
Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough – Emerging Draft 
 
Comments Received and Response  
 
ID Respondent Comments Response 
Section: Commenting on the Document 
11 Amec Foster Wheeler 

(on behalf of National 
Grid) 

National Grid has appointed Amec Foster Wheeler to 
review and respond to development plan consultations on 
its behalf. 
We have reviewed the above consultation document and 
can confirm that National Grid has no comments to make 
in response to this consultation. 

Noted 

13 Cogenhoe and 
Whiston Parish 
Council 

Cogenhoe & Whiston Parish Council have recently been 
consulted, as neighbouring parish, on the Plan for the 
Borough of Wellingborough - emerging draft, and would 
like to draw your attention to an anomaly that we feel the 
new plan could address. 
The enclosed map shows the district boundary (marked 
in red) between Wellingborough Borough Council and 
South Northants Council, which currently divides 
Cogenhoe Mill Caravan Park between the two authorities. 
This means that, planning enforcement and licensing for 
example is split between two authorities, which 
administratively makes little sense. We would therefore 
like to suggest that the distict boundary be changed to 
follow the purple line indicated on the maps so that the 
Mill falls wholly within South Northamptonshire. 
This proposal has the support of Cogenhoe & Whiston 
Parish Council and the ward councillors of Bradfield & 
Yardley Ward. 
A copy of this letter has also been sent to South 
Northants District Council 

This is not a matter which can be dealt with through 
the local plan process. It is a matter ultimately for the 
Local Government Boundary Commission for 
England. The issue has been passed to relevant 
officers of the council to address    

41 Highways England Highways England welcomes the opportunity to comment 
on the Wellingborough Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2): 
Emerging Draft document and covers the period 2011 to 

Noted 
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2031. It is understood that the North Northamptonshire 
Joint Core Strategy (JCS) constitutes Part 1 of the Local 
Plan and addresses strategic issues for the whole of 
North Northamptonshire. Highways England 
acknowledges that the LPP2 will be in conformity with 
policies and proposals set out within the JCS and that the 
LPP2 is being prepared to help guide future planning 
decisions specific to the local area in Wellingborough.  
The document constitutes the second stage of 
consultation on the LPP2, following on from the Issues 
and Options stage of consultation in February 2015.  
It is the role of Highways England to maintain the safe 
and efficient operation of the strategic road network whilst 
acting as a delivery partner to national economic growth. 
In relation to the Wellingborough LPP2, Highways 
England’s principal interest is safeguarding the operation 
of the A45 which provides an east-west route through the 
Borough and the A14 which routes to the immediate 
north. 

44 Little Harrowden 
Parish Council 

With reference to the consultation on wellingborough 
local plan the parish council of Little Harrowden support 
the changes and have nothing further to add. 

Noted 

213 Northamptonshire 
County Council, Public 
Health & Wellbeing 
Directorate 

Health and wellbeing challenges 

There are significant health and wellbeing challenges 
being faced by us as a nation and at a local level. Whilst 
we are generally living longer lives, more of our lives are 
spent in poor health due to a range of factors including 
lifestyle choices.  

This longer time spent in poor health is having major 
impacts on the quality of life of many of our communities 
as well as placing massive pressures on our healthcare 
and social welfare support systems. In response to this it 

It is agreed that health and wellbeing challenges are 
being faced and that planning has a role to play in 
influencing health and wellbeing.  It is not however 
considered necessary to have a specific policy in the 
PBW. The issues are adequately addressed through 
the NPPF and JCS notably Policies 8,10,14, 32 and 
33.  
 
It is agreed that it would be helpful to add some 
health and wellbeing information about 
Wellingborough and its communities to section 2 of 
the plan. 
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is increasingly acknowledged that we need to do more to 
prevent ill health through supporting positive lifestyle 
choices that contribute to good health and wellbeing.  

Health and planning  

It is widely acknowledged that healthcare and health 
services are a relatively minor influence in our health and 
wellbeing. In fact, international studies suggest 
healthcare contributes about 10% to preventing 
premature deaths, whilst changes in behaviour patterns 
are estimated to contribute 40%.  

The NHS 5 Year Forward View recognises this and the 
need for a radical upgrade in prevention and public 
health, in order to improve the health of millions of 
children, achieve financial sustainability for the NHS 
and maintain the economic prosperity of Britain.   

Linked to this, it is also widely recognised that land use 
planning policies and decisions can have a major impact 
on the health and wellbeing of communities, due to their 
influence on our living, working and leisure environments 
and thus on our lifestyle choices and behaviours. 
 
The important role of planning in influencing health and 
wellbeing is acknowledged through a range of initiatives 
such as: 

• Town and Country Planning Association – 
reuniting health with planning initiative - 
http://www.tcpa.org.uk/pages/health.html 

• Town and Country Planning Association – 
Planning Healthy Weight Environments initiative - 

 
Access to good quality housing is essential for public 
health, particularly for vulnerable groups. The plan is 
seeking to ensure the provision of sufficient high 
quality housing to meet identified needs in the 
borough. In particular the plan supports the provision 
of housing to meet the needs of older people 
(policies H 3 and H 4). Provision of elderly care 
housing has been shown to have a hugely beneficial 
impact on health and wellbeing of the residents living 
within them, and helps to reduce the burden on 
health and social care systems. 
 
Guidance on the design of housing (and other types 
of development) is being prepared as part of a North 
Northamptonshire wide Place Shaping SPD. This is 
anticipated to cover aspects relating to health and 
wellbeing. 
 
The plan is also seeking to protect and enhance 
access to open space, sport and recreation 
provision. This is aimed at encouraging healthy 
active life styles.  Paragraph 5.2.1 of the plan refers 
to the direct and indirect impacts such facilities can 
have on people’s physical and mental health. 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal of the plan concludes 
that overall the plan is predicted to generate a 
significant positive effect on the health and wellbeing 
of communities in the borough. This is due to the 
cumulative positive effects on health that ought to be 
generated at new development sites; by protecting 
existing employment sites and delivering new 
employment land; through meeting housing needs; 
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ID Respondent Comments Response 
http://www.tcpa.org.uk/pages/planning-out-obesity-
2014.html 

• NHS Healthy New Towns Initiative - 
https://www.england.nhs.uk/ourwork/innovation/he
althy-new-towns/ 

• Spatial Planning and Health Group - 
http://www.spahg.org.uk/ 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

Promoting healthy communities is clearly identified in the 
National Planning Policy Framework. Health and 
wellbeing is a vital part of sustainable development and 
achieving sustainable communities.  

Northamptonshire’s Joint Health and Wellbeing 
Strategy - 
http://www3.northamptonshire.gov.uk/councilservice
s/health/health-and-wellbeing-board/Pages/health-
and-wellbeing-strategy.aspx 

The recently adopted ‘Northamptonshire Joint Health and 
Wellbeing Strategy 2016-2020: Supporting 
Northamptonshire to Flourish’, explicitly acknowledges 
the role that planning and the environment can play in 
influencing health and wellbeing, as well as the 
importance of supporting communities to make healthy 
choices. One of the identified priorities is ‘Creating an 
environment for all people to flourish’. Given the scale of 
growth planned for the county, planning will play a 
significant role in delivering this strategy.  

To reflect this health and wellbeing context and the vital 
role that land use planning plays in influencing the health 

by promoting enhanced green infrastructure; and 
protecting local services and facilities. 
 
The provision of health care infrastructure that has 
been identified as needed to support the 
development proposed in the plan is included in the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan. This includes 
improvements to existing facilities and the provision 
of new services in the SUEs. 
 
ACTION: add additional information about health 
and wellbeing in Section 2 
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ID Respondent Comments Response 
and wellbeing of our communities, the following 
recommendations are made:  

• It is requested that a specific policy on health 
and wellbeing is added to the Draft Plan for 
Wellingborough.    

This will provide a greater focus on health and 
wellbeing issues and make explicit the role of the 
plan for Wellingborough and related planning 
decisions in achieving improved health and wellbeing 
outcomes for the existing and future residents and 
communities of Wellingborough.   

It is proposed that such a policy should include:  

• Reference to the current health and wellbeing of 
Wellingborough’s communities and any key issues 
/ challenges. 

• Reference to the strategic context, including the 
Northamptonshire Joint Health and Wellbeing 
Strategy 

• An overview of how planning policy and decisions 
can positively influence health and wellbeing 

• Identification of aspects of planning that will be 
used to support health and wellbeing including 
planning policies and decisions to support:  

o Active travel 
o Active leisure and play 
o Access to services and facilities 
o Minimising pollution of air, land and water 
o Food – access to reasonably priced, healthy 

food and opportunities to grow own food. 
Managing proliferation of unhealthy food 
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outlets. 

o Safe and attractive environments 
o Access to good quality green / open spaces 

See also appendix 1 – Spatial Planning and Health Group 
Checklist  

• Identify how health impacts of a proposed 
development will be identified, mitigated and how 
opportunities to support population / community 
wellbeing will be maximised, either through a 
Health Impact Assessment process or part of a 
wider impact assessment.  

It is acknowledged that there are other policies within the 
draft Local Plan for Wellingborough which should / could 
contribute to health and wellbeing – e.g. green 
infrastructure / economic development etc, but it is felt 
that an explicit policy in relation to health and wellbeing 
will provide the necessary focus for these issues to be 
addressed appropriately in planning decisions. This is in 
line with good practice, as for example identified by the 
Spatial Planning and Health Group – Steps to Healthy 
Planning: Proposals for Action. 
http://www.spahg.org.uk/?page_id=194  

• It is also requested that the potential offered by 
the Sustainable Urban extensions to be 
exemplar developments in relation to health 
and wellbeing is identified. They offer 
economies of scale to enable high quality 
design and innovative approaches to 
improving health and wellbeing.  

• It is suggested that health and wellbeing of 
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workforces should be included in relevant 
economic development policies which shape 
the design / layout of commercial / industrial 
areas. This will contribute to staff wellbeing as 
well as supporting businesses and economic 
development.   

• In addition it is suggested that some health 
and wellbeing information about 
Wellingborough and its communities is added 
to section 2 of the report. This will ensure that 
the description of Wellingborough and its 
communities is more comprehensive and raise 
the profile of health and wellbeing issues in the 
draft plan.   

NCC’s Public Health team would be happy to work with 
BCW on the development of such policies and the 
provision of an evidence base to support them. 

 
ID Respondent Comments Response 
Section: 1. Introduction 
14 Natural England We would advise that where development management 

relies on policies within the Core Strategy this should be 
clearly cross-referenced and details of the relevant Core 
Strategy policy annexed in the Plan for ease of reference. 

The JCS and the PBW together form the local plan 
for the borough. They need to be read together. It 
would not be practical to cross reference every policy 
which might be relevant.  

148 Northamptonshire 
County Council 

This section should reference the Northamptonshire 
County Council Local Flood Risk Management Strategy. 
 
1.0.16. NCC as the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) 
would be able to support the process of ensuring that the 
final maps include the relevant flood risk areas and that 
the most up-to-date information is used. 

It is not clear where such a reference should be 
included within the document. The Flood Risk 
Management Strategy is however included in the 
evidence base available on the council’s website 
which is referred to in paragraph 1.0.14. 
 
Noted 

145 Northamptonshire 
County Council 

This section should include a sentence that states that 
the Plan does not cover minerals and waste related 

Agreed 
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matters because these are covered by the 
Northamptonshire County Council Minerals and Waste 
Local Plan. 

ACTION: Include additional wording to explain 
that the Plan does not cover minerals and waste 
related matters because these are covered by the 
Northamptonshire County Council Minerals and 
Waste Local Plan. 

171 Northamptonshire 
County Council 
Highways 

Northamptonshire Highways welcomes the opportunity to 
comment on The Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough 
- Emerging Plan. 
We are currently assisting The Borough Council of 
Wellingborough in undertaking some transport modelling 
work to understand in further detail the impact of the 
housing, employment and retail mix outlined in the Plan 
on the town centre and the requirement for schemes 
previously identified within the previous TCAAP. We will 
work closely with the Borough Council of Wellingborough 
to discuss the outcomes of this work, to ensure that any 
highway concerns are accommodated within further 
iterations of the Plan.   

Noted 

243 Gladman 
Developments 

Gladman question the timing of the preparation of the 
PBW as the Joint Core Strategy (JCS) for North 
Northamptonshire is still yet to be adopted and has only 
recently been the subject of public consultation on the 
Main Modifications. 
There are issues that are subject to change through the 
Main Modifications that could have significant implications 
for the PBW. 
Not least of these is Main Modification 27 to the 
Reasoned Justification to Policy 28 which seeks to modify 
the measures that the Joint Planning Unit (JPU) will look 
to implement in the event that the Sustainable Urban 
Extensions (SUEs) and strategic housing sites proposed 
fail to deliver as anticipated. This Modification has 
implications for Wellingborough given that the PBW 
contains two strategic SUEs that are allocated in the JCS 

The JCS was adopted in July 2016. 
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and that the borough does not contain any Market Towns 
within which any potential shortfall could be addressed. 
This issue will be considered in more detail in Section 3.4 
below. 
The uncertainty that surrounds these issues suggest that 
it would have been helpful if the Council had awaited the 
adoption of the JCS (likely to be in Summer 2016) before 
embarking upon public consultation on the emerging 
PBW. Having said that, Gladman Developments have a 
number of concerns with the PBW which are set out 
below. 

What will the Plan Cover 
48 Ecton Parish Council The Borough Council has designated the Parish of Ecton 

as a Neighbourhood Area and an Emerging Draft 
Neighbourhood Plan will be published later in the year. 
However, the Emerging Draft Plan for the Borough of 
Wellingborough (PBW) includes several policies which 
are applicable to Ecton. This results in the potential for 
conflict where similar areas of policy are being addressed 
in both the PBW and Ecton Neighbourhood Plan (ENP). 
This possibility appears to be recognised at paragraph 
1.0.17 of the PBW where it is explained that the PBW ‘will 
not cover any non-strategic policies in an area where a 
neighbourhood plan is in preparation’. The purpose of this 
letter is to seek agreement with the Borough Council as 
to which areas of policy currently included in the PBW 
and applicable to Ecton are more appropriately 
addressed in the ENP.  
 The ENP Steering Group has identified 6 policies in the 
PBW which have the potential to be relevant to 
development in Ecton: 

• Village hierarchy and village boundaries - Policy 
SS1 

• Local Green Infrastructure Corridors - Policy GI1 

Agreed there is the potential for conflict. The council 
will aim to work with each neighbourhood planning 
group to minimise this and will not seek to include 
any non-strategic policies in areas where a 
neighbourhood plan is in preparation without the 
agreement of the relevant Parish Council. 
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• Local Open Space and Local Green Space - 

Policies GI2 and GI3 
• Housing Needs of Older People - Policy H3 
• Neighbourhood Shops - Policy R2 

See comments against each relevant policy 
142 Wollaston Parish 

Council 
As you are aware, the Borough Council has designated a 
Neighbourhood Area for Wollaston and is currently giving 
consideration to the Examiner’s Report which indicates 
that, subject to a number of modifications, the Wollaston 
Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) should proceed to a 
referendum. However, the Emerging Draft Plan for the 
Borough of Wellingborough (PBW) includes several 
policies which are applicable to Wollaston, resulting in the 
potential for conflict where areas of policy are already 
addressed in the WNP. The need to avoid the inclusion in 
the PBW of any non-strategic policies in an area where a 
neighbourhood plan is in preparation appears to be 
recognised at paragraph 1.0.17 of the PBW. 
The purpose of this letter is to highlight areas of policy 
included in the WNP which ought to be removed from the 
PBW as it applies to Wollaston in order to avoid conflict 
and confusion. In addition, it is considered that areas of 
wildlife importance should be included on the Policies 
Map and linked to a policy which provides for an 
appropriate level of protection. 
See specific comments related to: Local Open Space 
(Policy GI 2) and Local Green Space (Policy GI 3) and 
Neighbourhood shops – Policy R2 

The Wollaston Neighbourhood Plan was made on 20 
December 2016. 
 
The council is working with the North Northants JPU 
on producing a North Northants wide interactive 
policies map. Areas of wildlife importance will be 
considered for inclusion as part of this process. For 
ease of viewing it may be more appropriate to show 
constraints information on a separate map.  
 
There is considered to be no need for a local policy 
on wildlife protection as this is adequately covered by 
Policy 4 of the JCS and the NPPF. There is therefore 
no need to include these areas on the Policies Map 
for this plan. 

Duty to Cooperate 
151 Northampton Borough 

Council 
The West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (adopted 
2014) identifies the housing needs for the Northampton 
Related Development Area and several sustainable 
urban extensions, which are allocated to contribute 
towards Northampton’s needs.  The Part 2 Local Plan for 

The council will continue to cooperate with 
neighbouring authorities and the two JPUs regarding 
the future growth of Northampton as set out in para 
1.14 of the JCS. It has been agreed by all parties 
that this is an issue for the future reviews of the Core 
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Northampton, which has also commenced and which has 
an Issues consultation currently underway, will seek to 
ensure that sufficient suitable sites are identified to meet 
the requirements set out in the West Northamptonshire 
JCS to 2029 and specifically to identify sites to maintain 
the housing land supply.  
The current five year housing land supply assessment for 
the Northampton Related Development Area (April 2015) 
indicates deliverable housing land for the period of 2015-
2020 of 3.76 years.  It will be important for both 
Northampton and Wellingborough to continue to 
cooperate as necessary to address any identified 
shortfall. 
Policy S7 of the West Northamptonshire Joint Core 
Strategy seeks the delivery of 28,470 jobs within the 
Northampton Related Development Area in the period 
2011-2029.  The Part 2 Local Plan for Northampton will 
seek to ensure that sufficient sites are identified to 
contribute to the requirements set out in the West 
Northamptonshire JCS.   It will be important for both 
Northampton and Wellingborough to continue to 
cooperate as necessary to address any identified 
shortfall. 

Strategies. Furthermore, it should be noted that the 
Inspector’s Report for the North Northamptonshire 
JCS concluded at para 8 that the duty to co-operate 
has been met and “any future requests that may 
come from neighbours for help in regard to their 
objectively assessed needs would be a matter for a 
plan review to consider at the appropriate stage(s). 
 
Should there be a short term issue relating to the five 
year supply in the Northampton Related 
Development Area the council will continue dialogue 
and cooperation on this matter but believe that in the 
light of the above, should this be issue for Part 2 
plans then this should in the first instance be 
addressed by the Part 2 plans in West 
Northamptonshire. 

210 South 
Northamptonshire 
Council 

SNC raises no objections, in principle, to the emerging 
Plan, 
Paragraph 1.0.22(Duty to Co-operate) of the draft Plan 
document, states: 
“At the Regulation 18 consultation stage, a cross 
boundary issue was identified by Northampton Borough 
Council relating to the potential need to accommodate 
some of Northampton's growth post 2026. The exact 
nature and extent of Northampton's growth has not been 
identified at present. To inform the next review of the JCS 
it is anticipated that the council and the North 

The council will continue to cooperate with 
neighbouring authorities and the two JPUs regarding 
the future growth of Northampton as set out in para 
1.14 of the JCS. It has been agreed by all parties 
that this is an issue for the future reviews of the Core 
Strategies. Furthermore, it should be noted that the 
Inspector’s Report for the North Northamptonshire 
JCS concluded at para 8 that the duty to co-operate 
has been met and “any future requests that may 
come from neighbours for help in regard to their 
objectively assessed needs would be a matter for a 
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Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit will work with 
Northampton Borough Council, the West 
Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit and any other 
relevant partners to ensure that the commissioning of 
population studies to establish objectively assessed 
housing needs align in terms of cross boundary needs 
and appropriate timeframes and develop and test options 
for meeting Northampton's longer term development 
needs.” 
With reference to the above, SNC wishes to stress the 
importance of continuing to work with WBC, NBC and 
DDC, to help ensure delivery of the Northampton Related 
Development Area (NRDA) housing figures, both in the 
short term and over the remainder of the plan period 
(West Northamptonshire JCS to 2029). This could 
include, for example, the preparation of a joint study to 
consider the capacity of the NRDA and options for 
additional growth both within and adjoining the NBC 
administrative area. 
SNC welcomes the meetings so far held with WBC and 
others, in respect of the Duty to Co-operate, and looks 
forward to further meetings, as well as to being consulted 
further, at the appropriate stages of the Local Plan 
process, and to working with Wellingborough Borough 
Council, as well as Northampton Borough Council and 
Daventry District Council, particularly in relation to 
delivery of the Northampton Related Development Area 
housing figures. 

plan review to consider at the appropriate stage(s). 
 
Should there be a short term issue relating to the five 
year supply in the Northampton Related 
Development Area the council will continue dialogue 
and cooperation on this matter but believe that in the 
light of the above, should this be issue for Part 2 
plans then this should in the first instance be 
addressed by the Part 2 plans in West 
Northamptonshire. 

220 Daventry District 
Council 

Daventry District Council welcome the willingness of the 
Borough of Wellingborough Council to cooperate on 
addressing the need to accommodate some of 
Northampton Borough’s needs post 2026, as indicated in 
paragraph 1.0.22. However, the draft methodology for the 
Northampton Land Availability Assessment work on page 

The council will continue to cooperate with 
neighbouring authorities and the two JPUs regarding 
the future growth of Northampton as set out in para 
1.14 of the JCS. It has been agreed by all parties 
that this is an issue for the future reviews of the Core 
Strategies. Furthermore, it should be noted that the 
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11 acknowledges that there may be a need to 
accommodate some of Northampton’s housing needs 
outside the Borough boundary prior to 2029. Therefore, it 
may be necessary for Wellingborough to participate in 
this process sooner. Consequently we would welcome 
continued dialogue and cooperation on this matter further 
to that which occurred at a recent Duty to Cooperate 
meeting attended by Officers of DDC and the Borough 
Council of Wellingborough as part of the development of 
respective part 2 local plans. 

Inspector’s Report for the North Northamptonshire 
JCS concluded at para 8 that the duty to co-operate 
has been met and ‘any future requests that may 
come from neighbours for help in regard to their 
objectively assessed needs would be a matter for a 
plan review to consider at the appropriate stage(s)’. 
 
Should there be a short term issue relating to the five 
year supply in the Northampton Related 
Development Area the council will continue dialogue 
and cooperation on this matter but believe that in the 
light of the above, should this be issue for Part 2 
plans then this should in the first instance be 
addressed by the Part 2 plans in West 
Northamptonshire. 

241 Gladman 
Developments 

The Duty to Cooperate is a legal requirement established 
through Section 33(A) of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004, as amended by Section 110 of the 
Localism Act.  It requires local authorities to engage 
constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with 
neighbouring authorities on cross-boundary strategic 
issues throughout the process of Plan preparation. As 
demonstrated through the outcome of the 2012 Coventry 
Core Strategy Examination and the 2013 Mid Sussex 
Core Strategy Examination, if a Council fails to 
satisfactorily discharge its Duty to Cooperate, this cannot 
be rectified through modifications and an Inspector must 
recommend non-adoption of the Plan. 
Whilst Gladman recognise that the Duty to Cooperate is a 
process of ongoing engagement and collaboration[1] as 
set out in the PPG, it is clear that it is intended to produce 
effective policies on cross-boundary strategic matters. In 
this regard, Wellingborough must be able to demonstrate 
that it has engaged and worked with neighbouring 

The consideration of cross-boundary strategic issues 
has been undertaken through the JCS as Part 1 of 
the Local Plan. The Inspector’s Report into the JCS 
considers the DTC at paras 5-8, concluding at para 8 
that the duty to co-operate has been met. 
 
The council is and will continue to cooperate fully on 
relevant cross boundary issues through the 
development of the PBW. When the plan is 
submitted, evidence will be provided to demonstrate 
that the council has engaged and worked with 
neighbouring authorities, to consider relevant issues 
taking into account the work that has been 
undertaken in the preparation of the JCS, and the 
Inspector’s conclusions referred to above. 
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authorities, alongside their existing joint working 
arrangements, to satisfactorily address cross boundary 
strategic issues, and the requirement to meet any unmet 
housing needs. This is not simply an issue of consultation 
but a question of effective cooperation. 
Further, the PPG reflects on the public bodies which are 
subject to the duty to cooperate. It contains a list of the 
prescribed bodies. The PPG then goes on to state that: 
“These bodies play a key role in delivering local 
aspirations, and cooperation between them and local 
planning authorities is vital to make Local Plans as 
effective as possible on strategic cross boundary 
matters.” 
[1] PPG Reference ID. 9-011-2014036 

263 Bidwells  (for 
Davidsons 
Developments Ltd) 

The duty to cooperate is not simply a question of 
soundness, it is a legal obligation as defined through 
Section 33(A) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004, as amended by Section 110 of the Localism 
Act 2011. It requires local planning authorities to engage 
constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis to 
maximise the effectiveness of plan making in the context 
of strategic cross boundary matters. 
At paragraph 1.0.21 of the Emerging Draft Plan, it is 
stated that: "The Council already works closely with other 
partners and authorities in North Northamptonshire, 
through the preparation of the JCS (Joint Core Strategy) 
which sets out the strategic priorities for the area. This 
included the preparation of a joint evidence base on 
many topics including the need for homes and jobs, retail 
and other commercial development and the provision of 
infrastructure to support that development. Through the 
preparation of the JCS there has been significant 
collaborative work to ensure strategic issues that cross 
boundaries have been appropriately dealt with. The 

The council will continue to cooperate with 
neighbouring authorities and the two JPUs regarding 
the future growth of Northampton. It has been agreed 
by all parties that this is an issue for the future 
reviews of the Core Strategies. Furthermore, it 
should be noted that the Inspector’s Report for the 
North Northamptonshire JCS concluded at para 8 
that the duty to co-operate has been met and “any 
future requests that may come from neighbours for 
help in regard to their objectively assessed needs 
would be a matter for a plan review to consider at the 
appropriate stage(s).  
 
The dates of these future reviews have yet to be 
established. 
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Council will continue to engage constructively with other 
bodies and authorities outside of the North 
Northamptonshire area to identify any duty to cooperate 
issues that need to be dealt with in the part 2 plan."  
At paragraph 1.0.22 of the Emerging Draft Plan, it is 
stated that: "At the regulation 18 consultation state, a 
cross boundary issue was identified by Northampton 
Borough Council relating to the potential need to 
accommodate some of Northampton’s growth post 2026. 
The exact nature and extent of Northampton’s growth has 
not been identified at present. To inform the next review 
of the JCS, it is anticipated that the council and the North 
Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit will work with 
Northampton Borough Council, the West 
Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit and any other 
relevant partners to ensure that the commissioning of 
population studies to establish objectively assessed 
housing need align in terms of cross boundary needs and 
appropriate timeframes and develop and test options for 
meeting Northampton’s longer term development needs."  
It is acknowledged that the Emerging Draft Plan identifies 
a cross-boundary approach to identifying the Full 
Objectively Assessed Need for Housing, which would 
facilitate provision to accommodate any unmet housing 
needs from adjacent local authorities, including 
Northampton Borough, within the administrative 
boundaries of the Borough of Wellingborough. This 
approach is certainly in the spirit of the NPPF and in that 
respect is welcomed. However, there may be a need for 
this to be brought forward sooner. Specifically, we note a 
full review of the West Northamptonshire Joint Core 
Strategy is scheduled to take place and be adopted 
in/before 2020.  

Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulations Assessment 
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14 Natural England The SA does not appear to have been updated and there 

is currently no HRA. As you will be aware the HRA is a 
required document for this plan and Natural England will 
be happy to provide advice on this in due course. HRA 
screening could be included as a section within an 
updated SA provided the HRA process can be clearly 
identified. However if the HRA screening exercise were to 
identify issues requiring more detailed investigation 
through the Appropriate Assessment stage it would be 
prudent for this to be presented as a stand-alone 
document. We are aware of the mitigation strategy being 
developed for the housing requirements detailed in the 
Joint Core Strategy. The HRA for the Part 2 plan should 
consider whether this provides all of the necessary 
mitigation for the Part 2 plan or whether additional 
mitigation measures are required. In particular 
consideration should be given to whether the housing 
numbers in the Part 2 plan fall within the level of housing 
that the Joint Core Strategy Mitigation Strategy has been 
designed to mitigate. 
The HRA will also need to assess if any of the allocations 
from policy sites 4,5,7 and 8 is on land which could be 
functionally linked to the SPA, as these sites are not 
identified within the JCS. 

Agreed the SA and HRA are currently being 
undertaken and will inform preparation of the 
Publication Plan.  The SPA Mitigation Strategy was 
adopted by the council in December 2016. The HRA 
has assessed the level of development and the site 
allocations and concluded that no likely significant 
effects will arise from the Local Plan Part 2 alone or 
in combination with other plans and projects 

245 Gladman 
Developments 

In accordance with Section 19 of the 2004 Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act, policies set out in Local Plans 
must be subject to Sustainability Appraisal (SA). 
Incorporating the requirements of the Environmental 
Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 
2004, SA is a systematic process that should be 
undertaken at each stage of the Plan’s preparation, 
assessing the effects of the Local Plan’s proposals on 
sustainable development when judged against 
reasonable alternatives. 

Agreed the SA and HRA are currently being 
undertaken and will inform preparation of the Pre-
Submission Plan.  It will not be necessary to repeat 
any of the policies/mitigation measures that are set 
out in the JCS in the PBW. 

16 
 



ID Respondent Comments Response 
The PBW should ensure that the results of the SA 
process clearly justify its policy choices. In meeting the 
development needs of the area, it should be clear from 
the results of the assessment why some policy options 
have been progressed, and others have been 
rejected.  Undertaking a comparative and equal 
assessment of each reasonable alternative, the PBW’s 
decision making and scoring should be robust, justified 
and transparent. 

 
 
ID Respondent Comments Response 
Section: 2. The Borough of Wellingborough 
61 Isham Parish Council We note the statement in sub-clause 2.0.15 refers to the 

A509 providing a north-south route to the A14, we 
emphasis the current unsuitability of this route and the 
daily disruption to the residents of Isham who currently 
have to suffer in excess of 25,000 vehicles per day 
passing through the village.  The current proposals within 
the Borough of Wellingborough and within the Kettering 
Borough with the proposals for Appleby Lodge, north 
Wellingborough housing and the 
distribution/warehousing/offices south of junction 9 of the 
A14 alone threaten to bring the already overburdened 
A509 to a standstill. 

