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Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan 
Submitted January 2008 
 

Statement of Consultation 

 
1. Introduction 

 
1.1 This document, also known as the Regulation 28 Statement, details the 

consultation undertaken by East Northamptonshire Council to date in 
producing the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan (RNOTP). The 
production of the RNOTP and its pre-submission consultation was 
undertaken in accordance with Regulations 25, 26 and 27 of the Town 
and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004 
(herein after referred to as “the Regulations”). 

 
1.2 This Plan has been prepared within the consultation framework set out in 

the Regulations, together with the North Northamptonshire Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI), adopted in October 2006.  Although the 
“Design for the Future” (March 2004 – September 2005) and Preferred 
Options (30 January – 10 March 2006) consultations preceded the 
adoption of the SCI, these consultations were undertaken in accordance 
with the emerging SCI and in particular the requirement to consult with 
specific stakeholders, as detailed in the Regulations and exceeded in the 
SCI. 

 

2. Consultation Process 

 
2.1 Extensive consultations were undertaken by the Council prior to the 

implementation of the LDF system through the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004 and the Regulations, which came into force on 28 
September 2004.  A substantial consultation exercise under the heading 
“Design for the Future” was undertaken; initially as a preliminary issues 
paper consultation for the proposed review of the 1996 Local Plan, 
followed by further consultations from March 2004 in anticipation of the 
Act’s passage. 

 
2.2 The “Design for the Future” consultations (July 2001 – September 2005) 

are summarised below.  Given the timescale and extent of this ongoing 
series of consultations, it is considered that these fulfil and substantially 
exceed the Regulation 25 and 26, and the SCI, requirements. 

 

Design for the Future – Replacing East Northamptonshire’s Local Plan 
(July 2001 – March 2003) 

2.3 In July 2001 a key issues document, “Design for the future – Replacing 
East Northamptonshire’s Local Plan – Have your say…” was published to 
ascertain the public’s views on the main issues relating to planning within 
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the District.  It was intended that this would form the first stage in the 
review of the 1996 Local Plan.  A good response was received and in 
March 2003 a summary document was prepared; “Design for the Future – 
Replacing East Northamptonshire’s Local Plan – What you said…”. 

 
2.4 The 2001 Design for the Future consultation was undertaken as an initial 

informal consultation stage, with a view to reviewing the 1996 Local Plan.  
The consultation initially ran from July – November 2001, then 
subsequently extended till May 2002.  This featured a range of community 
engagement techniques, including: 

• Workshop events, in association with Town and Parish Councils; 

• Questionnaires, distributed through roadshow events (September – 
October 2001); 

• Consideration of letters and responses from individuals and 
organisations; 

• Competition for secondary school children (10-18 years old). 
 
2.5 “Design for the Future…What you said…” states that a total of 518 

responses were received through the July 2001 – May 2002 “Design for 
the Future” consultation.  Subsequently, the March 2003 summary 
document informed the initial Issues and Options consultation phase for 
preparation of the new LDF.  This latter consultation phase commenced in 
March 2004 in anticipation of the imminent implementation of the new 
Local Development Framework (LDF) system. 

 

Issues and Options stage (March 2004 – September 2005) 

2.6 Consultation to inform the RNOTP incorporated two stages: Issues and 
Options (also known as “Design for the Future”) and the Preferred Options 
consultation.  For the Issues and Options consultation stage (March 2004 
– September 2005), “Growth Options for the District” and a series of area 
based “Design for the Future” discussion papers were prepared as 
follows, based upon the earlier (2001-2003) consultations: 

• Growth Options for the District – consultation period April – July 
2004; 

• Rural North Discussion Paper – consultation period March – July 
2004; 

• Higham Ferrers and Surrounding Areas Discussion Paper – 
consultation period March – July 2004; 

• Irthlingborough and Surrounding Areas Discussion Paper – 
consultation period April – August 2004; 

• Oundle and Surrounding Areas Discussion Paper – consultation 
period May – October 2004; 

• Raunds and Surrounding Areas Discussion Paper – consultation 
period June – October 2004; 

• Rushden and Surrounding Areas Discussion Paper – consultation 
period July – October 2004; 

• Thrapston and Surrounding Areas Discussion Paper – consultation 
period August – October 2004. 
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2.7 The Design for the Future Discussion Papers formed the first consultation 
stage in identifying an appropriate approach towards the preparation of 
site specific allocations Development Plan Documents (DPDs).  
Responses to these Discussion Papers were received from a range of 
consultees, residents and landowners.  Through this process, a number of 
briefings, discussion groups and workshops were held, considering the 
range of matters raised.  A copy of the initial (2 March 2004) consultation 
letter and details of consultees and respondents are provided in 
appendices 1 and 2 respectively. 

 
2.8 This was an informal consultation stage, designed to obtain an early input 

into the planning process through continuous engagement, rather than a 
rigid consultation process. The consultation period ran over a total of 8 
months, from March – October 2004.  Around 260 responses were 
received, both raising local issues of concern and proposing “aspirational 
sites” as possible development allocations.  Initial lists of aspirational 
sites, promoted by landowners, agents or developers, were included in the 
Discussion Papers, with a number of further aspirational sites 
subsequently being put forward. 

 
2.9 From the “Design for the Future” consultations it was decided that three 

site specific allocations DPDs should be prepared by East 
Northamptonshire Council.  These DPDs, first proposed in the initial North 
Northamptonshire Local Development Scheme (March 2005), are as 
follows: 

• Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan; 

• Three Towns Plan; 

• Raunds Area Plan. 
 
2.10 The RNOTP covers approximately 80% of the geographical area of East 

Northamptonshire District.  Accordingly, it was determined in the initial 
Local Development Scheme (LDS) that the Council should proceed with 
this document first. 

 
2.11 The responses to, and findings from, the 2004 “Design for the Future” 

consultations were collated during 2005.  Through these consultations 
and further comments and responses received between October 2004 
and August 2005, a summary consultation paper, “Design for the Future – 
Your Aspirations” was published by the Council (Appendix 3).  From 
September 2005, this was made available on the Council’s website: 
http://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov.uk/ppimageupload/image9446.pdf and in hard 
copy (paper) format. 

 

Managing the Release of Housing Land in East Northamptonshire – Interim 
Policy (March 2003 – March 2004) and Village Confines/ Village 
Frameworks (January 2004 – August 2005) 

2.12 Key issues raised through the initial “Design for the Future” consultations 
concerned the impact of “infill” development upon the character of 
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individual settlements and the inclusion of village envelopes in any Local 
Plan review.  Accordingly, the Council undertook to produce the following 
Supplementary Planning Guidance documents (SPGs): 

• Managing the Release of Housing Land in East Northamptonshire 
(adopted November 2003, amended March 2004) – the “Interim 
Policy”, following on from Local Plan Policy H3, to restrict the 
release of land for infill development; 

• Village Confines/ Village Frameworks SPG. 
 
2.13 The 2001 Structure Plan initially required the inclusion of village 

boundaries in the replacement Local Plan.  Consultation with relevant 
Parish Councils, District Councillors and County Councillors was 
undertaken in parallel with the initial “Design for the Future” consultations.  
The more focussed consultations regarding the definition of village 
frameworks and the Interim Policy complement the wider “Design for the 
Future” consultations; the findings from these consultations feeding into 
the preparation of the RNOTP. 

 
2.14 The proposal for the Interim Policy was set out in March 2003, in response 

to the over-supply of housing land and ongoing uncertainty about the 
possible progress towards replacing the Local Plan.  Consultations for the 
Interim Policy were undertaken during August 2003, followed by adoption 
on 24 November 2003.  An amendment to the Interim Policy enabled 
greater focus on restricting the rate of infill development.  Following 
adoption of the Interim Policy, the Council began consultations on the 
draft “Village Confines” SPG (January 2004), which set out the guiding 
principles for defining village boundaries. 

 
2.15 Further versions of the draft SPG, by now renamed “Village Frameworks”, 

were consulted on during 2004, the main consultation period running from 
March – June 2004.  By November 2004 the Council’s LDF Working Party 
had decided to discontinue the preparation of the “Village Frameworks” 
SPG, choosing instead to incorporate this preliminary work into the 
preparation of the RNOTP.  Further, meetings were held with ward 
Members and Parish Councils to discuss the draft village frameworks 
(December 2004 – March 2005), followed by a further period of 
consultation from March 2005 – 1 August 2005. 

 
2.16 This latter consultation was undertaken alongside the collation of the 

findings of the “Design for the Future” consultations.  Possible 
modifications to different settlement boundaries were identified; where 
these accorded with the criteria set out in the draft Village Frameworks 
SPG, the settlement boundaries were revised accordingly. 

 

Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Preferred Options (September 2005 – 
December 2006) 

2.17 The publication of “Your Aspirations” was closely followed by the 
preparation of the draft version of the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston 
Preferred Options document during autumn 2005.  “Your Aspirations” 
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informed the development of the Preferred Options, which represents the 
first formal stage in the production of the RNOTP, setting out the preferred 
approach for developing this DPD. 

 
2.18 “Your Aspirations” forms the summary analysis of the “Design for the 

Future” consultations.  Following on from this, the introductory section of 
the Preferred Options document further summarised how the consultation 
responses informed the development of the Preferred Options to date.  
This was included to give the reader a clear understanding of how the 
Preferred Options had evolved from the Issues and Options (“Design for 
the Future”), and other previous, consultations. 

 
2.19 The draft Preferred Options document was presented to the Strategy 

Committee meeting on 21 November 2005, at which it was resolved: to 
agree the final draft of the Preferred Options document for public 
consultation early in 2006.  Following this, the 6 weeks statutory 
consultation on the Preferred Options document commenced on 30 
January 2006, ending on 10 March 2006. 

 
2.20 The statutory consultation was undertaken in accordance with the draft 

Statement of Community Involvement (now adopted).  This consisted of: 

• Widespread distribution of the document to key stakeholders 
identified in the SCI, prior to the commencement of the statutory 
consultation on 30 January 2006 (Appendix 4).  A list of 
respondents to the Preferred Options is included as Appendix 5. 

• Three evening consultation workshop events, as follows: 
o 2 February 2006 – East Northamptonshire Council offices, 

Thrapston; 
o 7 February 2006 – Prince William School, Oundle; 
o 9 February 2006 – King’s Cliffe Middle School. 

 
2.21 The Thrapston, Oundle and King’s Cliffe workshops were attended by 

nearly 300 stakeholders and a summary of feedback from these events is 
provided as part of Appendix 6.  The key messages arising from these 
February 2006 workshops were collated and summary feedback reports 
were placed on the Council’s website once completed (March 2006).  The 
feedback from the workshops has provided an important input into the 
production of the Submission RNOTP. 

 
2.22 Following the statutory consultation, over 300 individuals and 

organisations made over 1,550 specific comments to the document. A 
further 6 individuals and organisations made representations that were 
received after the end of the consultation period and these were classed 
as late responses, although their comments have been considered in 
producing the RNOTP Submission document.  Complementing the 
statutory consultation, a further localised consultation event undertaken in 
Tansor during June 2006, which generated 24 responses. 

 
2.23 The schedule summarising responses to the Preferred Options (Appendix 

6) was published on the Council website in September 2006: 
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http://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov.uk/ppimageupload/Image10768.PDF. This 
“Preferred Options: Summary of Consultation” document was reported to 
the Council’s LDF Working Party on 28 September 2006 and ratified by 
the Strategy Committee on 20 November 2006.  Concurrently, officers 
were considering the Council’s response to the representations received 
through the Preferred Options consultation process. 

 
2.24 On 7 December 2006, the LDF Working Party agreed the Council’s 

“Summary Responses” document, ratified by the Strategy Committee on 
22 January 2007 and placed on the Council’s website.  The “Summary 
Responses” were prepared and structured so as to complement the 
“Summary of Consultations” document, building upon this previous 
analysis of consultation and suggestions as to how the Strategy should 
develop.  The Summary Responses report is included as Appendix 7, 
setting out how the key consultation responses may be taken forward in 
informing the Submission RNOTP.  

 
2.25 It was previously proposed to prepare individual responses to individual 

representations, though this is not now considered necessary as it will 
offer little in addition to the generic “Summary Response” document.  This 
approach is considered to accord with the adopted SCI (paragraph 3.30). 
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3. Conclusions 

 
3.1 This document summarises the range of formal and informal consultations 

and public engagement undertaken to date in the preparation of the 
RNOTP.  Broadly, substantial preliminary consultation was undertaken 
from July 2001 – March 2003, towards replacing the 1996 Local Plan.  
This work was then used to inform a further “Design for the Future” 
consultation which started in March 2004; the initial Issues and Options 
consultation phase for the RNOTP and East Northamptonshire’s other 
DPDs, the Three Towns and Raunds Area Plans. 

 
3.2 Other consultations, in particular regarding Village Frameworks, have also 

proved invaluable in informing the preparation of the RNOTP to date.  The 
range of responses and findings from “Design for the Future” and other 
associated consultations from July 2001 – August 2005 have all been 
considered in the preparation of the RNOTP Preferred Options document 
(autumn 2005), thereby meeting the Regulation 25 requirements. 

 
3.3 The RNOTP Preferred Options consultation phase (30 January – 10 

March 2006) formed the first formal statutory consultation under 
Regulation 26.  308 different parties responded, who submitted over 330 
individual responses, which were considered by the Council in accordance 
with Regulation 27.  Following this, the Council’s “Summary of 
Consultation” and “Summary Responses” documents were published in 
September and December 2006 respectively. 

 
3.4 A detailed chronology of the key dates and methods of consultation 

events undertaken from July 2001 to date is set out at Appendix 8.  It 
should be noted that a vast range of differing formal and informal 
consultation has been undertaken over the previous 5 years on a range of 
different issues and topics.  These cover both the early stages in 
reviewing the 1996 Local Plan and the initial stages in the preparation of 
the RNOTP (March 2004 – January 2008). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Karen Horner 
Planning Policy and Conservation Manager 
East Northamptonshire Council 
11 January 2008 
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Appendix 1: Design for the Future – Initial Consultation Letter, 2 
March 2004 
 

East Northamptonshire Council 
 

East Northamptonshire House, Cedar Drive 
THRAPSTON, Northamptonshire, NN14 4LZ 
Tel: 01832 742221 
Fax: 01832 742212      DX: 701611 Thrapston 
Email: tbegley@east-northamptonshire.gov.uk 

 
 

 
 

 

Please ask for Direct Dial Our Ref. Your Ref. Date: 

Mr T Begley (01832) 742221 TB/LDF 01/03  2 March 2004 

 
Dear  
 
Discussion Papers 
 
East Northamptonshire Council has produced the first in a series of discussion 
papers to inform the preparation of the new plan, which, subject to new 
legislation expected in spring 2004 will comprise a folder of documents called a 
Local Development Framework. The discussion papers are based on geographic 
areas and seek to encourage debate on key planning issues facing the areas up 
to 2021. 
 
The purpose of the discussion papers is to address the key local issues arising 
out of previous consultation and changes to Government policy.  
 
The first paper concentrates on the rural northern part of the District. It provides 
background information and invites public response through a series of 
questions.  The timetable for the succeeding papers is as follows: 
 
Higham Ferrers and surrounding areas   March 2004 
Irthlingborough and surrounding areas    April 2004 
Oundle and surrounding areas    May 2004 
Raunds and surrounding areas    June 2004 
Rushden       July 2004 
Thrapston and surrounding areas    August 2004 
 
The papers will be available from the Council offices in Thrapston and on our 
website at www.east-northamptoshire.gov.uk/consultation In addition a copy of 
the paper will be available to view in the relevant local libraries. 
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There is no formal consultation period, but it would be helpful if any comments on 
the discussion papers are sent to the address below by the end of October 2004. 
 
Strategy and Policy Directorate 
East Northamptonshire Council 
East Northamptonshire House 
Cedar Drive 
Thrapston 
Northamptonshire 
NN14 4LZ 
 
Alternatively post your comments on the discussion forum at www.east-
northamptonshire.gov.uk/forum.  
 
If you would like any further information, would like a hard copy of any discussion 
papers or wish to discuss the issues raised, please contact one of our planners 
within the Planning Policy team on 01832 742221 or email localplan@east-
northamptonshire.gov.uk.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Terry Begley 
Planning Policy Officer 
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Appendix 2: Design for the Future – 
Issues and Options Consultation – Consultees and 

Other Respondents (March – October 2004) 
 

Councils Consulted about “Design for the Future” Discussion Papers 
 

Harringworth Parish Council Where Councils have submitted representations or 
responses, the name is highlighted in bold and 
italics 

Hemington Luddington & Thurning Parish 
Council 

 Higham Ferrers Town Council 
Neighbouring Local Authorities Irthlingborough Town Council 
Bedford Borough Council Islip Parish Council 
Bedfordshire County Council King’s Cliffe Parish Council 
Cambridgeshire County Council Laxton Parish Meeting 

Corby Borough Council 
Lilford-cum-Wigsthorpe & Thorpe Achurch 
Parish Council 

Harborough District Council Lowick & Slipton Parish Council 
Huntingdonshire District Council Lutton Parish Council 
Kettering Borough Council Nassington Parish Council 
Leicestershire County Council Newton Bromswold Parish Meeting 
Peterborough City Council Oundle Town Council 

Rutland County Council Pilton Stoke Doyle & Wadenhoe Parish Council 
South Kesteven District Council Polebrook Parish Council 
 Raunds Town Council 
Town Councils, Parish Councils, Parish 
Meetings 

Ringstead Parish Council 

Great Addington Parish Council Rushden Town Council 
Little Addington Parish Council Southwick Parish Meeting 
Aldwincle Parish Council Stanwick Parish Council 
Apethorpe Parish Meeting Sudborough Parish Council 
Ashton Parish Council Tansor Parish Meeting 
Barnwell Parish Council Thrapston Town Council 
Benefield Parish Council Titchmarsh Parish Council 

Blatherwycke Parish Meeting Twywell Parish Council 
Brigstock Parish Council Wakerley Parish Meeting 
Bulwick Parish Council Warmington Parish Council 
Chelveston-cum-Caldecott Parish Council Woodford Parish Council 

Clopton Parish Meeting Woodnewton Parish Council 

Collyweston Parish Council Yarwell Parish Council 
Cotterstock Parish Meeting  
Deene & Deenethorpe Parish Council Other Local Authorities 
Denford Parish Council Daventry District Council 
Duddington-with-Fineshade Parish Council Melton Borough Council 
Easton-on-the-Hill Parish Council Northampton Borough Council 
Fotheringhay Parish Meeting Northamptonshire County Council 
Glapthorn Parish Council South Northamptonshire Council 
Hargrave Parish Council  
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Statutory and Other Consultees consulted about “Design for the Future” 
Discussion Papers 
Where consultees have submitted representations or responses, the name is highlighted 
in bold and italics 

 
Statutory and other consultees  
  
ACRE Highways Agency Area 8 
Anglian Water (Developer Services) HM Prison Service 
Anglian Water (Marketing & Planning) Home Office 
British Gas PLC Transco House Builders Federation 
British Gas Properties Improvement and Development Agency 
British Telecom Plc Kettering Health Authority 
British Waterways Kings Cliffe Village Design Sub-Committee 

Business Network Land Access & Recreation Association (LARA) 

Chiltern Hundreds Housing Association 
National Farmers Union (N.F.U.): East Midlands 
Region 

Civil Aviation Authority National Health Service CAPITEC 
Commission for Architecture and the Built 
Environment (CABE) National Playing Fields Association (NPFA) 

Commission for Racial Equality 
National Union Knitwear, Footwear & Apparel 
Trades 

Corby Primary Care Group Nene Valley Primary Care Group 

Council for the Protection of Rural England Nene Valley Project 

Country Land And Business Association 
Northamptonshire Chamber Of Training & 
Enterprise 

Countryside Agency 
Northamptonshire Co-operative Development 
Agency 

Crown Estate Commissioners Northamptonshire Environmental Forum 

Cyclists' Touring Club (CTC) 
Northamptonshire Footwear Manufacturers 
Association 

Defence Estates (east) Northamptonshire Health Authority 
E N C A D (Disabled Drivers Club) Northamptonshire Police 
East Midlands Development Agency Northamptonshire Rural Housing Association 
East Midlands Electricity Northamptonshire Wildlife Trust 
East Midlands Housing Association Ltd Northants Association of Local Councils (NALC) 

East Midlands Planning Forum Oundle Association Of Trade & Commerce 
East Northamptonshire Housing Limited Paul Dickinson And Associates 
East Northants Lifelong Learning Service Post Office: Local Plan Consultations 
English Heritage Railtrack Plc 
English Nature Ramblers Association 
Environment Agency – Anglian Region Raunds Chamber Of Trade 
Forestry Commission Road Haulage Association Ltd 
Garden History Society Rockingham Forest Housing Association 
Government Office for East Midlands Rockingham Forest Trust 
Health & Safety Executive Rushden & Higham Ferrers Chamber Of Trade 
Heart of England Tourist Board Rushden Historical Transport Society 
Highways Agency – Network Strategy East 
Midlands RSPB: Central Regional Office 
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Statutory and other consultees  
  
Safewings Bird Sanctuary Stanwick Environmental Project 
Servite Housing The Gypsy Council 
Showman's Guild Of Great Britain Thrapston Chamber of Trade 
South Peterborough Primary Care Trust Touchstone Housing Association 
Sport England East Midlands Region Transco 
Stagecoach United Counties Volunteer Action 
  

 
 

Other Respondents – “Design for the Future” Discussion Papers 
 

Non-statutory consultees and Developers  

  
Agn Design and Build John Martin and Associates 
Alfred Underwoods Limited Kier Land Ltd 
Andrew Granger and Co Manor School and Sports College 
B.S Pension Fund Trustee Ltd Michael Parker & Sons Ltd 
Berrys Michleham Property Group 
Bidwells Property Consultants Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners 
Brian Barber Associates ORS plc 
Brigstock Camp Action Group Oundle Baptist Church 
Brooke-Smith Associates Oundle Town Cricket Club 
Burghley Estates Persimmon Homes 
Burghley House Preservation Trust Richardson Chartered Surveyors 
Carter Jonas RPS 
Charles Church Rushden and Higham Ferrers Council of Churches 
Commercial Development Projects Limited Rushden Gospel Hall Trust 
David Lock Associates Rushden Labour Party 
Davies and Co Chartered Surveyors Rushden MIND 
Dow Jones Architects Smith Gore 
Drayton Estates Southwick Estate (Mr R W Clarke) 
Drayton Estates – Sackville's Stansgate Planning Consultants 
Duchy of Lancaster Office (Mr R H Whalley) Stanwick Public Meeting 
F.R.W Farrington & Son Star Planning and Development 
Fairline Boats PLC Strutt & Parker 
Fisher German Sunseeker Caravans 
Gotch Saunders & Sturridge Taylor Woodrow Developments 

