the Rural Strategy (adopted November 2005) “to identify ‘Sites of Social 
Diversity’ or similar model to be incorporated into Parish/ Action Plans for villages 
where there is evidence of housing need”.  The Rural Strategy policy is reflected 
in the policy for affordable housing allocations proposed for the RNOTP. 

 
5.23 The Preferred Option for affordable housing allocations states that these should 

be allocated “where robust evidence demonstrates a specific local need” 
(paragraph 15.8).  The three proposed affordable housing allocations should be 
considered against emerging Housing Market analysis data, to establish whether 
these particular sites are appropriate to be allocated for affordable housing. 



 16

Proposed changes 
5.24 No affordable housing allocation sites are currently proposed for inclusion in the 

RNOTP Submission Plan.  However, where new Housing Market data is 
forthcoming which demonstrates particular acute housing need in or around the 
villages with proposed sites for affordable housing, designation of these should 
be considered against similar criteria to those proposed for Rural Exception 
housing sites. 
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Phasing 
6.1 A significant number (26) of representations were received regarding phasing of 

new developments from 20 respondents.  6 objections related to the phasing of 
sites within Oundle, though this is the only settlement within the Plan area where 
phasing of different development sites is proposed.  The phased development of 
the Huntingdon Road site in Thrapston is also proposed, in line with education 
provision in the town.  Various comments refer to the need to ensure that 
brownfield sites come forward before development on greenfield land is 
considered, while other representations state that the Creed Rd site should come 
forward before Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd. 

 
No of representations Location 
Support  Objection 

Oundle  2 6 
Brownfield land preferable n/a 3 
Creed Rd site preferable n/a 3 
Thrapston - 1 
Need additional allocation n/a 1 
General/ other 8 9 
Does not take account of rural/ 
specific housing needs, e.g. 
King’s Cliffe – too inflexible 

n/a 7 

Need closer monitoring to 
ensure brownfield development 
first 

n/a 2 

 
Workshop Comments 
Oundle – Holistic approach needed to planning – sustainable infrastructure for 
shops, schools, roads, other services – priority for any growth. 
Thrapston – Needs to be clear timescale for redevelopment.  Housing 
development needs to be in line with capacity of schools. 
King’s Cliffe – Development must be infrastructure led. 

Response 
6.2 There is considerable pressure for additional growth as a whole in East 

Northamptonshire District.  This is recognised in the Milton Keynes & South 
Midlands Sub Regional Strategy (adopted March 2005), a key objective of which 
is "to achieve a major increase in the number of new homes provided in the 
area".  With respect to comments regarding the need for brownfield sites to come 
forward before greenfield development is allowed, monitoring data for 1 April 
2006 forecasts that 65% of new housing coming in Oundle and Thrapston over 
the Plan period will take place on sites within the towns, either urban potential or 
windfall (brownfield) sites. 

 
6.3 PPG3 and “Regional Spatial Strategy for the East Midlands” (RSS8) Policy 2 

(March 2005) both apply the “sequential approach” allocating new development 
sites.  Both Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd and Creed Rd in Oundle are greenfield sites.  
Applying the sequential approach, the Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd site is an RSS8 
Policy 2 category (b) site: “other suitable locations within urban areas not 
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identified as land to be protected for amenity purposes”, being situated within the 
urban area; while the Creed Rd site would form an urban extension, as an RSS8 
Policy 2 category (c) site: “suitable sites in locations adjoining urban areas”. 

 
6.4 5 responses refer to the need to ensure brownfield land is developed before any 

greenfield land is released, with particular reference to the East Rd site, Oundle, 
proposed as an employment allocation in the Preferred Options document.  
Options for the development of the East Rd site for mixed-use (housing and B1 
employment uses) and exclusively for employment use were both considered 
through the RNOTP Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process; mandatory at all 
stages in the production process for DPDs. 

 
6.5 The SA process identified the preferred option (paragraph 32.4) to develop the 

East Rd site, despite being the only significant brownfield site within the Plan 
area, for employment uses, as this has significant benefits for the local social and 
economic sustainability objectives through the provision of employment 
opportunities.  The draft PPS3: Housing, December 2005 (paragraph 13(b)) 
refers for the need for proposed allocation sites to be “suitable”, i.e. offering a 
sustainable option for development. 

 
6.6 The preferred option (paragraph 32.4) for the East Rd site was determined 

through due consideration by the SA process and also taking account of a recent 
nearby appeal at 60 East Rd, which was dismissed as the site is surrounded by 
industrial development and a school campus, on the grounds that this would not 
provide acceptable living conditions for residents, having regard to noise and 
disturbance.  The preferred option is further supported by recent findings in the 
East Northamptonshire Employment Land Review (November 2006). 

 
6.7 It should be noted that the PPG3 sequential approach has been clearly applied to 

the various sites in Oundle.  The sole brownfield site within the Plan area of a 
sufficient scale to be allocated in the Plan is proposed for employment uses (East 
Road), in accordance with PPG4: Industrial, Commercial Development and Small 
Firms (November 1992), “to ensure that there is sufficient land available which is 
readily capable of development” (paragraph 6). 

 
6.8 Regarding the proposed housing allocations within the Plan area, all are 

greenfield sites.  The Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd site is sequentially preferable to other 
sites, being situated within the urban area, with other sites (at Creed Rd, Oundle 
and Thrapston) being urban extensions and sustainable village extensions 
(King’s Cliffe, Nassington and Warmington).  The preferred options have all been 
assessed through the Sustainability Appraisal of the Preferred Options 
document. 

 
6.9 Overall, objections received were, in most cases, divided between those that 

consider the Preferred Option for a phasing policy is too restrictive and does not 
allow sufficient flexibility to allow greenfield sites to come forward to meet acute/ 
changing housing need, and those that consider the proposed policy will not 
provide adequate control to ensure that brownfield sites are developed before 
greenfield land.  Considering the representations received, it is considered that 
the PPG3 sequential approach has been applied appropriately both in identifying 
specific development sites and bringing forward a phased approach to 
development. 
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Proposed changes 
6.10 No changes to the proposed approach to phasing of development sites are 

recommended. 
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Settlement boundary 
7.1 Along with comments regarding individual development sites and the settlement 

hierarchy, many (84) representations were received regarding individual 
settlement boundaries, with a total of 128 individual comments received.  With 
regards to the principle of defining settlement boundaries (as opposed to the 
approach taken in the 1996 Local Plan), 28 comments were received (15 in 
support and 13 objecting, all included under “General approach” heading).  48% 
(62) comments were received proposing alterations to individual settlement 
boundaries, while 27 comments were received regarding various other issues, 
such as the designation of individual villages or possible allocation of settlement 
boundaries for restraint villages (i.e. objecting to the proposed settlement 
hierarchy – see Section 3 above).  The following table summarises 
representations received; those in general support or opposition to the Preferred 
Options and those recommending amendments to particular settlement 
boundaries: 

 
 No of representations received Notes 
 Support Objection  
General approach 17 21 Representations 

include 
proposed infill 
boundaries for 
restraint villages

Specific settlement 
boundaries 

Extend/ add Restrict/ remove  

Aldwincle 1 -  
Apethorpe 2 -  
Barnwell 2 -  
Brigstock 7 1  
Clopton - 1 Reclassify as 

restraint village 
Collyweston 1 1  
Denford 1 -  
Easton-on-the-Hill 1 -  
Fotheringhay 1 - Reclassify from 

restraint village 
Great Addington 1 -  
Hemington 1 -  
Islip 4 -  
King’s Cliffe 2 -  
Lilford 1 -  
Lowick 1 -  
Nassington 5 5  
Oundle 7 2  
Polebrook 1 -  
Ringstead 1 -  
Slipton 2 -  
Stoke Doyle 1 -  
Sudborough 1 -  
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 No of representations received Notes 
 Support Objection  
Specific settlement 
boundaries 

Extend/ add Restrict/ remove  

Tansor 13 1  
Thrapston 5 2  
Thurning 4 -  
Titchmarsh 3 -  
Twywell 2 -  
Warmington 1 -  
Woodford 3 1  
Woodwell 1 - Reclassify from 

restraint village 
Yarwell 1 -  
Total 69 14  
 
Workshop Comments 
Oundle – Concern about tightness of settlement boundaries and consequences 
for open spaces within the town.  Village boundaries need to allow for growth. 
Thrapston – General concern about settlement boundaries. 

Response – General approach 
7.2 The village frameworks, including definition of settlement boundaries has come 

about through detailed village appraisal work, undertaken over the past 5 years.  
The Preferred Option, as selected, is designed to provide greater certainty to 
developers, housebuyers, residents and elected members by setting clear, 
unambiguous boundaries. 

 
7.3 The Preferred Options document considered three alternative approaches to 

defining settlement boundaries.  The alternative approach advocated by many 
respondents is for settlement boundaries based on strong and distinct physical 
boundaries (e.g. roads, hedge lines and other distinct property boundaries), as 
outlined in Preferred Options document paragraph 6.11.  A small number of 
responses advocated continuing with written definitions for the village 
boundaries, as per the extant 1996 Local Plan. 

 
7.4 The Preferred Option (paragraph 6.10) has been specifically selected to provide 

a compromise between the alternative options considered in the document 
(paragraphs 6.11 – 6.12).  Basing infill boundaries on established physical 
boundaries (paragraph 6.11) is likely to allow significant levels of development 
around the periphery of existing settlements which may impact on the local 
character of individual settlements as well as providing unsustainable levels of 
development in certain villages. 

 
7.5 The use of established physical boundaries, while providing certainty in terms of 

defining clear settlement boundaries, is unlikely to accord with the findings of 
recent studies and strategies referring to future development in rural areas.  A 
key element of the evidence base is the Countryside Agency (Natural England 
since October 2006) and East Northamptonshire Council’s “Integrated Approach 
to Sustainable Rural Planning in East Northamptonshire” (prepared by Baker 
Associates, January 2006).  In particular, Integrated Approach paragraph 8.43 
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proposes a series of criteria for environmental policy.  These criteria state that 
the scale of development should be extremely small in smaller villages, while 
high quality design and carefully-sited accessible development within existing 
villages should be secured and historic settlement patterns need to be respected.  
This reflects the findings of stakeholder surveys, which have raised concern 
about past development being poorly designed, out of scale and developed on 
inappropriate sites. 