The level of development proposed in the JCS has 
been subject to transport modelling to identify the 
strategic transport infrastructure needs of the area 
and policies 16 and 17 of the JCS identify specific 
highways improvements including to the A509 and 
Junction 9 of the A14. Policy 37 (Kettering South) 
also includes highways improvements to mitigate 
impacts. 
 
This has been supplemented by further modelling 
undertaken for the County Council.  No further issues 
have been identified through that work. 
 
Currently the Isham Bypass scheme is being 
progressed towards a final design. 

 
 
ID Respondent Comments Response 
Section: 3. Vision and Outcomes 
62 Isham Parish Council The high ideals of this section of the plan cannot be said 

to apply to the residents of Isham who are having their 
This proposal is identified in the JCS not the PBW, 
nevertheless safeguards are in place through Policy 
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green outlook and environment decimated by the 
proposals for the distribution/warehousing/offices south of 
junction 9 of the A14 and the daily rigors of enduring the 
high volumes of traffic on the A509. 

37 of the JCs to minimise the impact on residents of 
Isham 

232 DLP Planning Ltd (for 
Hampton Brook Ltd) 

While the vision of the North Northamptonshire Joint Core 
Strategy (JCS) is with merit, it is not clear why a 
separate, complementary vision for Wellingborough has 
not been produced. The vision fails to give adequate 
clarity to how the Borough Council envisions 
development over the plan period. There is little 
information given in the vision regarding housing, housing 
needs and where and in what form this will be delivered 
within Wellingborough.  
Paragraph 150 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework states that “Local Plans are the key to 
delivering sustainable development that reflects the 
vision and aspirations of local communities.” 
However, it is clear that this Plan fails to articulate an 
appropriate local vision and objectives for the future 
development of Borough, and instead relies on vague 
references to the Borough via the JCS. A separate vision 
for the Borough in the PBW would give greater clarity 
over local issues for developers and to planners and 
planning committee members in the Council. 

It is not considered that a more detailed vision for 
Wellingborough to that in the JCS is necessary.  The 
JCS and PBW together form the local plan for the 
area and need to be read as a whole.  
 
The Inspectors Report on the JCS endorses the 
vision and outcomes at para 18. In relation to the 
Vision, the Inspector includes “It is locally distinctive, 
including through the recognition of the relative roles 
of the four boroughs/districts that make up the plan 
area”. 
 
The PBW sets out clearly for example how and 
where housing needs will be delivered in the borough 
alongside other site specific local issues. Separate 
objectives are also provided for the town centre in 
paragraph 9.1.8 and for the SUEs in paragraph 
10.1.4. 

254 Wellingborough 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

At the time of the consultation on the North 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy and for the Plan for 
the Borough of Wellingborough – Issues and Options the 
Chamber of Commerce made a specific response on the 
Vision of the Plan and Wellingborough’s role within North 
Northamptonshire. While it is acknowledged that this 
vision is now unlikely to change due the advanced stage 
of the Joint Core Strategy the Chamber of Commerce 
wishes to reiterate its comments that the Vision is overly 
associating Wellingborough with office development and 

Office Development is specifically planned for as part 
of the Wellingborough East SUE. Objectives are 
provided for the town centre in paragraph 9.1.8 
alongside a number of policies to deliver the vision 
for the town centre.  Planning policies alone are not 
going to be able to deliver the vision for the town 
centre; the council is however also working on 
regeneration projects for the town centre and will 
continue to work closely with the town centre BID. 
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employment. It is not a typical office location and 
manufacturing employment is equally as important to 
promote. It is also considered that there are insufficient 
policies within the plan that will help to deliver the 
diversified retail, leisure and heritage offer that the vision 
also promotes for the town centre 

244 Gladman 
Developments 

Gladman support the Vision and Outcomes that are 
outlined in the JCS and particularly the statement that 
Wellingborough will be the gateway to North 
Northamptonshire for business. In order to achieve this 
aim, it is essential that the Council seek every opportunity 
to ensure that the full, objectively assessed need for 
housing is delivered and that any potential shortfall in this 
delivery is addressed as expeditiously as possible. 

Noted. The JCS and the PBW set out clear and 
robust measures to deliver the full, objectively 
assessed need in Wellingborough.  

 
 
ID Respondent Comments Response 
Section: 4. Spatial Strategy 
64 Isham Parish Council This strategy has been developed without proper 

consultation with the residents of Isham and other 
communities in the area and we are outraged because of 
it.  The impact of the proposals are extreme, 
unwarranted, unwanted and without foundation, the 
implementers of it should be ashamed of imposing this 
upon residents and should be made to answer for their 
inactions. 

The overall spatial strategy for the borough is set out 
in the JCS. This plan has been in preparation over a 
number of years and all stakeholders including 
Parish Councils have had the opportunity to 
comment on the plan at a number of stages during 
its development. The plan has also been subject to 
independent examination.  The Inspector concluded 
at para 13 of his report ‘that the JPU and its 
constituent Councils have carried out extensive and 
appropriate public consultation at each relevant 
stage of the plan preparation process’. The PBW is 
looking to add further detail to this strategy, where 
necessary and there have already been a number of 
opportunities to engage with the plan making 
process. There remains a formal stage of 
consultation and a public examination of the plan by 
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an independent inspector. 

78 Nathaniel Lichfield & 
Partners (for 
Northampton Roundhill 
Limited) 

Introduction 
These representations are made on behalf of Roundhill 
Northampton Limited (RNL) on the emerging Borough 
Plan for Wellingborough. As the Part 2 Plan deals with 
Development Management Policies and land allocations, 
the representations are made in respect of land at 
Northampton North. 
The land to which this representation relates is identified 
on the attached site location plan (Appendix 1). It 
comprises 16.4ha of land immediately to the north of land 
allocated for a Sustainable Urban Extension to 
Northampton in the adopted (December 2014) West 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (WNJCS). The site 
is referred to as Roundhill Park in these representations. 
Background 
The WNJCS allocates land under Policy N3 for 
development as a sustainable urban extension to 
Northampton. This allocation effectively expands the 
urban area of Northampton almost to the administrative 
boundary of Wellingborough, east of the A43 in this 
location. The northern part of the Policy N3 area, known 
as Overstone Green is under the control of RNL, who 
promoted the site through the WNJCS. RNL is now 
progressing the site by preparing an application for 
planning permission for its development. 
RNL has scoped for Environmental Impact Assessment 
(EIA) in respect of the planning application and pre-
application advice has been obtained from Daventry 
District Council (DDC) as well Northamptonshire County 
Council (NCC). A copy of the DDC’s EIA Scoping 
response is attached (Appendix 2), which includes the 
response of NCC. 
Material to these representations, NCC’s EIA Scoping 

This representation largely relates to growth 
associated with Northampton which was fully 
considered by the Inspector in the examination of the 
JCS. The Inspector in his report on the JCS 
concluded at para 129 that ‘Further major 
development to the north of Northampton might well 
assist in bringing forward the delivery of the full A43 
dualling sought by NCC through additional financial 
contributions, but is neither required to meet 
objectively assessed needs at present, nor 
consistent with the Plan’s overall spatial strategy, 
which is sound. Such proposals may need to be 
considered in the long term to help meet the county’s 
needs, but are a matter for a review of this Plan 
and/or that of the West Northamptonshire JCS to 
address in due course.’ 
 
The functional relationship of Wellingborough and 
Northampton is recognised in the North Northants 
JCS which sets out the overall spatial strategy for the 
area.  The relationship is also referred to in 
paragraph 2.0.2 of the PBW. This could usefully be 
expanded. 
 
ACTION: add additional text into Section 2 to 
explain the functional relationships with 
neighbouring areas 
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response confirms the requirement for highway 
infrastructure to serve the Policy N3 allocation to include 
the dualling of the A43 from the phase 1 dualling (Round 
Spinney roundabout to Overtone Road Junction) to the 
Sywell Road/A43 junction and a dualled limb of the 
Sywell Road to provide a southern access road to the 
northern part of the Overstone Green development. This 
land lies within, in the main, Wellingborough District. 
As part of the highway infrastructure comprising the A43 
widening programme and consistent with the NCC Local 
Transport Plan and WNJCS (as well as North 
Northamptonshire’s) sustainable transport objectives, the 
provision of a Bus Rapid Transit/Park and Ride facility 
alongside the improved A43 road is proposed. The 
juxtaposition of the A43 access points and the locational 
requirements of this element of transport infrastructure, 
result in the most appropriate location for the BRT/Park & 
Ride facility being in Wellingborough District. It is 
important that the Part 2 Plan recognises, through 
appropriate designation of land, the requirement for this 
infrastructure. 
Spatial Strategy 
While the draft Part 2 Plan sets out the role that 
Wellingborough and its constituent settlements play 
within North Northamptonshire, Para 4.0.1 does not 
identify the relationship that Wellingborough has with the 
major growth centre that is Northampton. Paragraph 6.0.4 
identifies that Northampton is the closest larger centre, 
employing 19% of Wellingborough’s working population. 
As detailed above, planned urban development in 
Northamptonshire in the WNJCS extends to locations 
contiguous with the administrative boundary of 
Wellingborough. This is particularly the case at 
Northampton North along the A43 corridor, where 
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supporting infrastructure will need to be accommodated 
within Wellingborough in recognition if this relationship. 
Paragraph 4.0.1 should be amended to relate to this 
functional relationship. 

233 DLP Planning Ltd (for 
Hampton Brook Ltd) 

In regard to the spatial strategy, the recognition of 
Wellingborough as a "Growth Town" is welcomed. 
Wellingborough is a town with a variety of services and 
facilities, and is an area with excellent connectivity to 
major towns in North Northamptonshire and beyond. It is 
therefore a sustainable location to accommodate a large 
proportion of the growth planned in the JCS. 

Noted 

4.1 Settlement Hierarchy 
39 Mr Richard Johns The Settlement Hierarchy methodology appears to be 

well designed and as a result communicates in a 
thorough manner the Spatial Strategy which I agree with.   
Developments must be sustainable, with a connection to 
and reflection of the local services available. Managing 
Villages to small scale infill is an appropriate policy 
supported by the settlement hierarchy. 

Noted 

90 Francis Jackson 
Homes 

We support the inclusion of Little Harrowden as a village 
capable of accommodating some development. 

Noted 

237 DLP Planning Ltd (for 
Hampton Brook Ltd) 

Paragraph 4.1.2 states that “the JCS settlement hierarchy 
consists of four tiers; Growth Towns, Market Towns, 
Villages and Open Countryside”. As Wellingborough is a 
growth town, the EDP does not recognise any market 
towns in the Borough. The villages are tiered in various 
levels dependent on the level of growth they can 
accommodate. Great Doddington is designated as a 
“village” capable of some small scale infill development to 
meet its own need or a level of growth has been identified 
in the JCS or a Neighbourhood Plan.  
While this is an appropriate designation for the village, it 
is not agreed that villages should only accommodate local 
growth when they are sustainable locations. Great 

The overall spatial strategy is set out in the JCS. The 
Inspector in his report for that plan states that ‘In the 
Rural Areas, apart from at Deenethorpe Airfield 
(policy 14), development will be limited to that 
necessary to meet locally arising needs and/or 
support a prosperous rural economy. In my 
judgement, the settlement hierarchy provides a 
sensible and straightforward, rather than over-
complex or mechanistic, framework for Part 2 Local 
Plans (LP) to suitably address more detailed aspects 
in relation to individual towns and villages, as well as 
for the rural areas.’ The PBW concludes that there is 
no need to identify higher levels of growth in the rural 
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Doddington is a village with a number of services and 
facilities, including bus stops, a shop, primary school, pub 
and other facilities and so is also a sustainable rural 
location. It is also well located near to major transport 
infrastructure, providing fast links to Wellingborough and 
Northampton. Accordingly, it should also be recognised in 
the EDP as a village that can accommodate growth, and 
land at Top Farm Lane should be included to allow the 
Plan to meet both strategic and local rural housing needs. 

area to meet the identified housing need for the 
borough. 

186 Persimmon Homes 
(Midlands) 

The supporting Settlement Hierarchy background paper 
shows that the council have conducted a more 
considered approach towards guiding where 
development should be located. We agree that 
development should be located within those villages that 
are deemed sustainable and that residential development 
should not be considered suitable in those settlements 
that do not meet such sustainability credentials. 

Noted 

4.2 Village Boundaries 
40 Mr Richard Johns I wish to support the proposed Village boundary for 

Ecton.  
The criteria used will help preserve the character of the 
Village, for example the 'Walled Kitchen Garden' from 
Ecton Hall which has been a large open garden adjacent 
to open Countyside since at least 1760. 

Noted 

9 Berrys (for Mr John 
Hilsdon) 

On behalf of our client Mr J Hilsdon we wish to support 
the proposed village boundary as amended as regards 
the village boundary at Great Harrowden.  
The process of change in villages is a natural one and 
whilst it can be controlled there should not be an 
expectation that it should be halted. Change and small 
scale growth within a village is a fundamental part of 
ensuring that villages retain their vitality and vibrancy and 
contribute to the rural economy in line with the 
presumption in the National Planning Policy Framework.  

Noted 
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At the village of Great Harrowden the proposed change to 
the boundary at alteration number 4 provides a logical 
and expected alteration to enclose buildings within the 
village boundary to ensure that the boundary continues to 
serve its policy purpose.  
The buildings proposed to be enclosed within the 
boundary amendment are contained and visually 
separate from the countryside and therefore under the 
Council’s newly defined criteria it should be included 
within the village boundary. Hence we support the 
proposed amendment to the boundary as set out within 
the Council’s Background Paper of December 2014 titled 
‘Village Boundaries’ 

65 Isham Parish Council In respect of sub-clause 4.2.3 regarding the revised 
village boundaries as we said on our previous response 
when consulted we consider they should not be tinkered 
with and should be left as they were. 

It is essential that the village boundaries are 
reviewed as part of the plan making process. In order 
to be found sound the plan must be justified based 
on up-to-date evidence. It is not appropriate to rely 
on boundaries adopted in 1999. 

107 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society believe village boundaries 
should remain unaltered. The string development which 
would inevitably result in any alteration would destroy 
essential, individual character. The whole borough would 
just be one big residential and industrial development 
with little or no unique character! 

It is essential that the village boundaries are 
reviewed as part of the plan making process. In order 
to be found sound the plan must be justified based 
on up-to-date evidence. It is not appropriate to rely 
on boundaries adopted in 1999. 

96 MHB Planning Ltd (for 
Bowbridge Land 
Limited) 

The village boundaries identified within the Borough have 
essentially remained unaltered since they were 
established in the Borough of Wellingborough Local Plan 
1999. As a result the opportunity for new housing in the 
rural area over that period has been restricted primarily to 
development within the village boundaries on windfall 
sites. 
The opportunity for further windfall sites to meet the rural 
housing requirement in the plan period is considered to 
be significantly reduced, in view of the levels of such 

A thorough review of village boundaries has taken 
place as set out in the Village Boundaries 
Background Paper.  In accordance with JCS Policy 
13 development may be permitted adjoining village 
boundaries if clearly justified to meet local needs. 
The boundaries do not therefore unreasonably 
restrict new development. In addition a new Policy 
(H6) is proposed to enable single self-build exception 
sites. 
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development that has occurred over the previous plan 
period.    
It is considered that the village boundaries should now be 
subject of a review as the circumstances which applied at 
the time the original village boundaries were established 
some 17 years ago have now changed.  In particular 
there is now the requirement to accommodate additional 
rural housing which it is considered is unlikely all to be 
capable of being provided through the development of 
windfall sites in the existing defined village boundaries. 
Without the provision of planned new housing 
development in the rural area through the review of the 
village boundaries and the identification of a number of 
rural housing allocations in the new Local Plan, there is 
the potential prospect that the rural area will suffer from 
the reduction or loss of key services and facilities. 
There is no evidence that a thorough review of the village 
boundaries has taken place or that such a review will take 
place and as such it is important that recognition is made 
in Policy SS1 to the opportunity for housing allocations to 
be made through the review of village boundaries. 

82 Smith Jenkins (for 
owners of land rear of 
36 Rectory Lane, 
Orlingbury) 

We act on behalf of the owners of land to the rear of 36 
Rectory Lane Orlingbury as edged red on the enclosed 
plan (please refer to Plan number 227-001-DD) 
The site is on the edge of the main built up area of the 
village to which there are residential properties to the 
north and west of the site. This part of the village has 
evolved incrementally with additional residential 
development over a number of years. 
Historically, the site formed part of a commercial plant 
nursery up until 1950s and until the late 1960s did fall 
within the extent of the village development boundary. 
The site is well contained in particular by the mature 
hedges and trees along the southern boundary and 

The site is garden land of the property 36 Rectory 
Road, It is not considered to be an extensively large 
curtilage in the context of the village and in the 
context of other gardens already included in the 
village boundary elsewhere in Orlingbury. 
 
Action: Amend boundary as per suggestion on 
the enclosed plan to this representation. 
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towards the eastern corner of the site (part of the original 
boundary of the Orlingbury Hall Estate). 
Whilst a fundamental purpose of the limits is to restrict 
development in the rural area it is clear that the proposed 
boundaries are very tightly drawn and therefore allow 
minimum scope for new development. The existing 
village boundary was derived some eleven years ago and 
until now has never been reviewed by the Council. We 
consider that the proposed village boundary should be 
extended further to include part of the land within our 
client’s ownership as shown on the additional enclosed 
plan (please refer to Plan number: 227-002-DD). As 
shown on the plan provided, we are not seeking to extend 
the boundary to include all the land within our client’s 
ownership but an area which could accommodate a small 
scale development of one dwelling. Given that there are 
very few brownfield sites or infill opportunities in the 
village, it is inevitable that this will mean the release of 
greenfield sites such as this on the edge of settlements in 
order to assist in maintaining a sustainable rural 
community. 
In addition, it is important to recognise the particular 
issues facing rural areas in terms of housing supply and 
affordability, and the role of housing in supporting the 
broader sustainability of villages. Orlingbury has a good 
level of services with a village hall, a recreational ground, 
a public house and a bus service (No.34) running 
between Wellingborough and Kettering (Monday to 
Saturdays only). In order to sustain the future of the 
village it is imperative that a small level of growth is 
provided to ensure the level of services are protected. 
Opportunities for growth are limited as Orlingbury is 
currently designated as a Restricted Infill Village and 
within the emerging Local Plan as a ‘Village’ 
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accommodating some small scale infill development to 
meet its own need or a level of growth which has been 
identified in the North Northamptonshire Joint Core 
Strategy or a Neighbourhood Plan. 

187 Persimmon Homes 
(Midlands) 

We consider that areas of employment and leisure use at 
the edge of villages should also reasonably be included 
within the village boundaries where they have a 
contiguous edge. As well as this the village boundary 
should be kept up to date, for example, to include rural 
exception sites once built rather than creating 
segregation for such schemes and their residents. It 
would be a more straightforward and logical approach to 
include all built development reasonably associated with 
the village to be included within its boundary. 

The criteria only exclude employment uses that ‘are 
detached or peripheral to the village’. Those that are 
contiguous therefore should already be included 
within the proposed village boundaries. 

Policy SS1 Villages 
7 Mr John Shenfield It is confusing for occupiers when houses are on different 

sides of a borough boundary and on one side an occupier 
can do one thing in his garden and on the other the 
occupier cannot. This occurs where DDC and WBC meet 
between Overstone & Sywell anyone driving down 
Overstone Road would not know where one village ends 
and another begins.  DDC does not have a policy to have 
village planning boundaries as it is not a NPPF 
requirement and WBC does have one. This is particularly 
unfair when the planning line in Sywell cuts off the back 
garden from the house so on one side the occupier can 
take full advantage of permitted development rights and 
the other cannot. 
WBC might consider whether it has properly considered 
the guidance in the NPPF 178 to 182. 
In the WBC Planning guidance policy it says. F. Individual 
or groups of dwellings and agricultural buildings that are 
detached or peripheral to the village and goes on to say 
5.6 In order to add clarity to the statements in the table 

It is unfortunately inevitable that different authorities 
will have slightly different approaches to policy. The 
identification of village boundaries does not however 
affect permitted development rights. They are simply 
used to interpret whether sites are within or adjoining 
villages for the purposes of Policies 11 and 13 of the 
JCS. The boundaries do not define what land should 
be considered as greenfield land. The NPPF defines 
previously developed land and this excludes private 
residential gardens which is considered to be 
greenfield. 
 
Agreed that the criteria in Table 4.2 could usefully be 
amended to clarify the intended meaning. The point 
raised about criterion F could equally apply to 
criterion D – they should therefore both be amended  
 
ACTION: amend criterion D to read ‘areas of 
employment or leisure uses that are detached or 
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above the word detached will mean separate from the 
village (e.g. open space may lie between sites) and the 
word peripheral will mean situated on the edge of the 
village (e.g. there does not have to be a separation).   
Should the wording be “Individual and groups of dwellings 
or agricultural buildings” as it might be read as dwellings 
and agricultural buildings which could mean both rather 
than either. 
I think it might be worth looking at the letter from the 
Secretary of State on the position of planning 
departments on properties with large gardens. This 
makes the need for the planning line on the north side of 
Overstone Road and the west side of Ecton Lane to cut 
off the houses from the rest of the curtilage to be 
unnecessary. As the policy is that anything outside the 
planning line is considered as Greenfield development.  
There have been many cases where occupiers have 
included a bit of open countryside into their garden and 
planners have made them move their boundary back.  
Most occupiers who are affected by this planning line 
have no idea of the restraints this places on them and it 
should be removed. 
Looking in detail at the Spatial Development Officers 
research that the WBC have used to decide on what one 
Parish Councillor calls the red line around the village and 
where it is in conflict with the policy guidelines laid down 
in sections 5.5 a to d. No 2 on the plan it states excluded 
Woodford Chase  Amendments to account for new 
development and follow OS boundary why has  the 
garden boundary not been accepted as the separation 
from the open countryside. 
3,4 and 5 have accepted the change from the 1999 
boundary in the plan that the east side of Ecton Lane is 
part of the village and not open countryside which the 

peripheral to the village’ 
Amend criterion F to read ‘individual or groups of 
dwellings or agricultural buildings that are 
detached or peripheral to the village’  
 
Old Rectory, 51 Church Lane: It is agreed that the 
site is only across the road from properties within the 
village and the same distance as some other sites 
included on Ecton Lane. However, there is no access 
to the property from Ecton Lane, the access to the 
site is from Church Lane, a country road leading 
away from the main built up area of the village. There 
does not appear to be any breaks in the hedges from 
which the property could be seen from Ecton Lane. 
Ecton Lane is currently seen as a clear natural 
boundary to the village which the site lies outside. 
The inclusion of 39-41 and 128-139 Ecton Lane 
which are on the same side of Ecton Lane as the 
site, is down to them being front facing properties 
with access from and onto Ecton Lane and clear 
visual cohesion with the village and clear separation 
from the countryside. The proposed site however 
appears much more related to the countryside than 
the village. Given the access on to Church Lane and 
the visual detachment from the rest of the village it is 
a site that should continue to be excluded on the 
basis of criteria F and I. 
 
79 Ecton Lane: The site is at the end of a track which 
separates the dwelling/farm from the road and the 
village quite significantly. The building still seems 
visible from the road however; the site appears to 
nearly be surrounded by trees and forest with fields 
between the house and the road. It would appear 
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1999 plan decided. The developments that have taken 
place on the eastside had created a precedent in 
planning terms which made the planning boundary very 
difficult to enforce as there has to be fairness in planning 
decisions. 
The decision to make The Old Rectory, 51 Church Lane   
Exclusion of dwelling as is visually separate from the 
village and is peripheral in nature (also exclusion of 
tennis court) 
F (and D) . I find this a conflict as the Old Rectory is not 
visually separated from the village it is on the other side 
of the road from all the houses on the west side of Ecton 
Lane and the gaps between the Old Rectory on the east 
side of Ecton Lane is no different from the gaps between 
other dwellings included in the planning line. It is not a 
commercial or agricultural site even if a resident does use 
part of it for business purpose as do many other residents 
of Ecton Lane. 
9. 79 Ecton Road(Lane not Road)Exclusion of dwelling as 
is visually separate and detached/ peripheral to the 
village and has substantially large garden 
F and I. Considering the planning permissions granted on 
this site for living accommodation and workshops I think 
to apply F and I to this site is odd.  It has no open nature 
as on the east it has a wood on the south a large leylandii 
hedge and a high hedge to the main road and on the 
north trees again. 

given the separation from the Main Road and from 
other houses, and its location within a substantial 
garden and wooded area that the reasons given for 
exclusion (F and I) last time still remain. The site 
seems very relatable to the open countryside, and 
visually separate from other houses and the village.  
 
Woodford Chase, Sywell- There is little separation 
between the Garden land and the open countryside 
beyond it. The gardens are large and would amount 
to a very large area if all of this land was included 
and could open up enough land for a substantial 
residential development within the village. Criteria I 
states that “boundaries will exclude Large Gardens 
that are visually open and relate to the open 
countryside, whose development would harm the 
form and character of the village.” This appears to 
still be relevant on this site and so the site continues 
to be excluded on this basis.  
 

19 Irchester Parish 
Council 

The parish council are pleased regarding the approach to 
the settlement hierarchy and that the village boundary will 
be determined by the outcome of the Neighbourhood 
Plan. 

Noted 

 
47 

 
Henry H Bletsoe & Son 
(for Landowner, Nene 

 
We object that the site at Nene Milling, Bozeat (Church 
Farm) has not been included within the settlement 

 
The inclusion of this site would be a change from the 
very defined boundary in Bozeat. It would be the only 
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Milling, Bozeat) boundary of Bozeat and suggest that this should be 

amended so that the site is included.  
The site is a brown field site and currently used for 
employment purposes.   The site lies adjacent to the 
settlement boundary and it is not detached from the 
settlement boundary, clearly forming part of the built up 
area of Bozeat.  
It is noted within the Emerging Plan that boundaries will 
include “buildings and curtilages which are contained 
and visually separate from the countryside”  
We believe that the Nene Milling Site (Church Farm) is 
contained and visually separate from the countryside.  
We also note that boundaries will exclude “areas of 
employment and leisure uses that are detached or 
peripheral to the village”  
We believe that the Nene Milling Site, Bozeat (Church 
Farm) is not detached or peripheral to the village.  The 
site lies at a key entrance point to the village and forms 
part of the built up area of the village in that location. 
Nene Milling has recently ceased trading and is 
suspending operations at the site.  A viable and 
appropriate future use for the site therefore needs to be 
established. 
See attachments 

extension to the boundary West of London Road, an 
area which is mainly characterised by agricultural 
land on the periphery of the village (this was the 
justification for excluding site 7 on the emerging plan 
proposal map). The site is, to some extent, encircled 
by the A509 and London Road which to some 
degree limits its relationship to the open countryside, 
however it is still considered that the site is an area 
of employment on the periphery of the village and is 
excluded on the basis of criterion D. This does not 
prevent the site from finding an appropriate 
alternative use if necessary.  

49 Ecton Parish Council The PBW includes a ‘Village Boundary’ for Ecton to 
prevent the unregulated encroachment of development 
into the countryside and to interpret whether sites are 
within or adjoining the village for the purposes of Policies 
11 and 13 of the North Northamptonshire Joint Core 
Strategy. Whilst it would be appropriate to determine the 
Village Boundary as part of the ENP, the Steering Group 
is content for this to be defined in the PBW provided that 
it continues to be defined on a map rather than through 
the use of a criteria based policy.   

Noted. 
The review of the Ecton Conservation Area is not 
part of the plan making process, but it being 
considered by the council. 
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However, whilst the inclusion of a village boundary for 
Ecton in the PBW is welcomed, the boundary as 
proposed would extend the existing Village Policy Line 
(as defined in the Borough of Wellingborough Local Plan) 
to include additional land and buildings within the former 
grounds of Ecton Hall. The Steering Group notes that not 
all of this additional land is within the Ecton Conservation 
Area and, as a consequence, it is concerned that 
proposals will not be subject to the same level of scrutiny 
to be applied to development within a Conservation Area. 
The Parish Council has therefore written to the Borough 
Council under separate cover to request a long overdue 
review of the Ecton Conservation Area as soon as 
possible. 

101 Strutt & Parker LLP 
(for B.S.Pension Fund 
Trustees Ltd) 

The Emerging Plan is flawed in respect of treatment of 
housing numbers as ceilings not floors. This position is 
exacerbated by the tightly drawn village boundaries 
around Finedon which restrict growth to the minimum 
residual housing requirement of 51 units. This figure 
should be treated as a minimum housing number figure 
and the proposed village boundaries redrawn to allow 
higher growth aspirations to be accommodated where 
such demand can be demonstrated to be delivered in a 
sustainable way in accordance with other policies in the 
Emerging Plan. 
To this end we advocate the inclusion site HF9 (Station 
Road, Finedon) to be included within the proposed 
Finedon village boundary. The site is not detached from 
the village, located opposite the cricket ground and 
naturally screened and included within the settlement of 
Finedon by the presence of the trees and old railway line 
located immediately to the north of the site. 

The plan is not treating the housing numbers as 
ceilings, subject to proposals complying with the 
policies of the development plan. In the case of 
Finedon, the site allocated through Policy H2 and 
Policy Site 8 is anticipated to deliver in excess of the 
residual requirement of 41 dwellings (as at 31 March 
2017). Village boundaries do not unreasonably 
restrict development as JCS Policy 13 permits 
development to meet identified needs adjoining 
these boundaries.  In addition a new Policy (H6) is 
proposed to enable single self-build exception sites. 
It is not therefore necessary to allocate any 
additional sites in Finedon. 

100 Strutt & Parker LLP 
(for B.S.Pension Fund 

The Emerging Plan is flawed in respect of treatment of 
housing numbers as ceilings not floors. This position is 

The plan is not treating the housing numbers as 
ceilings, subject to proposals complying with the 
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Trustees Ltd) exacerbated by the tightly drawn village boundaries 

around Finedon which restrict growth to the minimum 
residual housing requirement of 51 units. This figure 
should be treated as a minimum housing number figure 
and the proposed village boundaries redrawn to allow 
higher growth aspirations to be accommodated where 
such demand can be demonstrated to be delivered in a 
sustainable way in accordance with other policies in the 
Emerging Plan. 
To this end we advocate the inclusion site HF8 (Land off 
Summerlee Road, Finedon) to be included within the 
proposed Finedon village boundary. 

policies of the development plan. In the case of 
Finedon, the site allocated through Policy H2 and 
Policy Site 8 is anticipated to deliver in excess of the 
residual requirement of 41 dwellings (as at 31 March 
2017). Village boundaries do not unreasonably 
restrict development as JCS Policy 13 permits 
development to meet identified needs adjoining 
these boundaries.  In addition a new Policy (H6) is 
proposed to enable single self-build exception sites. 
It is not therefore necessary to allocate any 
additional sites in Finedon. 