Grace Homes Limited The National Trust (North West Region) 
GSS Architecture Trenport Investments Ltd 
Hardman & Co. Solicitors Wereldhave Property 
Henry H Bletsoe and Son Wereldhave Property Management Company Ltd 
IG Land & Planning Wilbraham Associates Ltd 
Indigo Planning Limited Wilson Bowden Developments 
Irthlingborough Methodist Church Wood Frampton 
JB Planning Associates Ltd Wythe Holland Partnership 
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Residents and other public  
  
Mrs S E Addis Gordon Fox 
Mr & Mrs Ashman Mrs P Garner 
Susan Bancroft Mr & Mrs Gent 
Mr & Mrs Barber David Gent 
Mr & Mrs Bealey Dr Janet Gibson & Dr David Burgess 
Mrs Beesley Mr Grange 
Mr & Mrs Betts Mr & Mrs Grange 
Mrs Betts Mr and Mrs Grant 
Mr & Mrs Betts Mr Green 
Graham Bishop D Halfhide 

Mr & Mrs Blackford Mr & Mrs Hall 
Mr & Mrs Boddington Mr Hamalainen and Ms Thorp 
Mr & Mrs Borley Mr Hamilton 
Sylvia Boulton Mr & Mrs Harman 
Mr & Mrs Bowman Mr & Mrs Harris 
Mr & Mrs Brewer Mrs Harrison 
Mr Brown Mr & Mrs Harrold 
John N Brown Mr & Mrs Hart 
Ms Bull Mr Tean Hatt 
Mr & Mrs Calnan D Hayhew 
Mr & Mrs Carter Ann Hector 
Miss Chadbon Ian Helliwell 
Mr & Mrs Chantrell Mr & Mrs Helm 
Mr & Mrs Cheney Miss Helvin 
Mr & Mrs Clements Mr & Mrs Hill 
Mr D J Connolly Mr & Mrs Holmes 
Brian Cromie Mr & Mrs Honey 
Mrs Croxon Mr and Mrs J Horrell 
Mr Cullum Barrie Hughes 
K R Cumberland Mr and Mrs Hurst 
V A Dalkin Justin Jeffrey 
Mr Dannell Mrs K C Jelly 
Mr G Davies Pat Jenner 
Richard Dew Mr & Mrs Johnson 
Mr Doherty Ms Jones 
R Eaton Andrew Jones 

Mr Edsall Mrs P C Jones 
Mrs Edwards Mrs K Kinchen 
Mr & Mrs Elkins Graham King 
Mr & Mrs Evans Mr & Mrs Kirk 
Mr & Mrs Evans Dr Charles Lane 
Mr M Falkner Mr & Mrs Lougher 
Mrs E N Fenn Pat Lyon 
Mr G Finney Ian Madden 
John Fitton Elizabeth Makinson 
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Residents and other public  
  
Mr & Mrs Marbrook Mr & Mrs Talbot 
A J Marsden Carole Taylor 
Harry Marsland Mr Tebbit 
Mr McCormack Barry Tempest 
Robert McKenzie Mr & Mrs Turner 
Helen and Iain McLeod Major Watts-Russell 
Mr & Mrs Meadows Mr & Mrs Webb 
Sarah Merton Mr Wells 
Mr Morgan Mr & Mrs West 
Mr Morley Mr & Mrs West 
Ms Moss Graham Wheeler 
Mr Moss MP Madeline Whiteman 
Mr Murfitt Mrs Wide 
Pete & Denise Neary The Hon. Charles Wide 
Mr & Mrs Nicholls Mrs M J Wignell 
Mr Osborn Mr & Mrs Williams 
Cllr Padley Mr Wilson 
Tim Page Mrs S Wooster 
Mr & Mrs Pakenham Mr & Mrs Worsdall 
Mr Pamplin Eileen Yeomans 
Mr & Mrs Parker W Yeomans 
Mr & Mrs Pentelow Shaun Young 

Keith Philpot Mr & Mrs Young 
Mr Pick The Occupier, 5 Wades Close, Woodnewton 
Elaine Pilbeam-Brown The Occupier, 5 Nassington Road, Woodnewton 
Mr Presland 
Dr S Randell 

The Occupier, The Granary, Oundle Road, 
Woodnewton 

J Richardson The Occupier, 7 Big Green, Warmington 
Stuart Riley The Occupier, 4 Antona Close, Raunds 
Mr Roberts The Occupier, 11 Antona Drive, Raunds 
Mr Round The Occupier, 63 Creed Road, Oundle 
Julia Rushton The Occupier, 11 St. Peter's Road, Oundle 
Mr & Mrs Rutherford  
L H Rutherford  
Mr & Mrs Sawford  
Mr Searle  
Mr Peter Slaughter  
Mr & Mrs Smith  
Mr R Spencer  
Mr M R Stephenson  
A Stewart  
Miss S Stewart  
Mr D C H Stuttle  
Mr & Mrs Swindall  
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Appendix 3: Design for the Future – Your Aspirations 
(September 2005) 
 
Publicity – Nene Valley News Article, 11 October 2005 
 

Introduction 
 
East Northamptonshire Council is currently reviewing its Local Plan to take into account 
recent legislation changes, designed to improve the planning system. In accordance with 
this, there will be several documents that cover planning policy in the district and wider 
area; these will replace the Local Plan and will form the joint Local Development 
Framework. One of the first of these documents is the Local Development Scheme 
which outlines the other documents to be produced and the timetable that the Council 
will be working towards. 
 
The documents that are being produced to cover the district are: 

• Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan, 

• Three Towns Plan Plan, and 

• Raunds Area Plan Plan. 
 
Overarching these documents will be the Core Spatial Strategy Document. This is being 
prepared by the Joint Planning Unit and covers the strategic area of Corby, Kettering, 
Wellingborough and East Northamptonshire, referred to as North Northamptonshire. 
 
One of the key stages for the preparation of these documents is early stakeholder and 
community involvement. To aid this, a series of discussion papers were produced last 
year and covered the 6 main towns and their surrounding area, the rural North and 
growth options for the district. There were around 260 responses to these papers 
including representations on individual sites. 
 
The first part of this response document is directly linked to the questions posed in the 
discussion papers. It includes a summary of the comments received by respondents. 
They have been collated into areas that link to the above documents, as well as a 
general section that covers issues relevant to the whole district. These should not be 
taken to be the views and aspirations of the council. 
 
A list of aspirational sites, areas promoted by landowners or agents as potential 
development sites, were included in the discussion papers for comments. In response to 
this several new sites have been promoted for consideration. No decisions on any of 
these sites have been made yet and all sites will be assessed against sustainability 
criteria. In this paper, maps of the towns and Kings Cliffe have been included to provide 
a visual indication of these sites.  Feedback on the previous documents have indicated 
that it would be useful to include maps. Comments received have been summarised in a 
table alongside the relevant map in the section that it relates to. It was felt for ease of 
publication and a slimmer document, none of the village maps will be included. However, 
these along with a summary of comments received will be available to view from the 
Council Offices, Tourist Information Centre, the Rushden Centre and libraries across the 
district as well as East Northamptonshire Council website. 
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Comments on sites are received frequently, for the purposes of this document, only 
comments received on and before the 2nd August 2005 have been included. Later 
responses will go towards the preparation of the development documents that they are 
relevant to. All comments will be considered. 
 
It is assumed that those promoting sites are still supporting them. For this document the 
views of members of the public have only been taken into account when looking at 
objections or support for a site. 
 
The second part of this document is concerned with other work that the North 
Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit and the districts Planning Policy Team are 
undertaking to help inform the documents that will be produced on each area. 
 
 

Summary of responses to Discussion Papers 
 
District Wide Issues 
 
Priorities 
 
Do the lists of priorities comprise all the key issues relevant to your area? 
 

 
Priorities in the Discussion Paper 

• Strengthening the role of town centres, fostering urban renaissance; 

• Stimulating employment opportunities; 

• Improving the environmental and visual quality of the area; 

• Maintaining balanced communities and in particular supporting affordable 
housing; 

• Avoid town cramming; 

• Improving infrastructure; 

• Maintaining and enhancing services and facilities; and 

• Increasing community involvement. 
 

Community Strategy Priorities 

• Environment and Infrastructure; 

• Health and Housing; 

• Education and Lifelong Learning; 

• Community Safety; and 

• Economic Development. 
 
 
Where this question is answered, 11 respondents feel that the priorities were right when 
relevant to their area. Several people mentioned the importance of environmental issues 
– built and natural, especially relating to Oundle, Higham Ferrers and the rural area. 
Infrastructure improvements were also highlighted to meet existing demand and before 
additional development occurs. There is a conflict over the need for affordable housing 
to be mentioned. It is thought that local distinctiveness and improvements to car parking 
should be added. In Rushden it is thought that the interaction between the town and 
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Wellingborough should be included, and in Oundle it is felt that ‘urban renaissance’ and 
‘stimulating employment’ were not appropriate. 
 
 

Spatial Roles and Relationships 
 
How far do you travel to use day to day services and facilities?  
 
When looking how far the respondents travel for services and facilities, it is clear that to 
cover all needs, centres outside the district play a role. Kettering, Peterborough, 
Wellingborough and Corby are often used for doctors, work, worship, dentist, schools 
and major food and non food shopping. 
 
When using local towns or villages, it is for local shops, doctors, pubs, post office, 
church and schools. For these, people tend to travel less than 6 miles. Other than the 
towns, Woodford, Barnwell, Nassington, Aldwincle and Kings Cliffe were sited as 
providing services and facilities. 
 
 

Development Options 
 

Distribtution 
 
Which statement do you agree with most and why? 

A) Most development should be focused on towns; 
B) The majority of development should be in the towns with some development 

in the larger villages; 
C) There should be a more even distribution between the towns and villages. 

 
Overall responses show that there is a preference for most development to be focussed 
on towns. When comparing this to where the respondents are from, it shows that the 
largest town of Rushden thinks even distribution is the only viable option, if development 
is just in the towns, it would increase pressure on infrastructure. There is a similar view 
from the Higham residents who feel towns would become overstretched. A need for 
affordable housing in the villages is also highlighted. 
 
The rural areas, Thrapston and Oundle believe the majority of development should be in 
towns, with some in the larger villages. Raunds and Irthlingborough feel that most 
development should be focused on towns. 
 

Settlement Hierarchy 
 
Are settlements with few services unsustainable locations for even the most limited of 
new development, or would a lack of any new development have an impact on village 
life and existing services? 
 
The majority responding to this question feel that small scale development would be 
good to contribute towards upgrading community facilities and maintaining existing ones. 
If you deprive settlements, it could lead to their demise. However, some respondents 
feel that villages can not be sustainable, and there are too few services to support new 
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development. Services can not easily be provided in villages and any development will 
change the character of the smaller settlements. If development occurs at all, it needs to 
be with a very sympathetic design. 
 

Settlement Boundaries 
 
Do you think that the main built up area of the town should be defined as the urban 
boundary, if not, how should it be defined? 
 
The vast majority of responses showed support for an urban boundary, reasons cited 
were that it would help encourage brownfield regeneration and make sense for planning 
reasons. Several respondents did not want the line drawn as in the discussion paper as 
it would prevent expansion; it would need to be wider and include likely aspirational 
sites. A boundary should be adopted after consultation with the possibility to extend in 
the future. 
 
Should tight development boundaries be retained around villages in order to encourage 
rural affordable housing exception sites? If not, do you have any suggestions on how 
affordable housing could be planned? 
 
It is mostly agreed that tight boundaries is the only viable option for villages. However, 
the larger village of Kings Cliffe would prefer a flexible boundary so that house prices do 
not increase further. 
 
What uses do you consider are appropriate in the open countryside outside the urban 
boundary? 
 
A wide variety of uses were considered appropriate in the open countryside. The 
majority feel it should be in agricultural use. Recreation is also mentioned frequently as 
is conservation and walking. Other uses that were thought appropriate include 
education, sports facilities, horticulture, woodland and tourism. 
 
If you live in a village, please tell us what are the needs and aspirations for your village 
and how this should be reflected in the definition of village boundaries over the next 
twenty years? 
 
Of the six villages that responded to this, it is agreed that tight village boundaries should 
be retained with no development outside of this. However, it is also important that the 
character of individual villages within the boundary should be maintained, ideally by only 
having development on a small scale if at all. Many villages did not want to coalesce with 
other settlements and feel that having boundaries would achieve this. 
 
 

Type of development 
 

Housing 
 
In terms of housing, how would you like to see your area develop, over the next fifteen 
years? 
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When considering new housing and how it should be developed in the respondents area 
there is a mix of views. The most common response is that the current provision is 
adequate, and infrastructure should catch up before any new development occurs. 
Thrapston respondents suggest that if development goes ahead, then it should be mixed 
use including affordable housing not on greenfield. This is similar to those from Oundle 
who also add that good design and maintaining existing character is important, as well 
as no development on floodplains. 
 
Should the new local development framework seek to prohibit or limit infill development 
in villages and towns? 
 
Responses on prohibiting or limiting infill were divided. A small majority want to limit infill, 
reasons being that it helps develop character in the villages as long as the design is 
good. However it should only be on small sites and a balance between housing and 
green space retained. Towns that favour this approach are Thrapston, Raunds and 
Higham Ferrers. Oundle and Rushden would rather infill is prohibited as the impacts are 
wide ranging and may include an increase in traffic, loss of character and it would lower 
the quality of the environment. 
 

Affordable Housing  
 
Do you think the new plan should be more specific over the location of affordable 
housing? 
 
Mixed responses were received on this question. Just over half agree that the plan 
should be more specific as it would benefit supply as the development land would be 
available. On the other hand respondents think this approach would not be flexible 
enough to ensure supply where it is needed. Another idea is to restrict second and 
holiday homes that would enable more housing to be available. 
 
Should the provision of new housing in some villages be restricted to that required for 
affordable housing, and if so, to which villages should this apply? 
 
Respondents have mixed views on this, the majority say ‘no’ it should be dictated by 
housing need. With a different view, some feel that ‘yes’ it would be good to restrict to 
just affordable housing as it would help to realign the housing mix, and provide a 
balance in the villages. 
 
Is 20% affordable housing on rural sites of more than 4 units an achievable target? 
 
Mixed answers were received to this question with just more than half agreeing that it is 
a reasonable target. Others think that this is not achievable. 
 
What % of affordable housing on rural sites is an achievable target? 
 
Strong support that each site is considered separately to meet the proven local need.  
30% and 50% of affordable housing, gain equal support from respondents. Options on 
weighting were put forward, for example 20% affordable on sites of 4 or more units 
increasing up to 30% on sites of 10 or more. 
 
How best can affordable housing be provided? Ideas for possible innovation are sought? 
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Respondents had mixed views on how affordable housing could best be provided. It is 
felt that it should meet the local need and be incorporated into other housing 
development possibly in association with registered social landlords, or under shared 
equity. 
 

Infrastructure  
 
What problems do you think there are with the social and physical infrastructure in the 
area? 
 
The general comments respondents gave to this question were that the infrastructure 
needs to support the existing residents first. If new development is planned, the 
infrastructure should be constructed first as the existing infrastructure will not support or 
cope with added load. 
In all the towns, the issues that most respondents cited are that the schools are nearly 
full and the majority do not have room to expand. Medical provision throughout the 
district is poor with doctors overstretched and many not taking more patients. 
Inadequate parking in the towns is also an issue as is poor utility provision, especially 
electricity and sewerage capacity. 
 
In Thrapston, insufficient public services and overstretched schools were highly 
mentioned. Oundle respondents refer to overstretched schools as well as poor parking. 
In Rushden, residents report a lack of dentists available and leisure opportunities in the 
town. In Raunds, a poor utilities service is mentioned and again overstretched schools. 
 
What are the main infrastructure improvements that will need to be delivered alongside 
any future new development in the area? 
 
Respondents feel that it is necessary to ensure that housing, schooling, employment and 
healthcare develop at the same rate. The main facilities that need to be delivered 
alongside new development are improvements to medical and educational facilities. It is 
thought that the effect new development would have on traffic should be addressed in 
the local and wider areas. Employment provision should be delivered with residential 
development. 
 

Employment  
 
Do you consider that existing employment sites should be retained for employment use 
with a presumption against development for alternative uses? 
 
It is agreed that employment sites should be retained for employment by most 
respondents. One person said that ‘a loss of employment sites would leave the town 
vulnerable in times of depression’. It is also added, by another respondent, that ‘if there 
has been a history of unsuccessful venture or long term vacancy then another use may 
be favourable’. A few people think that it depends on location and that some 
conversions, to a good design, are beneficial. 
 
Should priority be given to the reuse of existing buildings for employment use? 
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Respondents feel that buildings should be reused for employment use, as long as there 
is a demand there.  They would be ideal for small businesses. However a respondent 
questions what measures could be taken to ensure reuse, and this would be hard to 
achieve. 
 
What sorts of jobs are required in the rural area, eg tourism, homeworking, service/office 
etc? 
 
Respondents ideally want to see a mix of jobs available to meet identified needs. 
 
Should priority be given to the reuse of buildings for employment in villages? 
 
Respondents feel that redundant buildings could be converted into industrial or 
residential use, rather than demolished. It is important to maintain any architectural 
qualities of the building, this is in preference to seeing the building empty. 
 

Farm diversification 
 
What types of uses do you consider appropriate for the reuse of buildings in the open 
countryside? 
 
Suitable reuse of buildings would include tourism, training, education, leisure or small 
scale light industry. 
 
Are there any particular housing needs in the rural North that the local development 
framework should seek to meet through a relaxation on the controls on the use of 
redundant farm buildings? 
 
It is preferred to see redundant buildings in residential use rather than become derelict. It 
is suggested to reuse such buildings as cheap accommodation for young couples to 
increase vitality of villages. 
 
Do you agree with the approach to encourage farm diversification and list potential 
effects as a result of diversification and if so, what effects as a result of diversification 
would not be acceptable in the North of the district? 
 
Most respondents agree with this approach, however one resident in Kings Cliffe thinks 
that diversification into land fill would have an adverse effect. 
 
What sort of new uses should be considered for farmsteads? 
 
It is agreed that if the farmsteads are isolated then it would be better for work units rather 
than housing. 
 

Parking 
 
What exceptional circumstances do you think justify a flexible approach to parking 
standards? 
 
Respondents mention that a lack of public transport or a town centre location could lead 
to a flexible approach to parking. A respondent from Rushden feels that there should be 
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2 spaces per home, with one of these as an integral garage. Another person feels that 
the standard should not be flexible as it is designed to protect the community. 
 
Do you consider that parking standards should be applied differently in rural areas 
compared to the towns, if so, how? 
 
Large majority of respondents agree that parking standards should be applied differently 
in rural areas due to the high dependence on cars in remote areas. The standard should 
be higher to account for this and many people feel that 2 per dwelling would help the 
situation. Currently, there is a lot of on street parking in narrow streets which is a hazard 
to other users and pedestrians, this would help alleviate the problem. 
 

Tourism 
 
Should we be encouraging more tourism activity in the rural areas? If so, what should it 
be? 
 
The majority agree that tourism in rural areas should be encouraged. Activities including 
walking – a heritage trail of churches, cycling and fishing were suggested. 
 

Services and facilities 
 
Do you think that some community facilities should be treated similarly to affordable 
housing with a policy allowing community facilities on the edge of villages where land 
would not normally be identified for development? 
 
Respondents agree that community facilities should be treated similarly to affordable 
housing sites. In Kings Cliffe, a village hall on the outskirts would enable a suitable 
amount of parking to be provided. 
 
Are there any other community and leisure facilities needed, and where? 
 
Respondents in Woodnewton feel that they have very few facilities in their village. Kings 
Cliffe residents would like to see an increase in leisure facilities including playgrounds for 
different age children. 
 

Planning out crime  
 
Do you think there are any crime hotspots in your area? If so, where? 
 
Overall respondents feel that quite a few areas are crime hotspots. Thrapston residents 
consider open leisure areas, Green Lane surgery and the area near the One Stop shop 
to be particularly bad. People in Oundle believe that the town centre and market place 
are crime hotspots. Those in Rushden consider the High Street and town centre to be 
bad along with open space around the town. Respondents from Raunds think that the 
square and Saxon Hall suffer from crime. 
 
How do you think we can plan out crime in new and existing developments? 
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All respondents agree that by increasing police presence and patrols it would help 
decrease incidents of crime, especially thought so by residents of Oundle and 
Thrapston. Many people suggest that if opportunities and facilities are provided, 
especially for young people, for example youth clubs and sports facilities this would help. 
Good design including no isolated footpaths, no large estates and no cut through alleys 
would help minimise crime. Improved lighting could be implemented, especially in 
existing hotspot areas. 
 

Green spaces and recreational facilities 
 
Are there any parts of the towns and villages that you consider do not have enough 
areas of public open space? 
 
Respondents feel that some towns and villages have enough open space namely 
Thrapston, Cotterstock, Rushden and Higham, and that these existing areas should be 
maintained and preserved. In Oundle and Warmington it is considered that there are not 
enough areas of public open space. In Oundle, the school owns many sites which are 
not always available, and Warmington has no spaces that are available for use. Opinion 
is that all new development requires open space and access to the countryside. In 
Raunds it is suggested that areas to the South and East do not have enough facilities, 
and existing estates need access to the countryside. 
 
What existing recreational facilities need improving and what improvements would you 
like to see? 
 
In Thrapston the opinion is that the new pool needs more parking, a floodlit pitch is 
required and access to all sites needs to be improved. In Oundle and Thrapston the 
football pitches could be improved including stands for supporters. Oundle respondents 
agree that the private school should allow more use of its facilities, however in the past 
this has led to conflict and therefore the town needs its own facilities. 
 
In Rushden residents would like to see Splash Pool and the Pemberton centre extended 
for more activities. Improvements could be made to Spencer Park to increase use, and 
areas in the South Ward could be enhanced. 
 
Higham Ferrers respondents feel that Vine Hill and Castle Park could benefit from some 
improvements, including on site changing rooms. Chelveston-cum-Caldecott would like 
to see improvements to their village hall. 
 
In Raunds, the view is that there could be an increase in tree planting and allotments. 
Raunds and Oundle agree that improvements to rights of ways should be made, 
including mapping circular walks and bike rides. 
 
Should the Council seek a financial contribution from all housing developments, not just 
from those of 15 dwellings or more? 
 
The vast majority agree that the Council should seek a financial contribution from all 
housing development not just those of 15 or more. One respondent suggested lowering 
the threshold to 5 or more units. 
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Would you like to see the Council seeking contributions from other forms of 
development, if so, which types? 
 
All agree, bar one respondent, that all forms of development should contribute. A few 
however added clauses to this – has to be within the town centre, of a specific size, not 
on small business or retail development. 
 
Can you suggest any areas in the town which would benefit from better access to the 
countryside? 
 