 
7.6 The East Northamptonshire Rural Strategy (November 2005) states that the 

edges of urban areas are valuable countryside resources which have 
considerable potential to improve quality of life, landscape, biodiversity and 
accessible recreational opportunities (paragraph 6.4).  Accordingly, the Rural 
Strategy proposes that: “Policies and initiatives are needed to protect, manage, 
utilise where appropriate and enhance areas of open land adjacent to urban 
areas or extending into them, working with local communities and businesses, 
farmers, landowners, developers and others to create a multi-purpose 
countryside” (paragraph 6.5).  It is also noted that development pressure was 
cited by residents as a negative aspect of life in rural areas (paragraph 6.16). 

 
7.7 In line with the findings of the Baker Associates study and Rural Strategy, East 

Northamptonshire has also prepared “Design in context” (March 2005), a 
document aimed at achieving a sustainable approach to design and 
development.  “Design in context” states that fundamental to any design 
consideration is to ensure it is in context, i.e. consideration of the relationship of a 
development to its setting and surrounds. 

 
7.8 Assessing the approach taken in existing strategies regarding rural development 

around existing settlements, it is considered that an approach which will allow 
significant new development around the periphery of rural settlements will be 
contrary to the approach proposed in the Rural Strategy and “Design in context”.  
In particular, the alternative option (Preferred Options document, paragraph 6.11) 
would be contrary to Rural Strategy Objective 3C: “to minimise the loss of 
individual identity or erosion of the local character of villages through proposals 
for new development”. 

 
7.9 As with the alternative option (Preferred Options document paragraph 6.11), the 

other option examined (namely to continue with the extant Local Plan approach; 
paragraph 6.12) would not provide sufficiently robust protection to the existing 
character of settlement fringes or boundaries, due to the ongoing uncertainty and 
ambiguity that such an approach is likely to entail.  Similarly, the proposal by 
certain respondents (also considered in the Preferred Options document, 
paragraph 6.13) to include an infill boundary or village framework for restraint 
villages would be contrary to the Rural Strategy, paragraph 8.25 which states 
that “any proposals for these [‘dependent’/ restraint] villages should be restrictive 
as it is viewed as unsustainable to develop in these settlements”. 

 
7.10 Overall, it is considered that the Preferred Option for settlement boundary 

provides a suitable compromise in that this will allow for limited infill development 
within settlements in the rural area, while robustly resisting development on the 
periphery of established settlements that may have a particularly acute impact on 
the setting and character of the rural centres and network villages. 
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Proposed changes 
7.11 No changes to the general approach to defining settlement boundaries are 

recommended. 

Response – Specific settlements 
7.12 Inevitably, the majority of representations concerning settlement boundaries refer 

to the position of proposed infill boundaries affecting particular properties on the 
edge of particular settlements.  In the vast majority (83%) of cases, responses 
have been received proposing extensions to particular settlement boundaries to 
include specific areas of land on the edge of that settlement. 

 
7.13 In the majority of cases, individual proposed amendments to settlement 

boundaries will be contrary to the guiding principles for defining settlement 
boundaries in paragraph 6.7 of the Preferred Options document: “the curtilages 
of dwellings are included unless the land has the capacity to extend the built 
form of the village”.  As argued above, this approach accords with the existing 
policy framework, in particular the “Integrated Approach to Sustainable Rural 
Planning in East Northamptonshire” (January 2006), Rural Strategy (November 
2005) and “Design in context” (March 2005). 

 
7.14 However, 3 cases have been identified where the paragraph 6.7 approach has 

not been correctly applied: 
• Apethorpe: Keepers Cottage, Laundry Road – infill boundary excludes 

Keepers Cottage; well related to Laundry Cottage, which has been shown 
within the boundary. 

• Oundle: Nene Valley Business Park, Ashton Road – infill boundary 
excludes new industrial/ business premises, currently under construction. 

• Polebrook: nursing home extension – infill boundary does not include 
extant planning permission for an extension to the nursing home to the 
east of the village, currently being implemented. 

 
7.15 In the particular cases identified in Apethorpe, Oundle and Polebrook, it is 

accepted that the preferred approach to defining settlement boundaries has not 
been correctly applied.  Accordingly, it is proposed that the settlement 
boundaries be corrected to take account of the representations received. 

Proposed changes 
7.16 Additions to the following settlement boundaries are proposed as follows: 

• Keepers Cottage, Laundry Road, Apethorpe – include Keepers Cottage 
building within village boundary (180 m2), but exclude surrounding 
curtilage. 

• Nene Valley Business Park, Ashton Road, Oundle – include new 
industrial/ business premises at end of Ashton Road, currently under 
construction. 

• Polebrook Nursing Home – include extension to east of nursing home 
within infill boundary. 
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Density and infilling 
8.1 A significant number of representations (58) were received from 42 respondents, 

over half on a general basis with no reference to specific development sites.  In 
addition, 24 representations were received with reference to particular proposed 
allocation sites in the Plan.  17 representations conditionally supported the policy 
direction with respect to density and infilling in general terms, subject to certain 
caveats.  The majority of representations raised issues of design quality of 
previous infill developments and there have been previous inappropriate infill 
development schemes which have impacted upon the character of some 
settlements, including inappropriate densities. 

 
 No of representations received Notes 
 Support Objection/ 

Comment 
 

General comments 17 31  
Lower density for rural 
areas 

7 n/a Implied support 
for paragraph 
8.3 

Design, quality, siting 
more important than 
density 

n/a 13 Note Preferred 
Options 
document 
paragraph 8.5 

Housing density too 
high/ too much infill 
development 

n/a 6  

Minimum density also 
needed 

n/a 1 Implied support 
for paragraph 
8.6 

Density should relate 
to market demand – 
specific sites 
determined 

n/a 7  

Infilling in villages – 
preferred option too 
restrictive 

n/a 4  
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 No of representations received Notes 
 Support Objection/ 

Comment 
 

Site specific 
comments 

n/a 27  

Oundle n/a 7 Density not 
suitable on sites

Thrapston n/a 1  
King’s Cliffe n/a 2  
Nassington n/a 10 Land at 

Woodnewton 
Rd – density too 
high 

Warmington n/a 3 Negative effect 
– previous 
infilling 

Other Network Village n/a 4  
TOTAL 24 58  
 
Workshop Comments 
Oundle – Essential character of town has to be retained. 
King’s Cliffe – Development from within the community to maintain character of 
settlement. 

Response – Density 
8.2 The Council’s preferred option for variable densities in different settlements with 

an average 35 dwellings/ hectare for the Plan area is considered against a 
possible alternative approach, namely setting a minimum standard density for all 
developments regardless of location.  As stated, the majority of objections in 
principle to a density policy relate to the design and impact of previous infill 
development. 

 
8.3 There is considerable pressure for additional growth as a whole in East 

Northamptonshire District, recognised in the Milton Keynes & South Midlands 
Sub Regional Strategy (MKSM), adopted March 2005.  A key objective of this is 
"to ensure that development contributes to an improved environment, by 
requiring high standards of design and sustainable construction" (MKSM, 
paragraph 14). 

 
8.4 A further consideration concerning appropriate design is national planning policy, 

in particular Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 1: Delivering Sustainable 
Development (February 2005), which contains a key principle that: “Planning 
policies should promote high quality inclusive design in the layout of new 
developments and individual buildings in terms of function and impact, not just for 
the short term but over the lifetime of the development.”  PPS1 also states that 
design which fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character 
and quality of an area should not be accepted; i.e. proposals for schemes with 
inappropriate housing densities in individual settlements that have particular 
historic/ environmental characteristics would be contrary to national planning 
policy. 
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8.5 Regarding the principle of minimum densities for new developments, PPG3: 
Housing (March 2000) advises that developments which make inefficient use of 
land (less than 30 dwellings per hectare net) should be avoided (paragraph 58).  
Furthermore, this principle is proposed to be carried forward into the consultation 
draft PPS3 (December 2005), which states that: “The presumption is that in 
developing density policies, the minimum density should be no less than 30 
dwellings per hectare” (paragraph 19/ Annex C).  Overall, therefore, the baseline 
(national) policy for new housing density is 30 dwellings per hectare (dph). 

 
8.6 Over and above the 30 dph minimum density standard, PPG3 (paragraph 58) 

and PPS3 (Annex C) both advocate higher densities (30-50 dph) to make more 
efficient use of land.  Furthermore, draft PPS3 proposes that it will not generally 
be appropriate for local planning authorities to have one broad density range 
covering the whole of their plan area (Annex C, paragraph 4).  Accordingly, the 
Preferred Options document proposes (paragraphs 8.2-8.5) that further work is 
needed to develop appropriate density policies for individual settlements where 
densities above the minimum 30 dph would be acceptable, while the alternative 
option considered, namely a single minimum required density for all new 
development (Preferred Options document paragraph 8.6), does not accord with 
draft PPS3 in its current form. 

Proposed changes 
8.7 No changes to the general approach to developing a density policy for new 

housing development are recommended.  However, based upon East 
Northamptonshire Council’s Rural Strategy (November 2005) and “Integrated 
Approach to Sustainable Rural Planning in East Northamptonshire” (prepared by 
Baker Associates, January 2006), further survey work is required to establish a 
robust density policy for individual settlements within the Plan area. 

Response – Infilling 
8.8 The preferred option for an infill policy (Preferred Options document, paragraph 

9.2) forms a particular design consideration, to ensure that inappropriately 
designed development will not be permitted solely because it is in accordance 
with the proposed density policy.  The extant Local Plan contains a general 
presumption in favour of infilling that has led to an unsustainable trend towards 
“town cramming”, which has been promoted by this approach.  Accordingly, the 
Council adopted “Managing the Release of Housing Land in East 
Northamptonshire” (March 2004), its Interim Policy on new housing 
developments, in part to counter inappropriate, high density infill development 
within existing settlement boundaries.  This Interim Policy has enabled a 
temporary moratorium on most infill development in a situation of acute housing 
land over-supply. 

 
8.9 Within the context of the Milton Keynes & South Midlands Sub Regional Strategy 

(adopted March 2005), the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy is 
being prepared, which includes generic development control (DC) policies, 
currently contained in the 1996 Local Plan that will eventually be incorporated 
into the Core Spatial Strategy.  General comments regarding design policies for 
new development (i.e. those covered by generic DC policies) should be made 
and considered through the statutory process for the North Northamptonshire 
Core Spatial Strategy insofar as these may affect the "soundness" of the Core 
Strategy. 
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8.10 However, with reference to infill development, the Preferred Option is for the 
Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan to include a design-led, criteria-based 
infill development policy.  This approach will be supported for individual 
settlements by the production of Parish Plans and Village Design Statements. 