102 Strutt & Parker LLP 
(for B.S.Pension Fund 
Trustees Ltd) 

We support the inclusion of Land off Milner & Kenmuir 
Roads, to be included within the village boundary of 
Finedon. 

Noted 

265 Bidwells (for 
Davidsons 
Developments Ltd) 

Policy SS1 of the Emerging Draft Plan states: 
"The Village Boundaries as shown on the Policies Map 
will be used to interpret whether sites are within or 
adjoining villages for the purposes of Policies 11 and 13 
of the Joint Core Strategy."  
It is considered that my client’s land interest at Land off 
Station Road, Finedon should be included within the 
Village Boundaries as shown on the Policies Map. It is 
accepted that the village confines will need finalised in 
accordance with the final site allocations. As previously 
discussed, the site represents an achievable, suitable 
and deliverable site for residential development as it will 
support the necessary housing growth for the Borough of 
Wellingborough and help address the Council’s current 
five-year housing land supply position. 
Table 4.1 identifies the Rural Settlement Hierarchy for the 
Borough of Wellingborough. A ‘Village’ is identified as the 
highest tier category, followed by ‘Restraint Village’ and 
‘Open Countryside’ and is defined as follows: 

The PBW identifies suitable, deliverable and 
available sites within Finedon to deliver in excess of 
the requirement identified in the JCS for Finedon. 
Should a need arise for further development to meet 
local needs within the plan period then Policy 13 of 
the JCS enables development adjoining the village 
boundaries. In addition a new Policy (H6) is 
proposed to enable single self-build exception sites. 
There is therefore no need to identify further sites 
within Finedon. 
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"Village is able to accommodate some small scale infill 
development to meet its own need or a level of growth 
has been identified in the JCS or a Neighbourhood Plan." 
Finedon is identified as a Village.  
The identification of Finedon as a ‘Village’ is supported. It 
is considered that Finedon is a sustainable settlement 
comprising a range of amenities and services, including a 
primary school, village shop, pharmacy, parish church 
and local bus services. It is with consideration that 
Finedon may have to meet its own housing growth 
targets over and above the figures in the NNJCS 
reflected in the context of the identified sustainability of 
the settlement and local amenities and services to which 
residential development can be supported. 
 

255 Marrons Planning (for 
Caravan Company 
Ltd) 

This representation takes issue with the location of the 
village boundary in respect of the land owned by The 
Caravan Company. The site is visually distinct from the to 
the allotment land adjacent to it. The majority of the site 
benefits from planning permission directly related to the 
business. Those areas of land without planning 
permission, are contaminated and the Contaminated 
Land Report which accompanies this submission 
(Appendix 4) recommends that the land is capped. 
The Village Boundaries as shown on the Policies Map will 
be used to interpret whether sites are within or adjoining 
villages for the purposes of Policies 11 and 13 of the Joint 
Core Strategy. Table 4.2 Village on page 19 of the Draft 
Emerging PBW sets out the Boundaries Criteria. This 
states that boundaries will include the following: 
A. Buildings and curtilages which are contained and 
visually separate from the countryside 
B. Areas of land with planning permission at 1 April 2015 
which relate closely to the main built up areas 

The allotments to the north of the Caravan Company 
site were excluded as number 10 in the 2015 
background paper as being more relatable to the 
open countryside. The additional part of the caravan 
site would be surrounded by these allotments and 
although extending the site would encroach a small 
amount into the excluded allotment area, it is part of 
the Caravan Company site with little relationship to 
the open countryside or indeed the allotments 
adjacent to it. The site is subject to approved 
applications WP/2011/0202/F, WP/2011/0578 and 
WP/16/00315/FUL. It is considered therefore that this 
additional part of the Caravan site should be included 
with the village boundary on the basis of criterion B.  
 
ACTION: Amend village boundary around the 
Caravan Company Ltd, Finedon 
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In respect of criterion A, the area of land outlined red in 
the plan attached at Appendix 1 is visually distinct and 
separate from the allotments which lie to the north west.  
With respect to criterion B, it is demonstrably the case, 
that the existing caravan parking area (LPA ref: 
BW/1990/0878) and the turning circle and carparking 
area (LPA ref: WP/2011/0202/F) already benefit from 
lawfully implemented planning permissions and form part 
of the business. They are directly adjacent to (and part of) 
the main built up area of the settlement.  
The current position of the village boundary arbitrarily 
avoids the contiguous areas of land which are related to 
the operation of the Caravan Company Ltd enterprise and 
which benefit from planning permission.  
Recommendation 
The full extent of the area outlined in red in the plan 
attached at Appendix 1, should be included within the 
village boundary. 

238 DLP Planning Ltd (for 
Hampton Brook Ltd) 

The village boundary identified for Great Doddington 
excludes many areas of developable land from the 
settlement. In paragraph 4.8 of the Village Boundaries 
Background Paper it is stated that those settlements 
identified as villages some small scale growth may be 
able to be accommodated have a settlement boundary in 
order to plan positively for growth and prevent ad-hoc 
encroachment into the open countryside.  
Great Doddington is referred to in the EDP as a village 
that can accommodate a higher level of growth, and 
appropriately has had a settlement boundary drawn 
around it. While the use of settlement boundaries is an 
appropriate mechanism for development plans, the EDP 
seems to have created a situation in Great Doddington 
whereby the village boundary is to support the positive 
planning for growth, and yet restricts it by leaving no sites 

In accordance with JCS Policy 13 development may 
be permitted adjoining village boundaries if clearly 
justified to meet local needs. In addition a new Policy 
(H6) is proposed to enable single self-build exception 
sites. The boundaries do not therefore unreasonably 
restrict new development. It is not therefore 
necessary to identify sites to meet local needs within 
the plan. The use of village boundaries and JCS 
policy 13 enables a more flexible approach should 
the needs of any settlement change over the plan 
period. 
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suitable for future development. The settlement boundary 
should be redrawn to identify areas within the village 
boundary that can allow a small level of growth to come 
forward to meet local or strategic needs.  
The site at Top Farm Lane is a logical choice as the land 
has poor agricultural value, being too small to 
accommodate crop production or grazing at any 
meaningful level. In addition, the site is well related to the 
pattern of development in the village, blending with the 
development along The Ridge and the High Street. It also 
follows the boundary of development which follows the 
northern boundary of the primary school playing fields 
(which should also be included within the settlement 
boundary to reflect the true extent of development in the 
village).  
With no neighbourhood planning process underway in the 
village that could identify additional housing sites, and 
with no other infill sites available in the village, the 
inclusion of the site within the settlement boundary is the 
only way in which the local housing needs will be met, 
other than a housing allocation. It is therefore suggested 
that the village boundary be redrawn in the next iteration 
of the EDP to include the Top Farm Lane site, allowing 
the site to come forward as infill development, ensuring 
that land is available to come forward for housing needs 
within the plan period. 

258 Barry Waine Planning 
(for Mr Wayne 
Siggery) 

The site comprises an area of open land previously an 
allotment and now vacant surrounded by a 2m high close 
boarded fence with vehicular gates and access to Main 
Road located to the east of the frontage and gained 
access across a bus layby.  
A bus shelter was located at the western end but this has 
now been removed and the bus layby is no longer in use 
for bus services.  

In accordance with JCS Policy 13 development may 
be permitted adjoining village boundaries if clearly 
justified to meet local needs. In addition a new Policy 
(H6) is proposed to enable single self-build exception 
sites. The boundaries do not therefore unreasonably 
restrict new development and it is not necessary to 
identify sites to meet local needs within the plan. The 
Inspector to the JCS has endorsed the spatial 
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The site is located within the 30mph area with the speed 
restriction signs located some 250 metres to the west of 
the site with a further vehicle activated speed sign 
between the 30mph signs and the site. 
The application site lies outside the village confines line 
as set out in the 1999 Local Plan.  
In determining an appeal in 1992 (Appendix 1) the 
Inspector had regard to previous planning polices being 
in particular the Northamptonshire County Structure Plan 
and the Wellingborough Rural Area and Urban Fringe 
Local Plan informally adopted in 1992. 
The Inspector noted that the site was outside the defined 
limits of the village as noted in the Rural Areas and Urban 
Fringe Plan. On that basis the Inspector considered that 
the site at the time was contrary to the Structure Plan.  
In addition, the Inspector considered that the site was 
visible from the west and be seen as an intrusion into 
open countryside and creating a precedent for further 
expansion outside the confines of the village.  
The Inspector also considered that the development 
would be likely to affect highway safety.  
The representation the subject of this Report is submitted 
for three main reasons. 
Firstly, at the time of the previous application Main Road 
Wilby at this point was subject to a 60mph national speed 
restriction. As set out above the speed restriction is now 
30m ph and the start of that restriction is some 250 
metres to the west. There is also a vehicle activated 
speed restriction sign to the west of the site. In addition, 
the layby to the front of the site is no longer required as a 
bus layby and there would therefore, be no potential 
conflict with buses waiting at the stop and vehicles 
entering or leaving the site.  
Secondly, the site has been for some time fenced off from 

strategy (which seeks to limit rural development to 
that necessary to meet locally arising needs and/or 
support a prosperous rural economy) as appropriate 
(para 22 of Inspector’s Report). Furthermore the 
PBW provides for sufficient sites to meet and exceed 
the overall housing needs of the borough. 
 
The site is a plot of land adjacent to the final house 
on the north side of Main Road. It is surrounded by a 
wooden/boarded fence with an out of use bus stop 
directly in front. The site is within the 30mph area of 
the village. The proposed boundary on the other side 
of Doddington Road extends beyond the site to the 
south by quite a distance. The site is surrounded on 
two sides by agricultural land, on one side by the 
Main road and on the other by houses. Assuming 
that any development would be front facing onto the 
road there would be a clear connection between the 
site and the rest of the village, the front facing views 
from the site would be of other properties and there 
would be residencies immediately adjacent to the 
site. Rear views would be of farmland and open 
countryside but so are the views from the two 
adjacent properties that are included in the 
boundary. Given the long term physical separation of 
the site from the open countryside it cannot be 
considered a continuation of the open countryside 
and the site would therefore represent a natural and 
definitive shape for the boundary to follow. It could 
be suggested that the site is closely related to the 
built form and although there is an interaction with 
the countryside, it is not significantly different from 
the sites adjacent that are included in the boundary. 
It would therefore represent a natural extension to 
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the open countryside to the west and north. Visually it 
relates to the built form of the village on the north side of 
Main Road and the more recent development to the south 
of Main Road/Doddington Road.  
Thirdly, the plan for Wilby shows no material change from 
the 1999 local plan. The plan at Appendix 2 shows in red 
the only change in the village confines. This is 
notwithstanding the proximity to Wellingborough of the 
village of Wilby- it conjoins the built up area of Welling 
borough and in effect forms part of that conurbation.  
Whilst it is accepted that advice from Central Government 
is in the course of review the Housing and Planning Bill 
and the current consultation on changes to the NPPF it is 
clear that Nationally to respond to the demand for new 
houses the Government is looking to the development of 
small sites immediately adjacent to settlement boundaries 
should be carefully considered and supported if they are 
sustainable. 
Clearly the situation for the potential development of this 
site has moved on since the 1992 appeal and little if any 
weight can be given to that decision.  
The three reasons for the submission of this application 
together with the current Government considerations for 
small sites are material considerations to weigh against 
the development plan and as such are considered to 
outweigh a village confines plan dating back to the 
1990's. Particularly where this village lies in close 
proximity to the expanding Town of Wellingborough. 

the village and could be included within the village 
boundary on the basis of criterion A. 
 
ACTION: Include the site Main Road, Wilby in the 
Village Boundary. 

190 Irchester, Lt Irchester 
and Knuston 
Neighbourhood Plan 
Steering Group 

The NHP would like to express their thanks and support 
to the Officers in the production of the Wellingborough 
Local Plan and would like to make the following 
observations: 
Firstly they are pleased that the Borough Council of 
Wellingborough support the Neighbourhood Plan 

Noted 
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process.  
Policy SS1 - The NHP are pleased regarding the 
settlement hierarchy approach and in the case of 
Irchester and Little Irchester the villages boundary will be 
determined by the outcome of the Neighbourhood Plan.  
They are also pleased to see that Knuston is protected by 
open countryside policies. 

257 Barry Waine Planning 
(for R W Beaty 
(Farms) Limited) 

The proposed draft village plan confines at Appendix C 
Policy Map C.11 shows the proposed confines tightly 
drawn around the existing residential development 
forming the village.  
By comparison with the current Local Plan 2007 the only 
differences appear to be the inclusion of the social 
housing to the north east of the Hardwick Road and the 
exclusion of an area of land and rear gardens to 
properties to the north west of Main Street. See Appendix 
2 showing the village inset in 2007 with the confines 
changes edged red.  
From this it can be seen that there is no recognition of the 
potential for growth from within the existing village 
population. 
Table 7.7 Net Housing Completion by Settlement shows 
past completions in villages from 2001. For Little 
Harrowden the completions are:  
2001/2 7 
2002/3 5 
2003/4 0 
2004/5 3 
2005/6 10 
2006/7 1 
2007/8 1 
2008/9 0 
2009/10 8 

In accordance with JCS Policy 13 development may 
be permitted adjoining village boundaries if clearly 
justified to meet local needs. The boundaries do not 
therefore unreasonably restrict new development 
and it is not necessary to identify sites to meet local 
needs within the plan. Should the proposal meet all 
of the criteria of JCS Policy 13, the position of the 
village boundary would not prohibit a scheme being 
granted consent. If the Parish Council wish to see a 
greater level of development to come forward in 
order to enable the provision of new sports facilities 
they could also do this through the preparation of a 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

38 
 



ID Respondent Comments Response 
2010/11 0 
2011/12 0 
2012/13 1 
2013/14 0 
2014/15 -16* 
*Permission granted in 2013 for demolition of sheltered 
housing 33 units and erection of 16 replacement social 
housing units  
The eight units in 2009/10 relate to the social housing to 
the north east of the Hardwick Road. Nine units were 
permitted in 2005 including two conversions at 53-57 
Main Road. 
Statistically this shows an increase of 20 dwelling units 
over the period 2001 to 2015. Which is below the average 
noted at paragraph 7.2.6 of 25 dwellings taking all the 
villages in the Council area. However, this figure includes 
restraint villages such as Strixton and Easton Maudit and 
with respect is considered to be a poor basis for 
considering whether a village has had the benefit of 
sufficient new development to satisfy local need.  
Little Harrowden has seen only 28 new dwelling units 
including conversions of existing property in 15 years.  
From recent Affordable Housing Needs survey it is known 
that there is a need for 10 new social dwellings. It is 
accepted that these could be provided as an exception to 
normal policy on land outside the village confines.  
The Parish Council wish to have access to a new playing 
field of sufficient size for Football.  
The inclusion of the land the subject of this representation 
within the village confines would enable the development 
of lands to the west for social housing and for a village 
playing field as noted on the plan attached at Appendix 
3.  
On the basis of an overall master plan the village can 
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achieve matters that were considered relevant in the 
Parish Plan of 2011 and the overall development would 
be funded through the proposed market housing. 
 

212 CC Town Planning (for 
Mr and Mrs Moore) 

CC Town Planning have been appointed by Mr. and Mrs. 
Moore (‘the clients’) to provide planning consultancy 
services in respect of their property at The Knoll, 
Grendon, Northamptonshire. 
Whilst the clients currently occupy the main dwelling, it is 
their longer term (15-20 years) vision to transfer (when 
required) to more modest accommodation which will be 
built in the curtilage of Sweetacres and constructed with 
their specific needs in mind, this is a more viable option 
than adapting their existing property which will be 
occupied by their children. 
The client is concerned about the content of the Village 
Boundary Background Paper (April 2016). It is accepted 
that this document does provide a logical approach which 
will inform the re-alignment of village boundaries in the 
Borough, however there are statements within the 
document that the Client does not agree with. These 
concerns relate in particular particularly pages 18 and 19 
of the Background Paper and specifically the proposed 
boundary amendment as displayed on page 19, 
specifically Area 8 within which the Client’s property 
partially lies. 
Whilst we are aware that the Council have stated that the 
curtilages of those existing dwellings which have been 
included are those which are visually attached to the 
village but their gardens excluded. It is considered that 
our client’s curtilage, as shown at Plate 1, should be 
included in its entirety as it is visually attached to the 
village. The trees which demark its southern boundary do 
not render the site either visually open and reduces the 

The property in question has substantial garden and 
curtilage land. The building itself is included within 
the village boundary but the curtilage is not. The 
southern end of the garden seems similar in nature 
to the surrounding fields, despite the separation by 
hedges and trees. The inclusion of the entire garden 
land would create a large area which could leave a 
tract of land that could lead to multiple dwellings on 
the site. It is worth noting that the fact that the site is 
outside the village boundary would not necessarily 
exclude it from any future development, provided this 
was in accordance with Policy 13 of the JCS. A 
proposal on the site could come forward as a Rural 
Exceptions site if a specific local need was 
established. Due to the scale of the additional land, 
its separation from the rest of the village and its 
relationship with the open countryside it is not 
acceptable to include the entire curtilage to the 
property within the village boundary and it is 
therefore excluded on the basis of Criteria I.     
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properties relationship with the open countryside. 
Therefore, it is the clients opinion that the site has been 
incorrectly assessed against the criteria for defining 
village boundaries as set out at Table 1 of the Village 
Boundary Background Paper (April 2016). Whilst it is 
anticipated that Officers have utilised OS Mapping to 
delineate the proposed boundary, the proposed re-
alignment is considered illogical and it is therefore 
requested that the Council revisit this element of the 
evidence base to ensure that an appropriate village inset 
map is published. 

216 Aitchison Raffety (for 
Mr Harvey) 

Aitchison Raffety has been instructed by Mr Harvey, the 
owner of 38 Rectory Lane, Orlingbury, to submit 
representations to the Council in response to the 
emerging Draft local Plan Consultation and Call for Sites 
2016. These representations focus upon a site capable of 
residential development adjacent to the settlement of 
Orlingbury . The site extends to some 0.15 hectares and 
is identified on the enclosed Site location Plan (in red).  
These representations comprise two elements :-  
1)     An amendment to the existing village boundary to 
contain the proposed development appropriately  
2)     Identification of a residential development site for 
one dwelling house for consideration as a site allocation 
It should be noted that Orlingbury is not a Restraint 
Village . Moreover, the proposed boundary alteration has 
now been changed to adapt to the Council's previous 
reasons for exclusion, which were based upon Criteria 'A' 
and 'I' and clearly follows a defendable boundary 
between the defined garden space to the west and the 
wider garden to the east.  
The previous representations made in March 2015 were 
not adopted because the Council considered that the 
proposed amended boundary did not reflect a defined 

It is accepted that this garden land, whilst large, is 
contained and visually separate from the 
countryside. The sites inclusion along with the 
garden of 40 Rectory Road would provide a more 
consistent approach across the village. In view of the 
substantial nature of the garden however and the 
number of mature trees it is considered reasonable 
to exclude the bottom end of the garden. Site 
included within the boundary in accordance with 
criterion A. 
ACTION: Include land within the curtilage of 38 
Rectory Lane within the Village Boundary for 
Orlingbury. 
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feature or curtilage and related more closely to the open 
countryside.  The boundary now proposed reflects the 
topography of the site in accordance with the mapped 
contour lines (see enclosed OS map). This is clearly a 
defined landscape feature, and together with the dense 
copses of trees to the east, demonstrably restricts any 
detrimental impact upon the wider area, including the 
countryside.   The proposed boundaries now extend 
along established, defendable boundaries, however, it 
should be recognised at this stage that development 
would be positioned to the 'front' of the site, within the 
amended village boundary and the remaining land would 
continue as residential private amenity space.  
The village boundary which reflects a defined curtilage 
would extend around the edge of the gardens of 40 and 
38 Rectory Lane. This is a boundary, we believe, to be 
well established and defendable. The proposed village 
boundary does not, however, follow the natural full extent 
of the curtilage but instead goes across Number 38 from 
the point where the existing boundary intersects the 
hedge which is the boundary between Numbers 38 and 
38A. This will allow for the development to take place 
south of Number 38, where it will not change the built 
form of the village nor encroach on the open countryside, 
but the Council will still retain control. The proposed site 
has far less impact on the open countryside to the east 
than the existing properties at 40 Rectory Lane and 4, 5 
and 6 Lammas Close.  
The Council have now also proposed amendments to the 
village boundaries in other parts of Orlingbury, which 
includes the gardens of residential properties. It is not 
logical to include similar shapes and sizes of land within 
one area of the village, and not another, when material 
planning considerations are equal. See Proposed Village 
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Boundary, Area 3, of the Orlingbury Inset Map. This is not 
a consistent approach.  
Given that the Council have not undertaken a consistent 
approach to village boundaries, the village boundary 
exercise should be revisited to ensure fairness. This is 
evident in all villages, however, it is clear in Orlingbury 
that certain areas of the village boundary are 'tight' to the 
residential development, and in others it is 'loose' . 
Indeed, some areas have been included within the village 
boundary through the proposed revisions with identical 
planning considerations as this proposed site. 

245 Gladman 
Developments 

Gladman object to Policy SS1 as it does not follow the 
guidance set out in the Framework. Village boundaries 
define the extent of a settlement’s built-up area and are a 
tool that are used to direct the application of policies 
within the Local Plan. Gladman consider that the 
Framework is clear that development which is sustainable 
should go ahead without delay. The use of settlement 
limits to arbitrarily restrict suitable development from 
coming forward on the edge of settlements would not 
accord with the positive approach to growth required by 
the Framework. 
The approach to defining settlement boundaries is 
therefore not justified or soundly based. This is simply 
another mechanism being used to restrict development 
which goes against the whole ethos of the Framework. 
The protection [of countryside for its own sake] has not 
been carried forward into the Framework. Within the 
Framework, protection is reserved for areas designated 
as Green Belt [paragraph 17 bullet five] and valued 
landscapes [paragraph 109]. 
That is not to say that the character and beauty of the 
countryside, and the impact of development upon it is not 
an important factor within an overall planning balance, it 

The spatial strategy in the JCS, which seeks to limit 
development in the rural area to that necessary to 
meet locally arising needs and/or support a 
prosperous rural economy, has been found sound by 
the Inspector (para 22 of the Inspector’s Report).  
 
In accordance with JCS Policy 13 development may 
be permitted adjoining village boundaries if clearly 
justified to meet local needs. The boundaries do not 
therefore unreasonably restrict new development. 
The council has demonstrated a 5 year supply of 
deliverable housing land which is endorsed by the 
JCS Inspector at para 149 of his report. Should there 
be any slippages in the SUEs delivery or other sites 
in the growth towns then the JCS has monitoring 
mechanisms in place which would trigger corrective 
action by the local planning authority to boost supply 
and potentially trigger a partial review of the JCS. 

43 
 



ID Respondent Comments Response 
certainly is. Paragraph 17 [bullet five] talks of “recognising 
the intrinsic beauty and character of the countryside” but 
also of “supporting thriving rural communities within it”. 
The Framework recognises that there will often need to 
be a loss of countryside if its wider objectives are to be 
achieved. 
The principle that the entirety of the countryside is no 
longer protected “for its own sake” and that any harm 
arising should be considered within an overall planning 
balance and should not result in an inherent brake on 
sustainable development is an important issue that needs 
to be considered and taken into account when 
considering proposals for development and plan making 
in rural areas. 
In addition, if the rural settlements have to accommodate 
additional growth to ensure a deliverable 5-year housing 
land supply because of slippages in the SUEs or other 
sites in the Growth Town (See Section 3.4 below), then 
the existing Village Boundaries provide an inflexible 
barrier to growth. The existing boundaries are drawn 
extremely tightly around the current extent of the built 
areas of the Villages and do not provide any opportunity 
for accommodating additional growth. Similarly, the 
policies as they are currently drafted do not contain any 
flexibility to deal with additional growth outside of the 
boundaries, should it be necessary as a result of the 
application of Policy 28 of the JCS. This is unacceptable 
and not in line with the guidance set out in the 
Framework. 

 
 
ID Respondent Comments Response 
Section: 5. Green Infrastructure Framework 
1 Mr Dave Edwards Even in the carefully named "Green infrastructure The policies in the JCS (notably policies 4 and 19) 
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framework" section there is virtually no mention of how 
the wildlife will be affected/protected,just how the human 
inhabitants can gain/pleasure themselves .......... 

and the PBW set out how wildlife will be protected 
and, where possible enhanced.  

15 Natural England Green Infrastructure 
Natural England supports the importance placed upon the 
protection and enhancement of green infrastructure and 
areas of green and open space within section 5 - Green 
Infrastructure Framework. Policies GI 1,2,3 and 4 
emphasise the diverse benefits of green infrastructure 
networks; protecting and enhancing the Natural 
Environment and biodiversity, creating green links 
between areas and improving public health by 
encouraging a more diverse range of transport modes, as 
well as opportunities for informal recreation. 
 
Nature improvement area (NIA) 
We would advise that the Nene Valley Nature 
Improvement Area (NIA) is also referenced within the 
Part 2 plan. The JCS states "Development within the 
Nene Valley Nature Improvement Area (NIA) is expected 
to take account of the natural environment early in the 
design process and that ecological connection through 
and around the development site to the wider habitat 
networks is delivered." The SUE’s are located within the 
NIA. We would therefore advise that the SUE policies 
should identify opportunities for delivering improvements 
to the NIA. 
 
Public rights of way 
We are pleased to see that Local GI corridors as 
identified on the Policies Map, will be safeguarded and 
enhanced. Plan policies should address the need to 
protect and enhance designated rights of way such as 
PRoW and bridleways. Development should seek to 

 
Noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed that reference to the NIA could be added into 
the plan. 
 
Policy Site 1 Wellingborough East (K) seeks a net 
gain in biodiversity as does Policy Site 2 
Wellingborough North (I).  
 
ACTION: Add reference to the NIA in section 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
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protect and enhance designated paths as far as possible, 
with reference to the local ROWIP, in order to comply 
with paragraph 75 of the NPPF. Sites 1,2, and 6 have 
existing rights of way running through them. Site 8 also 
has two rights of way running along the East and West 
boundaries of the site. 

55 Heather Webb 
Northamptonshire 
County Council 

Open space vs green infrastructure 
 
GI includes much more than the range of open space, 
sports and recreation assets. Chapter 5 is called ‘Green 
Infrastructure Framework’ and yet by the third paragraph 
the document has focused on open space. GI is by 
definition multifunctional, and open space is only one of 
its functions; it also includes biodiversity, access, 
landscape and historic environment themes. 
 
The term ‘open space’ has very utilitarian connotations 
which should not be used to refer to some GI assets. The 
Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA/SSSI in particular is 
sensitive to human disturbance and should not simply be 
considered in the same way as sports pitches or pocket 
parks. The draft Borough Policies Map shows the SPA 
and many other important biodiversity sites as ‘Local 
Open Space’, a term which erroneously implies that these 
sites exist primarily for human use. 
 
As written the section reads as if open space and green 
infrastructure are the same. I would suggest that if the 
Council’s intention is in fact to concentrate on open space 
assets (e.g. sports pitches, recreation grounds, 
allotments) these would be better addressed in a 
separate community assets policy. If the Council wishes 
to address GI in its entirety this section will need to 
include the full range of GI themes. 

Agreed there is some potential confusion. The text 
could usefully be amended.  
 
Local Open Space will be amended to relate to only 
spaces which are publically accessible. In addition 
recognition will be given to those sites which are of 
historic, biodiversity or geological importance within 
the policy. These assets are dealt with by Policies 2 
and 4 of the JCS. 
 
ACTION: Clarify supporting text to recognise the 
differences between GI and Open Space. 
 
Amend Policy GI 2 to recognise assets identified 
for their historic, biodiversity or geological 
importance 
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146 Josie Bateman 

Northamptonshire 
County Council 

5. Green Infrastructure Framework  

5.0.1 Green Infrastructure should also include a 
consideration of the historic environment as well as the 
natural. The historic environment in all its various guises 
“is capable of delivering a wide range of environmental 
and quality of life benefits for local communities”. A case 
in point is the Chester Farm site which sits between 
Wellingborough and Irchester. This site contains both a 
designated Roman Town and areas of ecological interest 
which can provide both natural and historic environment 
benefits to those who access them. The site is already 
within a GI sub regional corridor and within potentially 
easy access of Welling borough East, SUE. This is an 
example of how a consideration of the historic 
environment in tandem with the natural can achieve 
positive outcomes.  

5.0.3 Open Spaces are likely to contain not just 
designated but also undesignated assets of equivalent 
importance. 

5.0.4 In order to address these objectives an 
understanding of the nature of the open space is 
required. In some cases the nature of the open space 
may require a further consideration as to what public 
activities are appropriate such as areas with extensive 
earthworks or archaeological activity would not be 
conducive to 5.0.3 ‘using open space for mitigating 
climate change, flood alleviation, and ecosystem 
services’. 

5.0.5 There is an Action Plan included within the Local 
Flood Risk Management Strategy, which identifies 

Agreed, a further assessment of green infrastructure 
resources has been undertaken which includes the 
historic environment. This has resulted in the 
identification of revised Green Infrastructure 
Corridors in the plan.  
 
The Local Open Space policy will also recognise 
assets of historic, biodiversity or geological 
importance. 
 
ACTION: Add reference to historic environment 
in the GI framework. 
 
ACTION: Amend Policy GI 2 to recognise assets 
identified for their historic, biodiversity or 
geological importance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Para 3.64 the JCS recognises that flood alleviation 
can interact with the GI network. Para 5.0.2 of the 
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projects doe flood alleviation, which could interact with 
the GI network and this should be considered as part of 
this planning process. 

PBW recognises that investing in GI can help to 
deliver a range of other policy objectives, including 
water and flood management. 