Mainly respondents feel that there are no areas that would benefit from better access. 
However, in Oundle residents feel that all river banks should have access, and that 
circular cycling or walking routes between different settlements should be promoted. In 
Rushden several ideas were put forward including a footbridge over the A6 to connect 
with other walking routes, and another over the A45 to Skew Bridge. More could be 
made of the disused railway line for walking and cycling access. 
 
Does your town have sufficient leisure and recreational facilities? If not, what is missing 
and how could existing facilities be improved? 
 
Overall residents agree that there is not sufficient leisure and recreational facilities, and 
in Rushden the current facilities only serve a limited number of the towns population. 
Suggestions for improvements are similar across the towns. It is thought that improving 
walking and cycling routes by having dedicated lanes is important. New community 
centres that have the provision for a wide variety of uses ranging from leisure activities 
such as badminton to youth clubs, would be considered a significant asset to the towns. 
Cultural facilities such as art galleries, museums, theatres and cinemas are important 
leisure facilities that are missing. 
 

Increased Community Involvement 
 
Can you suggest any method of public participation that would facilitate wider community 
involvement in the planning process, particularly harder to reach groups such as young 
people, ethnic minorities, the elderly and mobility impaired groups? 
 
One respondent says ‘the approach needs to be as varied as the community that you 
are trying to involve’. Ideas to involve the wider community are exhibitions and road 
shows, presentations and meetings to a variety of groups, local surveys by a variety of 
means –postal, door to door and contact with youth groups and schools. The Nene 
Valley News is also considered an appropriate medium of gaining participation. 
 

Parish Plans 
 
Views are sought from interested parties who would consider producing Parish Plans for 
their area or village? 
 
Respondents questioned how effective Parish Plans were in the planning process and 
that it would involve too much work, particularly for small parish councils. It is thought 
that several similar sized related villages could work on a joint plan. 
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Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston 
 

Rural 
 

Settlement Hierarchy – Service Centres 
 
Kings Cliffe has a range of key local services and facilities and the parish council 
suggests it is designated as a local service centre. Do you agree, and are there other 
settlements which should be designated? 
 
It is agreed that Kings Cliffe meets criteria for a local service centre and wants 
expansion however, the roads ability to take extra traffic is questioned and the effect 
extra traffic may cause in the surrounding villages. 
 
Do other villages in the area look to Brigstock and Woodford as local service centres? 
 
It is agreed that no other villages look to these places as local service centres, they 
instead use the local towns for their needs. 
 
Are there any other settlements in the area which could be recognised as local service 
centres? Asked in the Thrapston and surrounds discussion paper. 
 
A few respondents use Aldwincle for limited services. 
 
Do other villages in the area look to Warmington and Barnwell as local service centres? 
 
The majority of respondents did not use these villages; they tend to go to the larger 
towns. 
 
Are there any other settlements in the area which could be recognised as a local service 
centre? Asked in the Oundle and surrounds discussion paper. 
 
No other areas are used, but it is felt that the villages should maintain their facilities. 
 
Do you think the village of Ringstead has the potential to function as a local service 
centre, if so, why? 
 
Respondents feel that Ringstead might, but other constraining factors like the narrow 
road network may prevent this. Overall it is thought that the village does not have the 
potential to act as a local service centre. 
 

Development Options 
 
Do you think additional development is needed in Ringstead to retain services and 
facilities and/or help local needs? 
 
All the people responding to this question think that small scale development is required 
however, a balance needs to be achieved so as not to spoil the character of the village. 
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What are your feelings about development to the South of Warmington? Is new housing 
supported in this area and on what conditions?  
 
Land to the South of Warmington is thought to be unsuitable as no infrastructure is in 
place, but understand that an increase in the villages is needed to maintain the 
community. 
If these proposals go ahead then it is essential that there is an increase in the 
contribution from developers to support services in the town or village, along with 
integrated affordable housing and good design. 
 
In terms of housing, how would you like to see Brigstock, Woodford and Islip develop, 
over the next fifteen years? 
 
Brigstock respondents say that there is a need for smaller houses, to balance out the 
predominantly large units, in addition to affordable housing. In Woodford there is a mixed 
view with suggestions that the village should have no more large scale development or it 
could accommodate more development than other villages to maintain facilities. 
 
Do you think that development to the North of Brigstock should be supported? If yes, do 
you think it should be housing only, or should it comprise a mix of uses? 
 
The majority of respondents feel that development to the North of Brigstock would be an 
inappropriate option and there is a concern of dormitory estates being developed. There 
is a thought however, that some additional development may help to sustain local 
facilities. 
 
What uses would you prefer to see on the Brigstock Camp? 
 
Opinion on Brigstock Camp is divided with just over 50% against development, 
preferring it to stay as greenbelt, agriculture or forestry. The remaining respondents put 
forward a range of uses from garden centre, home for the elderly to light industry. No 
support is given for a secure hospital and that this use would not conform to current 
policy. 
 
What are your feelings about development on the land to the North of Mill Road, 
Woodford and land to the South of the A6116/ toll bar road, Islip. 
 
There is no support for these sites as they are located on greenfield land. 
 

Employment 
 
Do you think the new plans should identify sites for employment development in villages 
in the North of the District? If so, which villages? 
 
Some respondents feel that employment development in villages would be detrimental to 
the character and increase traffic flows. Others suggest that it would help to ensure a 
vibrant sustainable community however, location will play a large factor. 
 
 

Oundle 
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Spatial Roles and Relationships 
 
What do you see as Oundle’s role in the wider region? 
 
Respondents feel that it is critical to ensure that the town does not become dormitory. 
Currently Oundle is a thriving market town, serving many surrounding villages and 
should remain like this. Several people think more should be made of the town as an 
attractive place to visit and focus on leisure and cultural activities. To do this Oundle 
should remain at least a rural service centre or increase status to a sub regional centre. 
 
As Corby and Peterborough develop, what can be done to ensure Oundle maintains and 
enhances its role? 
 
In summary respondents said further growth through small urban extensions for 
employment, housing and leisure could occur but ensure protection of the natural and 
historic character of the town. A vibrant community that supports local business and links 
with surrounding villages will help Oundle maintain, enhance and evolve its role and 
resist influence. 
 

Development Options 
 
What are your feelings about development in the North West of Oundle? Is new housing 
supported in this area and on what conditions? 
 
Land to the North West of Oundle is not supported by several respondents, comments 
are that development should be closer to the town, infrastructure, especially drainage, 
will need improving and the South and West of the town should be developed if 
floodplain allows. It is conceded that development is needed to help with the viability of 
the town however it is uncertain of the numbers involved in this. If these proposals go 
ahead then it is essential that there is an increase in the contribution from developers to 
support services in the town or village, along with integrated affordable housing and 
good design. 
 
Do you think the development of East Road would benefit Oundle? If so, how and what 
uses would you consider suitable? 
 
There is support for development at East Road to include affordable housing and 
maintain the existing employment, with a possibility of extending to the adjacent 
business park. If this goes ahead then a review of the road network in the area along 
with supporting infrastructure is needed. Respondents also feel that the site would be 
suitable for town facilities or craft activities. 
 
What would you like to see at the Riverside Hotel site in Oundle? What uses would you 
consider appropriate for the site? 
 
Many people ideally wanted the building preserved, with a purpose, to improve the 
appearance. The vast majority of respondents wanted the site to be put into use as a 
pub/restaurant/hotel. Other uses considered appropriate include a business or 
conference centre, dentist, art centre or service station.  
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Employment 
 
Do you consider the lack of employment opportunities a major issue for Oundle? What 
can be done to rectify it? 
 
Opinion from respondents is divided on this issue, a slight majority feel that lack of 
employment opportunities is not a major issue. Those that feel it is an issue cite the 
reasons that it could lead to a commuter town and higher car usage, not enough 
specialist industries and there is a need for small and medium sized business. 
 
If more employment land is needed, in Oundle, where should it be? 
 
Suggestions for the location of employment land include East Road area, expansion of 
existing Business Park or at the end of Ashton Road. Any site should be located on the 
edge of the town. 
 

Tourism 
 
Do you think encouraging wider tourism potential would be a benefit to Oundle? If so, 
how can it be achieved? 
 
Double the amount of respondents think that encouraging tourism in Oundle would be a 
benefit as it would help support existing businesses and services. However, it is 
important to preserve the character, natural and built heritage of the town through 
sensitive development to protect the tourism potential. Ideas for attracting people include 
making more of the River as an attraction eg cycle path along the bank, more speciality 
fairs, a wider range of shops. The Tourist Information Centre is a benefit to the town. 
 
Do you think there are any weaknesses with Oundle’s town centre which could 
undermine growth in tourism? 
 
A few respondents feel that there is no weakness with Oundle to prevent tourism. 
However, many people think that the parking should be improved and secure. There is 
not enough hotel accommodation and many important buildings are locked. 
 
Could anything be done to make more use of the marina in Oundle for tourism 
purposes? 
 
Respondents would like to see the marina more accessible to the public, with the offer of 
boat hire or river/heritage cruises. The current business on site however, did not want 
their operations compromised by any tourism development there. 
 
 

Thrapston 
 

Spatial Roles and Relationships 
 
What do you see the role of Thrapston in the context of the wider region? 
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Respondents see Thrapston as a small modern day market town offering commercial, 
banking and shopping choice. Should be a local service centre for central East 
Northamptonshire. Could specialise in services for ramblers, angling and wildlife tourism 
or youth related leisure activities. To achieve these aspirations it is felt that the 
infrastructure is required first. Currently surrounding villages do not use Thrapston as it 
is inconvenient and unfriendly.  
 
Do you agree with the general consensus regarding the future development of 
Thrapston as laid out in the Masterplan for Thrapston? 
 
The general consensus regarding the future of Thrapston is mostly agreed on. Several 
people feel that an improvement in the physical and social infrastructure is needed along 
with incentives for visitors. Generally need focus on the whole town not just the town 
centre. 
 
As Corby expands, what can be done to ensure Thrapston and surrounding villages 
maintain and enhance their roles? 
 
It is thought that ideally Thrapston should maintain and improve service provision and 
develop its own identity to provide a unique town. Ideas for this are support local 
business by having affordable rates, improve parking and support the market. 
 

Development Options 
 
What are your feelings about development in and around Thrapston? Is new 
development supported and on what conditions? 
 
Prefer some additional development in Thrapston with improved infrastructure for current 
residents and for any future development. Any development should include affordable 
units and some employment land. Land between town boundary and A14 should be 
used first, if jobs are provided. Would rather that the interim policy guidelines are 
followed where development is broadly kept to previously developed land. 
 

Town Centre 
 
Are there any other areas in Thrapston town centre which should be identified as priority 
areas? 
 

Priorities in Thrapston as Identified In The Thrapston Regeneration Masterplan 

Cattle Market Site  The Bowling Club Site 

The Library Area  Chancery Lane/ Bull Ring Area 

Land between the Parish Church and the High Street 

Land near the junction of Oundle Road and High Street 

 
 
Added to the list above, respondents feel that vacant shops and land off Bridge Street 
should also be priorities. 
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Can you identify any sites within or adjacent to Thrapston town where the cattle market 
could be relocated, if so, where? 
 
Suggestions are relocate it to the East of the A605 approaching the A14 roundabout.  If 
not on the Eastern side then land near the A14/A6116. General consensus to keep in 
Thrapston locality near to the A14. 
 
What uses would you like to see on the cattle market site in Thrapston? 
 
Respondents suggested a secondary school, car parking, additional retail shops, office 
use, community centre and site for market including a farmers market.  Could include 
limited housing development possibly for the elderly and town houses.  Any 
development must link to the High Street. 
 
What type of uses do you consider suitable for the Chancery Lane and Bull Ring area, in 
Thrapston, over the next 15 years? 
 
Suggestions include small shop, office or housing development, or to regenerate to 
provide a new focal point for the town. Majority feel that it is important to maintain 
parking facilities in the town centre. 
 
What improvements in the quality and range of leisure, cultural and shopping choice do 
you think are necessary in Thrapston? 
 
Encourage the existing market to expand and introduce a farmers market along with 
additional varied business especially retail. Leisure facilities need improving especially 
evening and weekend activities. 
 

Aspirational Sites 
 
In the villages of Achurch, Ashton, Little Addington, Luddington and Twywell all the 
aspirational sites were objected to with no support for any development. 
 
Reasons for objections to development are similar in all these villages. This includes that 
the infrastructure would not be able to cope with new development or is already 
struggling with the existing houses. This covers issues with electricity, sewers, water and 
drainage. In Achurch it is considered that the aspirational site is bigger than the existing 
village. The proposed land is not suitable for development due to constraints such as 
access or agriculture. Some of the sites, it is considered, are outside the existing village 
confines and development would alter the character of the settlement. 
 
In the villages of Aldwincle, Barnwell, Easton-on-the-Hill, Glapthorn, Southwick, Stoke 
Doyle, Tansor, Titchmarsh, Upper Benefield, Woodford and Woodnewton not all sites 
were commented on, those that were, only received objections. 
 
Glapthorn residents feel that it is important to maintain village confines when looking at 
development opportunities. 
 
In Woodford the Parish Council and members of the public are in agreement that the 
village is large enough all ready. If new development was to go ahead then 
improvements to services would be required as well as changes to the traffic 
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management on the High Street. It is felt that other smaller settlements would benefit 
from small scale development to help support their services.  
 
General comments from residents in Woodnewton are that there is no requirement for 
development in the rural area, especially outside village confines. It is sensible to 
develop on previously developed land followed by greenfield in towns before looking at 
villages. 
 
In Brigstock the majority of sites received objections. Two sites received the support of 
the Parish Council and no objections, these being the two sites on Grafton Road. The 
land between Kennel Hill and the A6116 had a mixed review, the Parish Council object 
to the majority of the site however, may consider the footprint area of the kennels being 
redeveloped. General comments on development in Brigstock are that the village 
infrastructure would not be able to support any more. A public questionnaire showed that 
88% of residents do not want the village to expand. In contrast to this several people 
thought that some development is needed to maintain village life. 
 
Collyweston Parish Council consider that there is enough housing at present in the 
village, however they have identified two sites where the impact would be minimal, these 
being land at 29 The Drove as long as the existing cottage was retained and preserved, 
the second choice site is land adjacent to 2 and 3 Slate Drift. 
 
The Parish Council for Great Addington consider the only site acceptable for 
development is land adjacent The Long House on Lower Street. 
 
In Polebrook there is no support or objections to the majority of the aspirational sites as 
residents would like to see infrastructure in place first before commenting on possible 
development. There was concern about development at land to the North East that may 
have an impact on Ashton Wold. 
 
Ringstead Parish Council do not want to see any development outside the current village 
boundary. However, two sites are mentioned that have preference as they would have a 
lesser impact on the character of the village. 
 
The Parish Council and residents of Thurning give support to development at York Farm. 
 
One respondent from Warmington considers development at Eaglethorpe Farm as a 
natural extension of the Nene Pastures development. The land at South West of 
Broadgate Way received two objections over concern with flooding and it is greenfield 
land, another respondents view was that it is better here than an estate location with no 
integration with the village.  Responses not specific to sites generated comments such 
as the need to retain the core character of the village.  There was concern about 
developing on green space or recreational areas. Other, better areas for development 
are located in the towns. 
 
In the village of Bulwick there is one aspirational site that was supported by one 
respondent who feels that the site is well related to other development and would fit in 
with the character of the village. 
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Those villages that have not received any comments at all on the aspirational sites are: 
Clopton, Cotterstock, Denford, Harringworth, Islip, Nassington, Sudborough, and 
Yarwell. 
 
 

Oundle 
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O1 AS/236/R Benefield Road   1 Consider as a suitable location. 

O2 
AS/42/R 
AS/120/R 

Land at Glapthorn Road off Creed Road  1  
Residential land but with plenty of open 

space. 

O3 AS/121/R 
Land at New Field, adjacent to Glapthorn 

Road 
2 1  

Residential land but with plenty of open 
space. Move Milton Road school here and 

turn school site to parking for town. If 
used will need adequate storm drainage. 
No driveways onto Glapthorn Road. Good 

design. Prefer use for recreation. 

O4 
AS/159/R 
AS/160/R 

Land to the West of Cotterstock Road 6   Water level and slope of land is an issue. 

O5 AS/14/R Land at Cotterstock Road 8 1 2 
Residential late in the plan period. Water 
level and sewerage problems, slope will 

effect views. On floodplain. 

O6 
AS/161/M 
AS/162/M 

Land at the junction of Station Road and the 
A605 to the East of Oundle 

 1  
Development for an hotel, with existing 

building, with limited additional 
development. 

O7 AS/155/R Workshop to the South East of Station Road 2 2  
Combine with others for extension to 
business park. Use for town houses. 

Floodplain. Will spoil view. 

O8 AS/154/M Land to the South East of Station Road 2 1  
Combine with others for extension to 

business park. Floodplain. Will spoil view. 

O9 AS/122/R Land to the East of Station Road 9 1  

Combine with others for extension to 
business park. In floodplain and is a well 
used football facility. Nowhere to relocate 

too. 

O10 AS/126/R Land to the East of East Road 2 1  

Combine with others for extension to 
business park. Unacceptable. Business 
could move to AS/12/R. Too narrow for 

extra traffic. 

O11 AS/12/R Land at Ashton Road 2  1 

Reserve site for school expansion, small 
business development. water drainage 
and roads are poor, would only work if 
had another access to A605 at Ashton 

road 

O12 
AS/11/R 
AS/164/R 

Land off Herne Road and Ashton Road 2 3  

Northern half for residential and Southern 
half for school expansion. Support early 
development of this site. water drainage 

and roads are poor. Use for school 
expansion and parking. would only work if 

had another access to A605 at Ashton 
road 

O13 AS/142/R Land to the North of Herne Road 1 1  
No objection to infilling. Access strip is not 

owned by the proposer. 

O14 AS/172/M Barnwell Road 1   Not consistent with business use there. 

O15 AS/16/R 
Land at Dairy Farm, Stoke Hill, Stoke Doyle 

Road 
 1  

Develop at an early stage, previously 
developed land 

O16 AS/123/R Land adjacent to Milton Road 9   
Cricket pitch - well used facility. Over 300 
members. Would need another ground. 

O17 AS/15a/R Land to the West of Warren Bridge  2  
No objection to residential early in the 

plan period. 
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O18 AS/15/R Land off Stoke Doyle Road 1 2  
Rounding of urban boundary and early in 

plan period. Detrimental to visual 
approach. Land floods. 

O19 AS/13/R Land off Benefield Road  1 1 
Rounding of urban boundary. Already 

under construction. 

O20 AS/235/R Land behind Wakerley Close     

 
General comments regarding development in Oundle are that nothing should be 
developed on floodrisk land or development that would alter flood plain land. Open 
space and gaps in the town are part of the town character and should remain 
undeveloped. Development that may have a visual impact or intrude on the appearance 
to the approach of the town should not be allowed. 
 
 

Thrapston 
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T1 AS/151/R Land to the North of Bridge Street     

T2 AS/151/R Land off Meadow Lane     

T3 AS/31/R Land to Lakeside Close     

T4 AS/32/R Land off Washington Court     

T5 
AS/33/R 
AS/153/R 

Land to the North West of Oundle Road     

T6 AS/36/M Land between Oundle Road and the A605     

T7/ 
TIT1 

AS/37/M Land to the East of the A605 1   
Strong opposition to this site from a 

resident in Titchmarsh, do not want to 
become part of Thrapston. 

T8 AS/38/E Land to the South of the A14 1   
Town Council object as would split town in 

two. 

T9 AS/28/R Land off Huntingdon Road     

T10 
AS/35/R 
AS/136/R 

Land to the South of Oaklease Rise to the 
North of the A14 

    

T11 AS/166/R Land between Oaklease Rise and the A14     

T12 
AS/34/R 
AS/127/R 

Land to the East of Midland Road     

T13 AS/30/R Land to the West of Midland Road     

T14 AS/29/M Land at Cattle Market     

 
General comments regarding Thrapston is that the town is unable to support any more 
development due to inadequate infrastructure and no further development is required. 
 
 

Kings Cliffe 
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K1 AS/232/R Land between Willow Lane and Fineshade  1  
Parish Council support if includes 

affordable housing for local people. 

K2 AS/41/M Land at Rosary Farm, Stamford Road   1 
Parish Council feel this site would need 
sympathetic development if considered. 

K3 AS/39/R Land to the South-East of Park Street 1   This site should not be developed. 

K4 AS/245/R Bridge Street 1   
Parish Council objects as it is a river 

meadow and floods. 

K5 AS/140/R Land to the South of Church walk 2   Ruin aspect of the village and floods 

K6 AS/40/R Land to the South of West street 1 1  
No suitable access. Parish Council 

would consider this site favourable if 
certain conditions met. 

K7 AS/141/R Land to the East of Orchard Lane  2  
Fits into existing village confines. Parish 

Council would consider this site 
favourable if certain conditions met. 

K8 AS/238 Land adj Willow Lane     

 
General comments are that for development to be successful in Kings Cliffe an improved 
public transport service is required. There appears to be other villages with land 
available to develop. One respondent feels that more development at the KSR site, 
outside of the village, should be encouraged. 
 
 
 

Three Towns Plan Document – Rushden, Higham Ferrers, 
Irthlingborough 
 

Rushden 
 

Spatial Roles and Relationships 
 
What do you see as the role of Rushden in the context of the wider region? 
 
Respondents to this question feel that Rushden could become an important cultural and 
commercial centre to compliment others in the area. However, several aspects are 
holding Rushden back. An improvement in traffic management, landscape, leisure and 
community facilities would help the town. Some respondents feel that other nearby 
towns will always be relied on.  
 

Development Options 
 
What are your feelings about development in and around Rushden? Is new development 
supported and on what conditions? 
 
Development is generally supported in relation to residential, commercial and industrial. 
This is on condition that, before or in conjunction with development, infrastructure is 
provided and developer contributions are sought to help provide other facilities. Those 
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mentioned by respondents include recreational and leisure, new schools and improved 
health provision. 
 
In Rushden what criteria should be used to determine which sites are developed as a 
priority? 
 
From the responses an order of priority can be identified: previously developed land (pdl) 
close to the town centre first then, conversion of space over shops, conversion of 
redundant factories near town centre, pdl in other locations, conversion in other areas 
and lastly small pockets of Greenfield. Need to have control on over development and 
ensure that the situation is monitored to maintain local character.  
 
If development has to be built on the edge of Rushden, are there particular locations that 
you think would be most suitable? 
 
The only suggestion received is to infill between the current built up edge and the 
bypass. 
 
Are other uses acceptable on land at Shirley Road, Rushden, in the future? 
 
Uses suggested for land at Shirley Road are employment, mix of housing and industrial 
or parkland. 
 
Should Newton Road, Rushden be distinct, if so, should it be treated as a village or an 
out of town centre in terms of planning policy? 
 
Majority of respondents say that from the A6 roundabout on Newton Road out towards 
Newton Bromswold should be classified as rural. One respondent feels that there should 
be no difference between Newton Road area and Rushden. 
 