 
8.11 Overall, considering the approach to both housing density and infill development, 

it is proposed to develop policies that enable the efficient use of land (i.e. 
appropriate density), while preventing “urban cramming”, a result of the 
previously unsustainable Local Plan approach of allowing infill development to 
continue unfettered. 

Proposed changes 
8.12 No changes to the general approach to developing a criteria-based infill policy for 

new housing development are recommended.  However, based upon East 
Northamptonshire Council’s Rural Strategy (November 2005), “Integrated 
Approach to Sustainable Rural Planning in East Northamptonshire” (prepared by 
Baker Associates, January 2006) and the various Parish Plans/ Village Design 
Statements prepared to date (e.g. Brigstock, Twywell and Warmington), further 
survey work is required to establish a robust infill development policy for the Plan 
area. 
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Economy 
9.1 Considering general comments received about economic development within the 

Plan area, 15 responses were received.  Various comments were received, some 
in support of the planned approach to new employment development (e.g. 
recognising the need to balance new housing development with new job 
creation).  Other representations stated that the Preferred Options document 
does not adequately address the issue of employment creation for any 
settlement other than Oundle. 

 
No of representations Summary comment received 
Support  Objection 

Need to balance increase in 
housing with new jobs 

7 n/a 

Issue of employment has not 
adequately been addressed, 
except for Oundle 

n/a 10 

Other comments = 5   
TOTAL 7 10 
 
Workshop Comments 
Oundle – Oundle does not need regeneration 
Thrapston – Large warehouses encourage HGVs into town, general concerns 
about ability of town to cater for new homes/ people. 

Response 
9.2 The preferred approach to growth and jobs (Preferred Options document, 

Section 32) involves the allocation of land at East Road, Oundle for employment 
development.  This option has been developed following the “North 
Northamptonshire Market Towns and Rural Regeneration” report (May 2004), 
produced by Entec UK Ltd for the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (now 
Department for Communities and Local Government) and East Midlands 
Development Agency.  A key finding of this report is that there is an identified 
need for more employment land in northern East Northants, particularly at 
Oundle (paragraph 7.1). 

 
9.3 Most general comments regarding employment development for the Plan area 

consider that the focus upon additional employment development within Oundle 
is too narrow and does not address wider employment need in Thrapston and the 
rural areas.  It is accepted that the Preferred Options document focuses primarily 
on Oundle; however, this corresponds with the findings of the Entec study; 
namely that the need for additional employment development is particularly acute 
in Oundle. 

 
9.4 In terms of providing appropriate quality employment sites, the East Midlands 

Regional Local Government Association, East Midlands Development Agency 
and Government Office for the East Midlands published their “Quality of 
Employment Land” (QUELS) study in July 2002.  The findings of this for the 
“southern” (Northamptonshire) sub-area demonstrate particular concerns about 
the adequacy of supply for B1 office development in the medium to long term, 
with the majority of land severely constrained. 
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9.5 The QUELS study concludes that there is strong merit in exploring the scope for 

enhancing supply.  This, supported by the more detailed findings of the Entec 
study have guided the decision to focus upon Oundle, as having the most 
immediate need for new B1 employment land.  Additionally, some relocation of 
employment uses around Haldens Park Way, Thrapston (east of A605) is 
proposed alongside regeneration proposals for the town centre, e.g. possible 
relcation of the Cattle Market. 

Proposed changes 
9.6 No changes to the general approach of concentrating new proposals for 

allocating employment land within Oundle are recommended.  However, some 
restructuring of the Plan at its Submission stage (June 2007) may be necessary, 
to emphasise the approach to employment development for the whole of the Plan 
area beyond Oundle and to take account of the recent Employment Land Review 
findings (November 2006). 
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Employment Sites 
10.1 Many of the representations (31) received refer to individual proposals for 

employment and retail development within the Plan area.  10 representations 
were received regarding the proposed relocation of Thrapston Cattle Market, with 
11 representations referring to the East Road, Oundle site.  10 other 
representations referred to various alternative employment sites. 

 
No of representations Employment sites 
Support for Preferred 
Option 

Objection to 
Preferred Option 

Thrapston Cattle Market 1 9 
Concerns re relocation of Cattle 
Market 

- 5 

Comments re alternative 
options for relocation of Cattle 
Market  

 4 

East Road, Oundle 3 8 
Alternative option – mixed use n/a 5 
Alternative option – housing n/a 1 
Problems with access/ traffic n/a 2 
Alternative sites n/a 10 
East of Thrapston   
Sites around Islip (e.g. Islip 
Furnace) 

  

Strategic Employment Area   

Response – Thrapston Cattle Market 
10.2 The preferred option for the redevelopment of the Thrapston Cattle Market for 

retail and residential development (Preferred Options document, paragraph 36.8) 
has been proposed as part of a comprehensive regeneration scheme for 
Thrapston town centre.  However, for this site to come forward, it will be 
necessary to relocate the Cattle Market to an appropriate alternative site, 
probably to the east of the town.  Various such sites have been explored, both in 
the Preferred Options document and possible alternative sites being put forward 
by respondents. 

 
10.3 Most representations (except two) do not object or raise concerns to the principle 

of moving the Cattle Market to an alternative location.  RNOTP Paragraph 36.8 
acknowledges the Cattle Market as an important part of Thrapston’s heritage, so 
any redevelopment requires the allocation of a suitable alternative site.  It should 
be noted that proposals for Thrapston’s regeneration are designed to accord with 
Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas 
(August 2004), in that planning policies should, “include policies to sustain, 
enhance and, where appropriate, revitalise country towns and villages and for 
strong, diverse, economic activity” (paragraph 2). 

 
10.4 Most concerns expressed through the Preferred Options consultation process 

relate to the various possible alternative sites and/ or whether these are suitable 
sites to accommodate a cattle market.  As with many other types of rural 
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business/ uses, cattle markets are classed as “Sui-Generis”, having their own 
particular locational and site requirements.  The Rural Strategy (November 2005) 
recognises “that rural enterprises face the same competitive pressures as urban 
counterparts, but often have to contend with additional barriers resulting from 
isolation and inadequate local infrastructure” (paragraph 4.7). 

 
10.5 A key objective (Objective 1B) of the Rural Strategy is “to support sustainable 

rural diversification, including the reuse of rural buildings to uses that are 
appropriate in scale, form and location”, with a priority identified of helping 
businesses wishing to move into the rural area to find suitable buildings.  To 
achieve this, the Rural Strategy recognises that a sufficient supply of a range of 
service sites and premises is needed in the rural areas to enable new businesses 
to establish and existing ones to expand (paragraph 4.14).  The Preferred Option 
to relocate Thrapston cattle market outside of the town accords with the Rural 
Strategy objectives, in that the redevelopment of the cattle market site would only 
be able to take place once a suitable alternative site has been found. 

 
10.6 The need to find a suitable replacement site for the cattle market accords with 

national planning policy as defined in PPS7, namely that planning authorities 
should support a wide range of economic activity in rural areas, such as setting 
criteria for permitting economic development in different locations, including the 
future expansion of business premises, to facilitate healthy and diverse economic 
activity in rural areas (paragraph 5). 

 
10.7 Overall, the Preferred Options document (Section 36) states that the Council 

appointed Entec UK Ltd in June 2003 to prepare a Regeneration Masterplan for 
Thrapston.  Many of the findings of this have been incorporated into the 
Preferred Options document.  With reference to the proposed relocation of the 
cattle market, its part in Thrapston’s heritage as an important aspect of this 
market town is acknowledged.  Accordingly, the redevelopment of the cattle 
market site can only take place if a suitable replacement site is available. 

Proposed changes 
10.8 No changes to the preferred option for the relocation of the Thrapston cattle 

market and redevelopment of this site as part of the regeneration proposals for 
Thrapston are recommended. 

Response – East Road, Oundle 
10.9 Three alternative options for the redevelopment of the East Road site were all 

considered in the Preferred Options document – namely employment, housing 
and mixed-use proposals.  Opinions appear to be divided between all three 
options, with only 2 representations raising concerns about the principle of 
redeveloping the East Road site. 

 
10.10 Considering alternative options for the East Road site, it should be noted that 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is mandatory throughout the RNOTP process.  A 
separate SA report accompanies the Preferred Options document, showing how 
all aspects of the plan have been systematically assessed against pre-
determined sustainability objectives and accordingly how the preferred options 
have been selected.  Regarding possible alternative uses, the SA report 
(Appendix 11) provides direct comparisons of the alternative options defined in 
the RNOTP, paragraphs 32.4-32.7.  This process identified the preferred option 
(paragraph 32.4) to develop the site for employment purposes as having 
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significant benefits for the local social and economic sustainability objectives 
through the provision of employment opportunities. 

 
10.11 Further to the SA report identifying employment uses as the most sustainable 

option for the East Road site, the Joint Core Spatial Strategy describes Oundle’s 
status as a Rural Service Centre, for which the strategic approach to 
development should be “regeneration and diversification to bolster service role 
for wider rural hinterlands”.  Similarly, a key Core Objective in the Regional 
Spatial Strategy (RSS8, Policy 1 (4)) is “to promote and improve economic 
prosperity, employment opportunities and regional competitiveness”.  

 
10.12 Preferred Options document paragraph 29.2 states that feedback from early 

stakeholder and community engagement has highlighted concerns that housing 
growth has not been matched by complementary infrastructure provision, 
particularly employment.  Accordingly, two sites are proposed to the east of 
Oundle; housing on the Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd site, with employment on the East 
Rd site.  This approach accords with the principles of sustainable development 
defined in PPS1: Delivering Sustainable Development (February 2005); in 
promoting new mixed-use development to the east of Oundle and ensuring that 
suitable locations are available for industrial and commercial developments, so 
that the economy can prosper (PPS1, “Sustainable Economic Development (iii)). 

 
10.13 The possible alternative site for employment development to the east of the town 

(i.e. Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd) has been studied in the Preferred Options document 
(paragraph 30.4), but it was considered that employment uses are not preferred 
in this location due to compatibility with surrounding residential uses.  
Accordingly, therefore, the East Rd site forms the only suitable possible site for 
employment (a possible extension to an existing business park) in Oundle. 

 
10.14 Furthermore, as the Preferred Options document (paragraph 29.2) identifies a 

need for additional employment development to complement recent housing 
development, it is proposed that the East Rd site is best allocated for 
employment uses, owing to its past industrial/ employment usage and its 
situation as an effective extension to the existing business park to the east of the 
town.  Given the need to allocate additional land for employment within Oundle, 
the Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd site would therefore be the most preferable site for 
housing when the PPG3 sequential approach is applied, being located within the 
town boundary. 