157 Bovis Homes Ltd & 
Stanton Cross Land 
Owners Group 

Bovis Homes Ltd (BHL) and their partner landowners 
support the overarching principle of protecting Green 
Infrastructure (GI) within the Borough that will offer 
environmental and quality of life benefits for local 
communities, and contribute to the local distinctiveness of 
settlements. However, there is a lack of clarity in the 
policy phraseology, standards and associated mapping 
under Policies GI 1, 2, 3 and 4 that seek to protect and 
enhance GI in conjunction with development, making the 
policies open to interpretation and, therefore, difficult to 
practically apply. More specifically, the combined policies 
could impose an unreasonable restriction on sustainable 
development by unduly limiting future development within 
the proposed broad-brush areas of GI, the purpose and 
scope of which are not clearly defined. This also risks the 
unnecessary duplication of planning policy, most notably 
within the Joint Core Strategy (JCS), and applying 
multiple designations to the same areas. 

An Open Space Assessment and Strategy has been 
undertaken to update and further develop actions 
and delivery mechanisms for open space.  In 
addition a spatial analysis of green infrastructure 
resources in Wellingborough Town has been 
undertaken. The open space and GI policies and 
mapping have been updated as a result. 
 
Action: Amend text and Policies as a result of 
updated evidence base.  

185 Northants LLP Green Infrastructure   

The consultation response relates to the following 
sections of the emerging plan: 

• Section 5.3 
• Table 5.1 

Table 5.1 of the emerging plan sets out the proposed 
levels of provision for green infrastructure across the 
Borough.  We note that the levels of green infrastructure 
provision have changed since the outline application was 
granted and for some elements of green infrastructure, 

The plan is not seeking to amend any consented 
schemes. 
 
An Open Space Assessment and Strategy has been 
undertaken to update and further develop actions 
and delivery mechanisms for open space. This has 
resulted in some amendments to the standards in 
Table 5.1. It is anticipated that the council will 
prepare a Supplementary Planning Document to 
further clarify how open space requirements will be 
implemented. 
 
The JCS sets out policies to guide strategic 
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the amount provided as part of the outline consent is 
below what would need to be provided based on the 
levels of provision proposed in the emerging plan.  

We note that the threshold for contributing towards open 
space provision for the borough is triggered by 10 or 
more dwellings.  The scale of development at 10 
dwellings is very different to that of 3,000 and we 
consider that at this strategic scale, where some 
categories of green infrastructure do not quite meet the 
provision levels set out in the emerging local plan, other 
categories of green infrastructure exceed the proposed 
level of provision, thereby exceeding the overall green 
infrastructure policy requirements.   

We therefore suggest that a sentence should be added to 
Policy GI4 which would read:  

 “A flexible approach to the provision of green 
infrastructure for strategic development will be 
adopted when considering development proposals 
provided that they include an element of each 
category of open space and exceed the overall 
amount of green infrastructure required”. 

development for allocated sites and broad locations. 
Policy Site 2 provides policy guidance for 
Wellingborough North.    
 
 

174 Mr G Wilton Laudable objectives described in flowery prose that 
unfortunately appears to be based on flawed statistics in 
regard to the ‘Open Space, Sports and Recreational Audit 
and Assessment’ (of November 2015). 

The above document referenced in Para. 5.0.6 has likely 
cost many thousands of pounds of residents’ council tax 
to commission yet includes areas of private land as Local 
Open Space whose inclusion is ultimately legally 
challengeable – inevitably resulting in further future costs 

The Open Space, Sports and Recreation study has 
been reviewed and the text and policies amended 
accordingly. In particular a revised and updated 
assessment of allotment provision has been 
undertaken. This has made a distinction between 
public and private allotments and private allotments 
have not been used when calculating future 
standards or deficiencies.  As a result of the new 
assessment revised allotment standards are being 
proposed. 
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to the Borough. Particularly as LGS sites show a detailed 
examination of their criteria for inclusion and the 
acknowledgement that the respective owners are to be 
consulted, whereas the owners of LOS proposals have 
not been afforded the same courtesy. Moreover the 
assessment methodology of ascertaining the ‘Quality of 
Allotments’ appears flawed bearing in mind the disputable 
results provided. 

It is also concerning that in at least two parishes 
(Irchester and Finedon) whole sites have been omitted 
from being deemed allotments. Whilst another site is 
wildly underestimated as about 6 acres instead of its true 
22 acre potential. Another site seems to have a strong 
case for exclusion. 

The inclusion of private allotment providers should have 
meant the opportunity of assessing real demand via 
enquiring whether waiting lists existed, or even whether 
they had vacant areas to meet future demand. However, 
apparently no direct consultation was made. 

Without proper site specific consultation with landowners 
what appears to be a desk bound audit fails to give a true 
picture of provision, or even whether areas that have 
historically shown a cessation of use (for allotment type 
purposes) are realistically likely to be used again for such 
purposes. Because as you are aware private individuals 
or businesses have no legal, nor moral, duty to provide 
amenity land. 

All local authorities (Borough and Parish) have a 
mandatory obligation to provide allotment provision under 

 
The revised assessment continues to show a 
quantitative deficiency of allotments by 2031 in both 
the urban and rural area, however the urban 
deficiency will be met by provision which is planned 
in the SUEs. The allotments between Finedon Road 
and Nest Lane and those in East of Eastfield Road 
are proposed to be identified and protected as LOS 
(Policy GI 2). The updated assessment also has a 
spatial assessment of each of the open space 
typologies and identifies actions to remedy potential 
quantity, quality and accessibility deficiencies. 
 
Local Open Space has been amended to ensure that 
only sites with some form of public access are 
designated. In addition when determining the need 
for open space in accordance with Policy GI4 only 
open space which is publically accessible will be 
taken into account in the assessments. The revised 
study includes draft flow charts to show how this is 
intended to work and the council is intending to 
prepare a Supplementary Planning Document to 
further clarify how open space requirements will be 
implemented. 
 
Action: Amend text and policies as a result of 
updated evidence 
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Section 23 of the 1908 Small Holdings and Allotment Act. 

It is concerning that the Borough Council has historically 
short-changed Rural residents by seemingly passing the 
onus onto private landowners to avoid expenditure on 
these legal duties. The fact that the majority of rural 
provision is provided by private landlords does not and 
cannot absolve their mandatory duties. 

It cannot be sustainable to continue to push provision 
onto private landowners.  

The Council seems to historically make strategies 
regarding amenity provision but fail to follow through 
thereby avoiding spending money on improvements via 
grants, let alone providing land. Indeed if amenity land, 
such as allotments, was of true importance either local 
Parish or Borough Councils would in many cases be able 
to provide land already owned by them, currently 
vacant/underused or used for other purposes. 

For that reason it does seem the Council is de-facto 
trying to enshrine private agricultural land as solely for 
allotment purposes to boost their provision figures. 
Whereas the reality is private landlords can lawfully use 
their agricultural land for any purpose defined as 
‘agriculture’ as shown in Section 336 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990. 

Moreover private allotments are not statutory and are to 
be deemed akin to temporary sites. Indeed this has been 
echoed by the Government on numerous occasions 
including notably in the Department for Communities and 
Local Government: ‘Allotments: a Plot Holders Guide – 
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2007’. It stated “privately owned land can also be let for 
use as allotments. These plots have the same legal 
status as temporary allotment sites, but the local 
council has no control over them”. 

Furthermore, with what can be seen as an inconsistent 
approach to the inclusion and exclusion of sites it could 
be argued that some sites, or parts thereof, should not be 
included as part of your purported provision. Private sites 
which can show cessation of allotment use could readily 
prove unsustainable for your figures as they could cite 
case law in relation to nil use/abandonment of what was 
only a temporary use in the first place. 

To enshrine burdens of a restrictive allotment designation 
on temporary provision would ultimately be counter 
productive as it would deter other private providers from 
providing land in the future! 

Further to your OSSRAA of November 2015 it should be 
noted that through the inclusion of private sites not 
included in the 1999 Local plan onwards you are 
artificially inflating the figures. In doing so you are giving a 
disingenuous impression of provision for rural areas that 
would imply Wellingborough Council probably has the 
highest rural provision for allotments in the entire country! 

A remarkable feat for a Council whose last allotment 
strategy acknowledged they only owned four sites within 
the Town, with the further ten sites in the rural areas 
being in private or parish council ownership. 

Seeing that your November 2015 report concludes you 
have a deficiency of provision in both rural and urban 
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provision it seems remarkable the Council has sold off 
parts of your own allotment land in the past decade. 
Alongside both approving and even recommending as 
part of your previous Local Plan the further development 
upon and loss of private sites within the Town, over the 
past decade. 

Even this Emerging Draft Plan seemingly recommends 
the further loss of large areas of allotments within: 
Para.10.3 Windsor Road; Para.10.4 Land between 
Finedon Road and Nest lane; and Para.10.6 East of 
Eastfield Road. 

It is therefore telling that within the Town the Council has 
set a far lower target than that for the Rural area. Whilst 
many Local Authorities have set a single district wide 
standard BCW has seemingly for convenience set two 
standards, which conveniently manipulates the figures to 
reduce the deficiency for the Town.  

Even so the table on Para.6.73 (OSSRAA) indicates you 
are currently failing and perversely seem to be setting 
future predictions that you will fail even more 
spectacularly in 2031. This seems to imply your targets 
are unachievable! 

Para.6.75 suggests the provision for the two new SUE’s, 
which presumably means the additional 6.3 Hectares is 
based on the per 1,000 population within these new 
developments. Yet this would still result in an Urban 
deficiency of 3.14 Hectares. 

It is nonsensical to set targets with the aim to fail!  

53 
 



ID Respondent Comments Response 
It seems strange that the table does not include the two 
SUE’s details in the 2031 prediction! Does the Council 
not think these will be built by then? 

I am also curious as to why Stanton Cross 
(Wellingborough EAST extension) is not included in 
OSSRAA. You only reference two SUE’s to the North and 
West of Wellingborough, but surely that development is 
an Urban extension, or has no-one proof read that 
document. 

Should one presume that OSSRAA page 69 Para.6.75 
should read have stated East rather than West! 

Adding and averaging the rural allotment provision across 
vastly divergent rural villages with their own dramatically 
different populations obscures from possible local 
deficiencies. Ironically the proposed standard means that 
when you break it down to the real requirements in 
individual parishes you imply that most fall short of their 
target and some extremely short. 

For instance, using your 2004 Allotment Survey you 
indicate that Earls Bartons’ allotment is 1.93 Hectares 
and using the 2011 census population of 5,387 would 
seem to suggest their provision is 0.35 Hectares per 
1,000 people. Thereby on face value using your rural 
standard of 1.2 Hectares per 1,000 people Earls Barton is 
massively deficient.  

Your methodology fails to take into account true local 
demand. Thereby proving a disservice to each Parish 
community. The rural areas are not a homogenous 
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quantity to be lumped together for convenience. 

To get a true picture it would show true enlightenment to 
base standards for each Parish individually, alongside 
taking into account actual demand and current usage. 

Most Local Authorities in creating an allotment strategy 
either reference the 1969 Thorpe Report or the NSALG 
suggested standard. Both show how distorted the BCW 
proposal is. 

Northampton Borough Councils’ allotment strategy 
references the Thorpe Report which recommends a 
minimum provision of 15 plots per 1,000 households 
which equates to what Northampton calls “…statutory 
guidance of 0.2 Hectares/1,000 population”. Thereby 
indicating Wellingborough Councils’ 1.2 Hectare target is 
6 times larger. 

Whereas East Northants Council references “The 
National Society of Allotment and Leisure Gardeners 
(NSALG) suggest a national standard of 20 allotments 
per 1,000 households (i.e. 20 allotments per 2,200 people 
based on 2 people per house) or 1 allotment per 200 
people. This equates to 0.125ha per 1,000 population 
based on an average plot size of 250 square metres”.  

As such it should be clear that the Councils’ proposal for 
rural provision equates to an astonishing 9.6x the NSALG 
recommendation. Thereby this would seem to equate to 
9.6 plots per 200 people.To get that into perspective that 
seems to equate to approximately 1 plot per 21 people. 

Is the Council honestly implying there is a demand in 
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rural Wellingborough for 1 plot of 250 square metres per 
10 households – based on 2.2 people per 
house?       Your figures would seem to demonstrate that 
a quantitive surplus already exists! 

259 Environment Agency We refer to issue 8: Water Environment, Resources and 
Flood Risk Management. We are concerned that, given 
the significance of blue infrastructure within the 
boundaries of your local authority as described in section 
2.0.9 that a separate policy is yet to be dedicated to cover 
this topic. However, we find that with the reference given 
to blue infrastructure within Policy 5: Green Infrastructure, 
it may be prudent to reword the title to ensure that it 
adequately covers the combination of both key elements. 
In this regard, a recommended preferred title would be 
Environmental Infrastructure and within that policy our 
comments on water quality should be included.  

Water Quality 

We welcome your reference to the Anglian River Basin 
Management Plan (RBMP) as contained in Policy 5 of the 
North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (NNJCS). 
We strongly require that an additional point is included 
under Green Infrastructure policy. Our suggested wording 
is as follows: 

‘Ensuring that blue infrastructure i.e. urban rivers and 
streams are restored as part of growth within linear parks 
and green corridors’  

We find that site specific policies 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6 all 
include green corridors and/or linear parks, this means 
that the above policy wording would enable opportunities 

It is considered that the package of policies in the 
JCS provide sufficient strategic guidance on these 
issues, specifically Policies10, 19 and 20.  
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for river enhancement.  

Paragraph 165 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) states that planning policies and 
decisions should be based on up-to-date information 
about the natural environment and other characteristics of 
the area including drawing, for example, from River Basin 
Management Plans.The Anglian RBMP (cycle 2) was 
published in December 2015 
(https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/river-basin-
management-plans-2015#anglian-river-basin-district-
rbmp-2015). Accordingly, this should be referenced in the 
plan. In the exercise of this plan, it is required that your 
Authority has regard to the Anglian RBMP and any 
supplementary plans.  

The Anglian RBMP sets out local measures to achieve 
Water Framework Directive (WFD) objectives for the 
water environment. As a result, options for growth would 
need to support the programme for the implementation of 
site and catchment based objectives.  

We work with a number of partnerships, which include 
Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP), Local Nature 
Partnerships (LNP) and Catchment Partnerships (CP) in 
Northamptonshire to develop and deliver projects which 
help improve and protect rivers. This is an opportunity 
that the local plan should support. The NNJCS 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan has identified the need for 
flood storage reservoir studies that will serve Harrowden 
and Swanspool Brooks. It would be beneficial for the local 
plan to secure the delivery of these key infrastructure 
requirements.  
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We understand that Anglian Water has published a Water 
Resource Management Plan dated August 2014, which 
suggests that the risk to inadequate water infrastructure 
is minimal. We recommend that this update complements 
the information contained in the existing Water Cycle 
Strategy. 

We would like to see a reduction in combined sewer 
overflows and missed connections.  

Flood Risk Management  

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) 

We advise that any additional options for growth not 
contained within the NNJCS should be considered 
against an up to date Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
(SFRA) to ensure that development is located in the 
areas of lowest flood risk.  

Paragraph 158 of the NPPF states that each local 
planning authority should ensure that the Local Plan is 
based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence 
about the economic, social and environmental 
characteristics and prospects of the area.  

Our letter of 07 May 2014 outlined the need for an SFRA 
update, please note that this requirement still stands.  

In addition, climate change guidance has been updated 
and the impacts of this on the SFRA would also need to 
be considered. Updated guidance on how climate change 
could affect flood risk to new development - ‘Flood risk 
assessments: climate change allowances’ was published 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Update 
has been completed and is available on the evidence 
base page of the website. This has informed 
preparation of the publication plan. 
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on gov.uk on 19 February 2016. The flood risk 
vulnerability classification and lifetime of proposed 
development in line with NPPF should be confirmed and 
appropriate allowances applied. The Welland and Nene 
river catchments fall within the Anglian River Basin 
District. If hydraulic modelling is being proposed 
additional model runs may be required to ensure that the 
correct scenarios are all considered.  

We have produced guidance to help LPAs and their 
advisors implement the NPPF policies and PPG on flood 
risk: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/296970/LIT_8495_0264ac.pdf 

 Please note that plans C19 and C20 of the draft plan are 
not legible.  

Ground water and Contaminated Land 

We consider that Policy 6 of the NNJCS is sufficient to 
address land contamination and protection of controlled 
waters at a strategic level. At this stage the following is 
offered to add to Part 2:  

A preliminary risk assessment to assess risk posed to 
controlled waters from Brownfield sites should be 
undertaken on a site by site basis. Our guidance 
document GP3 'Groundwater Protection: Principles and 
Practice' can help developers ensure that groundwater is 
protected in the most sensitive locations.  

Groundwater Protection: Principles and Practice (GP3) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The plans are legible by clicking on the ‘popup full 
image’  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. It is not considered necessary to reference 
this in the PBW as it is covered by Policy 6 of the 
JCS and relevant supporting text. 
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The GP3 document is a key Environment Agency 
reference for local planning authorities, developers and 
land owners. It sets out our approach to groundwater 
protection and management and what we want others to 
do. It covers our high-level approach, the technical 
background to our work and an introduction to the tools 
we use. It also describes the legal framework we work 
within and the approaches and positions we take to 
regulate and influence certain activities and issues: 
Groundwater protection: principles and practice GP3 - 
Publications - GOV.UK  

Guiding Principles for Land Contamination 

The GPLC documents were developed initially for 
landowners, developers, advisors and practitioners 
involved in redevelopment and evaluation of land 
contamination. These documents refer to relevant UK 
guidance and highlight specific steps and considerations 
involved in evaluating risks associated with land and 
water contamination. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/managing-
and-reducing-land-contamination 

Water Resources and Efficiency 

We support the requirements set out in Policy 9: 
Sustainable Buildings and Allowable Solutions of the 
JCS, which describes water efficiency standards to be 
met by residential development.  

Waterways 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
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The River Nene across Wellingborough is of economic 
importance. The Embankment in Wellingborough is of 
significant value to navigation because it provides 24 
hour moorings as it serves as a tourist destination.  

There are opportunities to improve this site and provide 
additional water compatible facilities to encourage 
boaters to stay for longer.  

We encourage continued engagement with relevant 
partnerships and this includes LEPs, LNPs and CPs 
towards the delivery of key infrastructure. We are willing 
and happy to work with you on the development of a local 
infrastructure delivery plan. 

Sub Section. 5.1: Delivery of Green Infrastructure Corridors 
57 Heather Webb  

Northamptonshire 
Country Council 

I welcome the mention in section 5.1.3 of the proposal to 
supplement with local corridors the sub-regional GI 
corridors identified in the North Northamptonshire Joint 
Core Strategy (JCS). Having said that I am not convinced 
that the proposed local corridors are the most 
appropriate. According to paragraph 158 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) , local plans should 
be ‘based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence 
about the economic, social and environmental 
characteristics and prospects of the area’. The GI 
corridors identified in the JCS were delineated in 2006 ( 
River Nene Regional Park. 2006. Northamptonshire’s 
Environmental Character and Green Infrastructure Suite, 
Version 2.2 [ONLINE]. Available at 
http://www.rnrpenvironmentalcharacter.org.uk/. Accessed 
24 May 2016).Work has since been done on both the 
various GI themes ( e.g. biodiversity, access, landscape) 
and on GI as a whole, and the evidence base improved. 

Agreed, a further assessment of green infrastructure 
resources has been undertaken. This has resulted in 
the identification of revised Green Infrastructure 
Corridors in the plan. 
 
ACTION: Update plan to take account of revised 
evidence base 
 
  

61 
 

http://www.rnrpenvironmentalcharacter.org.uk/


ID Respondent Comments Response 
Evidence for a local GI policy should include an analysis 
of existing GI resources and how those might be 
incorporated, enhanced and connected. I suggest that the 
Council consider updated GI planning resources recently 
developed by this office. The work identified within each 
1km OS grid square in the county, known GI assets 
across five themes: access, biodiversity, historic 
environment, landscape and open space. Each theme 
was analysed first individually and then collectively to 
identify concentrations of multifunctionality (see examples 
in Figures 1 and 2 appended below). Such work serves to 
refine older studies and provides a more up-to-date 
evidence base in line with paragraph 158 of the NPPF. 

This recent work provides an overview of known GI 
assets on the ground irrespective of the aspirations which 
informed the 2006 study. As a result it suggests 
somewhat different corridors. The work allows planning 
authorities to identify where in the district are key 
concentrations of assets and how those relate to the 
identified local and sub-regional corridors. It can therefore 
help planning authorities determine where new assets will 
complement existing GI, whether local corridors should 
be amended to account for the distribution of assets and 
if not, where in those corridors investment might best be 
spent. 

66 Isham Parish Council 5.1 Delivery of Green Infrastructure Corridors.   We 
note in sub-clause 5.1.1 that the River Ise is identified as 
a Green Infrastructure sub-regional and local 
network/corridor and therefore we have great concerns in 
respect of the proposals to construct huge warehouse 
units on /adjacent to this protected corridor south of 
junction 9 of the A14 to an area referred to as ‘Parcel B’ 
in the North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy and 

Policy 37 j) of the JCS sets out measures to address 
these issues specifying that development of Parcel B 
should: 
 
Provide an accessible network of green infrastructure 
which includes opportunities provided by the Ise-
Valley corridor to integrate the development into the 
countryside, enhance the character and ecological 
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the effects this will have upon the wet land and green 
infrastructure.  It is impossible to comprehend that these 
proposals would have the potential to be devastating to it 
and greatly affect the wildlife and have implications on the 
pocket park and preserved areas of adjacent green 
land.                 

value of the development, including buffering the 
adjacent Site of Special Scientific Interest, and 
create accessible, usable green space.  
 

222 Rushden Town 
Council 

The local green infrastructure corridors must be robustly 
protected.  Reference should be made to the importance 
of Destination Nene Valley as Wellingborough has 
strategic significance with the Nene Valley area. 

Policy 20 of the JCS recognises the strategic 
significance of the Nene Valley. It is not considered 
necessary to specifically reference a specific 
marketing and branding strategy in the PBW.  

189 Redhill Grange 
Community 
Association 

I notice that on one of the Borough maps for green 
corridors north of the town the dividing woodland between 
Redhill Grange and the A509 Kettering Road is hardly 
marked in green and on the other is non-existent.  The 
residents of Redhill Grange expect this on a local plan to 
be clearly defined. 

In 1987 it was left between the old and new road to Great 
Harrowden as an asset to the estate, as was the planting 
around the brook bordering Northen Way to protect and 
enhance our environment, which it does.  In spite of being 
accessed and cleared of rubbish by the residents, and 
considered insufficiently diverse to qualify for pocket park 
status ( even with the bats, grass snakes and 
Muntjac which have been see to emerge from there), 
it is one of only two green barriers against noise and 
traffic pollution emanating from all the bordering main 
roads of industrial traffic has .  This has increased over 
thirty years and will continue to do so, as new roads are 
built. 

It and we deserve, at very least, the future protection that 
this emerging Borough Plan could afford from 
development and destruction by officially designating this 

A further assessment of green infrastructure 
resources has been undertaken. This has resulted in 
the identification of revised Green Infrastructure 
Corridors in the plan. These corridors include the 
greenspace south of Redhill Grange. 
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area as a green corridor.  Can we, the residents of 
Redhill Grange have the Council's assurance that it will 
be. 

176 Mr G Wilton  5.1 Delivery of Green Infrastructure Corridors 

Comment: 

This document fails to explain how you intend to intend to 
“improve accessibility for both people and wildlife” with 
the proposed Green Infrastructure corridors! 

Better site specific explanations would be beneficial. 

I would like to suggest you need to consult with 
stakeholders, i.e. landowners, to enable them to 
understand what benefit, if any, these corridors provide to 
them. 

 I am left perplexed by the apparent arbitrary nature of the 
way the swathes of green diverge across fields to the 
south of Finedon across the A6 to fields on the North-
East. Peculiarly this proposed corridor ignores natural 
wildlife corridors i.e. hedgerows. Curiously it also avoids 
the majority of principle wildlife habitats and most 
bizarrely avoids PRoWs (Public Rights of Way). 

The proposed route to the south of Finedon seems too 
linear for wildlife to follow seeing that it cuts across fields 
rather than hugging hedgerows, and is bisected by the 
busy A6. Thereby the only logical conclusion is that it is 
for the benefit of humans. However this also poses 
problematic issues. 

If this is for people it would seem to imply you wish to 

Agreed, a further assessment of green infrastructure 
resources has been undertaken. This has resulted in 
the identification of revised Green Infrastructure 
Corridors in the plan. The rural corridors identified in 
the emerging draft have been removed. The plan at 
para 5.1.7 highlights that GI corridors are indicative 
and are intended to identify the priority areas for 
investment. Policies also aim to ensure that 
connections within corridors are not lost through 
development and are enhanced wherever possible.  
 
An Open Space Assessment and Strategy has also 
been undertaken to update and further develop 
actions and delivery mechanisms for open space. 
The updated assessment includes a spatial 
assessment of each of the typologies and identifies 
actions to remedy potential quantity, quality and 
accessibility deficiencies. These could be potential 
projects for future investment. 
 
ACTION: Update plan to take account of revised 
evidence base 
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improve public access as Para.5.1.3 states “Green 
Infrastructure corridors provide opportunities for 
sustainable movement (principally by foot or cycle)”. As 
such it is remiss of you to have once again failed to 
directly approach private landowners prior to this 
proposal. 

For instance the corridor leaves the Wellingborough Road 
going East through private allotments. I cannot foresee 
any new right of way being beneficial to these allotments. 
In fact any access to parties other than members would 
be detrimental to the security and ultimately detrimental 
to the sustainability of the allotments. It would have been 
common courtesy to have contacted the Finedon 
Allotment and Garden Association Ltd. to explain what 
the proposal actually entails, but alas you didn’t prior to 
publishing this document. 

If this corridor is meant to add an extra protection to LOS 
it seems curious that the only known developmental 
threat to Finedon Allotment and Garden Associations’ site 
would seem to ironically be the Council who apparently 
considered all 22 acres as (HF16) a Potential Housing 
Site in Finedon, in the Wellingborough Rural Housing 
Allocation Methodology and Site Selection paper of 
December 2014. Remarkably once again failing to 
consult directly with the association! 

Heading North-East the proposed corridor cuts across 
fields and passes across the only site designated for 
future expansion in Finedon (off Milner Road) in the 
proposed Local Plan. Therefore without further 
explanation from the Council it is hard to understand how 
this new development will not affect or compromise this 
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green infrastructure network. Moreover it is hard to avoid 
the impression that this GI route was either made in an 
arbitrary manner forgetting about this development or that 
this is a deliberate attempt to extort money from builders 
through Policy GI 1 “E. Using developer contributions to 
facilitate improvements to their quality”. 

Indeed one of the fundamental questions left unanswered 
by the GI Corridor proposals in this document is the 
financial cost of them, and what physical improvements 
for wildlife habitats and people are actually proposed. 
You fail to explain whether the schemes will be funded 
out of Council tax, or whether it will solely be funded by 
developer contributions. Nor is the public able to 
ascertain the distribution of funding. Will there be a 
hierarchy of schemes, or do developer contributions stay 
within the immediate locality (Ward). 

It seems illogical that the corridor running from the South 
to the North- East of Finedon avoids the PRoW running 
from Oxford Street. Surely existing access routes should 
be included so that they can be enhanced by this 
scheme. 

If the aim of these corridors was actually to enhance, 
protect and link open space it seems odd that you fail to 
link the majority of Local Green Spaces in and around 
Finedon. 

Seeing that the woods to the East of Wellingborough 
Road/Ryebury Hill has historically been used as a de-
facto right of way/public wood for decades it seems 
strange that such a large wildlife habitat is not included in 
any corridor. Conveniently a PRoW lays adjacent to its 
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northern end, enabling a logical extension. Moreover 
running a GI corridor through those woods heading south 
you could create a corridor that runs across the former 
landfill and meets up with either of the GI corridors that 
seemingly dead end at Sidegate Lane. In this way you 
could create a new PRoW across the countryside 
between Stanton Cross and Finedon. With the landfill site 
being capped and landscaped what was once an eyesore 
could become an environmental asset. 

It would also seem more logical for a corridor to run along 
the High Street linking the Local Green Spaces. 

Alternatively a route that would seem more logical than 
the one proposed would be to link the corridor that goes 
through “The Pits” along the route of “Finedon Tunnel” 
around the North-West and North-East periphery of the 
town to meet up with the PRoW at Oxford Street that 
heads to Little Addington. 

The only bone of contention there would be in order to 
accurately follow the route of “Finedon Tunnel would 
involve cutting across Thrapston Road allotments. 
However crossing such private land doesn’t seem a 
concern to the Council in the current proposed route. Of 
course the Thrapston Road site is a dichotomy as 
although it is acknowledged in the 2005 POSSR and 
2010 SSPD it now is absent from the OSSRAA 2015. 

It was considered for housing as site HF13 in 2014 
although the fact that it has a mine tunnel across it entire 
length, as implied in the Abandonment Plan, probably 
should have excluded its consideration. Particularly as 
this would surely be a Yes to your question as to whether 
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there are any “…abnormal costs associated with bringing 
forward this site for development”. 

If this private site is no longer considered allotments due 
to a cessation of use for such amenity purpose then for 
parity of treatment purported site ACG12 has as strong a 
case for exclusion from such a designation. Indeed with 
ACG12 being of disparate private ownership and having 
areas where use has ceased for a demonstrably longer 
period than Thrapston Rd it has a stronger case. Indeed 
lawfully it should not be considered as a single entity 
seeing that it demonstrably originated as individual 
building plots with their own individual use histories. If a 
small minority area is used for allotment type purposes it 
does not infer others have to use agricultural land for the 
same purpose. 

    
Policy: GI 1: Local Green Infrastructure Corridors 
20 Irchester Parish 

Council 
The parish council wholeheartedly agree with the policy 
however would like to make sure that the River Nene is 
used as a connectable route by foot and cycle including 
the reinstatement of the footbridge next to Chester House 

Noted. Increased connectivity by foot and cycle is a 
key element of the JCS.  