Town Centre 
 
What improvements in the quality and range of leisure, cultural and shopping choice do 
you think is necessary in Rushden? 
 
Several agree that the town centre needs regenerating. Suggestions include a focal 
point for the town, improvements to the car parking and more diverse retail should be 
encouraged. Regarding leisure and cultural aspects, a multi screen cinema, theatre and 
multi use conference centre were highlighted by several respondents. It is felt that 
Rushden already has enough supermarkets and takeaways and requires better 
restaurants. 
 
Do you agree that this list identifies all the opportunities that would bring benefits to the 
town centre, if not, can you suggest others? 
 

 
Key opportunities to bring benefits to Rushden 

• A new civic space within the High Street and enhanced pedestrian shopping 
environment 

• Improved road system 
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• New mixed use development within the town centre 

• Reconnecting the town to adjacent and outlying areas 

• Rationalising car parking and integrating public transport. 
 
 
One respondent would like to add cinema to the list of opportunities, however would 
need to solve antisocial problems first. 
 
Are there any areas in Rushden town centre which should be identified as opportunity 
sites? 
 
Respondents feel that the auto electrical premises on High Street South and the factory 
site in Queen Street could be an opportunity for residential development. Orchard Place 
car park has potential, as does the Northern end of the High Street, where the 
takeaways could be redeveloped with accommodation over the shops. Also feel that the 
gateways to the town could be improved. 
 
Are there any areas in Rushden town centre which should be identified to potentially aid 
in regenerating the town centre? If so, what type of uses do you consider suitable? 
 
It is thought that Portland Road car park should be retained as a car park by some 
respondents, also the old bus depot should be maintained as a landmark. A pedestrian 
link between the High Street and Easton Court would be good and the area behind 
Woolworths/Seabrooks could be developed. 
 
 

Higham Ferrers 
 

Development options 
 
What can be done to connect future development to the rest of Higham and ensure links 
to the town centre? 
 
Town signage could be improved to lead to shopping, parking and other facilities. New 
development should have links and footpaths leading towards the town centre. 
 
If the developers appeal is unsuccessful, what scale and type of development, if any, 
might be acceptable on the Wharf Road allotments, Higham Ferrers, land in the future? 
(The appeal was decided just after publication of the original discussion paper and was 
unsuccessful.) 
 
Responses show that a mix of housing and other uses on the site may be acceptable as 
it meets most sustainability criteria. Some concern that it would create an oversupply of 
new housing in the town. 
 
What uses are acceptable on the triangular piece of land between Station Road, 
Stanwick Road and the new bypass in Higham Ferrers? (H2 on the map) 
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Respondents feel that suitable uses for this piece of land include an extension to the 
school, small and medium sized business units or the creation of a Foyer scheme, to 
help young people develop life skills and training. 
 

Town Centre  
 
Can you suggest ways we can maintain and improve Higham Ferrers town centre? 
 
Suggestions that were put forward for maintaining and improving the town centre include 
a promotions board, re-arrange traffic and pedestrianise the market square. Several 
respondents think that maintaining the old buildings would aid the character of the town. 
 
What can be done to make these sites, in Higham, more attractive or could other uses 
be considered on these sites? 
 

 
Opportunity Sites in Higham Ferrers 

Builders yard, Linnets Lane  Car park, Linnets Lane/Queensway 
Workshops, 1 Westfield Terrace  Land adjacent 8 Saffron Road 
Car Park, Saffron Road   Land Adjacent Chichele College 
Garage, Cemetery Lane 
 
 
Respondents feel that to build on or reduce car parks would be detrimental for the town. 
 
Are there any other areas in Higham Ferrers town centre which should be identified as 
opportunity sites? 
 
A respondent suggested the land either side of Chelveston Road, and land next to the 
bypass that is in a prominent position. 
 

Leisure 
 
Is the route through Riverside Park of a high enough standard to allow easy access to 
the Nene Valley and open countryside? 
 
To enable easy access for all, wheelchair users should be considered 
 
What more could we do to conserve and make the best use of the Nene Valley? 
 
A good example of how to achieve the best use of the Nene Valley is the Stanwick 
Lakes project. 
 
What other recreational facilities are required in Higham Ferrers, and where? 
 
It is considered important to provide for the older generations as well as the youth of the 
district. Particularly in Higham there is a need for safe routes for cyclists between 
developments and the town centre. 
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Irthlingborough 
 

Spatial Roles and Relationships 
 
What can we do to prevent Irthlingborough becoming dormitory and not regenerating as 
a result of the Wellingborough East development?  
 
Respondents feel that it is important not to let Irthlingborough become dormitory, but 
were unsure of how to achieve this. It is thought by one respondent that ensuring no 
heavy traffic is allowed through the town may help the situation.  
 
How can Crow Hill, Irthlingborough be further improved over the next twenty years? 
 
No response was received to this question. 
 
Should Crow Hill, Irthlingborough be distinct, if so, should it be treated as a village or an 
out of town centre in terms of planning policy? 
 
No response was given to this question 
 

Town centre  
 
Can you suggest ways we can maintain and improve Irthlingborough town centre? 
Are there areas in Irthlingborough which could be identified to potentially aid in 
regenerating the town centre? 
If so, where are they and what type of uses do you consider suitable? 
What can be done to connect future developments to the rest of Irthlingborough and 
ensure links to the town centre? 
 
No response was received to these questions. 
 

Leisure 
 
What more could we do to conserve and make the best use of the Nene Valley? 
Is the Rushden and Diamonds sports complex well utilised as a leisure facility in the 
area for local people, if not what could be done to make it so? 
How important to you is the development of the additional leisure uses adjacent to 
Rushden and Diamonds? 
What other recreational facilities are required in Irthlingborough, and where? 
 
No response was received to these questions. 
 

Irthlingborough Market Town Initiative  
 
Have you seen a copy of the Irthlingborough Market Towns Initiative document? 
How can we better implement some of the recommendations and projects within the 
strategy? 
 
No response was received to these questions. 
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Aspirational Sites 
 
The residents of Chelveston-cum-Caldecott, in response to a village survey, would 
prefer the JST site to be redeveloped over other areas in the village.  
 
Newton Bromswold has not received any comments at all on the aspirational sites in the 
village. 
 

Rushden 
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Summary of Comments 

Ru1 AS/24/R 
Land at Nene Valley Farm between A45 and 

Northampton Road 
    

Ru2 AS/175/R 
Land to the West and North West of Shirley 

Road 
    

Ru3 AS/177/R Land to the North West of Shirley Road 2     

Ru4 AS/176/R Land to the North West of Shirley Road     

Ru5 AS/25/E 
Land to the North East of Newton Road, to 

the East of the A6 bypass 
1   Town Council object 

Ru6 
AS/248/R 
AS/27a/E 

Bedford Road 1   Town Council object 

Ru7 AS/26/R Land to the West of the A6 bypass     

Ru8 AS/27/R/L 
Land between Bedford Road and the A6 

bypass 
    

*Ru9 DP/259 Land to the rear of 316a-336 Newton Road     

Ru10 AS/158/R 
Land to the North West of the A45 and 

Sanders Lodge 
1   Town Council object 

Ru11 AS/233/R Land on Bedford Road     

*Ru12 AS/135/R 
Land to the South West of Higham Park 

Road 
    

#Ru13 DP/256 Land at Upper Higher Lane     

RU14  AS/145/C Land off Barrington Road     

* = not located on the main Rushden map, can be found on the Rushden South map in libraries. 
# = not located on the main Rushden map, can be found on the Newton Bromswold map in libraries. 

 
General comments regarding development in Rushden is that it is important to improve 
employment, infrastructure and services before more residential development is carried 
out. There is support for trying to limit the number of new homes gaining permission. 
There have been several requests for land to be allocated one for a church hall, another 
for a community building and one for a DIY operator. 
 

Higham Ferrers 
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H1 AS/00/L Land to the North of A6/A45 junction     

H2 AS/168/R 
Land between Stanwick Road/Station Road 

and A6 bypass 
    

H3 AS/133/Re Land to the West of North End     

H4 AS/128/R Land to the South of Wharf Road     

H5 AS/03/R Land opposite 155 Wharf Road     

H6 AS/01/M Land to the West of A6 bypass     

 
 

Irthlingborough 
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I1 DP/227 Land to the North of the A6     

I2 
AS/06/R 
AS/125/R 
AS/174/R 

Land on the Northern edge Irthlingborough 
off Finedon Road 

    

I3 AS/233/M Land at Crow Hill Farm etc     

I4 AS/170/R 
Land and premises North of Addington 

Road, Crow Hill 
    

I5 DP/255 Land adjacent to 264 Addington Road     

I6 AS/04/E 
Land on the Northern edge of 

Irthlingborough to the North of the A6 
    

I7 DP/171 Land adjacent Marsh Lane     

I8 AS/07/R 
Land on the South Eastern Edge of 

Irthlingborough off Church Street/Nene View 
    

I9 AS/167/R 
Land to the North of Tannery Cottages and 
Electricity sub-station to the South East of 

Irthlingborough 
    

I10 AS/05/R 
Land on the South Eastern edge of 

Irthlingborough 
    

I11 DP/158 Land opposite Presland Road     

I12 AS/240/R Wellingborough Road     

I13 
AS/10/E 

AS/137/M 
Land to the North West of Wellingborough 

Road 
    

I14 

AS/09/R 
AS/156/R 
AS/157/R 
AS/165/R 

Land adjoining the South Western Edge of 
Irthlingborough to the North West of 

Wellingborough Road 
    

I15 AS/08/R 
Land to the North West of Wellingborough 

Road adjacent to Whitworths 
    

I16 AS/173/M 
Adj Central Recreation Ground, land at 

Huxlow School to the South West of Finedon 
Road 

    

I17 DP/227 Land to the South of the A6  1  
Partial support for development between 

Finedon and Irthlingborough as 
sustainable location. 

 
General comments from Irthlingborough residents show that each town should have its 
own approach – Rushden, Higham and Irthlingborough has room for substantial growth. 
Thrapston has had major growth and many permissions in the past. In Oundle, have to 
ensure that historic buildings are preserved and Raunds is suitable for employment 
development. 
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Raunds Area 
 

Spatial Roles and Relationships 
 
What do you see as the role of Raunds in the context of the wider region? 
 
Some respondents feel that Raunds is a focal point for the wider region, especially the 
surrounding villages, providing entertainment and day to day needs. However, 
respondents from Stanwick say they do not use Raunds for services. 
 

Development Options 
 
What are your feelings about development in and around Raunds and Ringstead? Is 
new development supported in these areas and on what conditions? 
 
Opinion on development in Raunds is divided. Some respondents wanted more, to equal 
development in other towns, stating the best location is to the East and South of the 
town Others consider the Western side to be better. This will help to sustain existing 
services, although it is thought that the infrastructure and traffic management should be 
looked at first. In conflict to this, some respondents feel that Raunds could not sustain 
further development and it would spoil the character of the town. Other nearby towns 
would cover the demand for housing. 
In relation to industrial development, respondents feel that it is best restricted to Warth 
Park and Brick Kiln Lane. 
 
If development has to be built on the edge of Raunds, are there particular locations that 
you think would be most suitable? 
 
Suggestions for development to the North, South and East were put forward. However, it 
is felt there would be problems with all directions of growth, these being coalescence of 
settlements, flooding and limitation by infrastructure. 
 
Should the Meadow Lane, Raunds, site be kept for employment uses, changed to a 
housing site or remain undeveloped? 
 
It is thought by respondents that the site, especially the Southern half, could be used for 
residential land, as long as the right infrastructure is in place. The Northern half could be 
used as industrial land to link in to Warth Park. However, some respondents feel that 
Meadow Lane should remain rural as Warth Park is an ideal location for employment. 
 
Pending a decision from the ODPM, would you like to see the Wellington Tannery site, 
Raunds, developed even if development encroached beyond the urban boundary, if so, 
what uses would you like to see on the site? (This tannery site now has permission for 
89 units.) 
 
The majority of responses said that the site should be developed for housing with one 
respondent wishing to see small businesses on the site as well. 
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Do you think additional development is needed in Stanwick to retain services and 
facilities and/or help local needs? 
 
People responding to this question think that small scale development is required, 
however, a balance needs to be achieved so as not to spoil the character. The Parish 
Council are opposed to any development in the village. 
 

Town Centre 
 
Can you suggest ways we can maintain and improve Raunds town centre? 
 
Respondents feel that to help improve the town, new businesses should be encouraged, 
parking needs to be enforced and the traffic flow needs improving. Parking should be 
improved to encourage people to come into the town. Area between Market Square, 
Brook Street and Grove Street needs redeveloping. It is suggested to concentrate on a 
small centralised shopping area and make the most of the natural features in the town. 
 
Would you like to see improvements to the market square, Raunds, if so, what changes 
would you like to see? 
 
It is agreed by all respondents that the market square needs improving. Suggestions for 
this includes better landscaping, traffic management in the area, information boards and 
sign posts. A sense of centre is needed. 
 
What other uses on the former cinema site, West Street, Raunds would make the site a 
more attractive town centre feature? 
 
Several respondents suggested a multi use leisure facility including cinema and theatre, 
another popular use would be a youth club. Other proposals include indoor market, 
sports hall, facilities for the elderly or an arts centre. 
 
Are there areas in Raunds town centre which should be identified to potentially aid in 
regenerating the town centre? If so, what type of uses do you consider suitable? 
 
It is suggested by respondents that the former cinema site and Brook Street would help 
with town regeneration as would the old doctor’s site. A heritage regeneration scheme 
could be helpful in the town. 
 

Leisure 
 
Can you suggest other areas which could provide access to the wider open countryside 
or link to the Stanwick Lakes project? 
 
It is agreed by all respondents that a footbridge over the A45 is needed to allow easy 
access to the Stanwick Lakes area. This could be located at the end of Meadow or 
Cotton Lane. 
 

Aspirational Sites 
 



“Design for the Future” – Issues and Options Consultation (March 2004 – August 2005) 

East Northamptonshire Council 44 

General comments from residents in Stanwick in relation to more development are that 
there is not the infrastructure or need for additional housing. There was a consensus that 
development in Raunds would have an impact on traffic flow in Stanwick. It is felt that 
other villages that are not fully utilising their facilities should have extra development. 
 
In Hargrave there are a few sites that the Parish Council may consider acceptable, land 
to the East of Church Street is first in the rankings followed by land to the South of 
Church Street. Another respondent points out the latter site has important archaeological 
interest for the village. The site put forward on land to the North of Church Street would 
only be considered if it is the lower part of the site that would be developed. 
 

Raunds 
 

Ref for 
maps 

Aspirational 
Site 

Reference 
Aspirational site description 

O
b
je

c
t 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

 

N
e
u
tr

a
l 

Summary of Comments 

Ra1 AS/20a/M Land at and to the West of Warth Park  2  
Will provide vital employment. Services 

are located that side of Raunds. 

Ra2 DP/258 
Land opposite Mallows Drive, Brick Kiln 

Road 
    

Ra3 DP/264 Land at Northland, Brick Kiln Road     

Ra4 AS/239/E Enterprise Road     

Ra5 AS/144/M Land to the North of Midland Road  1  Good for housing 

Ra6 AS/21/R Land of Brooks Road and Midland Road 3   
Traffic is dangerous. Noise. Prone to 

flooding. Edge of town. 

Ra7 AS/143/R Land to the South of Midland Road 2   
Greenfield and wildlife there. Soakaway 

for rain. Road is busy. 

Ra8 AS/152/R Land to the East of Raunds 2 3   
Greenfield. Wildlife, used by schools. 

Should be important open land 

Ra9 AS/22/R Land to the East of Raunds 1 5   
Poor access, close to children, need 

traffic calming. Should be important open 
land 

Ra10 
AS/18/R 
AS/163/R 

Land to the South of Wellington Road, 
between Chelveston Road and Thorpe 

Street 
2   Should be important open space 

Ra11* AS/178/R 
Land to the South of Wellington Road, 

including the former Tannery 2 
 1  Good for regeneration 

Ra12 AS/23/R Land of Wellington Road     

Ra13 AS/17/R Land to the South West of Raunds 24  1 

Maybe. No too close to Stanwick, 
increase traffic. Schools overcrowded. 
doctors is full. Public transport is poor. 
Roads are dangerous. No police. Use 
previously developed land first. No job 

opportunities. Protect greenfield. 
Decrease community safety. 

Ra14 AS/19/R 
Land to the West of London Road and South 

of the Hogs Dyke 
4 1 1 

Maybe.  Yes for residential already has 
good infrastructure and access to 

Stanwick Lakes. No increase surface run 
off. Will not meet highway safety 
requirements. Greenfield land. 

Ra15 AS/20/R Land at London Road 4 3  
Good for future development. Will not 
meet highway safety requirements. 

Greenfield land. 

Ra11* - this site includes the tannery which now has permission for 89 dwellings. 

 
General comments from Raunds residents are that land within the boundary should be 
maximised first. There is mixed views on the most suitable direction of growth with some 
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saying to the North of the town would be better, others saying to the West. One 
respondent feels that a modest extension to Raunds would help with regeneration of the 
town. It is also agreed by all respondents to keep open land between Raunds and 
Stanwick. 
 
 

Supplementary Discussion Paper – Village Frameworks 
 
During work on the discussion papers, a number of additional issues emerged which 
would benefit from targeted local consultation.  As a result the Council produced a 
supplementary discussion paper to ascertain the views of parish councils and parish 
meetings on the following issues, the feedback received is summarised as follows: 
 

Open Space 
The large majority of respondents consider that open spaces make an important 
contribution to the character of the village and should be protected even where the open 
space provides no public access. 
 
A variety of attributes are listed that are valued about open spaces including the 
provision of recreational facilities and village amenities, peace and privacy, the 
protection of views, accessibility, historical interests and its support for natural habitat 
and wildlife.  The main attribute that respondents value about open space is its 
contribution towards the character and setting of the village, particularly the openness 
and its role in creating distinctive rural communities. 
 
The vast majority of respondents want to see the open spaces protected, maintained 
and enhanced.  Others consider that the open spaces could be used for community 
facilities, village green, playing field for sports, children’s play area or as a pocket park. 
 
Additional areas of open space that merit protection from development are identified at 
Aldwincle, Apethorpe, Barnwell, Brigstock, Hargrave, Hemington, Little Addington, 
Luddington, Tansor, Thurning and Woodford.  Conversely some land at Tansor that is 
currently designated as ‘important open land’ is identified as land which should have 
protection removed. 
 

Gypsies and Travellers 
Many respondents suggest there are no suitable sites to accommodate gypsies and 
travellers because the infrastructure and facilities are not in place to support such 
development.  A carefully planned approach is advocated.  The majority of respondents 
suggest that sites should not be located in proximity of small established communities.  
Alternative locations proposed are small sites by roads, transit sites in the open 
countryside or brownfield land in urban areas, such as Corby.  It also suggested that 
since the two existing sites are in the South of the district, it would make sense to locate 
any additional sites in the North of the district. 
 
An assessment of need approach is supported. It is suggested patterns of movement 
and stay, and the needs perceived by the traveller community are investigated in the 
context of policy development.  The need for thorough consultation is highlighted, taking 
account of local needs and the needs of travellers.  The relationship between the scale 
of sites and size of settlement needs to be explored.   
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Farmsteads 
Mixed views are submitted in terms of the circumstances where it is appropriate for 
farmsteads to be converted to housing.  Many respondents consider that there are no 
general rules and each case should be considered on its individual merits.  Where 
support is expressed for conversion, it is on the grounds that the building is no longer 
needed for farming, the farmstead is related to the village, conversion is sympathetic to 
the character of the building, existing views are protected, housing is smaller, more 
affordable, services and facilities are available, development is restricted to the existing 
footprint and there is a demonstrable need for housing. 
 
Other respondents feel that there are no circumstances in which farmsteads should be 
converted to housing. The conversion of farmsteads into small, rural business units are 
promoted on the basis that this will bring local employment and opportunities for training, 
and enable the buildings to retain their visual character and positively contribute to a 
vibrant village community. 
 
Where housing is the only option, the general consensus is that the reuse of farmsteads 
should be for mixed use development.  However, some promote a less restrictive 
approach with support for the reuse of farmsteads for any reasonable development 
provided it is suitable to the area.  Others support housing where it is for a local need, 
provided that the local community are involved in the decision making process and the 
farmstead is well related to the village. 
 

Village Frameworks 
Generally no objections are raised to the revised boundaries and specific support is 
expressed at Brigstock, Laxton and Lilford.  However, proposed alterations to the 
boundaries are suggested at Achurch, Aldwincle, Apethorpe, Hargrave, Hemington, 
Lilford, Luddington, Tansor, Thurning, Wakerley and Woodnewton. 
 
 

Update on Current Work 
 
North Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit  
 
Core Strategy 
Work on an overarching policy framework covering Corby, Kettering, Wellingborough 
and East Northamptonshire (referred to as North Northamptonshire) is being undertaken 
by a Joint Planning Unit (JPU). Consultation on preferred options is expected in 
November/December time and a full strategy document will be published for comment in 
April 2006. An issues and options document was published for consultation in June/July 
2005. 
 

Statement Of Community Involvement 
A joint Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) is being prepared which sets out the 
way the Council and the JPU will consult on new local development documents and on 
major planning applications. 
 

Local Development Scheme 
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The Local Development Scheme covers a three year period and sets out the 
programmes for preparing various local development documents, along with the 
resources that will be required in order to achieve this. 
 

Town Centres Study 
The JPU has commissioned Roger Tym and Partners to look at the roles and 
relationships between the North Northamptonshire town centres. The work will identify 
retail and leisure needs and suggest a network/hierarchy of centres and an overall 
strategic approach to locating town centre development. The study was being finalised 
at the time this document went to print. 
 

Utilities Study 
The JPU has commissioned WSP to examine the needs for various utilities (water 
supply, sewerage, drainage, electricity, gas and telecommunications) across Kettering, 
Wellingborough and East Northamptonshire (an earlier study was undertaken for Corby). 
This work was being finalised at the time this document went to print. 
 

Transport Modelling 
The County Council has commissioned Atkins to carry out detailed survey work and 
modelling of the likely transport impacts of new development in North Northamptonshire. 
The work should be finalised by October. 
 

Sustainability Appraisal 
An appraisal of the sustainability of new planning policies and proposals now has to be 
carried out alongside the preparation of all local development documents, those 
prepared by the JPU and the District Council. This Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
incorporates the new European requirements for Strategic Environmental Assessments 
(SEA) but goes further than this by also measuring the social and economic effects of 
proposed policies. A SA report will be produced alongside any new local development 
documents published. Consultants are currently working on a SA for the Core Strategy. 
 

Employment Study 
Roger Tym and Partners have been commissioned by the JPU to look into the strategic 
employment needs and comparative advantage for different towns and land use across 
North Northamptonshire. The study was being finalised at the time this document went 
to print. 
 