 
10.15 Further issues explored relate specifically to the most suitable potential use for 

the East Road site.  The District Council (collectively) considered the case, both 
for mixed use and exclusively employment uses on the East Rd site.  The 
preferred option (paragraph 32.4) for the East Rd site was determined through 
due consideration by the SA process and also taking account of a recent nearby 
appeal at 60 East Rd, which was dismissed as the site is surrounded by 
industrial development and a school campus, on the grounds that this would not 
provide acceptable living conditions for residents, having regard to noise and 
disturbance.  The preferred option is further supported by recent findings in the 
East Northamptonshire Employment Land Review (November 2006), which 
recommends that the north of the District (in particular Oundle) has a need for 
additional employment land. 
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10.16 Overall, having assessed the preferred development options for the east of 
Oundle, it is considered that the most appropriate/ sustainable use for the East 
Road site is to retain this for employment uses.  Such an approach accords with 
PPS1 in that this option forms part of a balanced development scheme for the 
east of Oundle, while taking account of the wider strategic need to provide for 
more employment land within the town identified in the “North Northamptonshire 
Market Towns and Rural Regeneration” report (May 2004), produced by Entec 
UK Ltd for the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (now Department for 
Communities and Local Government) and East Midlands Development Agency. 

Proposed changes 
10.17 No changes to the preferred option for the allocation of the East Road, Oundle 

site for employment uses are recommended.  However, additional clarification of, 
and justification for, the preferred approach will be necessary in the supporting 
text for the proposal. 

Response – Other alternative sites 
10.18 Various alternative sites for employment development have been put forward in 

the representations received during the consultation process, with particular 
reference to the east of Thrapston.  Section 9 (above) explores the wider 
strategic issues regarding proposed economic/ employment policies in the 
RNOTP, namely the document’s preferred focus on generating additional 
employment in Oundle, owing to the town’s particularly acute need for this.  
Other possible employment sites have been proposed through the consultation 
process, including development at Islip and Islip Furnaces (west of Thrapston 
and the River Nene) and proposals for a “Strategic Employment Area” at 
Collyweston/ Easton-on-the-Hill. 

 
10.19 Considering the proposed “Strategic Employment Area”, the proposed location is 

to the immediate south of Stamford.  South Kesteven District Council have 
designated a significant “Opportunity Area along the A1 Corridor” in their Core 
Strategy Preferred Options document (June 2006) at Stamford, with three new 
employment allocations proposed around the town in the South Kesteven 
Housing and Economic DPD Preferred Options document (June 2006).  
However, it should be noted that, unlike neighbouring Grantham and Melton 
Mowbray, Stamford is not identified as a “Sub-Regional Centre” in the Regional 
Spatial Strategy.  As such, therefore, a “Strategic Employment Area” adjacent to 
Stamford would be unlikely to accord with RSS8 and may also be contrary to the 
emerging South Kesteven Core Strategy. 

 
10.20 Regarding expansions to existing employment sites such as Islip Furnaces, it 

should be noted that East Northamptonshire contains a historical legacy of 
former industrial buildings associated with ironstone mining up until the late 
1970s still remaining in many parts of the Plan area.  Encouraging the further 
expansion of isolated industrial estates would be contrary to Preferred Options 
Objective 1 (paragraph 3.6) “to deliver growth based on sustainable principles 
focussed on Oundle and Thrapston…”.  However, it should be noted that the 
Preferred Options document contains a proposed policy for the re-use of rural 
buildings (paragraph 41.3), in accordance with PPS7. 

 
10.21 Considering various alternative sites proposed for employment development in 

the Plan area, with the possible exception of land to the east of Thrapston the 
various alternative sites proposed through the consultation process are unlikely 
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to accord with principles of sustainable development, in particular PPS1 and 
PPS7.  While there may be some need for limited additional employment land at 
Thrapston, this is considered through the regeneration proposals for the town 
(Preferred Options document, Section 36). 

Proposed changes 
10.22 No changes to the Preferred Options document regarding the allocation of 

alternative employment sites are recommended. 
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Town Centre 
11.1 36 comments were received from 18 respondents regarding proposals for 

Oundle and Thrapston town centres.  Of these, 32 (89%) concerned Thrapston; 
inevitable due to the significant regeneration proposals being put forward in the 
Preferred Options document (Section 36).  Many of the representations 
concerned proposals for the Cattle Market (considered in paragraphs 10.2-10.7 
above), while others referred to proposals for the fire station and library. 

 
Issue No of 

Representations 
Comments 

Oundle 2  
Support (general) 1  
Comment 1 Proposed town centre 

extension to include 
West Street 

General 2 Reference to existing 
town problems 

Thrapston 32  
Support (general) 4  
Comment   

High Street shop frontages 2  
Sackville Street/ Coop 4  
Sites 1-3 (Library/ Fire Station) 8  
Cattle Market 8  
Site 4 (Bullring) 3  

Objections/ alternatives   
Possible new supermarket? 1  
Mixed-use preferred option 1  

Plaza Centre 1 Include within 
regeneration proposals 

 
Workshop Comments 
Oundle – Car parking for shoppers, need sustainable infrastructure of shops. 
Thrapston – Properly staffed police station/ CCTV needed for town, need to 
retain Thrapston as a market town with rural balance maintained. 

Response – General Issues/ Oundle 
11.2 Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 1: Delivering Sustainable Development 

(February 2005) requires planning authorities to facilitate and promote 
sustainable and inclusive patterns of urban development, by making suitable land 
available for development in line with economic, social and environmental 
objectives to improve peoples’ quality of life; ensuring high quality development 
through good and inclusive design, and the efficient use of resources; and 
ensuring that development supports existing communities and contributes to the 
creation of safe, sustainable, liveable and mixed communities with good access 
to jobs and key services for all members of the community. 

 
11.3 PPS1 and PPS6: Planning for Town Centres (March 2005), both define the key 

national policies and objectives with respect to delivering the Government’s 
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objective of promoting vital and viable town centres, by actively promoting growth 
and managing change (PPS6, paragraph 2.1).  It is acknowledged that many 
town centres suffer particular problems, but it is essential that town centres 
provide a high-quality and safe environment if they are to remain attractive and 
competitive (PPS6, paragraph 2.19).  PPS6 also emphasises that: “Well-
designed public spaces and buildings, which are fit for purpose, comfortable, 
safe, attractive, accessible and durable, are key elements which can improve the 
health, vitality and economic potential of a town centre” (paragraph 2.19). 

 
11.4 Regarding primary shop frontages, PPS6 requires local planning authorities to 

define the extent of the primary shopping area and the town centre, for the 
centres in their area on their Proposals Map (paragraph 2.16).  These areas are 
likely to include a high proportion of retail uses, while secondary frontages, such 
as to the south side/ western end of West Street, Oundle provide greater 
opportunities for a diversity of uses (PPS6, Annex A). 

 
11.5 For an area of a town centre to be defined as a primary frontage, it is necessary 

for this to contain a significant proportion of Class A1 retail uses, though PPS6 
does not set thresholds for defining primary shopping areas or frontages, stating 
that these “are likely to include a high proportion of retail uses” (Annex A) and 
requiring local authorities to carry out both quantitative and qualitative 
assessments.  In the case of Oundle and Thrapston, the primary frontages have 
been carried forward from the extant 1996 Local Plan. 

 
11.6 Over and above national policies, comments regarding environmental impacts 

and design of new development (i.e. those covered by generic DC policies, in 
this case “saved” Local Plan Policy S5) should be made and considered through 
the statutory process for the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy 
insofar as these may affect the "soundness" of the Core Strategy. 

Proposed changes 
11.7 No changes to the general approach to developing spatial policies for town 

centre development are recommended. 

Response – Thrapston 
11.8 Proposals for the relocation of Thrapston cattle market are addressed in Section 

10, paragraphs 10.2-10.8.  The other regeneration proposals (Section 36) for the 
town refer to redevelopment around the periphery of the town centre.  Most 
issues raised through the Preferred Options consultation process refer to specific 
details or elements of the regeneration proposals, e.g. those for the Coop, fire 
station proposed moving of certain High Street shop frontages. 

 
11.9 All specific proposals in the Preferred Options document (Section 36) will need to 

be considered as part of the comprehensive development scheme for the whole 
town centre.  The Preferred Options (RNOTP paragraphs 36.2 – 36.9) have 
emerged as a result of the “Regeneration Masterplan for Thrapston” (2003).  
Planning permission for any specific proposal affecting, or as part of, the 
regeneration proposals for Thrapston will need to be considered against generic 
development control policies (currently in the extant 1996 Local Plan, to 
ultimately be incorporated into the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial 
Strategy) and consultation with various statutory and non-statutory consultees, 
e.g. Fire Service, Highways Authority and town centre businesses. 
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11.10 Furthermore, in developing proposals for a Development Plan Document (in this 
case, RNOTP) or granting planning permission, Planning Policy Guidance Note 
(PPG) 13: Transport (March 2001) states that where developments will have 
significant transport implications, Transport Assessments should be prepared 
and submitted.  These enable local planning authorities better to assess the 
application and provide a basis for discussion on details of the scheme, such as 
the level of parking, the siting of buildings and entrances, and the need for further 
measures to improve access arrangements to the site (PPG13, paragraph 24). 

 
11.11 Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 1: Delivering Sustainable Development 

(February 2005) contains as a key principle the need to ensure that sustainable 
development is pursued in an integrated manner (i.e. including infrastructure 
improvements if required).  Overall, therefore, considerations such as the impact 
of new development upon existing traffic levels and infrastructure within 
Thrapston are integral to the planning process at all levels. 

 
11.12 The Preferred Options document does not provide further details about the 

possible layout of any potential development schemes, though more detailed 
proposals were put forward in the 2003 Masterplan (non-statutory).  A recent 
planning application (reference 05/02353) and subsequent permission on appeal 
(granted 14 September 2006) for the erection of a dwelling and garage at 7 
Chancery Lane has some implications for the wider regeneration proposals for 
Thrapston.  The Planning Inspector did not consider that allowing the appeal 
would weaken the Council’s ability to resist harmful proposals in Site 3 or lead to 
an undesirable effect, concluding that the appeal scheme would not prejudice the 
regeneration of Thrapston. 