12 National Farmers 
Union 

Thank you for consulting me about the draft local plan. 
Our only comment is about Policy GI 1 Local Green 
Infrastructure Corridors criteria A, ensuring that new 
development will not compromise the integrity of the GI 
network. Just to seek an assurance that this will not be 
used to prevent sensible farm and rural diversification 
development within the GI corridor and encourage both 
development and green infrastructure, not green 
infrastructure to the detriment of any development. 

This policy, and the policies within the JCS do not 
seek to prevent appropriate farm and rural 
diversification provided it is consistent with the 
policies of the Development Plan.  

50 Ecton Parish Council The PBW proposes to supplement the network of green 
infrastructure corridors identified in figure 17 of the North 
Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy with additional 

A further assessment of green infrastructure 
resources has been undertaken. This has resulted in 
the identification of revised Green Infrastructure 
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local corridors. Within the Neighbourhood Area, figure 4 
of the PBW proposes an additional corridor along the 
stream between Sywell Reservoir and the River Nene 
and a further corridor which appears to link areas of 
woodland east of Northampton and around Ecton to the 
River Nene. However, given that these corridors form part 
of a wider, strategic network it is considered that they 
should be included within the PBW rather than the ENP. 

Corridors in the plan. The rural corridors identified in 
the emerging draft have been removed and instead 
for the rural area, the plan relies on the local 
corridors identified in the JCS. Policy GI 1 provides 
further guidance. 

67 Isham Parish Council Policy GI 1.   We refer to the fact that Policy GI 1 A says 
‘Ensuring that new development will not compromise the 
integrity of the green infrastructure network’ and we 
believe that the proposed warehouse development  south 
of junction 9 of the A14 does compromise that network 
and should therefore be prevented.  

Policy 37 j) of the JCS sets out measures to address 
these issues specifying that development of Parcel B 
should: 
 
Provide an accessible network of green infrastructure 
which includes opportunities provided by the Ise-
Valley corridor to integrate the development into the 
countryside, enhance the character and ecological 
value of the development, including buffering the 
adjacent Site of Special Scientific Interest, and 
create accessible, usable green space.  
 

58 Heather Webb 
Northamptonshire 
County Council 

The role of the LPP2 is to refine JCS policies for relevant 
and meaningful implementation at the local level. 
Proposed Policy GI1 appears not to be substantially 
different to JCS Policy 19, save that it focuses on open 
space which as outlined above might best be addressed 
in a community assets policy. I very much support the 
spirit of Policy GI1. However I don't believe it adds any 
clarity for development control officers responsible for its 
implementation. Without knowing what GI assets (if any) 
comprise a corridor it would be impossible to determine 
whether a proposal would compromise its integrity (GI1A) 
or break its connection (GI2E). 

Green infrastructure is not simply lines on a map. 

Policy GI 1 relates to the local green infrastructure 
corridors on the Policies Map, which have been 
informed and refined by additional evidence 
produced by NCC to fully understand the nature of 
local GI corridors in Wellingborough. Policy 19 of the 
JCS relates to sub-regional corridors. 
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Knowing a proposal is ‘in a green infrastructure corridor’ 
is meaningless without knowing the nature of that 
corridor. 

Wellingborough has some outstanding local GI, for 
example the SPA, Chester Farm and the urban linear 
park. I do not feel that this has been reflected in the draft 
Plan. 

108 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society agree with this policy. We 
would however like to ensure that recreational 
opportunities offered by close proximity of 
Wellingborough to the River Nene are thoroughly 
explored and expanded. This is a popular area severely 
underused at the present time. We also believe 
cycleways should be expanded throughout the borough. 

Policy 20 of the JCS addresses the recreational 
opportunities offered by the River Nene.  

128 Mr Geoff Taylor I'm keen to see a surfaced footpath/cycle link running on 
the alignment of the bridleway which runs behind the 
Wellingborough Recycling Centre (Paterson Rd), over the 
existing railway bridge, towards The Slips. This has the 
potential to provide, firstly, a safe and pleasant 
alternative for cyclists to the completely unsatisfactory 
cycle path uphill along the A510 to Finedon; and 
secondly, in the medium term, to open up a level route 
along the Ise Valley to Furnace Lane, Burton Latimer and 
beyond. There is nothing in the text or policy that 
suggests this should happen.  

Noted. Policies in the JCS refer to enhanced 
footpath/cycle links to enhance connectivity, notably 
Policy 15. 

159 Bovis Homes Ltd & 
Stanton Cross Land 
Owners Group 

The Local Green Infrastructure Corridors identified under 
Policy GI 1 (and illustrated in Figure 4) encompass areas 
much wider than the specific GI features or functions that 
the policy seeks to protect or enhance. More specifically, 
the broad-brush corridors identified in Figure 4 include 
areas, such as along the River Ise and River Nene, that 
impinge upon the areas proposed for development as 
part of the Stanton Cross development (under Policy Site 

A further assessment of green infrastructure 
resources has been undertaken. This has resulted in 
the identification of revised Green Infrastructure 
Corridors in the plan. 
 
The plan at para 5.1.7 highlights that GI corridors are 
indicative and are intended to identify the priority 
areas for investment. They are not intended to affect 
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1) and its extension to the east. The implications of this 
broad-brush approach on the future development of 
Policy Site 1 is even more evident in Draft Policy Map 
C.19 Wellingborough – Town, which indicates a 
significant encroachment of Local GI corridors into 
development areas already identified and approved within 
the masterplan for this area. 

The proposed corridors also incorporate areas that are 
specifically managed under other JCS policies. Notably 
JCS Policies 4, 19 and 20 seek to maintain and enhance 
the Nene and Ise Valleys (and the green infrastructure 
network generally), making specific reference to the 
protection of designated sites (including Special 
Protection Area and RAMSAR designations). 

There are already extensive GI corridors within and 
around the committed Stanton Cross site. Whilst the 
objective of ensuring connectivity between green 
infrastructure is agreed, and underpinned by the JCS, the 
criteria for the provision of additional local green corridors 
as indicated in Figure 4 is unclear and open to 
interpretation, and does not reflect the masterplan 
parameters for the development of Stanton Cross. 

In summary, Policy GI 1 duplicates existing policy within 
the JCS and lacks clarity in its designation of the different 
GI corridors that make up the overall GI framework. In 
doing so, the policy is unduly restrictive to the appropriate 
development of Stanton Cross and its expansion to the 
east. The definition and designation of GI corridors 
should, therefore, be reviewed in the context of other GI 
policies. 

already consented schemes. 
 
Policy GI 1 relates to the local green infrastructure 
corridors on the Policies Map. Policy 19 of the JCS 
relates to sub-regional corridors. 

191 Irchester, Lt Irchester The NHP agree with the policy however would like it Policies in the JCS refer to enhanced footpath/cycle 
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and Knuston 
Neighbourhood Plan 
Steering Group 

confirmed that the River Nene is used as a connectable 
route by foot and cycle and will include the reinstatement 
of the footbridge next to Chester House. 

links to enhance connectivity, notably Policy 15. 
Policy 20 references improved connections along the 
River Nene (criteria e and f). 

269 South 
Northamptonshire 
Council 

SNC supports draft Policy GI 1 – Local GI Corridors 
contained in the emerging Plan 

Noted.  

246 Gladman 
Developments 

Gladman object to Policy GI1 as it is onerous that all 
development must be designed to protect and enhance 
existing Green Infrastructure (GI) networks. 
Requirements for contributions to such infrastructure 
should be necessary to make the development 
acceptable in planning terms, directly related to the 
development and fairly and reasonably related in scale 
and kind to the development (Framework para 204). It is 
not considered that requiring all development, including 
small scale development, to enhance GI is framework 
compliant. 

In addition, the provision of GI can be a significant cost 
that affects the viability of a scheme. Gladman wish to 
remind the Council that the provision of developer 
contributions should be tested against the viability of 
schemes through a full Plan Viability Study. 

Any requirement for infrastructure needs to be justified 
and based on robust evidence.  It is important for the 
evidence base to properly assess the viability of the 
requirements for both affordable housing and 
infrastructure set out in the Local Plan and Infrastructure 
Development Plan to ensure consistency with paragraphs 
173 and 174 of the Framework. 

Plans should be deliverable and sites should not be 
subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens 

An Open Space Assessment and Strategy has been 
undertaken to update and further develop actions 
and delivery mechanisms for open space. The 
revised study includes draft flow charts to show how 
this is intended to work. This approach is considered 
to show how infrastructure is directly related to the 
development and fairly and reasonably related in 
scale and kind to the development. It is anticipated 
that the council will prepare a Supplementary 
Planning Document to further clarify how open 
space/ GI requirements will be implemented. 
 
The plan has been subject to a viability appraisal and 
the plan and policies recognise that requirements are 
subject to individual site viability. 
 
It is accepted that GI 1 will not apply to all 
development, for example it would not relate to 
householder developments, nor developments which 
cannot connect to the GI corridors. An amendment is 
therefore appropriate. 
 
ACTION: Amend first sentence of Policy GI 1 to 
read ‘Development must be designed to protect 
and enhance existing Green Infrastructure 
networks, and the connections between them 
where possible’ 
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that their ability to be developed viably is threatened. 
Therefore, the Council should assess the likely 
cumulative impacts on development in their area of all 
existing and proposed local standards and policies 
through a comprehensive and robust Viability 
Assessment to ensure that the cumulative impact of 
these standards and policies do not put the 
implementation of the Plan at serious risk. 

Policy GI1 should be reworded to reflect this guidance 
and a full Plan Viability Assessment should be 
undertaken to assess the impact of all the requirements 
contained in the Plan. 

Sub Section. 5.2: Protection of Existing Open Spaces, Sport and Recreation 
69 Isham Parish Council 5.2 Protection of Open Space.   Within sub-clause 5.2.1 

reference is made to the protection of existing open 
space and that ‘the loss resulting from the proposed 
development would be replaced by equivalent or better 
provision…..’  In respect of our comments above 
regarding the proposed warehouse development south of 
junction 9 of the A14 we would be very interested to know 
where this is going to be in respect of the three areas 
referred to as ‘Parcels A, B & C’ in the North 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy. 

Policy 37 j) of the JCS sets out measures to address 
these issues specifying that development of Parcel B 
should: 
 
Provide an accessible network of green infrastructure 
which includes opportunities provided by the Ise-
Valley corridor to integrate the development into the 
countryside, enhance the character and ecological 
value of the development, including buffering the 
adjacent Site of Special Scientific Interest, and 
create accessible, usable green space.  
 

127 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society believe cycleways should 
be expanded throughout the borough..  

Noted. Policies 8 and 15 of the JCS seek to enhance 
opportunities for cycling.  

192 Irchester, Lt Irchester 
and Knuston 
Neighbourhood Plan 
Steering Group 

Policy GR2/3 - The NHP in principle agree with the Local 
Open Space p113 however they would like to included 
the following (a map has been provided) 

1) Addition of the allotment land in Chester Road which 
actually stretches from Town End Farm to Corner Field 

LOS has been reviewed in the open space 
designations background paper. These areas have 
been reviewed to determine whether they should be 
identified as LOS or LGS – the methodology and 
assessments are included within the background 
paper.  
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Nursery. It includes both individual allotments and a large 
allotment.  

2) An area is highlighted of land between the brook and 
Biscay Close off of Station Road. The NHP would like to 
have the land on the opposite side of the brook 
also  included.  There is a perfect U shaped valley which 
sets the village off and also there are archaeological 
remains on both sides of the brook. The archaeological 
significant of this land  as a medieval iron smelting site 
has recently been confirmed by the Department of 
Archaeology at Leicester University.  

3) The land in the centre of Coulon Close should be 
included in the Local Open Space list. 

4) The spinney adjacent the railway line in Station Road 
should also be classed as Local Open Space.  
 
5) The Grade II listed  war memorial on the corner of 
Farndish Road should be listed as Local Green Space,  

6) The NHP also recognise that the grade II listed war 
memorial is included in the Local Green Space.  

 
1) This site is included already as local open space. 
In the emerging draft of the local plan the site was 
included on the borough wide policies map rather 
than the Irchester policies map. The site is included 
on the Irchester map in the background paper. 
  
2) Agreed, the extended site meets the criteria for 
LGS. 
 
3) Agreed, the area in Coulon Close is amenity 
greenspace, but was not included in the 2015 audit. 
 
4) The Spinney does not meet the criteria to be 
designated as LOS as it is not accessible. 
 
5) Agreed, this meets the criteria for LGS 
6)Noted 
 
ACTION: Include an extended area between 
Biscay Close and Station Road as LGS 
 
Include land in the centre of Coulon Close as 
LOS 
 
Include Grade II listed  war memorial on the 
corner of Farndish Road as LGS 

177 Mr G Wilton 5.2 Protection of Existing Open Spaces, Sport and 
Recreation. 

Comment: 

I feel that in light of a demonstrable inconsistent approach 
to inclusion and exclusion of allotment sites referenced in 

The Open Space, Sports and Recreation study has 
been reviewed and the text and policies amended 
accordingly. In particular a revised and updated 
assessment of allotment provision has been 
undertaken. This has made a distinction between 
public and private allotments and private allotments 
have not been used when calculating future 
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your Open Space, Sports and Recreation Audit and 
Assessment (Nov. 2015) report I feel more site specific 
research is required to avoid future legal planning appeal 
challenges. 

In light of noticeable issues with the accuracy of the 
purported quantity and qualitative assessments it would 
seem that there maybe arguable cases for inclusion of 
some sites, and exclusion of others wholesale, or parts 
thereof, based on the same reasoning the Council is 
using to excuse their own exclusions and reductions in 
provision of Council owned land.  

Naturally any alterations in provision will affect the 
figures. 

Personally I know of two sites where private landowners 
of allotment sites have not been consulted. This is 
concerning as inaccurate assumptions may have been 
made. Proper consultation should be imperative in order 
to ascertain actual quality (facilities), usage (waiting lists) 
and whether parts of there sites have ceased allotment 
use due to historical lack of demand. With private 
temporary provision it also perfectly possible and lawful 
that areas have been, or can be, put to other uses 
nullifying the ability to be considered as allotments. 

Contrary to your contention that you have produced a 
robust local evidence base an apparent lack of landowner 
consultation would also imply an inappropriate inclusion 
of areas that are not in use or likely to be used for 
allotments. Thereby not actually Existing Open Space! 

There appears a demonstrable disparity in the attitude to 

standards or deficiencies.  As a result of the new 
assessment revised allotment standards are being 
proposed. The updated study included consultation 
with all allotment associations and an assessment of 
use and un-met demand identified through waiting 
lists. 
 
Existing allotments are protected through designation 
as LOS (Policy GI 2). 
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purported sites in one Parish, where treatment by the 
Council has changed since previous inclusion in POSSR 
2005. Moreover a contrary attitude seems to be 
demonstrable between the treatment of Council sites and 
private sites across the district.  

Without proper site specific consultation with landowners 
your assessment can be shown as superficial.  

You aim to protect existing Open Space but your track 
record is lamentable as POSSR (July 2005) Para.10.6 
indicated that ten years ago “the audit of allotments 
highlight that there are 50.26 Hectares in total across the 
Borough. This equates to 0.69ha per 1,000 population”. 
Yet 10 years later your OSSRAA 2015 indicates 44.03ha 
across the district for a total of 75,356 people equating to 
0.58ha per 1,000. 

 An apparent loss of 12.4% in provision, over 10 years. 

Remarkably the majority of that loss occurred in the Town 
where you have the greatest purported deficiency. With 
some of that land having been Council owned, thereby 
contributing to your own purported problem. Alongside 
that the Council actually recommended other private 
allotments for housing development. 

Now in 2016 you acknowledge a purported deficiency in 
allotment provision within the Town, yet contrary to this 
you continue to propose further reductions. 

Your policies seem to emphasise the fact that your 
research has seemingly failed to take into account real 
demand levels. Instead your own proposals emphasise 
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an actual surplus.  

Paragraphs 10.3, 10.4 and 10.6 all reference the disposal 
of allotments. You even reference lack of demand for the 
reason sites are disused. Alongside the fact that active 
use has declined since 2006 meaning that you are going 
to reduce the amount of allotment to be retained at one 
site from 2.5ha to 1.5ha enabling more housing instead. 

Such statements just seem to emphasise that you have 
either historically over-estimated demand, or that a record 
of underinvestment has led to a downward cyclical cycle 
in the quality of sites. 

Indeed it should not be surprising that once quality 
deteriorates usage also declines. Or if facilities are poor 
people gravitate to other sites of higher quality where 
naturally usage is higher. In that respect people do not 
stick to expected catchment areas. 

Seeing that the Council does not seem to have directly 
consulted with allotment associations I would like to 
suggest you consult with the Ladywell and Brook Farm 
associations to understand why, as you state, “there are 
some areas currently leased to the associations which 
are not in allotment use”. If it is down to a lack of demand 
then it would further emphasise problems with your 
purported provision standards. But it could equally be that 
if further financial assistance was offered to help clear 
overgrown areas, or resolve other issues, higher uptake 
may be possible!    

Policy: GI 2: Local Open Space 
6 Mrs P McDowell I write regarding your planning policy and future 

regeneration of Wellingborough. I have read a leaflet you 
Noted. This is not a matter for the PBW. Parking 
issues are however being considered by a car 
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have produced regarding this and was interested in the 
section market 'Green Infrastructure Framework' where 
you intend to see that existing open spaces are protected 
for both people and wildlife. I therefore raise the question 
as to if this applies to the green open spaces that are 
scattered around some residential roads in the borough. 
Outside my own house there is a green space which up 
till a while ago was exactly that and extremely pleasant to 
look out on. Unfortunately now it has been turned into a 
car park complete with an abandoned vehicle and other 
cars and commercial vehicles. There have been as many 
as ten parked there and of course when the weather is 
bad, the ground is just churned over. 

This may seem such an insignificant concern compared 
to the open spaces used by many in the town but to the 
immediate residents in this area this issue could be 
massive. 

My husband and I moved here from a very crowded and 
built up area in South Hampshire fifteen years ago and 
we love Wellingborough. The parks, gardens and open 
spaces you have here are beautiful and we have both 
found employment and a full social life here. We could 
not imagine being anywhere else now. 

I feel it is such a pity that one of the biggest negatives I 
have of Wellingborough is right on my doorstep. 

parking working party 

21 Irchester Parish 
Council 

The parish council in principle agree with the Local Open 
Space p113 however they would like to add the allotment 
land in Chester Road, of which an outline map can be 
produced if required to include the land adjacent to 150 
High Street to Cornerfield Nursery.  

 These sites have been reviewed, see action above 
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An area is highlighted on Station Road of land between 
the brook and Biscay Close and the parish council would 
like to have the land on the opposite side included.  There 
is a perfect U shaped valley which sets the village off and 
also there are archaeological remains on both sides of 
the road.  

Land in the centre of Coulon Close should be included in 
the Local Open Space list.  

Top spinney adjacent the railway line in Station Road 
should be classed as Local Open Space. 

51 Ecton Parish Council The PBW identifies areas of Local Open Space within 
and immediately adjacent to the proposed Village 
Boundary. It is noted that such areas have been included 
in both the Earls Barton Neighbourhood Plan and 
Wollaston Neighbourhood Plan. Such policies are not of a 
strategic nature and are more appropriately addressed in 
the ENP. 

Noted. Each neighbourhood planning group is 
deciding to cover different topics. The council will be 
flexible as to what each plan covers.  
 
ACTION: remove LOS and LGS from within or 
immediately adjacent to Ecton Village Boundary 

63 Heather Webb 
Northamptonshire 
County Council 

The Council cannot legitimately state that it will permit – 
even under circumstances A-E outlined – the 
development of Local Open Spaces which are in fact 
statutorily designated sites like Special Protection Areas, 
Sites of Special Scientific Interest and Scheduled 
Monuments. Either the policy or the proposed policies 
maps must be amended to avoid conflict. 

Agreed, the policy will be amended. 
 
ACTION:  Amend Policy GI 2 and associated text 
to reflect the protection given historic, 
biodiversity and geological assets. 

143 Wollaston Parish 
Council 

Local Open Space (Policy GI 2) and Local Green 
Space (Policy GI 3) - The Open Space Designation 
Background Paper published by the Borough Council in 
April 2016 indicates at paragraph 4.10 that ‘the council 
will not be assessing sites for LGS within the 
Neighbourhood Plan areas of Earls Barton and Wollaston 
as these have already been assessed as part of their 
Neighbourhood Plans’. However, contrary to that 

LOS and LGS will not be identified within or adjacent 
to Wollaston, however some sites of strategic 
significance (such as along the Nene Valley) within 
Wollaston parish will continue to be included. 
 
It is not considered appropriate to include wildlife 
sites on the Policies Map as there are no policies in 
the PBW relating to them. 
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statement, the Borough Policies Map in Appendix C of 
the PBW appears to designate a number of areas within 
the Wollaston Neighbourhood Area as Local Open Space 
to which Policy GI2 is to be applied. The poor quality of 
the Policies Map makes it difficult to determine the 
precise location of these areas of Local Open Space. 
However, the Policies Map appears to include several 
areas designated as Local Green Space in the WNP and 
several additional areas which are not included in the 
WNP. 

Whilst Policy GI2 of the PBW provides for the protection 
of areas of Local Open Space it does enable 
development in specified circumstances including, for 
example, where provision is to be made on an alternative 
and appropriate site which is easily accessible and 
provides equal or better community benefit. In contrast, 
Policy Env2 of the WNP only provides for development 
on designated areas of Local Green Space where it can 
be clearly demonstrated that the development will not 
conflict with the purpose of designation as outlined in the 
Local Green Space Background Paper. 

A number of the sites included on the PBW Policies Map 
but not listed in Policy Env2 (Local Green Space) of the 
WNP appear to be important Local Wildlife Sites. In its 
response to the Issues and Options consultation (2015) 
the Parish Council suggested that all local wildlife sites 
should be included on the Policies Map and linked to a 
specific policy in the PBW to secure their protection. The 
officer’s response to this comment indicated that local 
wildlife sites would be shown on the Policies Map and, as 
a consequence, such sites were not included in the WNP. 
However, the definition of Local Open Space in the PBW 

 
ACTION: delete all LOS and LGS within or 
adjacent to Wollaston 
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(paragraph 5.2.4) does not specifically list wildlife sites. 

In conclusion, it is considered that areas designated 
under Policy Env2 of the WNP should not be included on 
the PBW Policies Map under Policy GI2 or GI3. However, 
as indicated at the Issues and Options stage, sites within 
the Neighbourhood Area designated for their wildlife 
importance should be shown on the PBW Policies Map 
with a link to a policy which provides for an appropriate 
level of protection. 

147 Josie Bateman 
Northamptonshire 
County Council 

Policies GI 2 and 3 Local Open Space and Local 
Green Space. Concerns are raised with the proposed 
implementation of these policies as shown in Appendix C 
the draft policies maps. The concerns relate to the 
methodology followed in the Open Space Designations: 
Background Paper.  

Concern is raised regarding the approach taken within 
this document as it has not fully considered the Historic 
Environment, specifically in relation to undesignated 
heritage assets of archaeological importance.  

The methodology Section 4.13 involved using GIS, 
planning and conservation officers. This has led to the 
assessment being undertaken with a conservation 
viewpoint predominately dealing with designated assets. 
The omission of a robust consideration of undesignated 
assets could potential have implications for the long term 
management of both Local Open and Green Space e.g. 
upstanding earthworks of extensive archaeological 
activity. It must be considered that not all significant 
archaeological sites are designated.  

It is clear within the assessment that undesignated assets 

Agreed, the methodology has been updated to 
include the historic environment and all sites 
reassessed accordingly. 
 
Action: Review local open space assessment to 
recognise heritage assets.  
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were not recognised a case in point is in Open Space 
Background paper Appendix B part 1 LGS3 Land North 
of Eastern Lane Bozeat- the assessment states that 
under historic significance “No. The site, although close 
to a listed building, does not make a significant positive 
contribution to its setting.”  

Consultation of the County Historic Environment Record 
would indicate that the site contains medieval earthworks 
and is part of a former medieval manorial complex.  It is 
advised that the sites are re-assessed using a more 
robust methodology, which includes a full consideration of 
the undesignated assets and is undertaken by a heritage 
professional with appropriate archaeological experience. 

163 Bovis Homes Ltd & 
Stanton Cross Land 
Owners Group 

Designated Local Open Space (LOS) is largely 
encompassed within the GI corridors designated under 
Policy GI 1. However, LOS boundaries are site specific 
and reflect the Open Space Designation Background 
Paper (April 2016) that encompasses a review of existing 
open spaces across the Borough. 

LOS is defined within the background paper as having 
the potential for relocation or redevelopment for other 
uses provided there is not a deficiency of open space in 
the area. However, Policy GI 2 proposes the 
development of LOS will be permitted only in very 
exceptional circumstances; where there is no resultant 
deficiency, equivalent provision is made on an 
appropriate alternative site, development relates to a 
small part of the site, the site is of poor quality and cannot 
be enhanced to meet quality standards, or loss of the site 
will not result in a break in the connection of a GI corridor. 

Significantly, the proposed LOS designation includes the 

LOS has been reviewed and will only relate to areas 
where there is current public access. As a result The 
River Ise will not be identified in the plan as LOS. 
 
It is recognised that there needs to be flexibility in the 
plan to take account of sites which are lost during the 
plan period or new sites which are provided. The 
council will update the open space audit at regular 
intervals. 
 
It is accepted that there is conflict with sites which 
have protection for their historic, biodiversity of 
geological value, the policy will be amended 
accordingly. 
 
ACTION: Delete River Ise LOS 
 
Add additional wording in the plan ‘New open 
spaces provided during the plan period will also 
be regarded as Local Open Space for the 
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River Ise corridor, which is to be realigned in conjunction 
with the Stanton Cross development. As such, the LOS 
boundary will change in due course, highlighting the need 
for some flexibility in the application of this policy. 

Part of the River Nene corridor is also designated as LOS 
under Policy GI 2, including part of the designated 
RAMSAR site. As already noted, both river corridors are 
specifically managed through existing policies within the 
JCS and the additional criteria imposed under Policy GI 2 
does not assist in clarifying the differing sensitivity 
between these areas or the potential opportunities for 
enabling future development. 

As such, there is a conflict between the definition of LOS 
and the policy approach to its use in the long term, with 
duplication in protection where other policies overlap 
(notably in respect of the most sensitive designated 
areas). The definition and designation of LOS, therefore, 
needs to be reviewed in the context of other GI policies. 

purposes of the plan. The open space audit will 
be updated at regular intervals to include new 
sites or to remove any sites which are lost.’ 
 
 Amend Policy GI 2 and associated text to reflect 
the protection given historic, biodiversity and 
geological assets. 

270 South 
Northamptonshire 
Council 

SNC supports draft Policy GI 2 – Local Open Space, 
contained in the emerging Plan 

Noted.  

247 Gladman 
Developments 

Gladman raise concerns with Policy GI2, particularly in 
relation to the requirements listed in Table 5.1 for Local 
Open Space, Sport and Recreation Standards. The 
standards outlined in Table 5.1 are considerable and may 
have an impact on the viability of schemes. Therefore, 
the requirements set out in Table 5.1 should also be 
tested through the full Plan Viability Assessment as 
detailed above. 

The PBW has been tested through a full viability 
assessment. This has concluded that the standards 
in the Plan are viable.  
 
The JCS at para 3.9 and Policy 1 recognises that 
there may be site specific viability issues which may 
result in the need to be flexible regarding the 
application of policies. 

256 Caravan Company Ltd The full extent of the land outlined in red in the attached 
plan included at Appendix 1 should not be allocated as 

The LOS has been reviewed and will be amended to 
reflect changes to the Village Boundary. 
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Local Open Space and subject to Policy GI 2. 

Paragraph 5.2.2 of the Draft PBW acknowledges that the 
NPPF (paragraphs 76-78) states that local communities 
through local plans and neighbourhood plans should be 
able to identify for special protection green areas of 
particular importance to them. It goes onto state that the 
designation of land as 'Local Green Space' would 
generally rule out new development, but this designation 
would not be appropriate for most green areas or open 
space. 

Paragraph 5.2.4 of the Draft PBW confirms that Local 
Open Space will comprise allotment and community 
gardens. However, the map at page 103 includes land 
which is within our client’s site, and is plainly not 
allotment land. This is land which it has been confirmed 
at Appendix 2 is contaminated with spoil, the 
recommendation for which is “capping”. It is also the case 
that a great deal of the land benefits from planning 
permissions associated with the operation of the 
business, and that which does not benefit, is unused, and 
essential for the growth of the business in this location.  

There is no evidence presented by the Council which 
justifies a designation of the red line area at Appendix 1 
as Local Open Space. Whilst the importance of Local 
Open Space is recognised as being central to modern 
development within the Borough of Wellingborough, the 
subject allotment site only partially fulfils the criterion 
recognised by the Council and Paragraph 77 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework in that it is 
accessible. It is recognised that the site is in reasonably 
close proximity to the community it serves (due to the site 

LOS do not need to meet the criteria in para 77 of 
the NPPF – this relates to LGS only. 
 
Action:  Amend LOS to relate to the area covered 
by allotments 
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boundary being located within the Settlement Boundary) 
and that the area concerned is not an extensive tract of 
land. 

No evidence is however presented as to how the site 
meets the second criterion of Paragraph 77 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework, or indeed that the 
land is used as allotment land as a first principle to being 
considered for such an allocation. Referring to the more 
detailed qualifying criteria outlined under Paragraph 4.6 
of the Open Space Designation Background Paper (April 
2016) it is the case that: 

• The site has no significance, beauty or tranquil 
quality; 

• The site does not make an important contribution 
to the form of the settlement of Finedon in the way 
that the adjacent allotment land does; 

• The site is not special due to its wildlife 
contribution of value of habitat (The site is bereft of 
ecological value and requires remediation); 

• The site has no historic significance, and does not 
contribute towards the setting of any local heritage 
assets. 

The southern area of the site are vacant and 
contaminated. This has been the case for many years. 
The land is also essential for the planned expansion of 
the business and the retention of the business within the 
settlement. 

The land within the red line identified at Appendix 1 does 
not warrant designation as Local Open Space and by not 
allocating the land as such, there will be no arising 
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deficiency in allotment land within the locality. Provision 
already exists on the established allotments which are 
easily accessible and provide community benefit. 
Moreover there isn’t full occupancy of the existing 
allotment land. The area within the red line does not 
provide community benefit. The site with the red line is 
demonstrably of poor quality and cannot be viably 
enhanced to meet the quality standards identified in 
Table 5.1 of the PBW. Similarly, being on the edge of 
(and within) the settlement boundary, development on the 
site will not result in a break in the connection of a green 
infrastructure corridor as shown on the Policies Map (C.4 
Finedon). 