 

East Northamptonshire Council Planning Policy  
 

Rural Strategy 
 
In the past existing planning policies, both government and local, have led to a lack of 
joined up thinking, leading to a failure to properly plan for the needs of rural areas and 
communities.  In particular, policies favouring village infilling have led to a gradual loss of 
character and distinctiveness. The level of development that has occurred in most 
villages has not necessarily been matched by the retention of basic services for local 
people. 
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As a result, consultants were appointed to prepare a strategy that set out the main 
objectives and priorities that will need to be tackled to achieve sustainable rural 
communities in the district.  This includes a list of action points to help the Council and 
other local organisations put the strategy into practice. 
 
The strategy is currently being revised to take account of comments received in 
response to public consultation.  It is envisaged that the strategy will be approved in 
September 2005 with a view to informing the development of planning policies under the 
new planning system. 
 

Sustainable Rural Planning In East Northamptonshire 
East Northamptonshire Council is working with the Countryside Agency to take forward 
previous work of the agency on the functioning of rural settlements and to develop 
innovative approaches to rural settlement planning. 
 
Consultants have been commissioned to develop the project which will draw together 
and develop a robust and comprehensive evidence base. It will draw on existing studies 
and other work with the aim of helping to sustain East Northamptonshire villages and 
underpin the policy framework in the Council’s forthcoming Local Development 
Framework. 
 
The project will devise an appropriate methodology, policy options and policy framework 
that will be tested on a sample of villages.  The project is scheduled for completion in 
October 2005. 
 

Employment Land 
East Northamptonshire Council successfully obtained funding to finance a project to look 
at the future development of a prominent area of land adjacent to East Road, Oundle.  
The funding was awarded by the Government and the Northamptonshire Partnership, 
following a bid to the ‘Fit for Market’ project which supports actions to boost the 
availability of land for employment, and premises that meet the expected needs of 
businesses and investors. 
 
The Council has appointed consultants to produce a ‘development brief’ which will guide 
and control development at the site.  The work is expected to be completed and ready 
for public consultation towards the end of the year. 
 

Developer Contributions Supplementary Planning Document 
A Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) on Developer Contributions is being 
prepared.  The SPD elaborates on a saved Local Plan policy to assist developers and 
others as to when a planning contribution may be appropriate.  Efforts to secure 
developer contributions in the past have been inconsistent in both approach and 
success.  In order to promote greater transparency and confidence in the process, and 
certainty for developers, it is helpful for the types and levels of likely contributions, which 
may be required, to be set out in one document.  The text of the formal draft document 
has been approved, and public consultation commenced, following the completion of a 
draft sustainability report, at the beginning of September. The timetable for adoption of 
this document is December this year. 
 

Urban Capacity Study 
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The initial urban potential study in 2002 looked at the six towns in the district to see how 
land could be better used for housing. 
This now requires updating to take account of: 
 

 

• The new land supply figures; 

• discounting; 

• viability and market context work; 

• master planning and town centre health checks/regeneration proposals; 

• findings from town centre and employment study – both reporting in September; 
and 

• national guidance, regional spatial strategy and the emerging LDF. 
 
 
Work on this is due to start in the near future. 
 
 

Managing the Release of Housing Land 
House building rates in East Northamptonshire are very high and in order to ensure a 
balanced and sustainable release of housing land across the district the Council adopted 
an interim policy to control housing development. 
 
This policy is expected to be revisited shortly in light of the revised Regional Spatial 
Strategy for the East Midlands (March 2005) which indicates that East Northamptonshire 
needs to accommodate 9400 new houses between 2001 and 2021.  Notwithstanding the 
above requirements, the aim of the interim policy still remains relevant in terms of 
enabling the Council to follow a plan, monitor and manage approach to development as 
advocated by Government guidance on Housing.  The requirements contained in the 
regional plan have to be looked at in the context of relatively high residential 
completions, within the recent past, existing commitments and current build rates. It is 
not envisaged that the Council's approach to the release of housing land will significantly 
change for the immediate future although it will be reviewed through the Local 
Development Framework process. 
 

Flood Risk 
The Government requires the Council to carry out an assessment of flood risk in the 
district when drawing up the new Local Development Framework. Consultants have 
been commissioned to prepare a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. This will categorise 
land according to flood risk and identify and detail those factors that are relevant to 
current and future flood risks.  More detailed assessments will be given for the areas 
where pressure for development is likely to be greatest. 
 
An initial report has now been completed and this was being reported to members for 
further considerations at the time of the preparation of this paper. 
 

Open Space  
Consultants have been commissioned to undertake an assessment of open space in the 
district in accordance with the guidelines set out in PPG17. The broad title is ‘Open 
space, sport and recreation’. All these types will be mapped and an assessment of the 
quality of the site will be incorporated. The study will provide a comprehensive and 
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robust evidence base for planning policies relating to open space. It will also go forward 
to inform corporate and departmental strategies and initiatives for the district. The final 
report is due in October.  This will again provide an important part of the evidence base 
for the development of the new planning policy framework. 
 

Annual Monitoring 
To ensure that informed decisions can be made using the best and most up to date 
information available, rigorous monitoring is conducted within our district on an annual 
basis.  Primarily, this monitoring comprises of our Residential Land Availability and 
Industrial and Commercial Land Availability surveys, and involves a physical inspection 
of every site with current planning permission within the area.  By visiting these sites 
annually, we are able to maintain records that provide detailed information that provide 
detailed information in respect of the implementation of each planning application.  
Collectively, the information is used to monitor housing and employment land 
completions each year, as well as the current status of each application. By maintaining 
accurate records of this information, we are able to evaluate our performance in line with 
government requirements, and therefore amend and review our planning policies as 
necessary.  
 

Housing Needs Assessment  
An assessment was carried out primarily looking at the requirement of affordable 
housing across the district, earlier this year. This will be developed further to take into 
account the housing market and wider needs in the district. 
 

Preparation of the Local Development Documents 
The local development documents are being prepared as set out in the local 
development scheme. The above studies will help to inform these documents and 
consultation on the preferred options and proposals for the first of these, the Rural North, 
Oundle and Thrapston document is scheduled to take place in November/December 
2005. These documents will conform to the Core Spatial Strategy and set out the 
policies for development, regeneration and expansion for the geographical coverage of 
the document. Each document will include the identification of sites for development and 
contain policies relating to specific areas where individual development, conservation or 
design considerations apply. 
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Appendix 4: Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan – Letter of 
Consultation, 27 January 2006 
 

East Northamptonshire Council 
 

East Northamptonshire House, Cedar Drive,  
THRAPSTON, Northamptonshire, NN14 4LZ 
Tel:  01832 742000 
Fax:  01832 734839   DX: 701611 Thrapston 
Email:  
 

 

Developers, consultants etc 
 

 

Please ask for Direct Dial Our Ref. Your Ref. Date: 

Steve Ottewell 01832 742134   27 January 2006 

 
Dear 
 
Rural North Oundle and Thrapston, Plan 
 
I would like to inform you of the above document. In accordance with the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchases Act 2004 the East Northamptonshire Council is required to 
prepare a series of documents which form the Local Development Framework for East 
Northamptonshire. As part of the LDF the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan is a 
new concept that focuses on key planning issues within the area. 
 
The Plan will set out the vision and detailed policies for the development , regeneration 
and planned growth of Thrapston and Oundle Rural Services Centres, the development 
of King’s Cliffe as a Local Service Centre and put in place proposals for the sustainable 
development of rural communities. 
 
The Plan will also include the identification of sites for housing, employment, recreation 
and other land uses and will contain policies relating to specific areas where individual 
development, conservation or design apply. 
 
The Plan will be published in December. With the statutory 6 week consultation period 
starting on the 30th of January 2006 and commencing on the 10th March 2006.  
 
Representations on these documents are invited, and must be received by 10th March. 
Representations must be sent to the Planning Policy team, East Northamptonshire 
Council, East Northamptonshire House, Cedar Drive, Thrapston, Northants, NN144LZ or 
by email to planningpolicy@east-northamptonshire.gov.uk. Representations may also be 
submitted electronically via the council’s website www.eastnorthamptonshire.gov.uk. 
 
Copies of the Plan will be available for public inspection at the council offices, Tourist 
information office, Rushden centre and public libraries across the district. It is also 
available online on the council’s website www.east-northamptonshire.gov.uk.  
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If you do not want to be included in any further consultation please send an email to the 
address below or contact the policy team by telephone or letter. 
 
Should you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact the planning policy team. 
 
Yours sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning Policy Officer 
 
Email: planningpolicy@east-northamptonshire.gov.uk 
Web site: www.east-northamptonshire.gov.uk 
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Appendix 5: List of respondents to Rural North, Oundle 
and Thrapston Preferred Options consultation (January 
– March 2006) 
 

Councils Consulted about Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Preferred 
Options (January 2006) 
 
Where Councils have submitted representations or responses, the name is highlighted in 
bold and italics 

Neighbouring Local Authorities Glapthorn Parish Council 
Bedford Borough Council Hargrave Parish Council 
Bedfordshire County Council Great Addington Parish Council 
Cambridgeshire County Council Harringworth Parish Council 

Corby Borough Council 
Hemington Luddington & Thurning Parish 
Council 

Harborough District Council Higham Ferrers Town Council 
Huntingdonshire District Council Irthlingborough Town Council 
Kettering Borough Council Islip Parish Council 
Leicestershire County Council King’s Cliffe Parish Council 
Lincolnshire County Council Laxton Parish Meeting 
Northamptonshire County Council Little Addington Parish Council 
Peterborough City Council Lowick & Slipton Parish Council 
Rutland County Council Lutton Parish Council 
South Kesteven District Council Nassington Parish Council 

Wellingborough Borough Council Newton Bromswold Parish Meeting 
 Oundle Town Council 
Town Councils, Parish Councils, Parish 
Meetings (within East Northamptonshire) 

Pilton Stoke Doyle & Wadenhoe Parish Council 

Aldwincle Parish Council Polebrook Parish Council 
Apethorpe Parish Meeting Raunds Town Council 
Ashton Parish Council Ringstead Parish Council 
Barnwell Parish Council Rushden Town Council 
Benefield Parish Council Southwick Parish Meeting 
Blatherwycke Parish Meeting Stanwick Parish Council 
Brigstock Parish Council Sudborough Parish Council 
Bulwick Parish Council Tansor Parish Meeting and Village Planning 

Group 
Chelveston-cum-Caldecott Parish Council Thrapston Town Council 

Clopton Parish Meeting Titchmarsh Parish Council 
Collyweston Parish Council Twywell Parish Council 

Cotterstock Parish Meeting Wakerley Parish Meeting 
Deene & Deenethorpe Parish Council Warmington Parish Council 

Denford Parish Council Woodford Parish Council 
Duddington-with-Fineshade Parish Council Woodnewton Parish Council 
Easton-on-the-Hill Parish Council Yarwell Parish Council 
Fotheringhay Parish Meeting  
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Other Local Authorities Other Town and Parish Councils Consulted 
Buckinghamshire County Council Arthingworth Parish Council 
Daventry District Council Ashley Parish Council 
Mid-Bedfordshire District Council Barton Seagrave Parish Council 
Milton Keynes Council Billing Parish Council 
North Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit Bozeat Parish Council 
Northampton Borough Council Brampton Ash Parish Council 
South Northamptonshire Council Braybrooke Parish Council 
 Bringhurst, Drayton and Neville Holt Parish Council 
Neighbouring Town and Parish Councils Broughton Parish Council 
Barrowden Parish Council Caldecott Parish Council 
Brington and Molesworth Parish Council Castle Ashby Parish Council 
Burton Latimer Town Council Cogenhoe and Whiston Parish Council 
Bythorn and Keyston Parish Council Cottingham Parish Council 
Covington Parish Meeting Cransley Parish Council 
Cranford Parish Council Desborough Town Council 
Dean and Shelton Parish Council Dingley Parish Council 
Denton and Caldecote Parish Council Draughton Parish Council 
Elton Parish Council Earls Barton Parish Council 

Finedon Parish Council East Carlton Parish Council 
Folksworth and Washingley Parish Council Easton Maudit Parish Council 
Glatton Parish Council Ecton Parish Council 
Grafton Underwood Parish Council Great Bowden Parish Council 
Great and Little Gidding Parish Council Great Doddington Parish Council 
Gretton Parish Council Great Easton Parish Council 
Irchester Parish Council Great Harrowden Parish Meeting 
Ketton Parish Council Great Oxendon and Little Oxendon Parish Council 
Knotting and Souldrop Parish Council Hannington Parish Council 
Melchbourne and Yeldon Parish Council Hardwick Parish Meeting 
Morborne Parish Meeting Harrington Parish Council 
Newton and Geddington Parish Council Harrold Parish Council 
Seaton Parish Council Holcot Parish Council 
Sibson-cum-Stibbington Parish Council Isham Parish Council 
Stamford Town Council Kelmarsh Parish Meeting 
Stanion Parish Council Lamport Parish Council 
Thornhaugh Parish Council Lavendon Parish Council 
Thorpe-by-Water Parish Meeting Little Harrowden Parish Council 
Tinwell Parish Meeting Loddington Parish Council 
Tixover Parish Meeting Lyddington Parish Council 
Wansford Parish Council Mawsley Parish Council 
Weldon Parish Council Mears Ashby Parish Council 
Winwick Parish Meeting Medbourne Parish Council 
Wittering Parish Council Middleton Parish Council 
Wothorpe Parish Council Odell Parish Council 
Wymington Parish Council Old Parish Council 
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Other Town and Parish Councils Consulted Sywell Parish Council 
Orlingbury Parish Council Thorpe Langton Parish Meeting 
Orton Parish Meeting Thorpe Malsor Parish Council 
Overstone Parish Council Walgrave Parish Council 
Podington Parish Council Warkton Parish Council 
Pytchley Parish Council Warrington Parish Meeting 
Rockingham Parish Meeting Weekley Parish Council 
Rothwell Town Council Welham Parish Council 
Rushton and Glendon Parish Council Weston-by-Welland Parish Council 
Slawston Parish Meeting Wilbarston Parish Council 
Stoke Albany Parish Council Wilby Parish Council 
Strixton Parish Meeting Wollaston Parish Council 
Sutton Bassett Parish Meeting Yardley Hastings Parish Council 
  

 
 

Other DPD Bodies and consultees consulted on the Rural North, Oundle 
and Thrapston Preferred Options (January 2006) 
 
Where DPD bodies or statutory consultees have submitted representations or 
responses, the name is highlighted in bold and italics 

Anglian Water Services Ltd Highways Agency 

Bedford Group of Drainage Boards Housing Corporation (East Midlands) 

Cllr Wendy Brackenbury 
Leicestershire, Northamptonshire and Rutland 
Strategic Health Authority 

British Telecom plc Mercury Telecommunications 
Cable and Wireless Mobile Operators Assocation 
Campaign to Protect Rural England National Energy Services 
Catalyst Corby National Grid (Transco) 
Combined Heat and Power Association National Power plc 
Countryside Agency (Natural England) Northamptonshire Police 
Department for Transport NTL UK 
East Midlands Development Agency Cllr Priscilla Padley 

East Midlands Electricity (Central Networks) Planning Aid 

East Midlands Pipelines 
Stop the Over-Development Plans for 
Northamptonshire (S T O P) 

East Midlands Regional Assembly Severn Trent Water 
English Heritage Thames Water Property Services 
English Nature (Natural England) Transco (Asset Management) 
Environment Agency Vodafone Ltd 
Government Office for the East Midlands  
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Other Consultees who responded (Non-Statutory) 
 

Abbey Developments Ltd Nassington School 
Achurch Phillips Blenkin National Farmers Union 
Amps Fine Wines National Trust 
Andrew Granger And Co Nene Valley Association 
Aston Lloyd And Partners Ltd OHL 
Barnes Noble Edwards Oundle C.E Primary School 
Berrys Oundle Feoffees And AS Bierton And Son 

Bletsoe Family Oundle Junior Football Club 
Boden Properties Ltd P C Howard Ltd 
Bulley Davey Persimmon Homes (East Midlands) Ltd 
Burghley House Preservation Trust Peterborough Diocesan Board Of Finance 
Care Principles Ltd Prince William School 
Community Planning Network Richardson Surveyors 
Corus UK Ltd Rotary Club 
Drayton Estate Society Of Merchant Venturers 
Elton Estates Limited Southwick And Stoke Doyle Estates 
Fairline Boats Limited Stagecoach East 
General Aviation Awareness Council Stamford Homes Ltd 
Glapthorn C E Lower School Stoneleigh Planning 
Henry H Bletsoe And Son Taylor Woodrow Developments 
Housebuilders Federation The King John School 
Inland Waterways Association Thrapston St John Ambulance 
Kier Residential Ltd Warmington School 
Measures Farms Ltd William Davis Ltd 
Michael Parker & Sons Ltd  
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Residents and other Respondents 
 

Mr And Mrs Acred Mr V Dalkin 
Mr Michael Amps Mrs R Davies 
Mr And Mrs Ashman Mrs D Davis 
H B Atkins Mrs J Davis 
Mr Ben Atkins M And C Day 
Mrs Jane Baile Mr And Mrs J And P Denman 
Mr David Bailey Ms Jennifer Doherty 

Mr Jack Baldwin Mr And Mrs Colin And Maureen Dolby 
C A Band Michael And Anthea Downes 
Mr John Beaumont Mr And Mrs G And J Drage 
Mrs Beesley Mr William Du Croz 
Mr Andrew Berry Mrs Kate Elsey 
Miss J Bibby Mr Michael Joseph Evans 
D Bierton Mr And Mrs Ewan 
Mrs J Birrell Mr Brian Farrow 
Ms Sylvia Boulton B Finch 
Mr K H Bourne Mr And Mrs G Fitzgerald 
Mrs Helen Bowers N J Fletcher 
Mr A Brackley Mrs E J Fletcher 
Mr Alan Brookfield Wendy Forster 
Mr Colin Brooks Gordon Fox 
Mr And Mrs Colin And Sue Brown Mr Paul Gamble 
Miss J Browning - Smith Mr And Mrs D W Gent 
Mrs S Burdett J Gent 
Dr D Burgess Mrs Dorothy Gilks 
Mr Paul Burgess Dr And Mrs C J Gill 
Mr Rupert Cadbury Ms Sarah-Jane Godfrey 
Mrs Orla Calotier Mr And Mrs G M Gordon 
Mr Christopher Capron Mr Ross Gordon 
Mr David Cawthra JB And AS Gould 
J Chapman Mr And Mrs PW And JM Grange 
Mr David Chapple Ms Elizabeth Grantham 
Mr And Mrs Cheney Mr J A Green 

Mr C Childs Helenor Griffiths 
Mr And Mrs Clancy Mr And Mrs Donald Grist 
Mrs Lisa Claypole Mrs Rosemary Grove 
Ms Hilary Coates Mr And Mrs Simon And Nada Gull 
Mr Michael Coates B L Hardie 
Ms Brenda Codman Sir Ewan And Lady J Harper 
Mr And Mrs M Cogan Mr And Mrs Hearty 
Mr Mike Colton Mr And Mrs Edwin And Vivienne Helm 
Mr Clive Cook Mr Mike Herring 
Mr Wilfred Court Mrs V J Hillyard 
Dr B Cromie Mr And Mrs Kris And Donna Hollund 
Mr And Mrs Peter And Patricia Curnow Mrs V Hopkinson 
Mr And Mrs Horrell And Mr Pick Mr Edward Morgan 
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J D Horsfield Mr Gerard Morgan 
Mr Bernard Howard Mrs L F Morley 
A E Howell Ms Sally Morris 
Mr And Mrs Hurst Mr Philip Munro 
Mr And Mrs Hurst Tony And Heather Murdoch 
D N Hutchins Mr Robert Neal 
Mr Steve Jackson Mr And Mrs D W And L M Norman 
M Jakeways Mr R Norman 
Mr And Mrs Jarvis Elizabeth Orr Sutcliffe 
Mr E Johnson Mr Michael Osborn 
Mr And Mrs G Jones Ms Alison Page 
Ms Gwyneth Joyce Mr Graham Page 
Ms Ruth Keens Mr Gerald Palmer 
Mr Terry Knights Mr And Mrs D Parker 
D E Knowles Ms Jane Parsell 
Mrs J L Knowles Mr And Mrs Rupert And Fiona Paul 
Mrs Diana Langdell Mr And Mrs Payne 
Mr Andrew Langley Mr Martin Poessinouw 
Mr Donald Laxton Richard Potter 
Mr And Mrs Richard And Angela Leakey Mr John Powell 
Mrs Little Dorothy Powell 
Ms Gillian Lockhart Philippa Queenan 
Mr C Low Mrs Irene Ramsden 
Pat Lyon Mr R A Ramsden 

Mr Douglas Magor A Redwood 
Mr Mallett Mr Eric Reeves 
T G F Marks Mr Guy Richardson 
Mr Harry Marsland Mr Jonathan Rigby 
Mr And Mrs M E Mattinson Ms Sue Rockliffe 
Mr George L Maughan Mr Mark Rogers 
Mr And Mrs D Mayhew Mr John Round 
Mr James McBrearty Mr P Rowe 
Mr Will McCormack L H Rutherford 
Michael And Jane McDonald Mr T A Ryan 
Mr And Mrs Helen And Iain McLeod Mr And Mrs Chris And Jane Sanders 
Ms Jane McWilliam Mr And Mrs C Sanders 
Mr Neil Meredith Mr Colin M Saunders 
Mr Christopher Metcalf Mrs Sue Shapland 
Mrs Pamela Metcalf Mr Graham Sharpley 
Mr C.A. Micklewright Mrs Mary Shirville 
Mrs Pamela Miller Mr David Short 
Mr P Miller Mr John Skinner 
P W Milne Atkinson Mr P Slaughter 
Ms Lorna Montecalvo Jacqui G Smith 
Mr David Moore Ms Karen Southwell 
Mr David Moore Mr John Spragg 
L Moores Mr Alan Stewart 
Mr Charles Stewart Mr H Walt 
Mrs Ann Stirling Mr Justin R Waring 
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Mr J Streather Mrs Anita Warliker 
Mr And Mrs Sumner Mr Peter Webb 
Ms E Sutcliffe Mr And Mrs AS And JH Wharton 
Miss R E Sutcliffe J R White 
Mr And Mrs J Suttie Mr Stephen White 
Mr E R Talbot Mrs Glynis Williams 
Mr John Talbot Mr Reginald Williams 
Mrs E J Teall Mr And Mrs Willmott 
Mr S Tebbitt S P Wills 
Jane Thorpe-Codman R E Wingate 
Ms Susie Tinsley Mr Stephen Winpenny 
Mr G.M Towns Mr And Mrs D Wooldridge 
Messrs Truslow Mrs R Wooster 
Mr And Mrs D And J Tyler N Wooster 
Mr Tony Upjohn Mr V Wordingham 
NJ And DA Verdino Susan R Worthington 
Mr Martin William Charles Vickers The Occupier, 139 Huntingdon Road Thrapston 
Mr Steve Wade The Occupier, 24 Woodnewton Road Nassington 
  

 
 

Summary 
A total of 308 parties responded to the consultation.  This differs from the Summary of 
Consultations and Summary Response documents (September and December 2006 
respectively), as a number of parties submitted multiple representations, e.g. by post 
and email, or supplementary representations.  A small number of representations were 
also submitted anonymously. 
 