 
11.13 Overall, while the regeneration proposals need to be considered in a holistic way 

for Thrapston, the final outcome of this will depend upon the implementation of 
extant planning permissions which may affect the extent of the defined 
regeneration sites and therefore the viability of these.  The extent of Site 3 will be 
significantly reduced if/ when the recent planning permission for a new dwelling 
on the northern part of the site is implemented.  More detailed schemes may be 
developed through revisions to the Thrapston Masterplan or the preparation of 
concept statements/ development briefs for the town. 

Proposed changes 
11.14 The extent of Regeneration Site 3 should be reviewed, considering the recent 

granting of planning permission on appeal at 7 Chancery Lane (reference 
05/02353). 
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Infrastructure: Services, Utilities and Community Facilities 
12.1 A broad range of responses (approximately 230) were received from 107 

respondents, referring to inadequacies in existing infrastructure or raising 
concerns about the potential impact of additional development upon local 
services, utilities and facilities.  Many representations referred to capacity issues 
and how particular development proposals may lead to additional infrastructure 
pressure. 

 
12.2 Particular areas of concern regarding infrastructure include the pressure of 

additional residential development upon Prince William School, Oundle; while 
many respondents asserted that growth proposals must be infrastructure led.  
Expansion of vital services, facilities and utilities should not lag behind new 
development and any existing deficiencies should be addressed prior to the 
commencement of new schemes. 

 
Issue No of 

Representations 
Comments 

Utilities 51  
General 6 
Oundle 27 
Thrapston 5 
King’s Cliffe 3 
Nassington 9 
Other (Warmington) 1 

Comments re power, 
drainage, sewerage, water.  
Particular reference to 
existing Oundle sewage 
plant – cannot cope. 

Roads/ Parking 13  
General 3 
Oundle 7 
Thrapston 1 
King’s Cliffe 1 
Nassington 1 

Comments refer to both 
traffic and parking.  School 
buses already a problem in 
Oundle 

Community facilities 19  
General 1 
Oundle 11 
Thrapston 3 
King’s Cliffe 1 
Nassington 3 

Comments received re 
convenience shopping, 
cemeteries, Thrapston Fire 
Station, police, youth 
services, churches, libraries, 
proposed Fletton House 
closure 

Health services 10  
General 1 
Oundle 6 
Thrapston 3 

Comments re doctors’/ 
dentists’ surgeries, 
ambulance service 

Education 92  
General/ rural 6 
Prince William School 54 
Oundle Primary Sch 15 
Thrapston Upper 7 
Thrapston Junior 3 
Nassington 7 

Reference to 3-tier system, 
proposals for westward 
expansion to PWS, some 
support for Oundle PS 
relocation, need new 
Thrapston secondary school 
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Issue No of 
Representations 

Comments 

Sport/ recreation 6 Representations re Barnwell 
Country Park, need for 
improvements to Oundle 
recreational facilities 

Development/ 
infrastructure 

20  

Other comments 22 Reference to school 
expansion proposals/ 
capacity, need for 
appropriate consultation, e.g. 
Fire Service, LEA 

TOTAL 233  
 
Workshop Comments 
Oundle – Sustainable infrastructure has to be priority for any growth. 
Thrapston – Housing development should be in line with school capacity, need 
money for infrastructure. 
King’s Cliffe – Maintain services and improve these, infrastructure led 
development.  Particular concern raised re drainage and flooding. 

Response 
12.3 The majority of representations received refer either to problems and issues with 

existing infrastructure – utilities, roads, community facilities and education – or 
raise concerns about the impact of additional development upon this.  Planning 
Policy Statement (PPS) 1: Delivering Sustainable Development (February 2005) 
contains as a key principle the need to ensure that sustainable development is 
pursued in an integrated manner (i.e. including infrastructure improvements if 
required), in line with the principles for sustainable development set out in the UK 
strategy. 

 
12.4 To fulfil the principles of sustainable development described in PPS1, Rural 

North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan should consider the interrelationship between 
social inclusion, protecting and enhancing the environment, the prudent use of 
natural resources and economic development.  This entails an approach to the 
major developments that comprehensively addresses the need to ensure new 
infrastructure is implemented alongside development proposals.  PPS1 also 
specifically states that new allocations should take into account the provision of 
essential infrastructure. 

 
12.5 Similarly, in allocating a site in a Development Plan Document (in this case, 

RNOTP) or granting planning permission, Planning Policy Guidance Note (PPG) 
13: Transport (March 2001) states that where developments will have significant 
transport implications, Transport Assessments should be prepared and 
submitted.  These enable local planning authorities better to assess the 
application and provide a basis for discussion on details of the scheme, such as 
the level of parking, the siting of buildings and entrances, and the need for further 
measures to improve access arrangements to the site (PPG13, paragraph 24). 
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12.6 Proposed allocations in the Plan should be accompanied by “concept 
statements”.  These are intended to act as a new, concise form of development 
brief for a site, prepared following round table discussions with the major 
stakeholders.  Concept statements provide a brief assessment of existing site 
features, design principles and infrastructure improvements which will be 
necessary to support the proposed scheme.  These will feed into the “spatial” 
Plan when this is submitted to the Secretary of State and eventually adopted. 

 
12.7 Overall, therefore, considerations such as the impact of new development on 

existing traffic levels, physical, social and economic infrastructure within the Plan 
area are integral to the planning process at all levels.  For any development 
proposals to meet the sustainable development criteria defined in PPS1 and the 
Government’s broader sustainable development strategy, any development 
proposals put forward in the Plan must comprehensively address the 
infrastructure issues raised through the public consultation/ engagement process 
for the RNOTP Preferred Options document. 

Proposed changes 
12.8 Inclusion of “concept statements” for proposed allocation sites as a part of the 

Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan should be a commitment for the 
Submission Development Plan Document (June 2007). 
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Transport and Accessibility 
13.1 Almost 130 representations were received regarding issues of transport and 

access, from 82 respondents.  Of these, 52 comments received concerned 
Oundle, with most other representations forming general (i.e. non-settlement 
specific) responses.  However, 12 representations were received concerning 
transport issues in Nassington, with other general comments supporting the 
preferred policy direction for transport or proposing alternative general solutions 
to transport issues within the Plan area. 

 
Issue No of 

Representations 
Comments 

Oundle 52  
Transport “hot spots” 
identified 

12 East Rd, South Rd, Coop, 
East Rd/ North Rd junction, 
Milton Rd, Stanion Rd, Herne 
Rd, town centre 

Acute problems at rush 
hours/ school times 

6  

Increased traffic from 
proposed new housing 

14  

Alternative solutions 
proposed 

20 Prince William School/ A605 
link, A605 dualling, new one-
way street system etc 

Thrapston 2 Market Rd school times, 
through traffic/ parked cars 

King’s Cliffe 2 Better traffic management 
needed 

Nassington 12 Roads unsuitable for 
additional traffic, lack of 
public transport 

General 42  
Support Preferred 
Options 

8  

Alternative solutions 
proposed/ issues raised 

34 Need traffic calming, address 
rural transport, possibility of 
using River Nene for freight, 
A43, A45, A605 under 
excessive pressure – need 
upgrading, need to address 
linkages to other centres 

Sustainability Appraisal 19  
TOTAL 129  
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Workshop Comments 
Oundle – Congestion within the town is a real concern, especially school buses, 
particularly traffic accessing Herne Rd. 
Thrapston – Congestion, particularly HGVs travelling into town. 
King’s Cliffe – Traffic management, links with surrounding centres, e.g. 
Stamford, Peterborough, Corby etc. 

Response 
13.2 The representations received regarding transport and issues of accessibility are 

closely associated with the more general comments received concerning other 
infrastructure (Section 12, above).  Particular national policy with respect to 
transport issues is provided through Planning Policy Guidance Note (PPG) 13: 
Transport (March 2001). 

 
13.3 In allocating a site in a Development Plan Document (in this case, RNOTP) or 

granting planning permission, PPG13 states that where developments will have 
significant transport implications, Transport Assessments should be prepared 
and submitted.  These enable local planning authorities better to assess the 
application and provide a basis for discussion on details of the scheme, such as 
the level of parking, the siting of buildings and entrances, and the need for further 
measures to improve access arrangements to the site (PPG13, paragraph 24). 

 
13.4 Overall, considerations such as the impact of new development upon existing 

traffic levels and infrastructure within the Plan area are integral to the planning 
process at all levels.  Particular local transport issues raised through the 
consultation process, e.g. traffic “hot spots” identified, should be assessed 
through the preparation of Transport Assessments and concept statements for 
individual sites. 

Proposed changes 
13.5 Inclusion of Transport Assessments (PPG13) for proposed allocation sites as a 

part of the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan should be a commitment for 
the Submission Development Plan Document (June 2007). 
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Public Transport 
14.1 Considering specific issues of public transport, 7 representations were received, 

most (5) from statutory consultees/ Development Plan Document bodies.  These 
all recognised the potential problems associated with providing effective public 
transport within the predominantly rural Plan area. 

 
Issue No of 

Representations 
Comments 

Need realistic approach to 
public transport provision 

2 Need to include awareness 
of public transport speed/ 
convenient access to bus 
stops etc 

Need for clear approach to 
public transport provision 

2 Insufficient attention paid in 
Preferred Options document 

Support 3 Support for public transport 
improvements, e.g. east-
west bus link 

TOTAL 7  
 
Workshop Comments 
Thrapston – Public transport (PT) is important, but document does not show how 
this will be delivered. 
King’s Cliffe – Smaller buses, more frequent.  Lack of PT may stifle villages. 

Response 
14.2 The representations received regarding public transport provision are closely 

associated with the more general comments received concerning other 
infrastructure (Sections 12 and 13, above).  Particular national policy with respect 
to transport issues is provided through Planning Policy Guidance Note (PPG) 13: 
Transport (March 2001). 

 
14.3 While the provision of public transport services is clearly a critical issue 

underpinning sustainable development at all levels, in most cases this is a 
strategic consideration.  Most strategic issues are considered at the regional, 
sub-regional and "North Northamptonshire" levels, through Regional Spatial 
Strategy (RSS) 8: East Midlands (March 2005), the Milton Keynes & South 
Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy (March 2005) and the emerging North 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Spatial Strategy.  The RNOTP is prepared within 
the context of these overarching strategic documents. 