Recommendation 

Accordingly, we suggest that none of the land outlined in 
red in the attached plan at Appendix 1 is included within 
the Local Open Space designation. 

Whilst it is acknowledged that the site within the red line 
at Appendix 1 is accessible, and in a sustainable location, 
it is clearly not land which could be considered as special 
to the local community. It does not hold a particular local 
significance in the same way that the allotment land to 
the north evidently does. 

The site does not provide important views to key 
locations or assets. It is directly adjacent to, and part of, 
the business enterprise. The land has no historic 
significance and although the operation of the caravan 
business does not give rise to any undue noise, it is not 
considered that the site is particularly tranquil, in the 
same way that open countryside could be considered 
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when set against the standards outlined by CPRE 
Guidance. The site is of low ecological value. This will be 
substantiated in an ecological Phase 1 Survey. 

The allocation also fails to take into account the essential 
requirements of the Caravan Company business to 
operate and grow as a business and important local 
employer. Paragraph 28 of the Framework states that 
planning policies should support economic growth in rural 
areas in order to create jobs and prosperity by taking a 
positive approach to sustainable new development. To 
promote a strong rural economy, local and 
neighbourhood plans should:  

• support the sustainable growth and expansion of 
all types of business and enterprise in rural areas, 
both through conversion of existing buildings and 
well designed new buildings; and 

• support sustainable rural tourism and leisure 
developments that benefit businesses in rural 
areas, communities and visitors, and which 
respect the character of the countryside. This 
should include supporting the provision and 
expansion of tourist and visitor facilities in 
appropriate locations where identified needs are 
not met by existing facilities in rural service 
centres;  

The Caravan Company has disclosed an urgent need to 
expand the current business operation to the Local 
Planning Authority and explained in detail theoperation of 
the business and the proposed improvements which are 
essential to support income stream. This includes a need 
to improve capacity for on-site sales and enhance the 
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caravan maintenance, repair and accessories sales 
aspects of the business. The development will create an 
additional 11 local jobs. The full economic benefits of the 
scheme should be taken into account in respect of the 
Plan Making process. 

See attached 
    
Policy: GI 3: Local Green Space 
4 Mr Laurence Hickman With reference to the above document I wish to make the 

following request on the LGS assessment. I request that 
the land behind the dwellings at 9 and 43, Earls Barton 
Road, Great Doddington, Northants. NN29 7TA be 
designated LGS. In the August 2010 Wellingborough plan 
this land was designated EIOS. With the change of 
designation in the 2016 plan I request that you now 
designate the land LGS. Using your three assessment 
summaries I have put my reasons below. 

1. Is the green area in reasonably close proximity to the 
community it serves? Yes. The site is located within the 
Great Doddington village abutting Earls Barton Road. 

2. Is the green area demonstrably special to a local 
community and does it hold a particular significance? 
Yes. The site adjoins the green infrastructure corridor and 
offers visitors (including Waedenel Walkers) and the local 
community unique views of the Southern villages of 
Wellingborough and the Summer Leas Reservation. 

3. Is the site local in character and not an extensive tract 
of land? The site is approximately six hectares. The site 
shows apparent medieval strip farming and adds to the 
history of the village. Which was also recently enhanced 

The area has been reviewed against the criteria and 
is proposed for designation. See the background 
paper for details (site LGS 94). 
 
 
Action: Include land behind 9 and 43 Earls 
Barton Road as LGS  
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by the discovery of the foundations of a Roman villa. 

Other points. The area is crossed by the Nene Way 
footpath and offers an important environmental addition 
to the village with varied bird, Mammal and insect wildlife. 

22 Irchester Parish 
Council 

The war memorial on the corner of Farndish Road is 
grade II listed monument and the parish council would 
like this to be listed as Local Green Space. 

With reference to Little Irchester the parish council are 
pleased to note that the grade II listed war memorial is 
included in the Local Green Space. 

The area has been assessed against the criteria, and 
it is agreed it should be identified as LGS. Details 
can be found in the open space designations 
background paper 
 
Action:  Include the war memorial on the corner 
of Farndish Road Local Green Space. 

37 Great Doddington 
Parish Council 

Land south of Earls Barton Road, Great Doddington 
should be identified as Local Green Space. 

A completed evaluation matrix is attached on behalf of 
the Parish Council and residents of Great Doddington. 

The area has been assessed against the criteria, and 
it is agreed it should be identified as LGS. Details 
can be found in the open space designations 
background paper 
 
Action:  Include Land south of Earls Barton 
Road, Great Doddington  as Local Green Space. 

5 Great Doddington 
Parish Council 

The Parish Council believes that the open space off Earls 
Barton Road Great Doddington should be identified as 
Local Green Space - this formed part of the EIOS (August 
2010). 

The building of homes on the EIOS would destroy the 
view and wildlife so much admired by the villagers and 
visitors (especially overseas visitors who take part in the 
Waendel Walk through the village). 

The site allows a public view of the southern villages of 
Wellingborough (Wollaston, Strixton, Bozeat, Castle 
Ashby, Easton Maudit and Grendon) and the 
environmentally important areas of the Nene and 
Summer Leys reservation which is unique. The view from 

The area has been assessed against the criteria, and 
it is agreed it should be identified as LGS. Details 
can be found in the open space designations 
background paper 
 
Action: Include Land south of Earls Barton Road, 
Great Doddington  as Local Green Space. 
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Summer Leys would also be impaired. 

The wildlife is protected by careful use of the field by the 
farmer allowing the grass to grow for silage collection, 
after the bird nesting season and then resting the field 
before cattle grazing. 

The wildlife in and over the field varies with the seasons 
but includes insects (butterflies, bees), mammals (bats, 
fox, rabbit, hedgehog, stoat), and a large range of birds 
from the common visitors such as dunnock, sparrows, 
doves, tits, finches, wren, robin, blackbird and jackdaw to 
rare visits from red kites, plovers, sparrow hawk, heron, 
thrushs, woodpeckers and seasonal visitors such as 
swallow, fieldfare, swift. The flight of swans and geese 
can be spectacular along with flocks of seabirds. The 
terns hunting the river Nene is also a great sight from the 
roadway. 

Plan and open space checklist attached 
52 Ecton Parish Council The PBW identifies areas of Local Green Space within 

and immediately adjacent to the proposed Village 
Boundary. It is noted that such areas have been included 
in both the Earls Barton Neighbourhood Plan and 
Wollaston Neighbourhood Plan. Such policies are not of a 
strategic nature and are more appropriately addressed in 
the ENP. 

 Agreed.  
 
ACTION : delete areas of Local Green Space 
within and immediately adjacent to the proposed 
Village Boundary of Ecton 

141 Mr Anthony Raymond 
Mallock 

Policy GI3 Local Green Space 

Land South of Earls Barton Road, Great Doddington and 
should be identified as Local Green Space. 

Commet ID 37 has a comprehensive Evaluation matrix 
and specifies the area in question. This open area 

The area has been assessed against the criteria, and 
it is agreed it should be identified as LGS. Details 
can be found in the open space designations 
background paper. 
 
Action: Include Land south of Earls Barton Road, 
Great Doddington  as Local Green Space. 
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provides the residents and visitors of Great Doddington 
with an invaluable vista and tranquil view over the Nene 
Valley and Summer Leys Nature reserve and is a major 
part of what makes Great Doddington such a special to 
live and visit. 

By designating this area as Local Green Space we will be 
safgaurding what may otherwise be irreperable damange 
to  the form and character of the village.   

154 Mrs Linda Ross Land south of Earls Barton Road, Gt Doddington was 
designated in the 2010 Wellingborough Plan as EIOS, we 
note the change in the emerging plan. 

We feel that this piece of land should be included as a 
Local Green Space (LGS) as it is a green area that is 
important to the village and local community as it affords 
an uninterrupted view of the Nene Valley and it is an 
environmental area which provides vital habitats for bird, 
mammal, and insect wildlife particularly with its close 
proximity to the Summerleys Nature Reserve. 
TheNeneValleyfootpath also crosses this area. 

The area has been assessed against the criteria, and 
it is agreed it should be identified as LGS. Details 
can be found in the open space designations 
background paper. 
 
Action: Include Land south of Earls Barton Road, 
Great Doddington  as Local Green Space. 

164 Bovis Homes Ltd & 
Stanton Cross Land 
Owners Group 

Under the terms of the NPPF (paragraphs 76 and 77), the 
designation of Local Green Space (LGS) should only be 
used where the green space is in close proximity to the 
community it serves, is demonstrably special to a local 
community, and is local in character (not an extensive 
tract of land), with a presumption in favour for its 
protection. 

Extensive areas throughout Wellingborough are identified 
as LGS under Policy GI 3 in response to the review of all 
open space areas within the Open Space Designation 
Background Paper (April 2016). The majority of areas 
identified with the PBW as LGS are also identified as 

The open space background paper has been 
updated and all areas identified as LGS are 
considered to meet the criteria in the NPPF.  
 
The linear open spaces in the town based on the 
valleys and ridgelines are considered to be important 
to the character and form of the town. 
 
There is considered to be no conflict with GI 1 
however minor amendments have been made to 
both policies to clarify their purpose.  
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Local GI Corridors. 

As such, there is a conflict between the policy 
requirements for LGS under Policy GI 3 and the policy 
requirements relating to GI corridors under Policy GI 1. 
This definition and designation of LGS needs to be 
reviewed in the context of other GI policies, to avoid 
duplication and ensure that the policy relating to the most 
sensitive areas is not open to interpretation. 

224 Hampton Brook Ltd DLP strongly objects to both Policy GI3 and the 
identification of Land South of Kingsway, Wilby Grange 
Wellingborough (Ref: LGS55) as Local Green Space. 

We also question the robustness of the assessment 
methodology that has been applied to LGS, as set out in 
Appendix B of the background paper. This critique is 
made in the context of Site LGS55, which covers a large 
swathe of land extending from Wilby Way roundabout at 
its western extent, to its eastern boundary at Kingsway. 
This includes Hampton Brook’s land holding to the north 
of Swanspool Brook, north of Wilby Bridge between 
Northampton Road and Moreton Ave. The assessment of 
site LGS55 on pages 188 to 190, includes a number of 
inaccuracies and generalisations that have been applied 
to the site as a whole which cannot reasonably be applied 
the portion of LGS55 within my client’s control. These are 
explained in detail in the attachment and relate to the 
following:  

• Is there currently a planning application on the 
site? 

• Is the site less than 1000m from the community it 
serves? 

• Are there any barriers to the local community 

The Open space background paper has been 
reviewed and all sites reconsidered as a 
consequence. It is considered that this site continues 
to meet the criteria for designation of LGS.  
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accessing the site from their homes? 

• Are there any important wildlife/habitats or species 
found on the site? 

• Is the site designated for its wildlife value? 
• Does the green space make an important 

contribution to the character and form of the 
settlement? 

• Is the green area local in character and not an 
extensive tract of land?  

For the reasons outlined above, it is clear that site LGS55 
should not be identified as LGS for the purposes of Policy 
GI3. 

See attachment 
223 Hampton Brook Ltd DLP strongly objects to both Policy GI3 and the 

identification of Land South of Kingsway, Wilby Grange 
Wellingborough (Ref: LGS55) as Local Green Space.  

The criteria for designating land as Local Green Space 
are set out in Paragraph 77 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework, which states (our emphasis):  

“ The Local Green Space designation will not be 
appropriate for most green areas or open space . The 
designation should only be used: 

• where the green space is in reasonably close 
proximity to the community it serves; 

• where the green area is demonstrably special to a 
local community and holds a particular local 
significance, for example because of its beauty, 
historic significance, recreational value (including 
as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its 

The open space background paper has been 
updated and all areas identified as LGS are 
considered to meet the criteria in the NPPF.  
 
For clarity LGS 55 has been split into several 
different sites for the assessment. 
 
The linear open spaces in the town based on the 
valleys and ridgelines are considered to be important 
to the character and form of the town. 
 
A planning application has been received for housing 
on this site which was refused and dismissed on 
appeal. The Inspector concluded ‘I have found that 
there would be conflict with the development plan 
as a whole and the proposal would cause 
considerable harm in terms of landscape, visual 
impact and green infrastructure. There would also be 
a negative effect on ecology and biodiversity. Taking 
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wildlife; and 

• where the green area concerned is local in 
character and is not an extensive tract of land”  

In the Open Space Designations Topic Paper prepared to 
support the Emerging Draft Local Plan the Council is 
proposing to designate a total of 75 separate sites as 
Local Green Space. In the town of Wellingborough alone 
a total of 44 sites are identified. Our analysis of these 
sites found that this represents a significant 
proportion of the town, amounting to some 207ha 
equivalent to 9.65% of the total urban area of 
Wellingborough .  

Paragraph 77 clearly states that the LGS designation is 
not appropriate for most open spaces – the explicit 
implication of this being that it should only be sought in 
very special circumstances, where the open space meets 
the criteria listed. By allocating almost 10% of the area of 
Wellingborough as LGS, this clearly devalues the 
importance of the designation and is quite plainly contrary 
to the intentions of national policy. It also throws serious 
question marks over the robustness of the assessment 
against these criteria undertaken in the Open Space 
Designations Topic Paper. We believe this report, in 
conjunction with Policy GI3 represents a blatant attempt 
on the Council’s part to unduly restrict development in 
sustainable locations.  

Notwithstanding the motives and rationale for the policy 
and proposed LGS designations, the wording of Policy 
GI3 is highly ambiguous and does not comply with 
Paragraph 78 of the Framework. Paragraph 78 states: 

these matters together, I consider that the appeal 
scheme would not be sustainable development as 
set out in paragraph 14 of the Framework.’ This 
demonstrates the significance of the site. 
 
It is accepted however that Policy GI 3 requires 
amendment to comply with the NPPF. 
 
Action: Amend Policy GI 3 to read ‘ Development 
which will result in the loss of a site designated 
as Local Green Space on the Policies Map will 
not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated 
that the development will not conflict with the 
purpose of the designation. 
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“Local Policy for managing development within a Local 
Green Space should be consistent with policy for Green 
Belts”  

Policy GI3 as drafted precludes any development which 
would result in the loss of a site designated as Local 
Green Space on the policies map. This is not in 
accordance with paragraph 78, as it does not allow the 
inherent flexibility for certain types of development that is 
included within higher order national policies such as 
Green Belt policy at chapter 9 of the NPPF.  

For the reasons outlined above Policy GI3 is not sound 
as it is not justified or consistent with national policy. 

See additional information in attachment 
261 obo residents of Great 

Doddington 
Please find attached a petition from residents of Great 
Doddington supporting the submission prepared by 
James Wilson in respect of the evaluation matrix for Local 
Green Space Designation of land South of Earls Barton 
Road, Great Doddington, NN29 7TA. 

The Great Doddington Parish Council have supported 
this submission. 

The area has been assessed against the criteria, and 
it is agreed it should be identified as LGS. Details 
can be found in the open space designations 
background paper. 
 
Action: Include Land south of Earls Barton Road, 
Great Doddington as Local Green Space. 
 

214 Finedon Parish 
Council 

LGS29 (Rec): Wholly owned by WBC.   Widely used by 
Community – car boot sales – bowls pavilion houses 
many social events. Should probably be an LGS instead 
of an LOS.  

LGS30 (Green): Used for church fete, Buffs’ fair etc.  

LGS31 (Banks Park): Owned by FPC.  

The updated information has been added to the 
assessments and the additional areas have been 
assessed against the criteria. Full details are in the 
open space background paper.  
 
1) This site meets the criteria for LGS – refer to site 
LGS 98 
 
2) Part of site meets the criteria to be designated as 
LGS and will be incorporated into LGS site LGS 101. 
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LGS32 (Obelisk): No public access.   

LGS80 (Cricket Field): Used by community for receptions, 
wakes, gala days etc.   

SUGGESTED ADDITIONAL LGSs   

A map has been attached with 5 contiguous areas: 

1. Field south of churchyard (the part of Grove north of 
the Town Brook). Part of Hall parkland laid out by 
Humphrey  Repton in 1793. Archaeological remains of 
mediaeval Parsonage, dovecote etc. Listed driveway 
bridge in SW corner. Of great landscape value. 

2. The Grove south of the Town Brook. Part of Hall 
parkland laid out by Repton. Archaeological remains of 
mediaeval Finedon including original Bell Inn, Grove 
House etc 

3. Spinney adjoining NW corner of above. Pre-1806 and 
part of Hall parkland laid out by Repton. The eastern 
edge is the dam built to create the lake (see below) in 
1786. 

4. Site of lake created in 1786 and drained in 1880. Dam 
at western end. Part of Hall parkland. 

5. Grounds now belonging to 1 Mackworth Drive. All that 
remains of the Hall gardens, laid out by Repton. Contains 
a grotto with pond and many listed trees.   

Finally the Parish Council suggests that the pocket park 
be an LGS rather than an LOS. It is an unrivalled area for 

The rest of the site is not considered to be eligible as 
LGS or LOS and will not be designated. 
 
3) This site meets the criteria for LGS – refer to site 
LGS 100 
 
4) Site of lake will be designated as LGS and will 
include parts of (The Grove South of Town Brook) 
proposed site. 
 
5) This site meets the criteria for LGS – refer to site 
LGS 102 
 
6) This site meets the criteria for LGS 
 
Action: Include Field South of Churchyard as 
LGS. 
 
Include part of The Grove south of town brook as 
LGS  
 
Include The Spinney, Finedon as LGS  
 
Include the Site of lake as LGS  
 
Include the  Grounds belonging to 1 Mackworth 
Drive as LGS. 
 
Include The pocket park as LGS. 
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wildlife. In addition, it contains the remnants of Holly 
Walk, an avenue of lime trees 540 yards long, and part of 
the Hall gardens – it was pre-Repton.  

248 Gladman 
Developments 

Gladman note Policy GI3 on Local Green Space and 
would take this opportunity to remind the Council that the 
identification of Local Green Space must be on the basis 
that the area is demonstrably special which holds a 
particular local significance and is not an extensive tract 
of land. They are not appropriate for most green areas 
and should only be designated having regard to the need 
to deliver the homes, jobs, services and infrastructure 
required in an area. 

Gladman consider that Local Green Spaces should only 
be designated in exceptional circumstances in line with 
the guidance contained in the Framework (paras 76 to 
78). 

The open space background paper has been 
updated and all areas identified as LGS are 
considered to meet the criteria in the NPPF. 
 

60 Heather Webb 
Northamptonshire 
County Council 

It is not clear from the draft Plan how the proposed open 
space standards relate to Natural England’s Accessible 
Natural Greenspace Standard (ANGSt), as expected 
through JCS Policy 7b. Policy 7b does allow for the 
adoption of loc al standards; if it is the Council’s intention 
that the standards in the draft Plan be adopted over 
ANGSt or the Woodland Access Standard this should be 
clearly stated. While Accessible Natural Greenspace is by 
definition not quite the same as Natural and Semi-natural 
(NSN) greenspace it should be noted that ANGSt is much 
more rigorous – and therefore provides more benefit – 
than the suggested NSN standard. 

The Open Space, Sports and Recreation study has 
been reviewed and this includes a revised 
assessment of the ANGST standards. 

165 Bovis Homes Ltd & 
Stanton Cross Land 
Owners Group 

BHL and their partner landowners support the overall 
objective of Policy GI 4 to ensure the enhancement and 
provision of open space, sports and recreational facilities. 
Where an identified deficit in open space provision exists, 
all new developments should contribute to provision 

An Open Space Assessment and Strategy has been 
undertaken to update and further develop actions 
and delivery mechanisms for open space. The 
revised study includes draft flow charts to show how 
this is intended to work. This approach is considered 

97 
 



ID Respondent Comments Response 
either on-site or via financial contributions to off-site 
provision. The PBW must set out the expectations in this 
regard and, in respect of off-site provision, the 
mechanism(s) for securing the required contributions. 

It is not necessarily helpful to seek to apply blanket 
requirements for a variety of very specific types of open 
space to each and every site. Instead guidance is 
required that encourages proposals to respond to both 
the strategic context and existing (or proposed) provision, 
and the specific nature of the site. The provision of multi-
functional spaces that respond to a variety of needs 
should be encouraged. 

With this objective in mind, the provision should be based 
on local standards, founded on a robust and up to date 
assessment of the local need for open space and sports 
and recreation facilities. This should take into account 
deficits and surpluses in existing provision, although it is 
not for new developments to remedy shortfalls in 
provision. 

Given these considerations, the standards for provision of 
open space, sport and recreation facilities (as currently 
set out within Table 5.1) are overly prescriptive in terms 
of the design criteria proposed for each open space type. 
Moreover, the standards provide no flexibility to take 
account of individual site context or for offsetting one 
open space type against another. 

In the same context, the specific criteria for the design of 
new open space proposing a minimum requirement of 
400m2 in size of open space (as set out in Part D of the 
policy) unnecessarily constrains the potential for 

to show how infrastructure is directly related to the 
development and fairly and reasonably related in 
scale and kind to the development. It is anticipated 
that the council will prepare a Supplementary 
Planning Document to further clarify how open 
space/ GI requirements will be implemented. 
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delivering new open spaces that might appropriately 
enhance the recreation provision within a development, 
but where this specific criteria cannot be met. 
Opportunities for the provision of new open space should 
be considered on a site specific basis and potential 
opportunities for smaller areas of open space should not 
be restricted if other design criteria can be appropriately 
met. Part D should, therefore, be deleted from the policy.  

Policy: GI 4: Enhancement and Provision of Open Space, Sports and Recreational Facilities 
262 Sport England Sport England supports the council’s vison around sports 

facilities an heathy communities. We also support the 
principle of policy GI4 but have concerns over the 
implementation.  

It is not Sport England’s role to comment on how the 
Council prepares its evidence base for other types of 
open space but Sport England does not consider that the 
‘standards’ approach used in the Study is appropriate for 
sport and recreation or compliant with Paragraph 73 and 
74 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF).   Paragraph 73 of the NPPF requires a different 
approach to determining need for sport and recreation 
compared to that included in the former PPG17 and its 
associated documents referenced in paragraph 1.1 of the 
Council’s Open Space Study.   The NPPF paragraph 73 
requires Local Authorities to assess needs and 
quantitative or qualitative deficits or surpluses of sports 
and recreational facilities in the local area.  Information 
gained from the assessment should be used to determine 
what open space, sports and recreation provision is 
required.  For assessing the need for sport and 
recreation, the Government has advocated the use of 
Sport England’s Playing Pitch Strategy Guidance and 
Assessing Needs and Opportunities Guidance, it does 

An indoor sports facilities assessment has been 
undertaken, with the methodology agreed with Sport 
England and the results incorporated into the plan 
with a new policy GI 5. The council has also 
committed to undertake a playing pitch strategy.  
 
ACTION: update the plan to reflect updated 
evidence base 
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not advocate the use of the deleted Assessing Needs and 
Opportunities Companion Guide attached to PPG17 
which uses the ‘standards’ approach.  See the 
Government’s website;  

http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidan
ce/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-
rights-of-way-and-local-green-space/open-space-sports-
and-recreation-facilities/  

The proposed standards do not in our opinion meet the 
CIL S 122 test (para 204 of NPPF) How does the pooling 
of contributions work with all sites above 10 dwellings 
making a contribution.  

We have been advised  

It is not sufficient for the local planning authority to rely on 
its generic local development framework documents or 
adopted SPDs, or for any statutory consultee to rely on its 
policy documents.  What is required is an evidential 
approach demonstrating in each case the specific impact 
of the particular development, the necessity for the 
obligation, how it will mitigate that impact, its direct 
relationship to the development, that it is appropriate to 
the scale and type of development and the means by 
which it will be implemented.  Inspectors will (as the 
Stafford, Wokingham and Elmbridge decisions 
demonstrate) work through the tests of lawfulness in 
respect of each contribution, usually under separate 
headings.   

The Planning Officers' Society (para 18) says that PINS 
has been advised that for obligations in the form of 
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financial contributions to meet the Regulation 122 tests, 
evidence will be needed in respect of: 

• The relevant development plan policies and 
relevant sections of any SPD or SPG 

• Quantified evidence of the additional demand on 
facilities or infrastructure which are likely to arise 
from the proposed development 

• Details of existing facilities or infrastructure, and 
up-to-date, quantified evidence of the extent to 
which they are able or unable to meet those 
additional demands 

• The methodology for calculating any financial 
contribution which is shown to be necessary to 
improve existing facilities or infrastructure, or 
provide new facilities or infrastructure, to meet 
additional demand 

• Details of the facilities or infrastructure on which 
any financial contribution will be spent.  

It is Sport England’s view that the Open Space Study - 
does not constitute a robust quantitative and qualitative 
assessment of the need for sport and recreation 
facilities.  The appears to be limited National Governing 
Body Consultation there does not appear to be any 
assessment of Temporal demand or Latent Demand, the 
proposed standards seek to maintain facilities at existing 
levels, are these levels correct, what relevance has an 
East Midland average on the needs in Wellingborough. 
Do existing sites need investment, which sites have spare 
capacity or are over used? The study indicates that Sport 
England guidance is used to develop the evidence but we 
would question that the guidance has been followed in full 
both with regard to ANOG and Playing Pitch Strategy 
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Guidance. 

178 Hallam Land 
Management 

Hallam Land Management Limited (HLM) support the 
principle of the policy, but consider there needs to be a 
degree of flexibility built into the policy to allow for 
circumstances where it may not be appropriate or 
reasonable to accommodate the levels of open space 
provision based on Table 5.1 within the development. 

Agreed flexibility is required, the council intends to 
produce a Supplementary Planning Document to 
further clarify how provision should be made. 
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Section: 6. Delivering Economic Prosperity 
70 Isham Parish Council 6. Delivering Economic Prosperity.    We note the 

statement in sub-clause 6.0.1 refers to the A509 
providing a north-south route to the A14, we emphasis 
the current unsuitability of this route and the daily 
disruption to the residents of Isham who currently have to 
suffer in excess of 25,000 vehicles per day passing 
through the village.  If this route is to be maintained the 
bypass of Isham must be of prime importance to alleviate 
the residents from the daily trauma of the overburdened 
A509.                                                                                   

In clause 6.0.3 mention is made that Appleby Lodge is 
underway, this is another development which will have a 
great impact on the overburdened A509 and will 
contribute to the inevitability of bringing it to a standstill. 

The JCS and PBW have informed by detailed 
transport modelling to ensure the cumulative impact 
of developments is understood and inform the key 
infrastructure priorities. 
 
Policy 17 iv) identifies the A509 between A14 and 
A45 Wellingborough (including Isham Bypass and 
Isham to Wellingborough improvement) as a priority 
for further work and investment.  
 
 

79 Northampton Roundhill 
Limited 

Para 6.0.4 identifies the relationship of the growth centre 
of Northampton to Wellingborough. There is a strong 
functional relationship and, as set out below, transport 
infrastructure initiatives are planned to create a high 
quality multimodal connection between the towns of 
Northampton, Wellingborough and Kettering along the 
A43. 

The JCS references the strategic relationships 
between North Northamptonshire and Northampton, 
and identifies the infrastructure to support more 
sustainable transport links.  
 
Roundhill Park was extensively considered during 
the JCS Examination. The Inspector concluded in his 
report at paras 83-85 that: 
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The Part 2 Plan should make reference to the objective of 
securing more sustainable transport links between 
Northampton and the Plan area and the support that the 
Borough will give to development proposals that promote 
this. 

The plan should also positively promote employment 
development at North Northampton, within 
Wellingborough district to take advantage of this 
economic corridor. Recognising the functional 
relationship of Northampton to Wellingborough and 
allocating employment land contiguous with the northern 
boundary of West Northamptonshire will provide 
employment opportunities for Wellingborough’s residents, 
linked to Northampton’s growth, but located within the 
Wellingborough Plan area. 

Policy Site 10 

An additional Policy Site should be included within the 
Part 2 Plan to identify land at Roundhill Park, supporting 
transport infrastructure through the proposed Bus Rapid 
Transit/Park & Ride facility, supporting land uses and 
employment land. 

The new Policy Site 10 should align with land identified 
as BRT and RP 2 on the attached site plan. Land at RP1 
is the land allocated in the WNJCS as employment land 
within the Policy N3 area, which should be extended by 
the allocation under Policy Site 10 in the Wellingborough 
Part 2 Plan. 

Policy Site 10 should identify the following land uses as 

“All together the JPU’s evidence clearly and robustly 
identifies that, given the acknowledged current over 
supply of B use class employment land  across the 
plan area, additional sites further to those allocated 
in the Plan are  simply not required at present, albeit 
those of a non-strategic scale may also be 
considered in the Part 2 LPs and/or Neighbourhood 
Plans in due course.  Moreover, each of the 
allocated sites has at least reasonable prospects of  
delivery, with developers actively involved in most 
instances, over the plan  period, and are also 
considered to be essentially viable currently. None 
are in unsatisfactory and/or unsustainable locations 
such that they should not be progressed and 
alternatives sought instead”. 
  
Additionally, the range of size, type and location of 
sites available across the area is sufficient to provide 
reasonable choice for prospective occupiers, in all  
B class uses. In such circumstances, further 
alternative or additional strategic employment land 
allocations are not presently required to meet local 
needs.  This includes at Prospect Park at 
Wellingborough (see also Matter 12). 
 
Furthermore, it is relevant to record that, in any 
event, sites on the edge of  Northampton would not 
accord with the overall Plan strategy of focussing  
development first on the Growth Towns and then on 
the Market Towns in  North Northamptonshire, for 
this plan period at least.” 
 
At para 129, in relation to Housing Omission sites the 
Inspector concluded that: 
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appropriate within the allocated area: 

• Transport Infrastructure – Park & Ride; 
• Retail 
• Hotel 
• Food & Drink 

Business Development (B2-B8) 

 
“Further major development to the north of 
Northampton might well assist in  bringing forward 
the delivery of the full A43 dualling sought by NCC 
through  additional financial contributions, but is 
neither required to meet objectively  
assessed needs at present, nor consistent with the 
Plan’s overall spatial  strategy, which is sound. Such 
proposals may need to be considered in the  
long term to help meet the county’s needs, but are a 
matter for a review of  this Plan and/or that of the 
West Northamptonshire JCS to address in due  
course.” 
 