The breakdown of respondents is as follows: 

• 30 Statutory Consultees – Local Authorities, Parishes and DPD bodies; 

• 52 Non-Statutory Consultees; 

• 226 members of the public. 
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Appendix 6 – Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston 
Preferred Options: Summary of Consultation 
(September 2006) 
 
Reported to LDF Working Party, 28 September 2006 and made available on 
website.  Confirmed by Strategy Committee, 20 November 2006 
 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Preferred Options document follows on from the 
‘Design for the Future’ discussion paper process for the East Northamptonshire Local 
Development Framework.  This consultation process for the Preferred Options document 
represents the Council’s continued commitment towards the ‘front loading’ of 
consultation in preparing the Local Development Framework.  The Preferred Options 
document provided an overview of the planning context, key issues, potential options 
and directions of growth for the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan area.  The 
document also set out the draft spatial Vision and Objectives; key aspects of preparing 
the Local Development Framework under the new planning system. 
 
This analysis document principally incorporates a review and summary of written 
representations provided in response to the Preferred Options document, however, a 
review of various workshops undertaken in conjunction with the Preferred Options 
document has been included to ensure all consultation feeds into the decision making 
process. 
 
East Northamptonshire Council has utilised this consultation process as an instrument to 
guide preparation of the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Development Plan 
Document.  It has been undertaken in accordance with government policy (particularly 
Policy Planning Statement 12).  Additionally, evidence base studies focusing on key 
growth issues (transport, town centres, flood risk etc) will support further decision 
making processes. 
 
 
 
2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
A total of 328 respondents provided 1555 individual comments regarding the Rural 
North, Oundle and Thrapston Preferred Options document.  Of the 328 respondents, 30 
were Development Plan Document bodies, 24 were provided through a localised 
consultation process undertaken for the village of Tansor and 6 respondents provided 
late representations.  The remaining 268 respondents (making up the total of 328) were 
a mix of government organisations, community groups, environmental agencies, private 
landowners, developers, local residents and various other consultees.  In addition to the 
statutory consultation process, East Northamptonshire District Council undertook three 
public workshops, one each in Thrapston, Oundle and Kings Cliffe.  All consultation was 
undertaken in accordance with the recently agreed Joint Statement of Community 
Involvement. 
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The number of representations (and individual comments) relating to Oundle far 
outweighed the number of representations put forward for any other individual settlement 
within the Plan area.  Approximately 26% of all comments related to Oundle (Nassington 
was the next largest with just over 11%).  Responses regarding Oundle were provided 
across a variety of issues, however, tended to focus on elements of community facilities 
and infrastructure, transport/access, parking, housing sites and recreation and leisure 
facilities.  One common issue of concern was the proposed Ashton Road / Herne Road 
housing development site.  45 responses were received in direct opposition to the 
development of this site for housing purposes, with most respondents citing utility, 
infrastructure and transport/access inadequacies as the prohibiting factor for 
development.  Additionally, there was a strong consensus amongst respondents 
concerned with the proposed Ashton Road / Herne Road housing development site 
suggesting expansion of the Prince William School into the proposed housing site as 
being the best solution for increasing pressure (rising student roll and lack of playing 
fields) on the school. 
 
A substantial proportion of comments regarding Oundle (approximately 48% of all 
comments relating to Oundle) highlighted current and potential problems with 
infrastructure, utilities and community facilities, particularly where additional growth is 
proposed.  Of particular concern are the traffic and access issues within the settlement, 
including areas around schools, the town centre, East Road, South Road, Herne Road 
and the area generally surrounding the Co-op supermarket.  The consultation response 
from the Oundle Workshop re-inforced the general response to the formal statutory 
consultation. 
 
Regeneration of Thrapston town centre was an issue of some concern for respondents, 
particularly for local residents and business owners.  A total of 32 comments were 
received in specific response to this issue, with a substantial proportion in support of the 
preferred policy direction regarding the existing Cattle Market site.  Additionally, 
discussion at the Thrapston Workshop regarding town centre issues identified the lack of 
timescales for regeneration as a concern for local business owners and residents, as 
well as the importance of an effective CCTV facility and increased police presence to 
maintain a sense of public safety.  Proposed development of the Huntingdon Road / 
Market Road site for housing generated only limited comment (13), almost all of which 
were in opposition to the proposed allocation.  The predominant issues of concern raised 
in relation to the development of this site are noise pollution, amenity issues, transport / 
access issues and land assembly issues.  The Thrapston Workshop generated a 
consensus on the issues precipitated through the statutory consultation process 
regarding this site. 
 
Kings Cliffe did not generate a significant number of specific comments, however, the 
majority of comments that were put forward related to settlement hierarchy, with nine 
responses in support of the proposed continuing role of the settlement and four 
comments suggesting that the settlement takes on less than a Local Service Centre role.  
Six site specific comments were provided for the Wood Road site, with five in support.  
Through the Kings Cliffe Workshop, it was identified that Affordable Housing is of 
importance to the village, but should be sited and developed to reflect local vernacular. 
 
A significant level of concern was raised in relation to the smaller scale service centre 
role of Nassington.  A total of 39 comments of concern were provided in disagreement to 
the proposed settlement role, particularly regarding the number of additional dwellings 
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that this role would generate.  A total of 39 responses were received with concerns 
regarding the development of the Woodnewton Road site, citing road safety issues and 
impacts to village character as major issues of concern.  The proposed housing site at 
Church Street received 14 comments in support of the allocation. 
 
Warmington did not generate a significant volume of specific comments.  The role of the 
village as a smaller scale service centre did not generate the same amount of opposition 
as Nassington, with only four comments provided in opposition to the proposed 
settlement role.  The allocation of Short Close generated only three comments, with one 
in support of the preferred policy direction, another in support for a solely affordable 
housing site and the last recognising that Important Open Space will impact the 
deliverability of housing sites in the settlement. 
 
Issues relevant to Tansor generated considerable consultation response, both during the 
statutory consultation period and during the localised consultation process.  The issue of 
greatest concern was the future land use for the site generally between Tansor Court 
Cottages and Courtyard House on Fotheringhay Road (proposed allocation of Important 
Open Space).  The clear majority of respondents favoured the allocation of the site as 
Important Open Space. 
 
In relation to the remaining Plan area settlements (i.e. network villages) and the rural 
area, a variety of issues were commented on by respondents.  In particular, the 
hierarchy of individual settlements generated 20 comments, generally identifying 
particular settlements suitable for a smaller scale service centre role including Brigstock, 
Woodford, Easton-on-the-Hill and Great Addington.  Consultation through the Kings 
Cliffe Workshop identified that Kings Cliffe relates more to Stamford, Peterborough, 
Uppingham, Oakham and Corby, rather than to any settlement within the Plan area.  
This view was also addressed by various respondents during the formal statutory 
consultation process. 
 
 
 
3.0 PUBLIC CONSULTATION ANALYSIS 
 
The Preferred Options document addressed a variety of issues relevant to the Plan area 
and generally sought to promote the further identification and discussion of key issues.  
Additionally, as a developing ‘Spatial Plan’ it was important for the Preferred Options 
document to recognise key issues relevant to the distinct spatial sub-areas of the overall 
Plan area (noting that the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan area is already a 
distinct spatial sub-area within the East Northamptonshire District).  
 
The consultative response from the Preferred Options public consultation process 
generally reflected the manner in which the document was structured.  Generally, 
comments received from respondents were either ‘issue specific’ (e.g. infrastructure, 
housing, environment), or ‘site specific’ (e.g. recognising general issues relevant to a 
town or village).  Additionally, various respondents (particularly land development 
consultancies on behalf of a landowner) utilised the consultation process to promote a 
particular site (or sites) for additional housing or employment land.   
 
An additional localised consultation process was undertaken for the village of Tansor, 
where specific development principles relating to Important Open Space were pertinent.  
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This localised consultation process was undertaken outside of the statutory consultation 
period for the Preferred Options document, however, due to the level of local concern 
regarding the matter of Important Open Space for the village, the specific consultation 
will feed into this summary. 
 
Lastly, late representations have also been collated and analysed, although the Council 
is not required to specifically consider the comments in further preparation of the Rural 
North, Oundle and Thrapston Development Plan Document. 
 
With regard to the structure of the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Preferred Options 
document, the summary of representations has been undertaken with analysis provided 
based on the following structure: 
 

• Key issue analysis; 
 

• Development sites promoted; 
 

• Additional representations: 
 

• Tansor representations; and 
 

• Late representations. 
 
 
3.1 Key Issue Analysis 
 
Housing Figures  
 
A total of 50 comments were received from 36 respondents, including two Development 
Plan Document bodies.  The focus of comments was on the proposed growth at Oundle, 
with 28 comments provided in opposition to the preferred policy direction and only three 
comments provided in support.  The chief concern of those respondents in opposition to 
the growth figures for Oundle was the potential loss of character and distinctiveness the 
town might experience, combined with the lagging provision of infrastructure, utilities and 
services.  Northamptonshire County Council expressed concern that the growth figures 
may unbalance growth locations within North Northamptonshire (and the District) and 
suggested that the figures do not reflect the intent of the Sub-regional Strategy. 
 
With regard to Thrapston, four comments were provided in support of the proposed 
growth figures, while one comment suggested that conforming to the requirements of the 
emerging Joint Core Spatial Strategy would be to the disadvantage of the residents of 
East Northamptonshire.  
 
Two respondents supported smaller scale, sensitive growth in Tansor and one 
respondent was in total opposition to any growth within the District. 
 
The bulk of remaining comments (13) were provided on an ad-hoc basis, lacking 
commonalities.  Various comments included queries as to where the demand for growth 
was derived from, support for the use of empty homes in precedence to building new 
homes, identification of exact growth figures for each settlement would provide improved 
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surety and concern that the growth figures would alter the overall District character.  
Northamptonshire County Council also mentioned that the Priors Hall development 
should have been specifically mentioned in the Preferred Options document. 
 
Settlement Hierarchy 
 
120 settlement hierarchy comments were provided by 64 respondents.  Approximately 
half of these comments (66) related specifically to the concept of smaller scale service 
centres (predominantly Nassington).  Of the 66 comments relating to smaller scale 
service centre issues, 43 were provided in opposition to the proposed settlement roles 
for Nassington (39) and Warmington (4), while 3 comments were provided in support of 
these roles.  The remaining comments (20) identified additional settlements proposed for 
recognition as a smaller scale service centre (including Brigstock, Woodford, Easton-on-
the-Hill and Great Addington).  Five comments suggested that the clarification of growth 
figures (approximate housing numbers over the Plan period) for the proposed smaller 
scale service centres would allay community concerns. 
 
Ten comments were provided suggesting that a more uniform approach to the 
distribution of housing should be adopted, whereby all villages in the Plan area are 
allocated an approximately equal proportion of the growth. 
 
Nine comments were provided with regard to Kings Cliffe, with five respondents 
suggesting that the local service centre role of the settlement is too substantial and four 
respondents supporting the local service centre role approach. 
 
Five respondents were in general agreement with the preferred policy direction for the 
settlement hierarchies and two were provided in general disagreement. 
 
The remaining 20 comments were provided with very specific settlement hierarchy 
issues and could not be classified under any common heading.  Examples of these 
comments include the inappropriate use of settlement services (such as a public house) 
to define that settlement’s role, recognition of Brigstock Camp as open countryside, as 
well as suggested discrepancies between the settlement roles as defined through the 
Preferred Options for North Northamptonshire and the Preferred Options for the Rural 
North, Oundle and Thrapston.  
 
Housing Sites 
 
Respondent discussion regarding housing sites was generally grouped into two 
categories.  The first category relates to additional housing sites promoted (typically by 
land development agencies on behalf of a landowner/s) and these comments have been 
summarised within Section 3.2 (Additional Development Sites Promoted) of this report.  
The second category relates to respondent comments addressing the housing sites 
proposed in the Preferred Options document and are summarised as follows. 
 
A total of 100 respondents put forward 160 individual comments relating to the housing 
sites proposed through the Preferred Options document.  Housing sites related to the 
settlements of Oundle, Thrapston, Kings Cliffe, Nassington and Warmington and are 
now discussed in that order. 
 



Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Preferred Options – Consultation Process (January – 
September 2006) 

East Northamptonshire Council 65 

71 comments related specifically to Oundle, with the Ashton Road / Herne Road site 
receiving the most response (50 comments).  45 comments were provided in opposition 
to development of the site, generally stating lack of utilities, infrastructure and 
transport/access issues as major constraints.  Five comments were provided in support 
of the site, with various caveats regarding the improvement of utilities, infrastructure and 
transport/access.  15 comments were put forward regarding the Creed Road site.  Nine 
comments were generally supportive of the site (presuming the provision of appropriate 
infrastructure) and five were in opposition to its allocation, citing its distance from the 
town centre, access and transport issues as major inhibiting issues.  Oundle Town 
Council was supportive of the Creed Road allocation, with the provision that flooding 
issues are addressed appropriately, however, the County Council suggest the site is not 
a sustainable option.  Four other comments were provided on a general basis, including 
one from the County Council suggesting that the dismissal of alternative housing 
development sites in Oundle needs greater explanation as there does not appear to be a 
clear or robust process of site selection. 
 
The Huntingdon Road / Market Road site in Thrapston received 19 comments.  Two 
comments were provided in support for allocation of the site and 11 in opposition 
(suggesting that noise pollution, amenity issues and land assembly issues would inhibit 
deliverability).  Six additional comments were provided on an ad-hoc basis, stating 
knock-on impacts from development of the site, suggestion of procedural errors in 
allocating the site, infrastructure issues associated with the site, as well as other 
comments.  Thrapston Town Council suggested that the site represents over-
development in terms of housing density and that particular attention should be given to 
the provision of open space and community facilities as well as a sensible traffic 
management scheme. 
 
The Willow Road / Wood Road site in Kings Cliffe generated six comments.  Five 
comments were provided in support for the site (some stating the site should be larger, 
others stating that the site must not impact on the adjacent open space) and one 
comment from the County Council suggesting additional information regarding phasing 
and design principles is required.  The County Council also advised that the schools 
have capacity to cope with the proposed development. 
 
57 comments regarding the village of Nassington were received.  These predominantly 
related to the Woodnewton Road site, where 39 comments in opposition to development 
of the site were put forward (mostly citing road safety issues and impacts to village 
character, including comments from Nassington Parish Council) and only two comments 
of support offered.  One comment suggested that small scale development in the village 
is acceptable and another advised that any development must not impact the listed 
stone wall in the village.  The proposed site at Church Street (Nassington) received 14 
comments in support of the allocation (including five comments of support from 
Nassington Parish Council). 
 
Only three comments were put forward regarding the proposed housing site at Short 
Close in Warmington.  One respondent supported allocation of the site, another 
comment suggested the site should be given up for affordable housing and the last 
comment recognised that Important Open Space will impact the deliverability of housing 
sites in Warmington. 
 
Affordable Housing 
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78 affordable housing comments were provided from 42 respondents.  Comments were 
particularly varied and there was no strong (common) focus of concern or approval 
regarding this issue amongst respondents.  Outright support for the preferred policy 
direction was provided in seven comments, while three respondents opposed the overall 
proposed policy direction. 
 
12 comments were provided regarding the Rural Exception Sites preferred policy 
direction.  Respondents generally raised concern with the integration of these affordable 
housing sites with the settlement and community, with particular concern for the impact 
to the character and distinctiveness of settlements.  
 
With regard to the proposed affordable housing development threshold, three comments 
were provided in opposition to the preferred policy direction, while five comments either 
supported the intended policy direction, or suggested that it should be lower (in order to 
yield more affordable housing dwellings). 
 
With regard to the intended 40% affordable housing provision requirement for 
development, there was an even response from respondents.  Six comments were 
provided supporting a higher provision requirement and six comments were provided 
supporting a lower provision requirement.  One respondent suggested that the preferred 
provision level of 40% was appropriate.  Three comments suggested that the mix and 
type of affordable housing should be amended. 
 
Seven comments identified possible shortcomings of the preferred policy direction, 
including the lack of regard to elderly and sheltered housing issues and the impact of the 
impending sub-regional housing market assessment. 
 
Three respondents promoted possible affordable housing development for specific 
settlements. 
 
The remaining 14 comments were particularly varied in their concerns and include 
reference to specific consultation undertaken by the Tansor Village Planning Group, 
reference to emerging Government policy on rural affordable housing, the requirement 
for a greater emphasis on the Housing Needs Survey and various other comments. 
 
Phasing 
 
26 individual responses were received from 20 respondents addressing the issue of 
phasing.  Approximately 23% (six comments) of the responses related to the phasing of 
sites within Oundle, and included a variety of specific comments.  Two of the comments 
related to the Creed Road site, with one respondent suggesting that the site should 
sequentially come forward before the Ashton Road / Herne Road site and the other 
respondent recognising that the Creed Road site should be allowed to come forward 
naturally and not follow after the Ashton Road / Herne Road site.  Two comments were 
received with specific reference to the Ashton Road / Herne Road site.  One respondent 
explained that the site is greenfield and should not be released prior to consideration of 
brownfield housing sites, with the other respondent suggesting that the site best meets 
the aim of sustainable growth for the town. 
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Three responses received from two respondents suggested that the use of greenfield 
land needs also be considered.  Particular reference was made to Kings Cliffe by one 
respondent, recognising that there should be recognition that with some settlements  a 
very limited amount of previously developed land is available and it is essential that the 
Plan allow greenfield sites to be brought forward during the earlier part of the Plan 
period. 
 
General comments were provided by three Development Plan Document bodies in 
relation to phasing.  The Government Office for the East Midlands (GOEM) suggested 
that controlling the rate and location of development on strategic sites is accepted, 
however, if there is an identified local need (e.g. via rural housing enabler), then there is 
no need for a phasing approach.  GOEM suggest that reference is made to this during 
the submission draft Plan policy.  Collyweston Parish Council suggest that the release of 
greenfield land must be adequately monitored to ensure it is not used before all available 
brownfield sites have been developed.  The Environment Agency provided a generic 
response stating that utility studies and assessments of the phasing of committed 
development will help to inform the planning process. 
 
Two comments of support for the preferred option on phasing were received.  The 
remaining 12 responses provided a variety of comments including; there is no 
requirement for the development of greenfield sites in the rural north, particularly for 5 
Woodnewton Road, Nassington, and; the sequential approach must be tied in with the 
annual monitoring process and the achievement of housing targets so that development 
sites may be promoted out of sequence if overall housing targets are not being met from 
sites higher up the sequencing hierarchy. 
 
Settlement Boundary 
 
128 individual responses were received from 84 respondents addressing the issue of 
settlement boundaries.  14 Development Plan Document bodies provided representation 
on this issue.  
 
A total of 15 responses with support for the settlement boundaries were received which 
is greater than the 13 responses specifically objecting.  Four Development Plan 
Document bodies provided support for the settlement boundaries, including; 
Northamptonshire County Council; Tansor Village Planning Group; Warmington Parish 
Council, and; Brigstock Parish Council. 
 
48% (62 comments) of the responses propose alterations to the settlement boundaries 
to include additional land within the confines of the settlements.  Three of the responses 
were received from Development Plan Document bodies; Apethorpe Village Meeting; 
Tywell Parish Council; and Hemington, Luddington and Thurning Parish Council.  Four 
responses suggested the removal of specific land from within the settlement boundaries, 
including, Northamptonshire County Council and the Environment Agency. 
 
21% (27 comments) of the responses provided a variety of comments including; villages 
would not want boundaries to prevent local farms unable to diversify; restraint villages 
should have village boundaries in order that development can occur in these areas; and 
suggest strengthening the criteria on which planning applications are assessed and 
abandoning the use of settlement boundaries.  Additionally, seven responses were 
received which recognised that the settlement boundaries should be relaxed.  Seven 
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Development Plan Document bodies provided more generic comments on the issue of 
settlement boundaries. 
 
Density and Infilling 
 
42 respondents provided 57 specific comments relating to density and infilling.  Over half 
of the comments were provided on a general basis, with no specific relationship to a 
settlement or site.  The remaining comments (23) were provided with a specific 
relationship to the various Plan area settlements of Oundle, Thrapston, Nassington, 
Warmington and Kings Cliffe. 
 
17 of the 57 specific comments explicitly stated support for the preferred policy 
directions on infilling and density as outlined in the document, although several of these 
comments were provided with caveats relating to the proposed criteria based policy 
approach to infilling.  13 comments discussed the importance of design, quality and 
siting of any infilling (particularly for villages), with various respondents suggesting that 
these factors are more important than the actual density ratio in maintaining or 
preserving the character of a settlement.  Seven representations recognised the need for 
a flexible approach to determining density ratios in villages (as opposed to towns or 
larger settlements), generally stating that the density of development in the Plan area 
villages should be slightly lower than that of the towns. 
 
Six respondents utilised the consultation opportunity to recognise existing density and 
infilling issues within the Plan area.  Each representation highlighted a different issue, 
however, a common theme seemed to be that inappropriate previous development 
within a settlement has impacted on the overall character of that settlement. 
 
The remaining comments were particularly issue or site specific.  Several respondents 
identified particular sites of inappropriate density, while several respondents asserted 
that the preferred policy direction for infilling is too restrictive. 
 
Seven Development Plan Document bodies provided comments on density and infilling 
issues within the Plan area.  Oundle and Thrapston Town Councils and Warmington 
Parish Council recognised the impact to townsite character of inconsistent or 
inappropriate density controls.  Collyweston Parish Council advised that a density ratio 
above 30 dwellings per hectare would be inappropriate for the village, while Nassington 
Parish Council stated that the main part of the village (Nassington) is able to 
accommodate limited infill development.  The Government Office for the East Midlands 
stated that it is possible to meet the Governments target of 25 dwellings per hectare 
without affecting the character of the rural area.  English Heritage support the infilling 
approach, but recommend that Conservation Area Appraisals are also used to inform the 
design based criteria. 
 
Economy 
 
15 respondents provided representations addressing the issue of economy.  
Development Plan Document bodies Thrapston Town Council and Collyweston Parish 
Council provided representation on this issue. 
 
Seven respondents including Harborough District Council and Thrapston Town Council 
recognised the need to balance the increase in housing with an increase in jobs.  
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Harborough District Council suggested that if this balance is not maintained the aim of 
reducing the need to travel could be undermined.   
 
Seven respondents including Collyweston Parish Council suggested that the issue of 
employment had not been adequately addressed in the document.  Collyweston Parish 
Council explains that more widespread development schemes and ideas for different 
employment opportunities within the rural area must be put in place. 
 