 
14.4 Furthermore, proposed schemes to improve public transport are identified in the 

Northamptonshire Local Transport Plan (LTP) 2006/7 - 2010/11, the statutory 
strategic plan for transport.  The LTP acts as a policy document, setting out the 
County Council's transport policies, objectives and vision for the long-term, with 
detailed proposals of specific projects over the five years of the plan.  Regarding 
bus services, the LTP (Section 4.4.2) states that the County Council will continue 
to provide revenue support for non-commercial services, including both money 
from the County Council’s own revenue funds and the government’s Rural Bus 
Subsidy Grant.  Also, from the 2006/7 financial year, £400,000 for additional bus 
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service support has been made available through the Rural Bus Strategy, rising 
to £2.35 million by 2009/10. 

 
14.5 Overall, while the Plan does not place great emphasis on public transport 

provision, the principal reason for this is that bus services are provided through 
other mechanisms, principally the LTP.  The “Companion Guide to PPS12” states 
that Development Plan Documents should “avoid repeating national planning 
policy policies or policies in the relevant regional spatial strategy” (paragraph 
3.4), which may also be applied to other strategies such as the LTP.  Instead, the 
RNOTP should articulate these policy objectives in the local context. 

Proposed changes 
14.6 No changes to the general level of content regarding public transport provision 

within the Plan area are recommended. 
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Parking 
15.1 28 representations were received, with 14 (50%) of these referring to the issue in 

general; either car parking within town centres or the proposed standard for 
residential car parking (Preferred Options document, Section 19).  Most of the 
remaining representations referred to the general issue of parking within Oundle 
and that existing problems may be exacerbated as the town’s population grows 
over the Plan period. 

 
Issue No of 

Representations 
Comments 

General 14  
Support Preferred Option 
(residential parking) – less 
than 2 spaces unrealistic 

11 Need to allow for visitors 
parking, review requirements 
for town sites 

Do not support Preferred 
Option 

3 Higher or lower maximum 
parking standards 
considered better options 

Oundle   
Need to sort out parking 
before new development in 
town 

8 Alternative proposals for 
additional parking proposed, 
e.g. Milton Rd, Benefield Rd 

Lack of parking proposals 
for town in Preferred 
Options document 

3 Town centre parking vital to 
retailers 

Thrapston 3  
Support additional town 
centre parking 

2 Coop site identified 

Note – proposed Chancery 
Lane parking is in 
Conservation Area 

1  

TOTAL 28  
 
Workshop Comments 
Oundle – Car parking for shoppers, concerns re future increase in parking 
problems. 
Thrapston – Parking is high priority. 
King’s Cliffe – Local knowledge should be considered, e.g. re parking. 

Response 
15.2 Considering residential parking standards (Section 19), Preferred Options 

document paragraph 19.1 presents the background to the general strategic 
policy for maximum parking standards (1.5 spaces per household). Paragraphs 
19.2-19.5 go on to explain that given the rural nature of the Plan area and current 
poor public transport choices, the conventional 1.5 spaces per household 
standard is unrealistic, so the preferred option is to promote a general standard 
of 2 spaces per dwelling.  This accords with Plan Objective 2 (paragraph 3.6): “to 
enable villages, including smaller settlements, to have a sustainable future…”; 
i.e. to ensure the rural area does not suffer increasing isolation. 
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15.3 Most representations concerning town centre parking in Oundle and Thrapston 
consider that existing levels of parking are inadequate.  These argue that current 
problems with parking need to be addressed as a key part of regeneration 
proposals (Thrapston) or prior to new development proposals within the town 
(Oundle).  Comments regarding the Thrapston regeneration proposals generally 
support these with respect to car parking proposals for the town centre; support 
for the preferred approach is acknowledged accordingly. 

 
15.4 However, proposals put forward in certain representations to create additional 

car parking on the periphery of Oundle town centre, e.g. through relocation and 
demolition of Oundle Primary School, are contrary to much of Planning Policy 
Guidance Note (PPG) 13: Transport (March 2001), which states that in general 
terms reducing the amount of new parking is essential, as part of a package of 
planning and transport measures, to promote sustainable travel choices 
(paragraph 49). 

 
15.5 The provisions in Section 21 of the RNOTP are intended to help maintain the 

vitality and viability of the town centres (Oundle and Thrapston).  With regard to 
Oundle town centre car parking issues, the Entec UK Ltd report, “North 
Northamptonshire Market Towns and Rural Regeneration” (March 2004) states 
(Section 4.5.3) that car use in Oundle is relatively low (66%) in terms of travel to 
work, with high levels of walking (15%), though the level of bus use is also 
extremely limited (1%).  Overall, therefore, the findings of the Entec study 
present a complicated picture regarding Oundle, though indicating that a 
relatively high proportion of people living in the town also rely on its various local 
services. 

Proposed changes 
15.6 No changes to the proposed maximum residential parking standard of 2 spaces/ 

dwelling are recommended.  Also, no changes are proposed with respect to the 
provision of additional parking in Oundle town centre, while general support for 
most elements of the Thrapston regeneration proposals is welcome. 
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Environment 
16.1 37 representations were received regarding the broad range of environmental 

considerations.  Most were general comments referring to the natural 
environment and how the Plan needs to contain a clear focus on environmental 
issues and comply with national/ international policies on biodiversity.  However, 
8 representations were site specific, including recognition of potential 
archaeological sites, proposals for Local Nature Reserves and the impact upon 
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) of particular development proposals. 

 
Issue No of 

Representations 
Comments 

General 29  
Support Preferred Option 3  
More importance needed re 
environment 

24 No reference to 
environmental impacts, more 
environmental controls 
needed, need to consider 
how PPS9, PPS12 and 
RSS8 requirements will be 
met 

Areas of Important Open 
Space (IOS) 

2 Greater discussions 
necessary, need to 
designate additional IOSs 

Site specific issues 8  
Tansor 2 Litter, trees 
Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd, 
Oundle 

1 Potential SSSI 

Twywell Hills and Dales 1 Proposed LNR is incorrect 
Woodnewton Road 2 SSSI may be destroyed – 

professional survey required 
East Road, Oundle 1 
Huntingdon Road, 
Thrapston 

1 
Archaeological issues 

TOTAL 37  
 
Workshop Comments 
Oundle – Essential character of town should be retained – no need for 
regeneration. 
Thrapston – Need to maintain town’s environment, HGVs through town are 
destroying fabric of buildings, especially Listed Buildings. 
King’s Cliffe – Development should maintain character, poor design in the past, 
note also history of flooding. 

Response 
16.2 The common theme running through virtually all representations received are 

either that the Plan does not take into account “environmental impacts” of 
development, or give sufficient weight to these.  These issues are a 
consideration, both in terms of environmental considerations (i.e. those 
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addressed through the European Union Strategic Environmental Assessment 
(SEA) Directive 2001/42/EC) and the broader sustainable development agenda. 

 
16.3 Paragraphs 1.5-1.6 of the Preferred Options document explain that Sustainability 

Appraisal is mandatory throughout the RNOTP process, which is required to be 
undertaken in line with the SEA directive.  A separate Sustainability Appraisal 
report accompanies the Preferred Options document, showing how all aspects of 
the plan have been systematically assessed against pre-determined 
sustainability objectives and accordingly how the "Preferred Options" have been 
selected. 

 
16.4 There is considerable pressure for additional growth as a whole in East 

Northamptonshire District, recognised in the Milton Keynes & South Midlands 
Sub Regional Strategy (MKSM), adopted March 2005. A key objective of this is 
"to ensure that development contributes to an improved environment" (MKSM, 
paragraph 14).  Within the context, the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial 
Strategy is being prepared, which will include generic development control (DC) 
policies.  These DC policies currently contained in the 1996 Local Plan will 
eventually be incorporated into the Core Spatial Strategy. 

 
16.5 Comments regarding environmental impacts of specific new development 

proposals (i.e. those covered by generic DC policies) should be made and 
considered through the statutory process for the North Northamptonshire Core 
Spatial Strategy insofar as these may affect the "soundness" of the Core 
Strategy.  Specific development proposals in the RNOTP will need to accord with 
policies in both the Core Strategy and MKSM, together with national 
environmental planning policies, in particular those contained within PPS9: 
Biodiversity and Geological Conservation (August 2005) and PPS23: Planning 
and Pollution Control (November 2004). 

 
16.6 Overall, while the Preferred Options document does not repetitively emphasise 

the importance of environmental issues, relevant policies already exist at all 
strategic levels from international agreements downwards.  The “Companion 
Guide to PPS12” states that Development Plan Documents should “avoid 
repeating national planning policy or policies in the relevant regional spatial 
strategy” (paragraph 3.4), including PPGs, PPSs and RSS8.  Instead, the 
RNOTP should articulate these policy objectives in the local context, as has been 
proposed in the Preferred Options document, e.g. through the proposed 
designation of additional Local Nature Reserves. 

Proposed changes 
16.7 No changes to the general level of content regarding environmental issues within 

the Submission Plan are recommended. 
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Recreation and Leisure 
17.1 13 representations have been received with reference to recreation and leisure 

provision within the Plan area (other than public open space, dealt with in the 
following section).  6 of these representations referred to leisure provision within 
Oundle, 3 emphasising the impact of development proposals for the town upon 
existing facilities. 

 
Issue No of 

Representations 
Comments 

General 7  
Support Preferred Option 4  
Insufficient provision 3 Reference to Ashton and 

Brigstock 
Oundle 6  
Reference to general lack of 
public facilities 

3 Particular reference to lack of 
public leisure centre 

Impact of proposed Herne 
Rd/ Ashton Rd development

3 Reference to lack of facilities 
at Prince William School 

TOTAL 13  

Response 
17.2 Most representations received refer to a perceived lack of leisure/ recreational 

facilities in particular settlements, notably Oundle.  Planning Policy Statement 
(PPS) 1: Delivering Sustainable Development (February 2005) contains as a key 
principle the need to ensure that sustainable development is pursued in an 
integrated manner (i.e. including infrastructure improvements such as addressing 
any identifiable shortfall in provision of recreational facilities at a local level), in 
line with the principles for sustainable development set out in the UK strategy. 

 
17.3 Furthermore, PPG17: Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation (July 

2002) requires local authorities to undertake robust assessments of the existing 
and future needs of their communities for open space, sports and recreational 
facilities (paragraph 1), including audits of existing sports and recreational 
facilities, the use made of existing facilities, access in terms of location and costs 
(such as charges) and opportunities for new facilities (paragraph 3). 