It is clear from the Inspectors Report that as a 
strategic employment site, Roundhill Park is not a 
matter for this Plan. In any event as referred to 
above, the proposal does not accord with the spatial 
strategy of the JCS.  

167 Bovis Homes Ltd & 
Stanton Cross Land 
Owners Group 

Paragraph 6.0.6 refers to the ambitious employment 
targets for job creation in Wellingborough, stating that 
JCS Policy 23 supports the scale and mix of employment 
uses in the approved masterplans of the SUEs. The 
principle of supporting economic prosperity through 
employment generation via committed employment land 
(including from Stanton Cross) is supported, as is the 
acknowledged need (paragraph 6.0.7) to provide suitable 
flexibility to adapt to changing economic circumstances, 
given the long-term delivery of such sites. 

Noted.  

240 Hampton Brook Ltd The decision not to allocate any further land for 
employment uses is not supported. In paragraph 6.0.7 it 
states that:  

“The [Employment Land Review (ELR)] demonstrates 

Prospect Park was considered in detail during the 
JCS Examination. In relation to employment, the 
Inspector concluded in his report at paras 83-84 that: 
“All together the JPU’s evidence clearly and robustly 
identifies that, given the acknowledged current over 
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that the borough’s portfolio of committed sites is 
sufficient to meet business needs and flexible 
enough to adapt to changing economic 
circumstances. Therefore, part 2 of the local plan will 
not allocate more employment land.”  

It is not agreed that this is a logical approach to take. 
Despite the assertion in paragraph 6.0.6 that the target to 
create 6,100 new jobs in Wellingborough is ambitious, the 
ELR makes it clear that this is the minimum level of 
growth that the Borough is required to plan for (paragraph 
3.8). Once again the Borough Council has opted to not 
provide an independent vision for the Borough, despite 
there being clear support for further development to 
support the high tech industry, as evidenced by 
responses to the Issues and Options.  

In addition, the methods used to identify the future 
requirements of businesses in the area were poorly 
chosen and poorly undertaken. As shown in the 
paragraph 2.129 of the ELR, a low level of responses 
was received from the Council to their questionnaire 
survey used to establish future needs. The 6% response 
rate to the questionnaire reflects the passive, disengaged 
and arms-length approach that was taken by the Borough 
Council when choosing to use email and postal 
questionnaires. Upon receiving such a low level of 
responses, it is inconceivable that alternative methods 
were not attempted. It is suggested that the Borough 
Council attempt to take a more proactive role and to 
engage the business communities more actively to 
identify their needs before the PBW is published.  

The ELR also took the unusual decision not to analyse all 

supply of B use class employment land across the 
plan area, additional sites further to those allocated 
in the Plan are simply not required at present, albeit 
those of a non-strategic scale may also be 
considered in the Part 2 LPs and/or Neighbourhood 
Plans in due course.  Moreover, each of the 
allocated sites has at least reasonable prospects of  
delivery, with developers actively involved in most 
instances, over the plan  period, and are also 
considered to be essentially viable currently. None 
are in unsatisfactory and/or unsustainable locations 
such that they should not be progressed and 
alternatives sought instead”. 
  
Additionally, the range of size, type and location of 
sites available across the area is sufficient to provide 
reasonable choice for prospective occupiers, in all  
B class uses. In such circumstances, further 
alternative or additional strategic employment land 
allocations are not presently required to meet local 
needs.  This includes at Prospect Park at 
Wellingborough (see also Matter 12). 
 
The Inspector specifically considered Prospect Park 
in relation to Housing Omission sites at paras 130-
131 of his report: 
 
“As referred to above in regard to employment, the 
site known as Prospect Park on the south west side 
of Wellingborough has been put forward as an 
alternative or additional location for a SUE, including 
potential for around 600  new homes. Although well 
located in respect of the A45 strategic corridor and  
with the necessary associated infrastructure 
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the sites promoted for employment allocations. In 
appendix 3 of the ELR, it is indicated that the site has 
been discounted as it has previously been considered by 
the JCS development planning process. This ignores the 
fact that the role of the PBW is to make local allocations 
and to promote sites to meet local needs. That the site 
was discounted without consideration raises questions 
about the robustness of the process involved in drafting 
the plan. The site at Prospect Park should have been 
assessed on the merits of the site in relation to local 
needs, and it is urged that the site is reassessed for the 
purposes of the plan.  

In light of the numerous errors that were made in 
establishing the evidence base for the PBW, it is clear 
that there can be little confidence in the Borough 
Council’s projections and estimates for employment 
needs in the town. This is contrary to the principles put 
forward in the National Planning Policy Framework, 
specifically paragraph 20, which states that “local 
planning authorities should plan proactively to meet the 
development needs of business and support an economy 
fit for the 21st century.” In addition, in particular regard to 
drawing up Local Plans, the National Planning Policy 
Framework states in paragraph 21 that local planning 
authorities should: 

• “set out a clear economic vision and strategy 
for their area which positively and proactively 
encourages sustainable economic growth; 

• set criteria, or identify strategic sites, for local 
and inward investment to match the strategy 
and to meet anticipated needs over the plan 
period; 

seemingly capable of viable  delivery alongside 
development, the site remains subject to unresolved  
concerns relating to likely traffic generation impacts 
on the adjoining road  network, including the nearby 
A509 junctions. 
 
In particular, new development here would pose a 
significant threat of coalescence between the present 
built up area of the town and the village of Wilby, 
leading to the possible loss of its separate identity. It 
would also give rise to a materially harmful visual 
and landscape impact on the currently undeveloped 
character and appearance of the otherwise largely 
rural setting on this side of the town. In such 
circumstances this is not a more suitable or 
sustainable option than the SUEs allocated in the 
Plan, nor is its development necessary to meet local 
needs at present.” 
 
It is clear from the JCS Inspectors report that the 
employment strategy in the JCS is robust and 
deliverable. As a strategic site, Prospect Park was 
fully considered, tested and discounted by the 
Inspector during the JCS, and is not a matter for this 
Plan. Furthermore, the Inspector identified a number 
of significant effects of Prospect Park.  
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• support existing business sectors, taking 

account of whether they are expanding or 
contracting and, where possible, identify and 
plan for new or emerging sectors likely to 
locate in their area. Policies should be flexible 
enough to accommodate needs not anticipated 
in the plan and to allow a rapid response to 
changes in economic circumstances; 

• plan positively for the location, promotion and 
expansion of clusters or networks of 
knowledge driven, creative or high technology 
industries; 

• identify priority areas for economic 
regeneration, infrastructure provision and 
environmental enhancement; and 

• facilitate flexible working practices such as the 
integration of residentialand commercial uses 
within the same unit.”  

It is clear that the Borough Council is failing in its duty to 
provide a clear economic vision, and is instead relying on 
a high level, strategic model that fails to plan on the local 
scale. The plan also fails to positively plan for the 
location, promotion and expansion of high-technology 
industries, as could be supported on this site. It also fails 
to adequately ascertain whether existing businesses are 
expanding or contracting, as the methodology used for 
surveying this was demonstrably flawed.  

It is therefore suggested that the Borough Council takes 
steps to address these issues as soon as possible, to 
ensure that the final PBW reflects actual business needs, 
and allocate additional employment allocations at 
Prospect Park to guarantee delivery of these needs. 
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Policy: E1 Established Industrial Estates 
23 Irchester Parish 

Council 
Victoria Business Park - this site is easily accessible by 
motor transport however it is less accessible by foot 
particularly from Irchester and it is hoped that in the future 
there will be a footpath over or adjoining the A45. 

Noted. Improved connectivity by non-car modes is a 
key element of the JCS.  

193 Irchester, Lt Irchester 
and Knuston 
Neighbourhood Plan 
Steering Group 

Policy E1 - Victoria Business Park - this site is very 
accessible by  motor transport. However the NHP believe 
that is less accessible by foot particularly from Irchester 
and it is hoped that in the future there will be a footpath 
over/by A45 which could include some kind of footbridge 
to get over the A45 from the Irchester Countryside Park. 

Noted. Improved connectivity by non-car modes is a 
key element of the JCS. 

200 Wellingborough 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber questions whether the existing industrial 
estates and the consented employment land within the 
Borough will provide the necessary focus for employment 
opportunities over the plan period for the jobs expansion 
and growth. 

As stated in the text the existing industrial estates are 
largely full and it is not clear from the proposals/policies 
maps where the consented/new employment areas are 
within the town. 

Many of the consented areas such as Appleby Lodge are 
likely to be built out in the early part of the plan period 
and if consented employment sites within the SUEs do 
not come forward it is unclear as to whether alternative 
uses for these sites could be resisted. If not, it then calls 
into question the ability of the plan to deliver the jobs 
target for the Borough especially in relation to the 
aspiration to attract B1 office jobs. 

The JCS Inspector considered he deliverability of the 
employment strategy in the JCS extensively,  
concluding at paras 83-84 of his report that: 
“All together the JPU’s evidence clearly and robustly 
identifies that, given the acknowledged current over 
supply of B use class employment land across the 
plan area, additional sites further to those allocated 
in the Plan are simply not required at present, albeit 
those of a non-strategic scale may also be 
considered in the Part 2 LPs and/or Neighbourhood 
Plans in due course.  Moreover, each of the 
allocated sites has at least reasonable prospects of  
delivery, with developers actively involved in most 
instances, over the plan  period, and are also 
considered to be essentially viable currently. None 
are in unsatisfactory and/or unsustainable locations 
such that they should not be progressed and 
alternatives sought instead”. 
Additionally, the range of size, type and location of 
sites available across the area is sufficient to provide 
reasonable choice for prospective occupiers, in all  
B class uses. In such circumstances, further 
alternative or additional strategic employment land 
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allocations are not presently required to meet local 
needs.  This includes at Prospect Park at 
Wellingborough (see also Matter 12). 
 
Policy 22 c) of the JCS seeks to safeguard existing 
and committed employment sites for employment 
use unless it can be demonstrated by an applicant 
that there is no reasonable prospect of the site being 
used for that purpose and that an alternative use 
would not be detrimental to the mix of uses within a 
Sustainable Urban Extension; and/or Resolve 
existing conflicts between land uses.  
 

Policy: E2 Non Employment Uses (non-B) in Established Industrial Estates 
201 Wellingborough 

Chamber of 
Commerce 

Most of the industrial estates provide a valuable service 
as a viable location for local businesses and the newer 
estates maintain their premier environment whereas 
some of the older estates, such as Finedon Road provide 
a more cost-effective proposition for businesses or parts 
of it have been regenerated and modernised. However, 
there has been pressure on the Denington Industrial 
Estate for alternative uses particularly on the frontages 
and especially London Road. The Chamber therefore 
suggests that this should be an area where there could 
be more flexibility particularly in relation to quasi – retail 
and sui-generis uses which are employment related. A 
good example is the loss of car showrooms from 
Wellingborough over a number of years resulting in only 
one major manufacturer – Vauxhall having a presence in 
the town. The Policy E2 therefore should be more flexible 
and specific in relation to Denington Industrial Estate. 

Policy 22 c) of the JCS seeks to safeguard existing 
and committed employment sites for employment 
use unless it can be demonstrated by an applicant 
that there is no reasonable prospect of the site being 
used for that purpose and that an alternative use 
would not be detrimental to the mix of uses within a 
Sustainable Urban Extension; and/or Resolve 
existing conflicts between land uses. 
 
It is considered that Policy 22 of the JCS and E2 
provide a sufficiently robust and flexible policy 
framework for considering alternative employment 
uses within established estate, and it is not 
considered necessary to be any more prescriptive in 
Policy. 
 
 

Policy: E3 Employment Outside Established Industrial Estates 
202 Wellingborough 

Chamber of 
The Chamber considers that employment areas outside 
the established industrial estates that are listed in the 

Policy 22 c) of the JCS seeks to safeguard existing 
and committed employment sites for employment 
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Commerce plan are very important for local companies and where 

possible they should be protected. It is very important to 
have a selection of commercial areas which can provide 
accommodation to a range of businesses that may not 
always seek to locate on premier estates or those 
established in the town. This might be that the operations 
require cheaper premises or they are more anti-social to 
neighbouring users. 

use unless it can be demonstrated by an applicant 
that there is no reasonable prospect of the site being 
used for that purpose and that an alternative use 
would not be detrimental to the mix of uses within a 
Sustainable Urban Extension; and/or Resolve 
existing conflicts between land uses. 
 
It is considered that Policy 22 of the JCS and Policy 
E3 provides a sufficiently robust framework to protect 
employment sites outside established industrial 
estates, within the context of the spatial strategy for 
the Borough.  
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Section: 7. Delivering Homes 
249 Gladman 

Developments 
The overall housing requirement for Wellingborough is 
set out in the JCS and amounts to 7,000 units over the 
plan period (2011-2031) or 350 dwellings per annum. 
Importantly, Policy 28 of the JCS is also extremely 
pertinent to Wellingborough in that the spatial strategy 
directs growth to the Growth Towns followed by the 
Market Towns. Wellingborough is designated as a 
Growth Town but there are no settlements within 
Wellingborough that are designated as Market Towns. 
This creates a problem for the PBW when it comes to the 
implementation of Policy 28. 
Para 9.18 of the JCS states that if SUEs and other sites 
are not developed quickly enough to maintain a 
deliverable 5-year supply of housing land (the monitoring 
trigger is set at 25% above a 5-year supply) then the 
LPAs will identify additional sources of housing with the 
priority being the Growth Towns followed, where 

The Spatial Strategy of the JCS has been found to 
be sound by the Inspector. He concludes that it is 
appropriate to restrict development in the rural area 
to that necessary to meet locally arising needs 
and/or support a prosperous rural economy and the 
general distribution of development across the area 
is considered appropriate, sustainable and consistent 
with the NNPF (para 23 of Inspector’s Report). 
 
The PBW seeks to identify sufficient sites to meet the 
housing requirements of the JCS. The plan seeks to 
identify a mix of site sizes to ensure choice and 
completion in the market and does not rely entirely 
on the SUEs.  
 
The JCS Inspector considered that there is a 
reasonable prospect of delivery on the SUEs (para 
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appropriate, by the Market Towns. 
However, given the fact that 72% of all new housing 
development is already apportioned to the Growth Town 
(Wellingborough), with two large scale SUEs at 
Wellingborough East (3,100 units) and Wellingborough 
North (1,500 units), any slippage in delivery of housing is 
likely to have occurred within the Growth Town. The 
solution to this issue following Policy 28, would be to 
address the shortfall by promoting additional sites within 
the Growth Town (Wellingborough), the location of the 
initial cause of the problem. This has the potential to be a 
‘false dawn’ as the issues that have led to the stalling of 
sites in Wellingborough may well be faced also by other 
sites in the same town such as the capacity of the 
infrastructure to cope with new development or market 
deliverability issues. In addition, if the slippage in delivery 
is associated with one of the SUEs, then bringing forward 
additional sites within the same town is only likely to 
further stall delivery on the Wellingborough SUEs. 
If these circumstances do occur, then the safety valve 
identified by Policy 28 is the release of sites in the Market 
Towns. As a borough with no Market Towns, 
Wellingborough has no such safety valve available. This 
could lead to significant issues for the Council in 
maintaining a rolling 5-year housing land supply position 
and being able to react with expediency and 
effectiveness on any potential slippage in housing 
delivery as required by Policy 28 of the JCS. 
In order to address this matter, it is suggested that the 
PBW identifies the larger more sustainable villages within 
the settlement hierarchy, as being suitable locations for 
additional sites, should slippage in the 5-year housing 
land supply occur. These would effectively perform the 
same role as Market Towns within the other North 

127). Notwithstanding this a monitoring trigger has 
been included for the SUEs to ensure appropriate 
reviews take place. 
 
 The Inspector concluded (at para 20) that ‘a 
significantly more dispersed pattern of growth across 
the Market Towns and Rural Areas would not be 
more sustainable or even more realistically 
deliverable, having regard to national policies in the 
NPPF and relevant local constraints.’ It is therefore 
considered that a strategy which seeks to direct 
growth principally to the growth town is appropriate. 
Should the level of growth set out in the JCS fail to 
be delivered there are now monitoring triggers to 
ensure that action is taken to address the shortfall. 
 
It is accepted that the housing figure is not a cap 
subject to conformity with the policies of the 
development plan and the plan seeks to identify sites 
for housing in excess of the JCS requirement to 
ensure that a 5 year supply can be maintained and to 
ensure choice and completion in the market. 
 
 
The explanation for the lapse rate is set out in the 
housing and rural background papers. This is based 
on an assessment of all consents in the borough 
since 2010/11. It is therefore robust and based on 
local circumstances. This clearly shows that sites 
with consent for over 10 dwellings do not generally 
lapse – there has been a lapse rate of 0.1% for these 
applications. It is therefore considered entirely 
appropriate, based on locally robust evidence, to 
only have a lapse rate for sites below 10 dwellings.  
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Northamptonshire LPAs for the purposes of Policy 28 of 
the JCS. It would allow new sites to come forward, in 
locations outside of the Growth Town, unaffected by any 
issues facing the Growth Town and would increase the 
number of sites available to the market to redress the 
supply shortfall. It is important that the PBW identifies as 
wider range of Villages as possible to accommodate any 
shortfall in housing delivery since they are smaller in 
scale than the Market Towns and are likely to be able to 
accommodate a lower amount of growth in each 
settlement. 
It is widely recognised that in order to maximize housing 
supply the widest possible range of sites, by size and 
market location are required, so that house builders of all 
types and sizes have access to suitable land in order to 
offer the widest possible range of products. The key to 
increased housing supply is the number of sales outlets. 
For any given time period, all else being equal, overall 
sales and build out rates are faster from 20 sites of 50 
units than 10 sites of 100 units or 1 site of 1,000 units. 
The maximum delivery is achieved not just because there 
are more sales outlets but because the widest possible 
range of products and locations are available to meet the 
widest possible range of demand. In summary, a wider 
variety of sites in the widest possible range of locations 
ensures all types of house builder have access to suitable 
land which in turn increases housing delivery. 
The Settlement Hierarchy Background Paper sets out the 
various settlements in the borough and assesses their 
sustainability criteria. The results of the assessment 
conclude that Easton Maudit, Hardwick and Strixton are 
the least sustainable settlements in the borough and that 
all the other settlements are more similar in terms of their 
sustainability. 
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It is Gladman’s contention therefore, that in order for 
Wellingborough to be able to deliver Policy 28 of the JCS 
and to ensure that the widest possible range of site are 
available to assist in meeting the 5-year housing land 
supply, that the PBW sets out that all settlements 
assessed as part of the Settlement Hierarchy, with the 
exception of Easton Maudit, Hardwick and Strixton, will 
be suitable for accommodating additional sites to address 
any shortfall in the housing land supply, if the provisions 
of Policy 28 are triggered, subject of course to other 
material considerations. 
Policy H1 and its reasoned justification should therefore 
be reworded to reflect this. 
In addition to the above points, Gladman consider that 
the Council is correct that a level of over-supply is 
required in the borough to accommodate additional 
housing in order to provide an element of flexibility. 
However, for the reasons set out above, it is not 
considered appropriate that this over-supply is also 
concentrated solely in the town of Wellingborough. 
The Council also apply a 12% allowance for non-
implementation of planning permissions on small sites 
(less than 10 dwellings) which is supported. They make 
no such allowance for large sites and the justification for 
this is based on information that is incomplete and may 
not be robust (table under para 3.2 of the Wellingborough 
Rural Housing Allocation Methodology and Site Selection 
Background Paper). It is Gladman’s view that an 
allowance for non-implementation of planning 
permissions should be equally applied to large sites, as 
circumstances can change in the delivery of large sites 
whereby not as many units as originally envisaged are 
actually delivered. 
This allowance should be based on a robust assessment 
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of the existing permissions and a realistic and sensible 
assumption being made about non-implementation (in the 
region of 10%). This should then be reflected in the 
housing supply table 7.4 in the PBW and any subsequent 
changes made to site allocations to make up the shortfall. 
The current distribution of housing to the rural 
settlements, once current commitments are taken into 
account, leaves only 21 units per year for the whole of the 
rural settlements for the remainder of the plan period up 
to 2031. This is clearly contrary to para 55 which states 
that the principles, objectives and policies set out in the 
Framework should be applied proactively and positively in 
rural areas when considering proposals and plan making. 
The Framework has introduced the concept of vitality 
associated with rural communities through paragraph 55. 
Enhancing or maintaining the vitality of rural communities 
is set out as a key outcome from the provision of rural 
housing. Understanding the vitality of rural communities 
and making provision for development that can enhance 
or maintain it is therefore an important component of plan 
making [Neighbourhood Development and Local Plans] 
and an important matter to be considered by decision 
takers. 
Given this advice, it is essential that a greater level of 
development is directed towards the rural settlements in 
the Plan to ensure their on-going vitality and viability and 
to meet the requirements of the Framework. 
In terms of housing mix and tenure Gladman support the 
fact that the Council will use Policy 30 of the JCS to 
negotiate for an appropriate mix of property sizes based 
on local need. Gladman would raise that sufficient 
flexibility needs to be applied when considering the policy 
to allow for changes in need, demand and viability over 
time. 
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Gladman are currently promoting a site off Easton lane, 
Bozeat (see Appendix 1), which is considered to be 
suitable for allocation through the PBW. Bozeat is 
considered by the Council to be a sustainable settlement 
where new growth can be accommodated and the site is 
in a sustainable location, with no technical constraints, 
that could be brought forward in the short-term to 
contribute to the Council’s 5-year housing land supply. 
The site at Easton Lane, Bozeat should therefore be 
allocated in the PBW. 

264 Bidwells (for 
Davidsons 
Developments Ltd) 

The North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy 
(NNJCS) 2011–2031, June 2015 Focused Changes to 
the Pre-Submission Plan, was subject to examination in 
November 2015. A consultation on the Proposed Main 
Modifications to the Submitted Plan ran from February–
March 2016. At present, publication of the Inspector’s 
examination report is pending but we understand this is 
due imminently. 
Policy 28 of the NNJCS identifies the housing 
requirements across North Northamptonshire, including 
Corby Borough, East Northamptonshire, Kettering 
Borough and the Borough of Wellingborough. The total 
housing requirement identified for North 
Northamptonshire is 35,000 dwellings over the plan 
period 2011–2031. The housing requirement for the 
Borough of Wellingborough is identified at 7,000 
dwellings over the plan period. 
Policy 29 of the NNJCS states that new housing will be 
accommodated in with the Spatial Strategy with a strong 
focus at the Growth Towns as the most sustainable 
locations for development, followed by the Market Towns. 
Provision will be made for new housing as set out in 
Table 5 – Housing Delivery in Named Settlements. Table 
5 identifies the delivery of 150 dwellings for Finedon over 

The Inspector’s report has been received. He 
concluded (para 149) that ‘as at February 2016, each 
of the constituent Council areas has been able to 
satisfactorily show that a deliverable rolling 5 year 
housing land supply exists’. 
 
It is accepted that the housing figure is not a cap 
subject to conformity with the policies of the 
development plan and the plan seeks to identify sites 
for housing in excess of the JCS requirement to 
ensure that a 5 year supply can be maintained and to 
ensure choice and completion in the market. 
Additional sites above those identified are not 
needed. The site (HF9) has been appropriately 
assessed as part of the rural housing background 
paper. 
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the plan period. 
Although there are significant commitments towards 
housing delivery across North Northamptonshire 
including the Borough of Wellingborough, the housing 
requirement for the area is not a cap and should be 
expressed as a minimum. This allows for flexibility over 
the plan period and for further housing growth to be 
accommodated through increased in housing need. This 
matter is particularly important whereby the Council 
cannot demonstrate a robust five-year housing land 
supply. 
At paragraph 7.4.2 of the Emerging Draft Plan, it is stated 
that: "Housing trajectories for each local authority in North 
Northamptonshire have been published as part of the 
Joint Authorities Monitoring Report 2014/15. This 
information was submitted as evidence to support the 
JCS examination and is available on the JPU website. 
This shows that the borough can demonstrate an 8.56 
years supply of housing land with a 20% buffer for the 
period 2016-21. These figures were based on monitoring 
data as at 31 March 2015."  
In a planning appeal decision (reference: 
APP/H2835/A/2221102) issued by the Secretary of State 
at Land Rear of 1–27 Thorpe Road, off Station, Earls 
Barton, Northamptonshire, dated 29 October 2015, it was 
found that the Council cannot demonstrate a five-year 
supply of deliverable sites (paragraph 11), measured 
against the Interim Statement on Housing (Requirements 
in the North Northamptonshire Housing Market Area, 
January 2014) (IHS). The Council at present are unable 
to demonstrate a robust five’-year housing land supply of 
deliverable sites as per the definition in footnote 11 of the 
NPPF.  
The figures in the IHS are the same as those within the 
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NNJCS. Furthermore, in the appeal decision, the 
Inspector was doubtful that the Council’s trajectory 
figures are realistic (paragraph 104). As such, we do not 
consider that the Council’s claim of 8.56 years is soundly 
based or realistic. This assumption is based on significant 
delivery from the SUEs around Wellingborough which 
require substantial infrastructure.  
In view of the Council’s current five-year housing land 
supply position, it is considered that additional deliverable 
sites for residential development will need to be brought 
forward through site allocations in the Emerging Draft 
Plan.  
My client wishes to promote their land interest at Land off 
Station Road, Finedon for residential development 
through a site allocation in the Emerging Draft Plan. The 
site equates to an area of approximately 2.13 ha. It is 
considered the site can accommodate approximately 45 
dwellings.  
My client’s intention is to progress pre-application 
discussions with the Borough of Wellingborough Council 
and community engagement with Finedon Parish Council 
and local residents. There are no known constraints to 
the proposed residential development of the site. Safe 
access to the site can be achieved off Station Road and 
the site is located close to a range of amenities and 
services in Finedon. The existing woodland to the north of 
the site provides a natural, defensible boundary and it is 
considered that further landscape enhancements will 
mitigate any potential landscape and visual impact from 
the proposed development. A masterplan/layout can be 
provided in due course to provide details of proposed 
layout and design to show how residential development 
of the site can be delivered. 
In view of the above, the site represents an achievable, 
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suitable and deliverable site to support the necessary 
housing growth for the Borough of Wellingborough. The 
proposed development will contribute towards the 
Council’s housing requirements and expected further 
unmet need from Northampton. Residential development 
of the site can be delivered and achieved within the 
forthcoming five-year period, which will contribute 
significantly towards the Council’s five-year supply and 
help towards addressing their current shortfall. 

Section 7.1 Urban Housing 
2 Mr Gregory York Wellingborough North - Land north of Niort Way 

(WP/2012/0525) - Please can you clarify why Phase 3 is 
still listed as it was my understanding from the Developer 
and Councillor Paul Bell that this Phase had been 
dropped. As discussed during the requested 1A Planning 
why should the Developer be allowed the extensions he 
has and this new planning (1A) within an approved plan 
that they forced through on Appeal when the vast majority 
of Council Tax Paying residents of Redhill Grange do not 
and I repeat do not want Phase 3 to be built at all. Its 
about time WBC negotiated with the developer to 
FORMALLY get rid of Phase 3 as discussed. 

There is an extant consent for Phase 3 and therefore 
this is referred to in the plan. 

71 Isham Parish Council We note within Table 7.4 Urban Housing Supply the 
proposals to construct 1,500 homes to Wellingborough 
North on Land north of Niort Way, whilst we note the 
comment that ‘The site has consent for 3000 dwellings 
however there are currently uncertainties over the 
delivery of a link road and this road needs to be in place 
before phases 2 and 3 are occupied. This effectively 
limits the scheme to 1500 at the present time.’  It is our 
view that the construction of 1,500 homes coupled with 
the other developments would have a devastating effect 
on the A509 without the construction of a bypass and the 
area would inevitably be brought to a standstill. 

The site has been the subject of appropriate 
transport assessments and benefits from an extant 
planning consent. 
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183 Northants LLP Wellingborough North is identified in Table 7.4 of the 

emerging plan as contributing 1,500 dwellings to the 
overall urban housing supply for the Borough of 
Wellingborough.  The emerging plan caveats this amount 
by stating “the site has consent for 3,000 dwellings 
however there are uncertainties over the delivery of a link 
road and this road needs to be in place before phases 2 
and 3 are occupied.  This effectively limits the scheme to 
1,500 at the present time.”  
Our comments in relation to paragraph 10.2.1.6 above 
relate to this point.  In essence, we suggest that on the 
basis of the figures previously provided to the Borough 
Council of Wellingborough (BCW) for Wellingborough 
North (as published in BCW’s updated Five Year Supply 
of Deliverable Housing (April 2016), we can confirm that 
between 2016-17 and 2021-22 1,225 homes will be 
completed.  Beyond 2022, the remainder of Phase 1 plus 
a significant proportion of the dwellings currently 
consented are expected to be delivered within the 
remainder of the plan period to 2031.  
This trajectory for Wellingborough North is borne out by 
current activity on residential reserved matters 
applications and discharge of pre-commencement 
conditions, with the first residential scheme targeted for 
determination at Planning Committee in summer 
2016.  This will deliver approximately 200 homes towards 
the supply of housing in Wellingborough.  Northants LLP 
also have agreements with a number of other house 
builders who will be submitting reserved matters 
applications before the end of the year.  Therefore, we 
consider that Wellingborough North will be making a 
significant contribution to the overall supply of housing in 
Wellingborough, and a material contribution towards the 
current 5-year housing land supply trajectory for BCW. 

Noted 
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10 W J Redden & Sons 

Ltd 
Please find attached plan of W.J. Redden & Sons 
Limited, Highfield Works, Leys Road, Wellingborough  
NN8 1PN. 
We would like this site to be considered for a potential 
housing development in the future 

This site (HW18) was assessed within the town 
housing sites background paper. It was discounted 
from further consideration as the site is in active use 
and it was unclear whether the landowner was willing 
to develop. Confirmation that the site is available 
would make the site suitable and achievable for 
allocation. It is an under- utilised brownfield site. 
 
ACTION: Amend the assessment matrix in the 
background paper to reflect current availability of 
the site. Include the site in the schedule of sites 
suitable and achievable for allocation.  