Three respondents including Thrapston Town Council recognised that the document did 
not address the issue of employment for any area other than Oundle, with Thrapston in 
particular being of concern. 
 
Five respondents provided a mixture of comments including; employment for community 
residents relies heavily on transport out of the settlement; stress importance of the 
employment opportunities in the northern part of the District, and; suggestion for the 
creation of a science park. 
 
Employment Sites 
 
18 respondents provided 31 representations including the Development Plan Document 
bodies of Oundle Town Council and Northamptonshire County Council.  Two main 
issues including the relocation of the Cattle Market (10 comments) and the East Road, 
Oundle employment site (11 comments), created the majority of the comments.    
 
10 (32%) representations from six respondents were received regarding the site for the 
relocation of the Thrapston Cattle Market.  Five comments were received citing concerns 
in relation to the preferred option location and all the possible other locations (east of 
Ikea – 1 comment; south of A14 – 1 comment; north of A14 – 2 comments; and all 
locations – 1 comment).  Northamptonshire County Council suggests that the re-location 
of the Cattle Market to the south of the A14 is not suitable.  Two respondents suggested 
potential alternative sites for the Cattle Market. 
 
Nine respondents provided 11 (35%) representations in reference to the East Road, 
Oundle employment site.  Three respondents including Oundle Town Council supports 
the use of the land at East Road for employment purposes.  Three respondents with five 
representations support the use of the site for mixed use purposes including housing 
and employment, citing the Roger Tym report should be followed.  One respondent 
suggests that the most appropriate use of the site is for housing.  Two respondents 
recognised the problems associated with access and traffic. 
 
Ten representations were received with a variety of comments including; proposal for 
employment land to the east of Thrapston; suggestion that employment growth should 
also be allocated to the Islip Furnace site, and; support for a specific Strategic 
Employment Area allocation. 
 
Town Centre  
 
36 individual responses were received from 18 respondents, including five Development 
Plan Document bodies.  89% (36 comments) of the responses were received in relation 
to Thrapston, with two responses each for Oundle and the general Plan area. 
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A substantial number of the comments were received in relation to the Thrapston Cattle 
Market site, with five responses including Thrapston Town Council providing support for 
the relocation and development of the Cattle Market.  One response cited opposition to 
the regeneration of the Cattle Market as the proposed site is a gravel pit.  General 
comments were also provided in response to the regeneration of the Cattle Market, 
including a comment from the Environment Agency which explained that the site would 
need to be subject to careful contamination investigation and remediation.   
 
Two respondents recommend the most suitable site for the relocation of Chancery 
Auto’s and the fire station would be the triangular plot of land immediately south-east of 
the roundabout at the junction between Huntingdon Road and the A605.  One 
respondent suggested that current traffic problems at the proposed site off Sackville 
Street are an additional reason for the fire station not to be positioned there. 
 
Two respondents, including Thrapston Town Council, provide support for the re-
orientation of the buildings at 17-31 High Street and one respondent suggests that the 
moving of the shop fronts need to be cost effective/affordable, whether to buy or rent. 
 
The remaining 58% (21 comments) of responses provided a variety of comments 
including; support for the inclusion of the library and fire station within the Town Centre 
boundary; proposed redevelopment of the Thrapston Cattle Market should be shifted to 
the ‘Bullring’, and; Thrapston Town Council suggesting the inclusion of the Plaza Centre 
in the Town Centre boundary and in any regeneration plans, recognising its importance 
as a community facility. 
 
Infrastructure: Services, Utilities and Community Facilities 
 
Comments provided by respondents regarding services, utilities and community facilities 
were particularly wide ranging, reflecting the vast scope of issues pertinent to this field of 
community concern.  107 respondents offered approximately 230 individual comments 
on this theme, often listing several specific concerns in one comment.  For ease of 
analysis and discussion, comments have been generally grouped by their association 
with a particular utility, service or community facility and are discussed as follows. 
 
Considerably more comments regarding education were received (92) compared to any 
other individual issue.  Of these comments, the most significant response (54 
comments) related to the existing and likely increase in pressure to the Prince William 
School in Oundle, particularly associated with the residential growth of the town over the 
Plan period, including the adjacent Ashton Road / Herne Road proposed housing 
development site.  Almost all respondents in this category asserted that the best solution 
for the increasing pressure to the Prince William School would be for the westward 
expansion of the school site into the proposed Ashton Road / Herne Road housing site, 
allowing ample space for additional playing fields and general expansion of school 
facilities, while reducing the number of houses to be built on that area of land.  15 
comments recognised the increasing pressure on Oundle’s various primary schools 
(including the traffic and congestion issues associated with this) and recommended 
various relocation opportunities.  Ten comments identified nearing capacity issues at 
Thrapston schools, seven comments identified capacity issues at the Nassington school 
and the various remaining education related comments (6) were provided on a general 
basis. 
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21 comments identified a general infrastructure deficiency throughout the Plan area, with 
a particular ‘hotspot’ of community concern at Oundle (12 comments).  44 comments 
regarding utilities recognised increasing pressure to (and concern for) sewerage 
infrastructure and treatment works; the road network; settlement drainage systems; 
water supply; parking and power supply.  None of these utility types was the focus of 
significant multiple comments, although the limited comments did focus on issues at 
Oundle.  
 
17 respondents asserted that growth in the Plan area (and the District in general) must 
be infrastructure lead and that vital services, facilities and utilities must not lag behind 
development.  Some of these respondents also recommended that existing 
infrastructure deficiencies must be addressed prior to additional development being 
permitted. 
 
Community facilities were the subject of 18 individual comments, although there was no 
distinct focus on deficiencies of any one facility type.  Examples include the Oundle 
police service, general youth facilities, Thrapston Library, Fire Station and Ambulance 
centre. 
 
Six comments identified a distinct lack of sport and recreation facilities and playing fields, 
particularly around Oundle and included concern regarding the future of the Barnwell 
Country Park. 
 
Two respondents offered outright support for the preferred policy direction of the 
document. 
 
Lastly, 22 ‘other’ comments were provided, each with a very specific concern not 
duplicated throughout the consultation process, or providing a level of detail too specific 
for emerging policy guidance. 
 
Transport and Accessibility  
 
82 respondents provided almost 130 specific comments relating to transport and 
accessibility within the Plan area.  The area of most concern raised through the 
consultation process was Oundle (52 individual comments), although general responses 
(i.e. not associated to a particular settlement or site) accounted for 42 individual 
comments.  The remaining comments were based on a mix of concerns for the 
settlements of Nassington (11), Thrapston (2) and Kings Cliffe (2). 
 
The issue of most concern for Oundle respondents was the identification of traffic 
‘problem points’ and ‘problem times’ and incorporated 18 individual comments.  Areas of 
most concern were East Road, South Road, Herne Road, the town centre and the 
general Co-op area (particularly when HGV’s are making deliveries).  Problem times 
were identified as school drop off and pick up times, as well as Market days.  14 
respondents utilised the consultation opportunity to recognise that increased growth in 
the settlement (Oundle) will lead to a break-down in the effectiveness of the internal 
transport network.  Approximately 13 respondents recognised that linking the vehicular 
access to Prince William School with the A605 would greatly reduce traffic impacts 
throughout the town, especially during key times.  Another seven comments 
recommended solutions to specific transport and accessibility issues within the town, 
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including a proposal to make East Road a one way street and the identification of 
alternative access points to existing/proposed development sites. 
 
Representations relating to Nassington generally recognised that the village has several 
traffic safety problem areas and that the existing road network is only likely to cope with 
a very limited increase in demand. 
 
Eight respondents agreed with the preferred policy direction as set out within the 
document and another eight provided proposed solutions to general transport and 
accessibility problems throughout the Plan area (such as dualling the A605). 
 
26 general comments were put forward which could not be readily assessed under a 
common theme or issue.  Examples of such comments include recognition of the need 
for a HGV night stopover area and use of the River Nene for cargo purposes. 
 
There was limited mention throughout the responses to the transport and accessibility 
issue of other forms of transport such as pedestrian and cycling facilities. 
 
Public Transport 
 
Seven representations were received specifically addressing the issue of public 
transport.  Five of these representations were provided from Development Plan 
Document bodies.  All respondents recognised the difficulties in providing an effective 
public transport service within the predominantly rural Plan area, and that solutions to 
improve the service may be difficult to achieve.  Oundle Town Council, as well as 
Warmington and Brigstock Parish Councils, generally support the preferred policy 
direction as set out in the Preferred Options document.  GOEM highlight that there is no 
reference to deliverability of solutions to poor public transport service through the Local 
Transport Plan process or a collaborative/partnership approach with Northamptonshire 
County Council.  The Highways Agency suggest that the document does not give 
enough attention to issues of public transport and that no solutions to poor service are 
proposed (which should be promoted alongside regeneration and residential 
development proposals). 
 
Parking 
 
28 representations were received concerning the issue of parking.  14 representations 
were provided with no reference to a specific town or settlement.  Of these, four 
respondents believed that two or less parking spaces per dwelling was an unrealistic 
ratio (i.e. too low), while the remaining eight respondents generally supported the 
preferred policy direction (but also suggested that additional visitor car parking 
bays/sites should be made available and that perhaps the parking space ratio for Oundle 
and Thrapston could be revisited, with a view to lowering the ratio). 
 
11 respondents provided comments specifically citing issues in Oundle.  The majority of 
these respondents simply recognised that parking (particularly in the town centre) is a 
significant issue of concern for residents of Oundle and that, without the Council’s 
intervention, the problem will become exacerbated as the population increases over the 
Plan period.  Several respondents expressed concern that the Preferred Options 
document did not propose any new parking facilities or sites in Oundle, while several 
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other respondents suggested that the Milton Road School (Oundle CE Primary School) 
site would be suitable for redevelopment as a parking facility, if the school is relocated.  
 
Environment  
 
20 respondents provided 37 individual comments relating to the natural environment.  
Approximately a quarter (10) of these comments are classified as ‘other comments’ and 
relate to such matters as the need for more comprehensive objectives and policies with 
a distinct focus on natural environmental issues, or the requirement for more specific 
statements of how the preferred policy approach complies with various over-arching 
government policy. 
 
Eight comments focussed on the identification of site specific issues and included the 
recognition of potential archaeological sites, incorrect designation of Local Nature 
Reserves, the potential impact to Sites of Special Scientific Interests from proposed 
development sites, as well as various other comments.  Five respondents suggested 
that the Preferred Options document does not provide sufficient information regarding 
the likely (or potential) impacts of development. 
 
The remaining 14 comments were varied, but can be summarised to include; support for 
the preferred policy directions; recognition of additional environmental issues; lack of 
information regarding the River Nene Regional Park Project; additional environmental 
controls to preserve the environment, and; lack of importance assigned to environmental 
issues throughout the document. 
 
Recreation and Leisure 
 
13 representations were received specifically addressing the issue of recreation and 
leisure.  Representations on the issue of public open space have been collated and 
summarised within the Green Infrastructure section of this report.  Six representations 
specifically cite issues in Oundle, with five explaining the lack of recreation and leisure 
facilities at present, including a swimming pool and soccer pitches.  Three of these 
representations also recognised that additional housing within the town would place 
extra pressure on the existing recreation and leisure facilities.  One representation 
explained the impact of the Ashton Road / Herne Road development on sport and 
recreation facilities. 
 
Four of the representations were provided from Development Plan Document bodies 
and are analysed as follows.  Collyweston Parish Council, English Heritage and The 
Countryside Agency support the preferred options on open space, sport and recreation.  
Brigstock Parish Council recognised that leisure facilities are not sufficiently provided or 
located. 
 
Three representations were received with a mixture of comments including; development 
at Old Oundle Railway Station and the village of Elmington are excluded from the 
Preferred Options, and; support for an appropriate level of recreation and open space 
throughout the Plan period. 
 
Green Infrastructure and Public Open Space 
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42 individual responses were received from 35 respondents regarding the issue of 
Green Infrastructure, including nine Development Plan Document bodies.  Of the 42 
representations, 30% (13 comments) related to Tansor, with eight of these comments 
(including one from the Tansor Village Planning Group) mostly concerning the site 
generally between Tansor Court Cottages and Courtyard House, Fotheringhay Road 
(allocated as Important Open Space).  Seven respondents preferred the Important Open 
Space designation of the site, while one representation supported the designation of this 
site for housing purposes.  Two of the respondents from Tansor object to the allocation 
of the parcel of land at the junction of Main Street and Cotterstock Road as Important 
Open Space.  
 
Four of the responses addressed concern at the allocation of specific sites for public 
open space, which included land at Warmington, Nassington, Brigstock and Woodford.  
Two representations were received citing the importance of the Thrapston lake area. 
 
The remaining 60% (25 comments) of the representations were particularly varied in 
their concerns or comments including; concern regarding availability of allotments; more 
emphasis regarding the retention of green spaces in villages, and; if sites are to be 
developed with housing, it is important that recreational areas or pocket parks should be 
part of the scheme.   
 
Nine Development Plan Document bodies provided representation on Green 
Infrastructure, whose comments were varied, including; Warmington Parish Council 
requesting three additional areas of Important Open Space are added to the settlement 
of Warmington, and; the Environment Agency strongly supporting the proposed 
designation of the three areas of Local Nature Reserve.  
 
Other 
 
102 respondents provided 278 representations on Other issues.  Of the 278 
representations, 68% (190 comments) were of a general nature and did not refer to a 
specific location.  16% (45 comments) of the representations were received in relation to 
Oundle and 6% (16 comments) of the representations were received in relation to other 
rural areas.  Representations in relation to the remainder of the locations received less 
than ten individual comments each.  
As the comments on other issues were wide ranging, the representations have not been 
summarised within this report. 
 
20 respondents were Development Plan Document bodies.  Representations from the 
Development Plan Document bodies include; Aldwincle Parish Council expressing 
preference for redevelopment of redundant farm buildings, well related to existing 
settlements; GOEM cited that no gypsy and traveller sites have been identified; 
Collyweston Parish Council considers that there is no provision made for managing the 
increasing tourism particularly in areas that are not within or close to the rural service 
centres; The Countryside Agency suggests that the use of Concept Statements may be 
appropriate for the Plan area, and; the Mobile Operators Association considers that a 
clear and flexible preferred policy be developed with regard to telecommunications. 
 
Sustainability Appraisal  
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32 responses have been received from six respondents regarding the Sustainability 
Appraisal, of which five are Development Plan Document bodies.  The Highways Agency 
provided 59% (19 comments) of the responses.  The responses provided by the 
Highways Agency recognise the lack of consideration or mention of transport issues, 
including public transport.  Particularly, the respondent is concerned that the transport 
issues do not appear to feature very highly in the sustainability criteria.  The Highways 
Agency does not consider that the proposed housing site off Huntingdon Road 
(Thrapston) will reduce the need to travel, based on its location.  The Highways Agency 
further advises that car use for travel to work in Thrapston is the highest throughout the 
Plan area and a large modal shift to public transport is required to reduce the impact of 
development. 
 
English Heritage provided five responses to the Sustainability Appraisal, mainly in 
reference to the lack of (or inadequate) information/assessment.  Comments from 
English Heritage include; the statement of impacts being mostly generalised; the need 
for a greater emphasis on the appraisal of impacts using Sustainability Appraisal 
objectives, and; the importance of the historic environment is required to be reflected in 
the key issues. 
 
Peterborough City Council provided four responses of which one comment suggests the 
introduction of an economic Sustainability Appraisal topic for the rural economy.  
Northamptonshire County Council recommends an objective is included that aims to 
protect and enhance green infrastructure networks and assets, attached to the decision 
making criteria.  The Environment Agency has made two comments explaining that the 
key issues are not sufficiently comprehensive and suitable design to minimise 
environmental impacts could have been addressed by the sustainability appraisal in 
further detail.  Finally one respondent suggests that the Sustainability Appraisal has not 
assessed whether the Preferred Options are compatible with Planning Circular 05/2005 
(Planning Obligations).  
 
 
3.2 Additional Development Sites Promoted 
 
Given the focus of the Preferred Options document on sustainable growth within the 
Plan area, various respondents (predominantly planning and land development agencies 
on behalf of landowners) took the opportunity to promote specific development sites, 
generally promoting the site/s as a more rational and sustainable option to those 
presented in the document.  Additional development sites proposed by respondents 
include uses such as residential, employment, mixed use, parking and school sites.  
Approximately 70 representations related specifically to the identification of additional 
development sites, and are discussed as follows on the basis of their association with 
specific settlements. 
 
Just less than half (33) of the respondents in this category identified additional 
development sites in Oundle.  The most common site identified in Oundle was the 
proposed residential development site at Ashton Road and Herne Road. 19 respondents 
identified this site as being more suitable for the expansion of the Prince William School 
than for future housing, with perhaps some scope for smaller scale residential or mixed 
use development on the site.  A further 12 respondents identified various potential 
housing sites (with some also allowing provision for a school site) throughout Oundle, 
with several respondents specifically recognising Benefield Road as a suitable 
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alternative site.  Several respondents also recognised that the Milton Road School 
(Oundle CE Primary School) could be redeveloped for essential town centre parking 
facilities, if the school were to be relocated. 
 
12 respondents provided comments with regard to additional development sites in 
Thrapston. The bulk of these representations (8) focussed on proposals for housing 
sites, either to complement the proposed allocation at land off Huntingdon Road, or to 
entirely replace it.  One substantial representation identified land at Springfield Farm 
(west of Oundle Road, generally abutting the northern extent of the residential area of 
Thrapston) as being suitable to yield approximately 300 dwellings, a school and various 
other facilities in place of the proposed allocation at land off Huntingdon Road.  Four 
representations proposed additional employment, mixed use and cattle market sites for 
Thrapston, with one respondent proposing a substantial mixed use (housing, 
employment) site generally bound by the A6116, A14, Bridge Street and the River Nene. 
 
Two additional development sites were identified for Kings Cliffe. One proposed an 
entirely new town/village at the airfield to accommodate the Plan area housing growth 
and the other proposed housing development at the Piggery Unit and adjacent Rosary 
Farm at Stamford Road. 
 
Seven representations were received regarding additional development sites at 
Warmington and Nassington. These predominantly incorporated the small scale 
residential development of proposed Important Open Space allocations, although 
various other small scale residential development sites within the settlement boundaries 
were also promoted. 
 
Eight representations were received regarding the Important Open Space allocations at 
Tansor.  All eight representations proposed small scale residential development on the 
area of Important Open Space between Tansor Court Cottages and Courtyard House. 
 
The remaining representations (seven) related to various Network Villages and generally 
promoted housing, affordable housing and employment sites. 
 
 
3.3 Additional Representations (Tansor) 
 
The localised consultation process undertaken for Tansor following the statutory 
consultation process was focussed on the issue of Important Open Space as designated 
within the settlement boundary map for Tansor.  Notably, Tansor residents were mostly 
concerned regarding the site generally between Tansor Court Cottages and Courtyard 
House on Fotheringhay Road (allocated as Important Open Space), particularly 
regarding the most sustainable and practical use of the site.  In this regard, analysis of 
the ‘Tansor’ representations is particularly focused on the community’s aspirations for 
that site. 
 
Approximately 30 comments regarding Important Open Space in Tansor were received 
from 24 respondents, although it is noted that various respondents previously provided 
comments through the statutory consultation phase.  Four respondents were opposed to 
the designation of the site as Important Open Space, generally on the merit of the site’s 
suitability for small scale residential development.  20 respondents provided comments 
supporting the designation of the subject site as Important Open Space, with various 
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respondents suggesting that the ongoing maintenance of the site should be improved to 
maintain the value of the site as Important Open Space. 
 
 
3.4 Late Representations 
 
The Council received various representations following the conclusion of the statutory 6 
week consultation period.  These late representations have been collated and analysed, 
although the Council is not required to specifically consider the comments in further 
preparation of the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Development Plan Document.  Six 
late representations were received, incorporating 18 specific comments. 
 
Six of the specific comments related to housing sites, with four generally promoting 
additional sites around Oundle, Collyweston and Tansor and two siting land assembly, 
deliverability and traffic issues associated with the Ashton Road/Herne Road site in 
Oundle. 
 
Other general comments were received regarding; the growth figures for Oundle; the 
settlement boundary alignment and Important Open Space allocations for Tansor, and; 
the lack of employment land allocations in the document. 
 
The North Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit and Anglian Water provided generic 
responses with no specific reference to draft policy direction in the document. 
 
 
 
4.0 WORKSHOP CONSULTATION ANALYSIS 
 
As part of the consultation for the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Preferred Options 
document, East Northamptonshire Council Planning Policy Department organised three 
workshop events as a forum for local feedback on the emerging proposals of the Local 
Development Framework. One event was held in each of the main locations of 
Thrapston, Oundle and Kings Cliffe. Each event commenced with a short introduction to 
the Preferred Options document, with attendees then divided into workshop groups and 
asked for their initial feedback on the preferred options for their area. 
 
A traffic light system was used to allow the group to give initial feedback on whether or 
not the approach proposed in the Preferred Options document is heading in the right 
direction.  
 
Finally, each workshop group was asked to report back on 3 key issues arising from the 
Preferred Options paper. The summary report that follows demonstrates the thinking of 
the workshop groups.  
 
 
4.1 Thrapston Workshop Analysis 
 
Workshop 1 – Thrapston, East Northamptonshire Council Offices  
Thursday 2nd February 2006 
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In total, 75 people attended the Thrapston workshop event.  Attendees were divided into 
six workshops groups and the main points from each of the groups are provided as 
follows: 
 

• There has to be a time scale for the redevelopment and people need to be made 
aware of it; 

 

• Residents should be kept informed prior to any decisions being taken on 
development plans; 

 

• Parking is a high priority; 
 

• There needs to be a police station in Thrapston that is properly staffed and also 
CCTV in the town; 

 

• Housing development should be near the A14, but the site identified in the 
document for housing development does not provide good access; 

 

• Any housing development should be in line with the capacity of the schools. Do 
not build the houses first then deal with the schools issue, as the capacity of 
existing schools is already limited; 

 

• Infrastructure is important with money being available to get this right. Thrapston 
needs to be retained as a market town with the rural environment balance 
maintained; 

 

• Public transport is extremely important but the Preferred Options document does 
not show how this will be delivered; and 

 

• Congestion in the town is a major concern and further real consultation on the 
detail of the development has to be addressed. 