 
17.4 Accordingly, the Council appointed PMP consultants to undertake an Open 

Space, Recreation and Sport Study across East Northamptonshire in accordance 
with the requirements of PPG17, completed in January 2006.  The Open Space 
Study concludes (Executive Summary, paragraph xxxiv) that the current supply 
of sports halls does not meet the recommended quantitative standard, with 
particular reference to indoor badminton courts as an indicator.  Similarly, 
consultations indicate that there are accessibility deficiencies in Thrapston and 
Oundle. This is supported by the application of the accessibility standard (set at a 
15 minute drive-time to reflect local needs and expectations) which supports this 
perception. 

 
17.5 In contrast to the shortfall identified in sports hall provision, the PMP Study 

identifies a surplus in swimming pool provision based on a 20 minutes 
accessibility standard.  When applying the recommended accessibility standard 
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only residents living in the rural north of East Northamptonshire are outside the 
catchment area. The majority of these residents are however within the 
catchment for facilities just outside the authority, specifically Stamford Leisure 
Centre (Executive Summary, paragraph xxxvii).  Also, the study identifies that 
permitting increased public access to Oundle School Pool (dual use, an issue 
raised in certain representations) would enhance the number of residents who 
can access pools and reduce potential programming issues at the Nene Centre 
(Thrapston). 

 
17.6 Overall, any issues of shortfall regarding recreational facilities will be addressed 

through reference to the January 2006 Open Space, Recreation and Sport Study.  
4 representations identified the lack of a public swimming pool/ leisure centre in 
Oundle as an issue of concern, though the findings of the Open Space Study do 
not appear to substantiate this. 

Proposed changes 
17.7 No changes to general issues regarding the provision of sport and recreational 

facilities within the Plan area are recommended.  However, specific Plan policies 
and proposals will need to be developed in accordance with the findings of the 
Open Space, Recreation and Sport Study. 
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Green Infrastructure and Public Open Space 
18.1 42 representations were received from 35 respondents regarding issues of green 

infrastructure, with particular reference to the preferred option (paragraph 23.4) 
for the retention of the Local Plan Important Open Land designations and criteria 
(Local Plan policy EN20).  Most representations related to particular areas of 
Important Open Space within villages, notably 13 representations (30%) 
regarding a particular designation at Tansor with opinion divided between 
support for the preferred option and proposals to allow housing to be developed 
on the site. 

 
18.2 Other representations provided more general representations regarding wider 

issues of green infrastructure provision or the protection of existing public open 
space.  Many raised particular concerns such as the availability of allotments and 
the need to ensure adequate open space provision as part of new development 
proposals. 

 
Issue No of 

Representations 
Comments 

General 15  
Support Preferred Option 4  
Miscellaneous issues 6  
Important Open Space 
(IOS) criteria 

3  

River Nene Regional Park 2  
Site specific 
representations 

27  

Tansor 13 Land adjacent to Tansor 
Court Cottages 

Oundle 5 Includes 2 references to 
allotments 

Thrapston 3 Emphasis on riverside 
Nassington 1 Reclassify IOS designation 

for housing 
Warmington 3 Object to Little Green 

designation, alternative IOS 
proposed 

Brigstock 1 Object to IOS south of 
Church Street 

Woodford 1 Object to Church Green/ 
Rectory Lane IOS 

TOTAL 42  
 
Workshop Comments 
Oundle – Concern about impact of tight settlement boundaries on open spaces 
within town. 

Response 
18.3 By far the most controversial aspect of proposals for green infrastructure concern 

individual proposed Important Open Space (IOS) designations, especially where 
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these are designated for areas of private land in an around settlements.  Opinion 
is often divided in individual villages (in particular Tansor, dealt with in a separate 
section in this document) when specific proposals have been put forward for 
areas of Important Open Space. 

 
18.4 PPG17: Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation (July 2002) requires 

local authorities to undertake robust assessments of the existing and future 
needs of their communities for open space (paragraph 1), including audits of 
existing open space, the use made of existing facilities and opportunities for new 
open space; together with audits of both the quantitative and the qualitative 
elements of open space (paragraph 3). 

 
18.5 Accordingly, the Council appointed PMP consultants to undertake an Open 

Space, Recreation and Sport Study across East Northamptonshire in accordance 
with the requirements of PPG17, completed in January 2006.  This document 
considered a broad range of green infrastructure, sub-divided as follows: 

• Parks and gardens; 
• Natural and semi-natural open space; 
• Amenity Green Space; 
• Children and young people; 
• Outdoor sports facilities; 
• Green corridors; 
• Allotments; 
• Cemeteries and churchyards. 

 
18.6 In most cases, the findings of the PMP Study indicate, through quality 

assessment indicators that overall, facilities are generally good, with particular 
reference to parks (paragraph ix), amenity green space (paragraph xx) and 
cemeteries and churchyards (paragraph xliv).  Of particular note, the PMP study 
indicates that Barnwell Country Park has achieved the “quality vision score” 
(paragraph ix).  Perceived shortfalls, with particular reference to accessibility are, 
however, identified in provision for children and young people, and outdoor 
sports facilities. 

 
18.7 IOS designations in villages include examples of all categories of open space 

considered by the PMP Study.  As such, it provides an important tool in defining 
priority areas where particular types of green infrastructure/ open space are 
lacking.  The preferred option (Preferred Options document, paragraph 23.4) 
includes carrying forward the criteria-based Local Plan policy EN20 into the 
RNOTP, but reviewing the existing Local Plan designations and identifying where 
other sites within settlements fulfil the policy EN20 criteria. 

 
18.8 Specific objections referring to IOS designations in Nassington, Brigstock and 

Woodford refer to established IOS designations that have been carried forward 
from the Local Plan and have helped to ensure the form and character of these 
villages has been maintained and visually important areas not lost to infill 
development.  Considering additional IOS designations with reference to 
Warmington, these have been identified following the findings of the Warmington 
Village Design Statement (VDS), adopted by East Northamptonshire Council as 
supplementary planning guidance in November 2003.  The preferred option 
(Preferred Options document, paragraph 26.2) with respect to Village Design 
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Statements is that the Council will have regard to the contents of VDSs in the 
formulation of policy. 

 
18.9 Overall, policies in the Submission plan, over and above the inclusion of Local 

Plan Policy EN20, will be developed through the findings of the PMP Open 
Space Study (January 2006), together with adopted and emerging Village Design 
Statements and Parish Plans.  Initial emerging and adopted VDSs/ Parish Plans 
have been prepared/ are under preparation for Brigstock, Twywell and 
Warmington. 

Proposed changes 
18.10 No changes to general issues regarding green infrastructure and IOS 

designations within the Plan area are recommended.  However, specific Plan 
policies and proposals will need to be developed in accordance with the findings 
of the Open Space, Recreation and Sport Study, and adopted and emerging 
Village Design Statements and Parish Plans. 
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Other Issues 
19.1 Approximately 280 representations were received regarding “other issues”.  

Many of these (16%) related to Oundle, while many raised concerns closely 
associated with the various issues discussed previously in this document.  Many 
comments identify support for particular Objectives in the “Strategy and Vision” 
for the Plan. 

 
19.2 Examples of “other issues” raised are as follows: 

• Support for preferred approach to redundant rural buildings; 
• General comments regarding “strategic” issues, i.e. those dealt with 

through the Core Strategy; 
• General comments regarding level of content within the Plan; 
• Concerns regarding the Plan process, e.g. public participation/ community 

engagement; 
• Proposed editing changes/ corrections to the Preferred Options document. 

Response 
19.3 In order to address the various key issues raised through the Preferred Options 

consultation process in an appropriate manner, this Response Summary 
document provides a series of generic responses to these under the various key 
headings.  At this stage, the document does not provide individual responses to 
the different representations received, though it is anticipated that a full report of 
individual responses will be prepared alongside the Submission Plan when this is 
considered by members in March 2007. 

 
19.4 With regard to representations concerning the content of the Plan, in particular 

strategic issues, these are considered at the regional, sub-regional and "North 
Northamptonshire" levels, through Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) 8: East 
Midlands (March 2005), the Milton Keynes & South Midlands Sub-Regional 
Strategy (March 2005) and Preferred Options for North Northamptonshire Joint 
Core Spatial Strategy (November 2005).  The RNOTP is prepared within the 
context of these overarching strategic documents. 

 
19.5 Overall, the representations received were wide ranging, though in most cases 

they did not address specific “Preferred Options” or “Other Options”.  Indeed, the 
majority of comments regarding “other issues” referred to the overall strategy and 
vision, or general approach of the Plan. 

Proposed changes 
19.6 Editing changes – factual corrections or updates – will be incorporated into the 

Submission Plan as a critical element in the preparation of this document.  
Otherwise, no fundamental changes to the strategy or overall approach of the 
Plan are recommended. 
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Sustainability Appraisal 
20.1 32 representations were received from 6 respondents regarding the 

Sustainability Appraisal Report, which accompanies the Preferred Options 
document.  5 of the respondents are Development Plan Document consultation 
bodies, with the other representation being a non-statutory consultee (House 
Builders Federation). 

 
Issue No of 

Representations 
Comments 

Insufficient importance 
attached to transport in 
sustainability criteria 
(Highways Agency) 

19 Particular concern re high 
levels of car usage in 
Thrapston 

Lack of/ inadequate 
information/ assessment re 
certain SA objectives 
(English Heritage, 
Environment Agency) 

7 Historic environment and 
design solutions to address 
environmental impacts not 
sufficiently addressed 

Additional SA topics 
proposed 
(Northamptonshire/ 
Peterborough Councils) 

5 New rural economic and 
green infrastructure SA 
criteria proposed 

SA does not address 
compatibility with Circular 
05/2005 (Planning 
Obligations) 

1  

TOTAL 32  

Response 
20.2 In all but one case, the concerns raised about the content of the Sustainability 

Appraisal Report have come from by statutory Development Plan Document 
(DPD) consultation bodies.  Paragraphs 1.5-1.6 of the Preferred Options 
document explain that Sustainability Appraisal is mandatory throughout the 
RNOTP process.  The separate Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Report 
accompanies the Preferred Options, showing how aspects of the Plan have been 
systematically assessed against pre-determined sustainability objectives and 
accordingly how the "Preferred Options" have been selected. 

 
20.3 The DPD bodies all raise concerns that the SA Report does not sufficiently 

address the sustainability issues arising through the Plan or does not provide 
sufficient weight or prominence to particular SA Objectives.  Under most 
circumstances, it is advisable to consider and accept advice from DPD bodies, as 
these organisations have a statutory role to advise planning authorities with 
respect to the “soundness” of DPDs and supporting SA documents. 

 
20.4 Overall, the SA Report will need to be updated and reviewed alongside the 

submission of the Plan to the Secretary of State.  Representations received from 
the various consultees regarding the SA Report should be considered with a view 
to achieving a SA report that fulfils the various tests of “soundness”. 
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Proposed changes 
20.5 The Sustainability Appraisal Report will be reviewed in accordance with 

representations received from the various consultees who have commented on 
this document.  Further revisions to the SA Report have also been identified in 
view of recent legal directions, in particular the need for an “Appropriate 
Assessment” to be undertaken for the Plan to assess its impact upon the 
proposal to designate the Upper Nene Gravel Pits as a European Special 
Protection Area/ RAMSAR site. 
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Additional Development Sites Promoted 
21.1 Approximately 70 representations were received, mainly from planning and 

development agencies acting on behalf of landowners or housebuilders, 
promoting alternative development sites to those identified in the Preferred 
Options document.  Generally the representations argue that these alternative 
sites are more sustainable than the preferred options in those settlements where 
new allocated sites are proposed.  However, specific sites have been promoted 
in other “Network Villages”. 

 
Settlement No of 

Representations 
Comments 

Oundle 33  
Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd 19 Alternative uses proposed, 

e.g. westward expansion of 
Prince William School 

Various housing and school 
sites 

12 Several alternative sites 
proposed 

Milton Road – Primary 
School Relocation 

2 Alternative uses for Primary 
School proposed 

Thrapston (including Islip) 12  
Various housing sites 8 Springfield Farm, Oundle Rd 

and south of Islip are main 
alternative sites proposed 

Employment, mixed use 
and cattle market 

4 Alternative site proposed 
near Islip – mixed use, south 
of Islip 

King’s Cliffe 2 Alternative sites at airfield 
and Rosary Farm proposed 

Warmington 5 Little Green, Big Green, 
alternative housing sites on 
Important Open Space (IOS) 
proposed 

Nassington 2 Alternative sites to 
Woodnewton Rd proposed 

Tansor 8 Housing on Tansor Court 
Cottages IOS proposed 

Other Network Villages 7 Alternative sites at 
Woodford, Collyweston, 
Great Addington, Ringstead, 
Brigstock proposed 

TOTAL 69  

Response 
21.2 During 2004/5, through the preparation of the Council’s Issues and Options stage 

summary document: “Design for the Future – Your Aspirations” (September 
2005), approximately 150 “aspirational sites” were put forward as possible 
allocations.  These varied greatly, from large scale, major to small scale potential 
development sites; both on the periphery of and within settlements.  Inevitably, 
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the largest numbers of sites have been put forward in Oundle and Thrapston, as 
the principal settlements in the Plan area.  Numbers of development sites 
proposed were as follows: 

• Oundle – 20 aspirational sites; 
• Thrapston – 14 aspirational sites; 
• King’s Cliffe – 8 aspirational sites; 
• Nassington – 9 aspirational sites; 
• Warmington – 7 aspirational sites; 
• Other Network Villages – 89 aspirational sites. 

 
21.3 The majority of aspirational sites, particularly those within the Network Villages 

are unsuitable, e.g. in some settlements the proposed aspirational site is bigger 
than the existing village (“Design for the Future – Your Aspirations”, p22).  
Through the preliminary discussion papers prepared for the “Design for the 
Future” (Issues and Options) consultation stage (to August 2005), many 
responses were received with respect to individual aspirational sites in Network 
Villages.  Most of these were objections to particular sites, many stating that local 
infrastructure would not be able cope with new development or is already 
struggling. 

 
21.4 Most views expressed with regard to aspirational sites reflect Plan Objective 1: 

“To deliver growth based on sustainable principles focused on Oundle and 
Thrapston, and thereafter King’s Cliffe”.  While most aspirational sites in Network 
Villages would clearly be contrary to this Plan Objective, the Preferred Options 
document does make provision for affordable housing allocations and rural 
exception sites (Sections 15/16). 

 
21.5 “Design for the Future – Your Aspirations”, was a key consideration in the 

development of the RNOTP Strategy and Vision and, in turn, has been a 
consideration in guiding the development of policies, including the selection of 
individual proposed allocation sites.  Additionally, Preferred Options document 
paragraphs 1.5-1.6 explain that Sustainability Appraisal is mandatory throughout 
the RNOTP process.  A separate Sustainability Appraisal report accompanies the 
Preferred Options document, showing how all aspects of the Plan have been 
systematically assessed against pre-determined sustainability objectives and 
accordingly how the "Preferred Options" have been selected. 

 
21.6 If the proposed development sites in Oundle, Thrapston, King’s Cliffe, 

Nassington and Warmington (Sections 30-35, 38, 40) are not brought forward in 
the plan, it is likely that it will be necessary to allocate alternative sites in these 
defined service centres.  Many aspirational sites were assessed by the Council 
during 2004/5.  Resulting from this, the preferred allocation sites are as follows: 

• Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd, Oundle; 
• Creed Rd, Oundle; 
• East Rd, Oundle (employment); 
• Huntingdon Rd, Thrapston; 
• Land off Willow Lane/ Wood Road, King’s Cliffe; 
• Land at Church Street, Nassington; 
• Land adjacent Eaglesthorpe Farm, Peterborough Rd, Warmington; 
• Land off Short Close, Warmington. 
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21.7 Alternative options can only be considered if other development constraints on 
the proposed development sites are identified, or where it can be demonstrated 
that alternative aspirational sites are more sustainable.  This scenario has 
occurred with respect to land adjacent 5 Woodnewton Road, Nassington 
(Preferred Options document, paragraph 40.8), proposed to be removed from the 
Plan as a potential development site (paragraph 4.20, above).  Following 
publication of the Preferred Options document and its associated statutory 
consultation period (30 January – 10 March 2006), further concerns about this 
proposed housing allocation at Nassington have been raised, e.g. Listed walls 
preventing road widening, impact of development on the adjacent Prebendal 
Manor. 

 
21.8 Overall, the Sustainability Appraisal Report generally indicates that the proposed 

development sites in the Preferred Options document form the most sustainable 
allocations.  Further to this, the Council has commissioned a “Sustainability 
Appraisal of Land”, due for completion January 2007, which will provide further 
data regarding the quality of individual aspirational sites against the pre-defined 
Sustainability Appraisal objectives. 

Proposed changes 
21.9 Delete the proposed allocation at 5 Woodnewton Rd, Nassington and review/ 

reconsider other proposed allocations against potential/ aspirational development 
sites identified through the preliminary consultation process for the Rural North, 
Oundle and Thrapston Plan.  The final proposed development sites will be 
identified in the RNOTP submission document (anticipated June 2007). 
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Additional Representations (Tansor village consultation, June 2006) 
22.1 The Tansor consultation was coordinated by the Parish Meeting and focused on 

the issue of Important Open Space (IOS) designations around the village, in 
particular between Tansor Court Cottages and Courtyard House on Fotheringhay 
Road.  30 representations were received from 24 respondents; 20 respondents 
supported the Preferred Options document in its proposed IOS designations, with 
4 opposed to the proposed Fotheringhay Road designation. 

Response 
22.2 The additional consultation for Tansor has indicated significant local support for 

the preferred option, i.e. IOS designations as indicated in the Preferred Options 
document, Appendix 1.  Tansor is classed as a "Network Village" in the 
"Preferred Options" document, though it has relatively poor local services, with 
no convenience store, post office or public house recorded (as at July 2003). 

 
22.3 Tansor does have a tightly drawn infill boundary, defined under the criteria in 

paragraph 6.7 of the Preferred Options document.  Surrounding buildings and 
land around the periphery are covered by countryside policies protecting these 
from unnecessary development (paragraph 40.12).  Accordingly, the only 
circumstance where new housing on greenfield sites in Tansor is likely to be 
through the proposed "Rural Exception Policy" (paragraph 16.3), where local 
need for affordable housing is demonstrated. 

 
22.4 Representations received in support of the alternative proposal for the allocation 

of land between Tansor Court Cottages and Courtyard House, Fotheringhay 
Road for small scale housing development argue that development in Tansor 
over the past 6 years has added to the community and community infrastructure.  
However, such arguments are difficult to substantiate, given that Tansor has no 
local facilities other than its village hall.  Even if the village did have other local 
services (e.g. post office, pub), the approach proposed in the Preferred Options 
document allows for infill development or rural exception housing sites to sustain 
rural communities (Sections 5 and 9, Preferred Options document). 

 
22.5 Overall, the designation of additional areas of Important Open Space (IOS) in the 

Submission plan, over and above the inclusion of Local Plan Policy EN20, will be 
developed through the findings of the PMP Open Space, Sport and Recreation 
Study (January 2006).  The decision to designate land between Tansor Court 
Cottages and Courtyard House, Fotheringhay Road as IOS in the Preferred 
Options document should be considered against the findings of the PMP Study, 
in particular that 41% of respondents across the district felt there to be 
insufficient provision of natural and semi natural open space, stating reasons 
such as the development of new housing estates and recognition for the need for 
sites which encourage the protection of wildlife and bio-diversity (PMP Study, 
paragraph 6.14).  The preferred option to review and allocate additional areas of 
Important Open Space (Preferred Options document, paragraph 23.4) therefore 
broadly accords with the findings of the PMP Study. 

Proposed changes 
22.6 No changes to the proposed IOS designations at Tansor are recommended. 
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Conclusion 
23.1 Of over 1500 representations received, few have raised fundamental flaws in the 

preferred options.  The principal exception to this is the proposed housing 
allocation (Preferred Options document, paragraph 40.8) at land adjacent to 5 
Woodnewton Road, Nassington. 

 
23.2 With the exception of the Nassington proposal, the majority of other proposed 

amendments to the Plan prior to its submission to the Secretary of State are 
minor amendments, editing changes, updating or factual corrections.  Key 
changes identified are summarised as follows: 

• Housing sites – clarification of proposed allocation site boundaries at 
Thrapston and King’s Cliffe 

• Settlement boundaries – revisions to Apethorpe, Oundle and Polebrook 
boundaries 

• Economy – additional clarification required 
• Town centre – review of Regeneration Site 3 boundary proposed 
• Infrastructure – inclusion of “Concept Statements” within Submission Plan 

for main development sites 
 
23.3 Summary reports of full responses to individual representations will be prepared 

in support of the Submission Plan for approval by the Council during March 2007.  
The Submission Plan will be accompanied by the appropriate supporting 
documentation as required under the Town and Country Planning (Local 
Development) (England) Regulations 2004, Regulation 28. 

 
 