 
In addition to the above, additional comments that came out of the workshop are as 
follows: 
 

• HGV’s travelling into the town are destroying the fabric of the buildings, 
especially the Grade II listed buildings. The large warehouses being built 
encourage HGV’s into Thrapston; 

 

• Concern was expressed about the future of villages and the settlement 
boundaries. Villages must remain rural but is it right that some villages will see no 
growth?; 

 

• Affordable housing is important but should this be in the town centre only or 
should villages also have affordable housing; and 

 

• People are concerned about the lack of infrastructure and the ability of the town 
to cater for all the new homes and people. 
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4.2 Oundle Workshop Analysis 
 
Workshop 2 – Oundle, Prince William School  
Tuesday 7th February 2006 
 
In total, 138 people attended the Oundle workshop event. Attendees were divided into 
10 workshop groups and the main points from each of the workshop groups are provided 
as follows: 
 

• Transport is a real concern in the town, as is the congestion caused through 
traffic (especially school buses) and car parking for shoppers; 

 

• Housing people did not agree with housing development in Oundle and that the 
villages should be developed, retaining the character but also securing a vibrant 
community; 

 

• Prince William School should expand to where the housing development is 
proposed (Ashton Road / Herne Road site) and not towards the A605; 

 

• Infrastructure has to be a priority for any growth and this has to include, roads, 
parking, shops, sewage etc; 

 

• There was concern about the tightness of the settlement boundaries and the 
consequences for the open spaces within the town of Oundle; 

 

• Within the villages, boundaries need to allow for housing growth subject to 
appropriate infrastructure; 

 

• There has to be a holistic approach to planning for both towns and villages. 
There has to be a sustainable infrastructure of shops, schools, roads, services 
etc; 

 

• The essential character of Oundle has to be retained. Oundle does not need 
regeneration; and 

 

• There has to be a proper decision about schooling in Oundle and whether it is 
right to expand Prince William School or develop another school in another town 
such as Thrapston. A bigger school will bring more traffic, parking problems and 
congestion. 

 
In addition to the above, additional comments recorded at the workshop are provided as 
follows: 
 

• The people of Oundle feel strongly that there should be no housing growth in the 
town and that the development of more housing will bring additional traffic into 
the town and therefore congestion and parking problems; and 

 

• There was strong feeling about the expansion of Prince William School and the 
impact on traffic at key times in the day. Double-decker buses arriving in Herne 
Road are dangerous and would, in an emergency, cause serious problems; 
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• There was concern about traffic coming out of Herne Road onto the main road 
and the visibility and danger this caused; and 

 

• People do not see Oundle as needing regeneration and that the character of the 
town has to be retained. 

 
 
4.3 Kings Cliffe Workshop Analysis 
 
Workshop 3 – Kings Cliffe, Kings Cliffe Middle School  
Thursday 9th February 2006 
 
In total, 70 people attended the Kings Cliffe workshop event. Attendees were divided into 
6 workshop groups and the main concepts from each workshop group are provided as 
follows: 
 

• Development should be from within the community and not imposed on it from 
other places, in order to maintain the character of the settlement; 

 

• Some level of growth is required to move forward; 
 

• Links in this area are more out of the District towards Stamford, Peterborough, 
Uppingham, Oakham and Corby. The Preferred Options document and Plan 
should make some reference to the services there; 

 

• Affordable housing is needed in the village urgently (particularly for local needs); 
 

• Affordable housing in the rural areas. Housing to be in keeping with the village 
and not town houses; 

 

• Transport – smaller vehicles and more frequent journeys. Go to places where 
people want to go not where planners think they want to go; 

 

• Maintain services and improve them – do not reduce them; 
 

• More action and less talking across the board. Local knowledge (advice) should 
be listened to and acted upon (e.g. flooding, car parking); 

 

• Development must be infrastructure led; 
 

• Transport – impact on Kings Cliffe village and surrounding area – impact on 
traffic management; and 

 

• Infrastructure – flooding – infrastructure in advance of building. 
 
In addition to the above, additional comments recorded at the workshop are provided as 
follows: 
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• People are concerned that new housing will not be in keeping with the village 
environment. Poor design in the past (i.e. not in keeping with the village 
character) has caused problems; 

 

• There was concern expressed that if transport is not good then villages will be 
stifled but that expecting people to move away from their cars onto public 
transport is not realistic; and 

 

• Concern was expressed about the infrastructure and the need for better drains in 
the village. Kings Cliffe has a history of flooding and building more houses in the 
village may create more flooding problems. 

 
 
4.4 Workshop Analysis Conclusion 
 
The overall analysis of the three workshop events has been incorporated into the 
Executive Summary (Section 2.0) and provides the Council’s response to the overall 
consultation process for the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Preferred Options 
document, in alignment with the Joint Statement of Community Involvement. 
 
 
 
5.0 CONCLUSION: NEXT STEPS 
 
The considerable level of resources and input given to this statutory consultation 
process has been rewarded by an encouraging number of responses, representative of 
all key stakeholder groups (environmental, infrastructure, community etc).  Responses 
were mixed in support and opposition for the preferred policy direction, with constructive 
advice provided alongside recognition of key issues, opportunities, strengths and 
constraints. 
 
Outcomes of the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Preferred Options consultation 
process will now guide preparation of the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston 
Development Plan Document, together with various relevant studies completed, or 
nearing completion.  All Consultees involved in consultation on the Preferred Options 
Paper will be invited to comment on the Development Plan Document during the six 
week statutory consultation process. 
 
Further updates and information regarding the Local Development Framework for East 
Northamptonshire are available via the East Northamptonshire District Council website 
(www.east-northamptonshire.gov.uk) or by emailing planningpolicy@east-
northamptonshire.gov.uk . 
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Appendix 7: Local Development Framework Working 
Party Meeting 7 December 2006: Rural North, Oundle 
and Thrapston Plan – Summary Responses 
 
Reported to LDF Working Party, 7 December 2006; approved by Strategy 
Committee 22 January 2007 
 

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 
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Meeting with respect to a proposed “Important Open Space” designation 
adjacent to the village (June 2006), for which 24 responses were received. 

 
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. 

 
 

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 
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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. 
 
 

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 
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No of representations Location 

Support proposed 
RNOTP designation 

Oppose proposed 
RNOTP designation 

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 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. 
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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. 
 
 

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   
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No of representations Location 

Support Oppose 

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. 

 
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 
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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. 
 
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 
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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 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 
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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 upon infrastructure within Warmington are 
integral to the planning process at all levels. 
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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. 

 
 

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 
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No of representations Issue 

Support/ Agree Oppose/ Disagree 

 proposed 

Rural Exception Sites 7 5 

Key concerns – 
 

 Design/ quality, 
impact on 
settlement character 

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). 
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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 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 
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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. 
 
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 
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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 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, 
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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. 
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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. 

 
 

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. 
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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 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). 
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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. 

 
Proposed changes 
6.10 No changes to the proposed approach to phasing of development sites 

are recommended. 
 
 

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: 
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 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 -  
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  
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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 
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 
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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. 

 
Proposed changes 
7.11 No changes to the general approach to defining settlement boundaries 

are recommended. 
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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 
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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. 

 
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 
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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. 

 
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. 

 
 

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. 
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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. 

 
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 
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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). 

 
 

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 
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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 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, 
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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 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)). 
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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. 

 
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. 
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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 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 
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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 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. 
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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. 

 
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 
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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). 

 
 

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 

Comments refer to both 
traffic and parking.  
School buses already a 
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Issue No of 
Representations 

Comments 

King’s Cliffe 1 
Nassington 1 

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 

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. 
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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). 

 
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. 
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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). 

 
 

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 
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Issue No of 
Representations 

Comments 

Nene for freight, A43, 
A45, A605 under 
excessive pressure – 
need upgrading, need to 
address linkages to other 
centres 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

19  

TOTAL 129  

 

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). 



Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan – Summary Responses 
Considered by LDF Working Party, 7 December 2006; approved by Strategy Committee, 22 
January 2007 
 

East Northamptonshire Council 122

 
 

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. 
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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 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. 
 
 

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 

8 Alternative proposals for 
additional parking 
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Issue No of 
Representations 

Comments 

in town 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. 

 
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 
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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. 

 
 

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  
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Issue No of 
Representations 

Comments 

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 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 
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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. 
 
 

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 

3 Reference to lack of 
facilities at Prince William 
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Issue No of 
Representations 

Comments 

development 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 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). 
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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. 

 
 

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 
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Issue No of 
Representations 

Comments 

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 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. 
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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 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. 

 
 

Other Issues 

19.1 Approximately 280 representations were received regarding “other 
issues”.  Many of these (16%) related to Oundle, while many raised 
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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. 
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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”. 

 
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. 

 
 

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 
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Settlement No of 
Representations 

Comments 

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, 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. 
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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. 
 
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 
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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). 

 
 

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). 
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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. 
 
 

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. 
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Appendix 8: Consultation Events (chronology of key dates) 
 

Initiative / Event Description Date Website 

Design for the Future – Replacing East Northamptonshire’s Local Plan (July 2001 – March 2003)   
“Design for the Future – 
Replacing East 
Northamptonshire’s Local Plan” 
– Press releases 

Announcements by East Northamptonshire Council about the proposed 
preparation of a Replacement Local Plan.  A number of press items published in 
the Council newsletter, Nene Valley News (March – August 2001). 

Nene Valley News – 20 
March 2001; 17 April 2001; 
15 May 2001; 12 June 
2001; 10 July 2001; 7 
August 2001 

N/A 

“Design for the Future – Have 
Your Say” key issues paper 

Key issues document published during July 2001, along with questionnaires.  
These were made available in both paper format and on the Council’s website. 

July 2001 Documents available 
in electronic format on 
request. 

Design for the Future – series 
of roadshows announced 
through press releases 
(September/ October 2001). 

19 roadshows events at 14 venues: 

• September 2001 – Brigstock Village Hall; 

• 7-8 September 2001 – Higham Ferrers Town Hall; 

• 12 September 2001 – King’s Cliffe Memorial Hall; 

• 14-15 September 2001 – The Thrapston Centre; 

• 21 September 2001 – Victoria Hall, Oundle; 

• 22 September 2001 – Drill Hall, Oundle; 

• 28-29 September 2001 – Irthlingborough Library; 

• 30 September 2001 – Rushden Historical Transport Society Cavalcade 

• October 2001 – Easton on the Hill Village Hall; 

• 10 October 2001 – Woodford Working Mens’ Club; 

• 13-14 October 2001 –Raunds Saxon Hall; 

• 22 October 2001 – Stanwick Village Hall; 

• 24 October 2001 – Warmington Village Hall; 

• 26-27 October 2001 – Rushden Centre. 
 

Nene Valley News – 7 
August 2001; 18 
September 2001; 2 October 
2001, 16 October 2001 

N/A 

Preliminary feedback from 
questionnaires and roadshow 
events 

Summary of questionnaire responses and issues raised at the roadshow events 
set out in Nene Valley News. 

Nene Valley News – 30 
October 2001 

N/A 

Design for the Future – 
competition for 10-18 year olds 

Competition launched for 10-18 year olds to give their views and ideas for the 
future development of East Northamptonshire.  Closing date – 16 November 2001; 
winners announced and prizes presented, 6 February 2002. 

Nene Valley News – 16 
October 2001 

N/A 
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Initiative / Event Description Date Website 

Extension to Design for the 
Future consultation 

Following the series of Design for the Future roadshow events (autumn 2001), it 
was decided to continue to accept responses until May 2002, to take account of 
ongoing issues arising, e.g. ‘aspirational’ sites. 

Letters and verbal advice – 
October 2001 – 31 May 
2002 

N/A 

Further Local and Structure 
Plan issues workshops 

Workshops for Town and Parish Councils set up in August 2002.  Further 
information collated regarding issues affecting the District. 

Workshops 25 September 
and 3 August 2002 

 

“Design for the Future – What 
you said…” 

Responses received since 2001 were comprehensively collated and considered by 
Planning Policy officers, and published by the Council in “Design for the Future – 
What you said…” (March 2003).  This document was then circulated to all previous 
respondents by mailshot during April 2003. 

Document published, 
March 2003. 
Letters – 8, 9, 11, 28 April 
2003. 

N/A 

Strategy Committee Decision taken to discontinue with working towards replacing the 1996 Local Plan 
and move towards new LDF for East Northamptonshire. 

Committee Minutes – 23 
March 2003 

Strategy Committee 
minutes available on 
request 

East Northamptonshire Council 
– Establishment of Local 
Development Framework (LDF) 
Working Party 

In response to the proposed replacement of Local and Structure Plans by the new 
LDF system, East Northamptonshire Council’s Local Plan Working Party was re-
formed as the Local Development Framework Working Party.  The Local Plan 
Working Party had previously been considering preliminary “Issues” work 
concerning the proposed review of the 1996 Local Plan, undertaken since July 
2001. 

1 September 2003 Strategy Committee 
minutes ratify issues 
considered by Local 
Plans/ LDF Working 
Party – available on 
request. 

    
Design for the Future Discussion Papers (March 2004 – September 2005)   
Pre-consultation and advice to 
stakeholders and interested 
parties 

Formal written correspondence to various Councils (County, District, Town and 
Parish) and other stakeholders, e.g. developers, statutory consultees; setting out 
the timetable for the launch of “Design for the Future” Discussion Papers.  Various 
press releases in Nene Valley News (March – August 2004). 

2 March 2004 (consultation 
period to October 2004) 

[Appendix 2, above] 

Design for the Future 
discussions papers (setting out 
relevant questions and listing 
aspirational sites put forward as 
part of earlier consultations) 

Discussion papers published for consultation as follows: 

• Growth Options for the District – consultation period April – July 2004; 

• Rural North Discussion Paper – consultation period March – July 2004; 

• Higham Ferrers and Surrounding Areas Discussion Paper – consultation 
period March – July 2004; 

• Irthlingborough and Surrounding Areas Discussion Paper – consultation 
period April – August 2004; 

• Oundle and Surrounding Areas Discussion Paper – consultation period May – 
October 2004; 

• Raunds and Surrounding Areas Discussion Paper – consultation period June 
– October 2004; 

• Rushden and Surrounding Areas Discussion Paper – consultation period July 

Design for the Future 
papers published and made 
available from March – 
August 2004 
 

http://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov
.uk/pp/gold/viewGold.
asp?IDType=Page&I
D=4162  
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Initiative / Event Description Date Website 

– October 2004; 

• Thrapston and Surrounding Areas Discussion Paper – consultation period 
August – October 2004. 

 
East Northamptonshire Council 
website 

Design for the Future discussions papers published electronically on East 
Northamptonshire Council website. 

Documents available soon 
after publication (March – 
August 2004) 

http://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov
.uk/pp/silver/viewSilve
r.asp?ID=571  

Ad-hoc informal meetings and 
discussion groups 

Meetings between key stakeholders and East Northamptonshire Council officers 
on an ad-hoc, informal basis over the consultation period (March – October 2004). 

March – October 2004 N/A 

Ad-hoc informal meetings and 
discussion groups 

Meetings between key stakeholders and East Northamptonshire Council officers 
on an ad-hoc, informal basis following the defined consultation period (October 
2004 – 2 August 2005). 

October 2004 – 2 August 
2005 

N/A 

Publication of summary 
consultation document – 
“Design for the Future – Your 
Aspirations” 

Comments and representations received from March 2004 – 2 August 2005 were 
fully collated during August/ September 2005, with the document published in 
September 2005.  Publication of the document in printed format and on the 
Council’s website was announced by Nene Valley News press release and 
reported to the LDF Working Party. 

Nene Valley News press 
release – 11 October 2005 
LDF Working Party – 25 
October 2005 
 

http://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov
.uk/ppimageupload/im
age9446.pdf  

    
Managing the Release of Housing Land in East Northamptonshire – Interim Policy (March 2003 – March 2004)   
Local Plan Working Party Initial issue of housing land over supply discussed at Local Plan Working Party – 

Over-supply of housing land, imbalance between housing development, and jobs, 
services and infrastructure. 

11 March 2003  

Consultation on draft SPG Publication of draft Supplementary Planning Guidance: “Managing the Release of 
Housing Land in East Northamptonshire” and initial consultation event.  50 
responses received, mainly from Parish Councils and developers. 

7 July – 4 August 2003; 
extended to 17 October 
2003 

http://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov
.uk/ppimageupload/Im
age7616.PDF  

Interim Policy adoption “Managing the Release of Housing Land in East Northamptonshire – Interim 
Policy” adopted by Strategy Committee.  This was followed by further informal 
discussions about adopted Interim Policy regarding issues arising (early 2004). 

24 November 2003 http://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov
.uk/ppimageupload/Im
age7609.PDF  

Interim Policy Review Adoption of amended Interim Policy by Strategy Committee. 8 March 2004 http://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov
.uk/ppimageupload/Im
age7789.PDF  
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Initiative / Event Description Date Website 

Village Confines/ Village Frameworks (November/ December 2002 – August 2005)   
Initial Consultation The issue of defining village confines was initially raised in the Structure Plan 

(adopted March 2001).  Following this, an initial consultation exercise was 
undertaken with Parish Councils and Ward Members. 

4 December 2002 – March 
2003 

N/A 

Ongoing informal consultations Following the initial consultation, ongoing informal consultations and discussions 
were held with key stakeholders – Parish Councils and Ward Members. 

March – November 2003 N/A 

Notice of consultation on draft 
SPG 

Nene Valley News article published, announcing initial consultation on draft 
Supplementary Planning Guidance: Village Confines.  Initial closing date: 19 
December 2003. 

25 November – 19 
December 2003 

N/A 

Publication of draft document Draft village confines Supplementary Planning Guidance: “Guiding principles for 
defining village boundaries” published as discussion document, also known as the 
“Village Frameworks SPG”.  Consultation on draft Village Frameworks SPG 
approved by LDF Working Party. 

January 2004; LDF 
Working Party 9 February 
2004 

N/A 

Formal SPG consultation Formal consultation on draft Supplementary Planning Guidance: Village 
Frameworks (March 2004), by both mailshot and Nene Valley News article.  
Responses to SPG were received from 22 March – 18 June 2004, including a 
number after the formal closing date. 

Mailshot – 4 March 2004; 
Press release 19 April 
2004; Closing date 7 May 
2004. 

N/A 

LDF Working Party Meeting Decision taken by LDF Working Party to discontinue preparation of Village 
Frameworks SPG, followed by mailshot to all respondents and interested 
stakeholders. 

LDF Working Party Meeting 
8 November 2004; 
Mailshot, 16 November 
2004 

N/A 

Town Councils, Parish Councils 
and Parish Meetings – ongoing 
informal consultations 

Issues affecting individual parishes (particularly settlement boundaries) discussed 
at a range of Parish Council meetings from November 2002 – August 2005. 

November 2002 – August 
2005 

N/A 

East Northamptonshire Council 
Ward Members 

Series of meetings held with individual ward members regarding draft settlement 
boundaries – General issues (relevant LDF Working Party members), Lyveden, 
Higham Ferrers, Lower Nene, Ringstead, Dryden, Barnwell, Fineshade, Woodford, 
Prebendal, Stanwick, King’s Forest ward members respectively. 

2, 7, 16, 21 December 
2004; 
6, 14, 18, 20 January 2005; 
8, 21, 28 February 2005; 
7 March 2005. 

N/A 

Further consultations/ mailshot Following meetings with Ward Members and Parish Councils, a further 
consultation was undertaken by mailshot regarding the incorporation of Village 
Frameworks (settlement boundaries) within emerging DPDs. 

22 March 2005 – 1 August 
2005 

N/A 

    
Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Preferred Options (November 2005 – October 2007)   
Strategy Committee Initial draft version of the Preferred Options document (prepared autumn 2005) 

presented to Strategy Committee.  Modifications to draft document and resolution 
to approve the document for statutory consultation. 

Strategy Committee – 21 
November 2005. 

http://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov
.uk/ppimageupload/Im
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Initiative / Event Description Date Website 

age9670.PDF  
Publication of statutory 
(Regulation 26) notice 

Regulation 26 statutory and proposals matters notice. 17 January 2006 N/A 

Mailshot Consultation letter to statutory consultees, DPD bodies and key stakeholders. 27 January 2006 [Appendix 5, above] 
RNOTP Preferred Options 
Document – Regulation 26 
consultation 

Formal 6 weeks consultation process on the RNOTP Preferred Options document.  
Evening workshop events held as follows: 

• February 2006 – East Northamptonshire Council Offices, Cedar Drive, 
Thrapston; 

• February 2006 – Prince William School, Oundle; 

• February 2006 – King’s Cliffe Middle School. 
 
Soon after these consultation events, the findings were collated and a summary 
document placed on the Council’s website (March 2006).  Also, over 300 direct 
responses received during the 6 week consultation period. 
 

Consultation: 30 January – 
10 March 2006 
 

http://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov
.uk/ppimageupload/Im
age10220.PDF  

Tansor village consultation Arising from Preferred Options document, Tansor Parish Meeting undertook a 
further consultation re proposed Important Open Space designations within the 
village. 

June 2006 N/A 

RNOTP Summary of 
Consultation 

Summary document for the Preferred Options consultation process completed 
(September 2006) and reported to LDF Working Party. 

Working Party meeting – 28 
September 2006; 
Reported to Strategy 
Committee – 20 November 
2006 

http://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov
.uk/ppimageupload/Im
age11001.PDF  

RNOTP summary response 
document 

“Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan – Summary Responses” presented to 
LDF Working Party for approval.  Once the Working Party’s decision was ratified 
by the Strategy Committee, the final document was made available on the 
Council’s website. 

Working Party meeting – 7 
December 2006; 
Ratified by Strategy 
Committee – 22 January 
2007. 

http://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov
.uk/ppimageupload/Im
age11014.PDF  

LDF Working Party Following completion of the summary response document, preparation of the draft 
RNOTP submission document was commenced.  The general structure of the 
document was discussed by the LDF Working Party and approved by the Strategy 
Committee (19 March 2007).  Following this, regular updates to the draft text were 
reported to LDF Working Party meetings (1-2 times per month). 

January – October 2007; 
Strategy Committee – 19 
March 2007 
 

http://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov
.uk/ppimageupload/Im
age11603.PDF  

Policy and Resources 
Committee 

With effect from 18 June 2007, the Strategy Committee was replaced by the new 
Policy and Resources Committee.  Draft RNOTP approved for submission to the 
Secretary of State in January 2008. 

15 October 2007 http://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov
.uk/ppimageupload/Im
age12556.PDF  
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Publication of RNOTP 
submission document and 
administration 

Following the Policy and Resources Committee decision to submit the Plan, work 
has been ongoing with respect to the following: 

• Administration – preparation of letters, statutory notices; 

• Evidence Base; 

• Proposals Map. 
 

October 2007 – January 
2008 

N/A 

Ongoing informal consultations Following the statutory (Regulation 26) consultation for the Preferred Options 
document, a number of informal meetings and discussions were held between 
officers and various key stakeholders from March 2006 – January 2008.  These 
included the setting up of “Concept Statement” events concerning the two 
proposed housing sites at Oundle: 

• March 2007 – Ashton Road/ Herne Road Concept Statement event, Prince 
William School; 

• May 2007 – Creed Road Concept Statement event, The Courthouse. 
 

March 2006 – January 
2008 
 

N/A 

    

 
 
 

 
 