85 Savills (for Oxford Uni 
Endowment 
Management) 

Savills is instructed by Oxford University Endowment 
Management Ltd (OUEM) which owns a large area of 
land south west of Wellingborough. The following 
information is submitted to the Council in respect of its 
Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough Emerging Draft 
Plan. We would be grateful if the site can be considered 
as a potential site allocation for mixed use development 
as part of the Council’s future Local Plan. 
I enclose a location plan on which the proposed site is 
outlined in red (Reference: UD01A), together with an 
indicative layout and assessment document (R 160518: 
Park Farm Way Illustrative Layout and Assessment) 
showing that the site has capacity for a mix of 
employment and housing, with circa 14 hectares of 
employment land and circa 765 dwellings. The site area 
is approximately 87 hectares. The indicative layout and 
assessment document further outlines why the proposed 
site is appropriate for development and how this could be 
achieved.  
The site is located west of Park Farm Way and north of 
Mears Ashby Road, close to the built up area of 
Wellingborough. It extends to approximately 87 hectares 

This is a site of a strategic scale which was 
considered as part of the review of the JCS.  
 
The Inspector concluded that there is no current 
need for further allocations or additions/extensions to 
the already identified areas. At para 128 of his report 
the Inspector concludes ‘Consequently, the possible 
benefits and/or dis-benefits of the other sites put 
forward across the area are effectively either matters 
to be considered in a future review of this Plan or the 
Part 2 LPs if of a non - strategic scale.’. 
Consideration of this site is therefore a matter for the 
review of the JCS.  
 
The inspector also considered whether sites put 
forward would be more suitable than those allocated 
in the Plan. In respect of this site at para 128 he 
concluded ‘land west of Wellingborough does not 
score particularly well in terms of the SA criteria, with 
particular concerns evident over potential visual 
impact from new development there and also 
regarding separation from the existing built up area.’ 
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and currently comprises agricultural fields. The 
topography of the site slopes from north west to south 
east. The site could be appropriately accessed from Park 
Farm Way. The site is bounded by Park Farm Way to the 
east, Mears Ashby Road to the south, Wilby village to the 
south east, hedging to the west and Park Farm Industrial 
Estate to the north. Agricultural land lies to the south and 
west of the site. The village of Wilby is situated to the 
south east and the growth town of Wellingborough lies to 
the east.  
There are bus stops on the Main Road (A4500) which 
provide access to bus routes to Wellingborough, 
Northampton and Peterborough. Wilby village contains a 
primary school, a pre-school and playing fields containing 
a large park with play equipment, a football pitch, and a 
brick built pavilion which is used by Wilby Football Club. 
A retail superstore lies close to the site, off Park Farm 
Way. A range of other facilities and services are available 
in Wellingborough. The site is also conveniently located 
close by to the Park Farm Industrial Estate to the north 
which is a large employment site and there is the 
potential to secure a connection to the Estate.  
The North Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit 
consulted on a proposed ‘Main Modifications to the 
submitted North Northamptonshire Core Strategy’ 
document during February and March 2016. Policy 28 of 
the proposed Main Modifications document sets out a 
minimum housing requirement of 7000 net additional 
dwellings for the Borough of Wellingborough from 2011-
2031. A housing requirement of 5750 dwellings is 
identified for Wellingborough town for the period 2011-
2031. Wellingborough is identified as a ‘growth town’ 
through the spatial strategy whose role is to ‘provide the 
focus for major co-ordinated regeneration and growth in 

 
The JCS Inspector considered that there is a 
reasonable prospect of delivery on the SUEs (para 
127). Notwithstanding this a monitoring trigger has 
been included for the SUEs to ensure appropriate 
reviews take place. 
 
It is accepted that the housing figure is not a cap 
subject to conformity with the policies of the 
development plan and the plan seeks to identify sites 
for housing in excess of the JCS requirement to 
ensure that a 5 year supply can be maintained and to 
ensure choice and completion in the market. 
Additional sites above those identified are not 
needed. 
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employment, housing, retail and higher order facilities 
serving one or more districts’. Policy 29 sets out that new 
housing will be accommodated in line with the Spatial 
Strategy with a strong focus at the Growth Towns as the 
most sustainable locations for development. This site 
would make a significant contribution to meeting the 
housing requirement set out in the JCS and is in 
accordance with the aim of focusing housing 
development at growth towns. 
The Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough as Part 2 of 
the Local Plan will support and deliver the vision and 
outcomes set out in the JCS and provide a local, more 
detailed spatial strategy for the borough. The Plan sets 
out the housing requirement for Wellingborough as 7000 
dwellings as per the emerging North Northamptonshire 
JCS. The Plan also acknowledges that the district has 
previously had a shortfall in housing delivery and has only 
once met the JCS housing requirement since 2011. Table 
7.4 sets out existing sites with planning permission and 
Policy H1 proposes ‘Urban Site Allocations’ for sites to be 
allocated for residential development.  
The Plan contains three main strategic residential 
allocations which are as follows:  

• Park Farm Way/Shelley Road – 600 dwellings 
(Policy Site 6) 

• Wellingborough East SUE - 3100 dwellings (Policy 
Site 1) 

• Wellingborough North SUE – 1500 dwellings 
(Policy Site 2)  

The majority of the housing supply for the plan period is 
therefore relying on these strategic allocations coming 
forward. However, if any these sites are not developed 
during the plan period there would be a significant 
shortfall of housing supply in relation to the requirement.  
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The site is suitable as an additional housing allocation in 
the Local Plan that would provide a significant amount of 
housing to meet future housing requirements of the 
district. Furthermore it should be considered as a reserve 
site in the event that the other strategic housing 
allocations do not come forward in the plan period.  
The area to the east of the site, east of Park Farm Way, 
is allocated for residential purposes in the current 
Borough of Wellingborough Local Plan (1999 – 2004), 
under saved policy U7. The Emerging Draft Plan 
Document also retains the Park Farm Way/Shelley Road 
allocation through Policy H1 which identifies a site 
capacity of 600 dwellings. This allocation is also referred 
to as a committed strategic site in the key diagram of the 
North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy Main 
Modifications document.  
An outline planning application (reference: 
WP/15/00727/OUT) was submitted in November 2015 for 
the development of up to 600 dwellings on this site. At the 
time of writing, the applicants had agreed an extension of 
time until the 9th of June to resolve outstanding matters. 
Should this application be approved, the site west of Park 
Farm Way will be well related to the built up area of 
Wellingborough and will be an opportunity to achieve 
connectivity with this adjoining site.  
The site is included on the short list of potential strategic 
sites in the background paper as ‘Site 77: Land west of 
Wellingborough (between Wilby and Park Farm industrial 
estate)’. The paper identifies the benefits of the site as its 
proximity to services and the potential connectivity with 
the Park Farm Way/Shelley Road housing allocation and 
the Park Farm Industrial Estate. It is also a large enough 
site that some services and facilities could be provided on 
site. Potential issues listed include the high landscape 
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sensitivity of land immediately north of Wilby, linking into 
the A509 (Park Farm Way) and potential coalescence of 
Wellingborough with Wilby. However, as identified in the 
accompanying indicative layout and assessment it is 
considered that a sensitive and appropriate design 
proposal for the site would be sufficient to overcome 
these potential issues while making the most of the 
opportunities that the site poses.  
The site was also assessed as part of the 2013 SHLAA 
(ref: 916) which placed the site in category 3, meaning 
that it was considered to offer longer-term housing 
potential but has significant constraints which need to be 
overcome to demonstrate deliverability. It is considered 
that the indicative layout and assessment submitted with 
this letter demonstrate that these constraints can be 
overcome and that the site therefore offers significant 
potential as a housing allocation. 

231 DLP Planning Ltd (for 
Hampton Brook Ltd) 

To accord with paragraph 47 of The Framework, the 
purpose of policy H1 should not be to restrict housing 
development in the Borough to the plan target, but rather 
to boost significantly the supply of housing. In light of the 
above, we believe more small-medium size sites are 
required to be allocated in the plan to provide added 
flexibility and protection should the SUE’s not deliver at 
the rates anticipated by the Council.  
A number of recent appeal decisions have demonstrated 
that even if it is proven that an authority can demonstrate 
a 5 year supply of housing land for the purposes of 
Paragraph 49 of the Framework, the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development, as set out in 
paragraph 14 still applies in terms of both plan making 
and decision taking.  
Hampton Brook’s land off Northampton Road offers a 
sustainable location for new housing development and 

The PBW is making provision for in excess of the 
housing requirement in the JCS to ensure choice and 
flexibility. The Inspector in his report on the JCS 
(para 149) concluded that ‘as at February 2016, each 
of the constituent Council areas has been able to 
satisfactorily show that a deliverable rolling 5 year 
housing land supply exists at present.’ There is 
therefore no need for further housing sites. 
 
The assessment of land off Northampton Road in the 
Wellingborough Town Housing Allocation 
Methodology and Site Selection background paper 
has been reconsidered on the basis of the 
information supplied. No changes are considered 
necessary. The assessment has been made in 
accordance with the assessment criteria in Appendix 
3 and these have been applied consistently across 
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has been wrongly omitted from Policy H1 and we believe 
the assessment of the site, as set out on pages 65-67 of 
the Wellingborough Town Housing Allocation 
Methodology and Site Selection background paper, is 
flawed. DLP’s own assessment of the site against each of 
the Council’s criteria, based on up to date evidence 
prepared to support an outline planning application in late 
2015, is set out below and compared to the BCW’s own 
assessment. 

all sites. 
 
A planning application has been received for housing 
on this site which was refused and dismissed on 
appeal. The Inspector concluded ‘I have found that 
there would be conflict with the development plan 
as a whole and the proposal would cause 
considerable harm in terms of landscape, visual 
impact and green infrastructure. There would also be 
a negative effect on ecology and biodiversity. Taking 
these matters together, I consider that the appeal 
scheme would not be sustainable development as 
set out in paragraph 14 of the Framework.’ 

Policy H1 Urban Housing Allocations 
3 Mr Gregory York I think this whole Planning discussion should be shelved 

until after the Vote about EU Referendum, as this could 
have a very strong bearing on what amount of housing is 
required OR ARE YOU TRYING TO GET THIS PUSHED 
THROUGH before so it is in place?? 

There is no intention to ‘push the plan through’, 
preparation is taking place in accordance with all the 
appropriate rules and regulations. The level of 
housing growth required for the PBW has already 
been determined through the JCS 
The EU Referendum has now taken place and it will 
be some time before the effects on the planning 
system are known. 

42 Highways England Highways England acknowledges that Urban Housing 
Allocations for residential development are set out in 
Policy H1 of the LPP2. The majority of these sites are 
small scale in nature and, individually, are unlikely to 
have a significant impact on the operation of the strategic 
road network. It is noted that the Park Farm Way/Shelley 
Road site, located to the north of the A45/A509 Wilby 
Way junction is anticipated to accommodate 600 
dwellings. There could be some impacts at this junction 
as a result of the development of the site. However it is 
considered that the Pinch Point Scheme implemented at 
the junction in 2014 will help to offset these impacts. 

Noted. Transport modelling has been undertaken  
and been shared with Highways. 
 
Highways issues in respect of the Park Farm 
Way/Shelley Road site are being dealt with through 
the current planning application. 
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38  Berrys (for Whitworth 

Holdings Ltd) 
On behalf of our client Whitworth Holdings Ltd we put 
forward a small site on the edge of the settlement of 
Wellingborough.  The land is currently unused and 
comprises a small area of grassland covering 0.46 ha. 
The site could provide for 10 to 12 dwellings.  
The site is identified on the plan at Appendix 1 as edged 
red on the plan submitted via the issues and options 
consultation. The land is roughly triangular in shape 
being bounded by Doddington Road to the south, Millers 
Lane to the north-west and The Merry Miller Public 
House to the north-east.  Immediately north of the Merry 
Miller Pub is the A45 and the slip road from Doddington 
Lane.  Doddington Lane continues to Wellingborough 
Town Centre bridging over the A45, the A45 being in 
cutting at this point. On the western side of Millers Lane 
is the Country Gardens Garden Centre. Millers Lane itself 
gives access to both the Garden Centre and the Public 
House but is a no-through road being truncated by the 
A45.  
The site is clearly visible from Doddington Road behind a 
post and rail fence with a trimmed hedge.  The site 
slopes gently from east to west down towards Millers 
Lane.  The Garden Centre, its car park and the built up 
development of Wellingborough is clearly seen across 
the site.  The Millers Lane boundary is marked by an 
open post and rail fence.  
The urban edge of Wellingborough has spread across 
the A45 in the vicinity of the site.  To the east of the site 
is HM Prisons Wellingborough.  Housing associated with 
the prison is in the form of a small estate of some 50 
dwellings known as Millers Park.  The prison formally 
closed on 21 December 2012 and its redevelopment for 
housing is under consideration.  A screening opinion 
request was submitted to the Borough Council of 

The site (HW34) was considered in the town housing 
background paper. It was not taken forward for 
allocation as it is considered to be detached from the 
existing built up area of the town by the A45 and 
would lead to coalescence with Great Doddington. 
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Wellingborough in January 2014 for the development of 
the prison site for circa 300 dwellings.  
In December 2012 consent was granted on a parcel of 
land opposite the paddock site on the east side of 
Doddington Road for a crematorium and green burial 
site.  The facility is now built The development includes a 
60 space car park and 40 space over flow car park and a 
500sqm crematorium and chapel. To the south of the 
crematorium is a large solar park with access on to 
Doddington Road.   
The vacant paddock land is not within the flood plain as 
shown on the Environment Agency published flood 
maps.   It is highly accessible from the B573 which lead 
directly into Wellingborough Town Centre.  Warwick 
Primary School is approximately 1km away by road and 
there is a regular bus service along the B573 Doddington 
Road with a bus stop approximately 200m from the 
site.   The Dennington Industrial Estate is approximately 
1km away by road.  The Wrenn Secondary School is 
approximately 2km and Wellingborough Town centre 
3km away.  The site is therefore conveniently located for 
services and facilities and with good access to public 
transport.  
The village of Great Doddington lies to the south of the 
site and a ribbon of housing development extends from 
the village along the western side of Doddington Road 
northward towards the site.   It is therefore important that 
a green gap is maintained between the urban edge of 
Wellingborough and the village of Great 
Doddington.  However the development of the small 
paddock land would not breach this green gap as the 
large garden centre building and the approved 
crematorium and chapel are already further south 
towards great Doddington Village than the proposed 
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site.   
The site has been put forward as a potential development 
site through the complementary call for sites process and 
in our opinion the Town Boundary should also be altered 
to reflect the extent of development that already exists to 
the south of Wellingborough (as shown on the attached 
plan) and to include the sustainable site provided by the 
disused paddock.  
The inclusion of the site as a small development site 
together with the amendment of the settlement boundary 
would contribute to the achievement of sustainable 
development for Wellingborough.  It would fulfil the three 
dimensions of sustainable development by:-  

• supporting the growth of Wellingborough as a key 
focus for development (economic role); 

• providing a well located site to deliver housing in 
the short term to support Wellingborough’s 
housing needs (social role); and 

• using a vacant site on the edge of a settlement 
which is surrounded by development to enhance 
the urban edge, with ready access to facilities 
reducing car journeys, and reducing the need for 
development on other greenfield sites 
(environmental role).    

153 Mrs Linda Ross We note comments regarding the green site on the edge 
of Gt Doddington village owned by Whitworth Holdings 
Ltd offering this small piece of land as being suitable 
provide 10 to 12 dwellings. 
This piece of land should not be built on as it is an 
important green space which is part of the character of 
this end of the village particularly now that the opening of 
The Crematorium is imminent and with the Millar 
Pub/Restaurant and the Garden Centre the anticipated 
level of traffic on section of road with four junctions in 

The site (HW34) was considered in the town housing 
background paper. It was not taken forward for 
allocation as it is considered to be detached from the 
existing built up area of the town by the A45 and 
would lead to coalescence with Great Doddington. 
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such a close proximity is could potentially create 
accidents on the bend. 

126 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society believe in light of all 
proposed and current development in Wellingborough 
there should be imminent provision of an A and E 
Department. 

The infrastructure identified to support the 
development planned for in North Northamptonshire 
is identified in the North Northamptonshire 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan. This has been updated 
in the IDP for this plan. The council is in regular 
contact with the providers of health services. No 
need has been identified for an A and E in 
Wellingborough. 

158 Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Anglian Water has made an initial assessment of the 
water and water recycling infrastructure requirements for 
the urban allocation sites identified. Please see 
comments relating to the site specific policies as set out 
below. 

Noted 

225 DLP Planning Ltd (for 
Hampton Brook Ltd) 

In general terms we support the aspirations of Policy H1 
i.e. to allocate additional sites for residential development 
to ensure local housing needs are met, enabling the 
Council to maintain a five year supply of housing land 
during the plan period, in accordance with paragraph 47 
of The Framework. 
However, despite sentiments made in paragraph 7.1.6 
the Council’s housing supply over the plan period, the 
Council is heavily reliant on two large Sustainable Urban 
Extensions at Wellingborough North and Wellingborough 
East. These two SUE’s contribute 4,600 dwellings of the 
Borough’s total identified requirement up to 2031 of 7,000 
dwellings. These SUE’s have incurred considerable 
delays in coming forward to date. This is supported by a 
number of recent appeal decisions in which Inspectors 
have raised doubts over the rate at which the SUE’s will 
be delivered. 
A detailed assessment of the likely delivery of the two 
large SUE’s is provided at Appendix 2. This raises 

The overall spatial strategy is in accordance with the 
JCS. The Inspector considered that the ‘balance 
between the various SUE locations in the Plan, both 
new and committed, is also sustainable and 
appropriate to meet local needs’, and ‘the general 
distribution of new homes across the Plan area is 
sound and consistent with the requirements of the 
NPPF.’ (para 44 of Inspector’s Report) 
 
In order to allay concerns about delivery of the SUEs 
a monitoring system has been put in place in the 
JCS to address any problems that may arise as soon 
as reasonably practical. With these modifications the 
Inspector found that the plan would be realistically 
deliverable. 
 
The Inspector in his report on the JCS (para 149) 
concluded that ‘as at February 2016, each of the 
constituent Council areas has been able to 
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significant questions to the Council’s overall strategy in 
policy H1 to rely on these two sites to deliver the vast 
majority of the total housing requirement over the plan 
period. 

satisfactorily show that a deliverable rolling 5 year 
housing land supply exists at present.’  
 
The council has included reduced delivery rates for 
the two SUEs in the housing trajectory and can still 
demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply. 
 

179 Marrons Planning Hallam Land Management Limited (HLM) support the 
allocation of Park Farm Way/Shelley Road for residential 
development, and the anticipated dwelling capacity of 
600 dwellings. 

Noted 

Section 7.2 Rural Housing 
46 Henry H Bletsoe & Son 

(for Landowner, Nene 
Milling, Bozeat) 

At paragraph 7.2.4 of the Emerging Plan Wellingborough 
Borough Council highlight that the Joint Core Strategy 
identifies that provision should be made for 540 dwellings 
outside of the Four Named Villages between 2011 – 
2031. The Plan then highlights the Borough Council’s 
Strategy to meet this requirement is through windfall 
development over the remainder of the Plan period.   In 
addition Neighbourhood Plans will also be utilised to help 
meet the requirement.  
A key element of the Spatial Strategy is a requirement to 
meet local need.  
Windfall development is notoriously variable and relying 
on a windfall policy across 15 settlements is unlikely to 
ensure housing needs are met at individual settlements.  
It is also recognised that Local Authorities should view 
the housing figures identified through assessment of 
objectively assessed housing needs as a minimum figure 
and that Local Authorities should plan for a higher level of 
growth.  
It is also inappropriate for the Borough Council to rely on 
the Neighbourhood Plan process to deliver housing 
needs in specific villages.  Not all villages will undertake 

Monitoring data shows that the villages have 
historically delivered on average 24 dwellings a year 
without any sites being allocated. The council is 
committed to a rolling programme of housing needs 
surveys for each of the villages in the borough and to 
work with the parish councils and housing providers 
to deliver the identified need. It is therefore 
anticipated that this level of windfall will continue to 
come forward. 
 
The Housing and Planning Act 2016 (HPA 2016) has 
introduced provisions to require local planning 
authorities (LPAs) to prepare a register of brownfield 
land suitable for housing development. It is 
anticipated that these registers may increase the 
housing supply coming forward in the rural area. 
 
The PBW is only relying on Neighbourhood Plans in 
the named villages. Earls Barton Neighbourhood 
Plan has exceeded the JCS requirement. Wollaston 
has met the JCS requirement and Irchester is also 
planning to meet the JCS requirement. 
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Neighbourhood Plans and even when there is an 
intention to undertake a Neighbourhood Plan, there are 
examples where Parish Councils have been unable to 
complete the Neighbourhood Plan process.   
Wellingborough Borough Council therefore needs to 
provide the Plan making role in settlements in 
consultation with Parish Councils.  
We therefore suggest that allocations should be made 
within the Network Villages as well as the Four Named 
Villages. 

 
No villages are termed ‘Network Villages’. 

95 MHB Planning Ltd (for 
Bowbridge Land 
Limited) 

There is an over- reliance on windfall sites coming 
forward to meet the housing requirement of the rural area 
in the plan period. 
Table 7.6 indicates that of the 144 dwellings with the 
benefit of planning permission or under construction at 
March 2015 only 22 dwellings (15%) were on sites of less 
than 10 dwellings. The balance of 122 dwellings (85%) 
were therefore from major development sites (greater 
than 10 dwellings), without which the residual housing 
requirement in the plan period (331 dwellings) would be 
significantly greater. 
However there is no guarantee that further major windfall 
development sites will continue to come forward in the 
plan period as the availability and supply of such sites by 
their very nature reduces over time as such sites are 
developed. The majority of the larger windfall sites have 
arisen through the redevelopment of previously 
developed sites, primarily former industrial or commercial 
sites which were situated within the village boundaries.  
The potential for these type of redevelopment sites to 
continue to provide a significant number of dwellings in 
the future plan period is considered to be limited given 
that the availability of such sites is finite. 
Similarly the opportunity for additional small windfall 

Monitoring data shows that the villages have 
historically delivered on average 24 dwellings a year 
without any sites being allocated. The council is 
committed to a rolling programme of housing needs 
surveys for each of the villages in the borough and to 
work with the parish councils and housing providers 
to deliver the identified need. It is therefore 
anticipated that this level of windfall will continue to 
come forward. 
 
The Housing and Planning Act 2016 (HPA 2016) has 
introduced provisions to require local planning 
authorities (LPAs) to prepare a register of brownfield 
land suitable for housing development. It is 
anticipated that these registers may increase the 
housing supply coming forward in the rural area. 
 
The village boundaries do not restrict development to 
meet identified local needs. Policy 13 of the JCS 
enables suitable development adjoining the 
boundaries. In addition Policy H6 enables single plot 
exception sites for self-build. 
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development sites through limited infill sites, conversions 
and the reuse of existing buildings within the village 
boundaries is also likely to be reduced as a result of the 
constraint of the village boundaries and restrictive nature 
of the Local Plan policies which have been in place and 
unaltered since the adoption of the Borough of 
Wellingborough Local Plan in 1999. 
Therefore in order to reduce uncertainty regarding 
delivery of the rural housing requirement through reliance 
on windfall sites it is considered that the New Local Plan 
should make provision for a modest scale of development 
in a number of the villages, through the allocation of 
housing sites which offer the opportunity for sustainable 
development. In particular Isham and Little Irchester 
should be identified as two such sustainable settlements 
which are capable of accommodating a modest scale of 
additional housing in the plan period. 
There are available and deliverable sites at Mill Lane, 
Isham and London Road Little Irchester which are put 
forward as potential housing allocations to meet a 
proportion of the rural housing requirement 

83 Smith Jenkins (for 
owners of land rear of 
36 Rectory Lane, 
Orlingbury) 

The housing figures are spilt between provision in the 
urban area and provision in the rural parts of the 
Borough. For rural housing within the Borough of 
Wellingborough, the housing requirement is 540 
dwellings in the period 2011- 2031 (outside of the four 
villages of Earls Barton, Finedon, Irchester and 
Wollaston). As such the remaining villages including 
Orlingbury will have to provide in fulfilling the housing 
requirement of 540 dwellings. We consider that the 
extension of the village boundary as proposed, would 
provide an opportunity to assist in meeting this 
requirement. Whilst Orlingbury is not the most 
sustainable of villages within the proposed rural 

Monitoring data shows that the villages have 
historically delivered on average 24 dwellings a year 
without any sites being allocated. This level of 
development is anticipated to continue.  
 
Notwithstanding the above the village boundary has 
been reconsidered against the criteria and 
amendments have been proposed to the line in 
Orlingbury, but not relating to this property. 
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settlement hierarchy (Table 4.1 of the Emerging Local 
Plan), it does possess a number of essential services as 
detailed within the Council’s Background paper on Rural 
Settlement Hierarchy. As such, the extension of the 
village boundary would provide the opportunity albeit 
small, towards the rural housing requirement within the 
Borough. 

104 Strutt & Parker LLP 
(for B.S.Pension Fund 
Trustees Ltd) 

The Spatial Strategy for the Emerging Plan relies on 
windfall development within the villages, outside of the 
Four Main Villages.  
Paragraph 7.2.2 of the Emerging Plan identifies the JCS 
residual requirement within Finedon between 2011-2031, 
as being 51 housing units. It should be noted housing 
figures identified through assessment of objectively 
assessed housing needs must viewed by Local 
Authorities as a minimum figure. They should be treated 
as a floor not as a ceiling. Local Authorities should plan 
for higher levels of growth.  
Relying upon housing need being met by delivery of 
windfall development in rural villages and not identifying 
more deliverable sites within Finedon will to a situation 
where housing need is not met within the plan period or 
not met in accordance with the stated Vision & Outcomes 
of the Emerging Plan. Windfall sites are by definition 
unreliable and variable source of housing numbers. 
Furthermore, as many settlement do not currently have 
and/or not planning to have in place Neighbourhood 
Plans. The Emerging Draft needs to make provision for 
the impact this will have on the delivery of housing in 
these settlements. We advocate the provision of more 
allocated sites within Finedon to accommodate this 
position.  
Whilst we support the Finedon Housing Allocation set out 
in Policy H2 we advocate the additional allocation of HF9 

The site allocated in Finedon under Policy H2 and 
Policy Site 8 is anticipated to deliver up to 90 
dwellings. This is in excess of the 41 dwellings 
required to meet the housing requirement for 
Finedon in the JCS (as at 31 March 2017). Should 
the housing need in Finedon change during the plan 
period additional housing could be provided in 
accordance with Policy 13 of the JCS. The PBW is 
therefore not treating the figures as a ceiling subject 
to compliance with policies in the development plan 
and there is no need to identify additional sites within 
Finedon. 
 
Any additional sites allocated within Finedon would 
not contribute to the 540 dwellings required outside 
of the four named villages. 
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(Station Road Finedon) to accommodate the identified 
residual growth within Finedon (51 Units) and the 540 
dwellings proposed to be accommodated outside of the 
Four Named Villages through windfall development. 

139 Strutt & Parker LLP 
(for B.S.Pension Fund 
Trustees Ltd) 

The Spatial Strategy for the Emerging Plan relies on 
windfall development within the villages, outside of the 
Four Main Villages. 
Paragraph 7.2.2 of the Emerging Plan identifies the JCS 
residual requirement within Finedon between 2011-2031, 
as being 51 housing units. It should be noted housing 
figures identified through assessment of objectively 
assessed housing needs must viewed by Local 
Authorities as a minimum figure. They should be treated 
as a floor not as a ceiling. Local Authorities should plan 
for higher levels of growth. 
Relying upon housing need being met by delivery of 
windfall development in rural villages and not identifying 
more deliverable sites within Finedon will lead to a 
situation where housing need is not met within the plan 
period or not met in accordance with the stated Vision & 
Outcomes of the Emerging Plan. Windfall sites are by 
definition an unreliable and variable source of housing 
numbers. Furthermore, as many settlements do not 
currently have and/or not planning to have in place 
Neighbourhood Plans. The Emerging Draft needs to 
make provision for the impact this will have on the 
delivery of housing in these settlements, and the District. 
We advocate the provision of more allocated sites within 
Finedon to accommodate this position, and provide 
flexibility in the delivery strategy of the plan. 
Whilst we support the Finedon Housing Allocation set out 
in Policy H2 we advocate the additional allocation of 
HF19 (Wellingborough & Kenmuir Roads Finedon) to 
provide suitable flexibility to the delivery strategy required 

The site allocated in Finedon under Policy H2 and 
Policy Site 8 is anticipated to deliver up to 90 
dwellings. This is in excess of the 41 dwellings 
required to meet the housing requirement for 
Finedon in the JCS (as at 31 March 2017). Should 
the housing need in Finedon change during the plan 
period additional housing could be provided in 
accordance with Policy 13 of the JCS. The PBW is 
therefore not treating the figures as a ceiling subject 
to compliance with policies in the development plan 
and there is no need to identify additional sites within 
Finedon. 
 
Any additional sites allocated within Finedon would 
not contribute to the 540 dwellings required outside 
of the four named villages. 
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to accommodate the identified residual growth within 
Finedon (51 Units) and the 540 dwellings proposed to be 
accommodated outside of the Four Named Villages. 

138 Strutt & Parker LLP 
(for B.S.Pension Fund 
Trustees Ltd) 

The Spatial Strategy for the Emerging Plan relies on 
windfall development within the villages, outside of the 
Four Main Villages. 
Paragraph 7.2.2 of the Emerging Plan identifies the JCS 
residual requirement within Finedon between 2011-2031, 
as being 51 housing units. It should be noted housing 
figures identified through assessment of objectively 
assessed housing needs must viewed by Local 
Authorities as a minimum figure. They should be treated 
as a floor not as a ceiling. Local Authorities should plan 
for higher levels of growth. 
Relying upon housing need being met by delivery of 
windfall development in rural villages and not identifying 
more deliverable sites within Finedon will lead to a 
situation where housing need is not met within the plan 
period or not met in accordance with the stated Vision & 
Outcomes of the Emerging Plan. Windfall sites are by 
definition an unreliable and variable source of housing 
numbers. Furthermore, as many settlements do not 
currently have and/or not planning to have in place 
Neighbourhood Plans. The Emerging Draft needs to 
make provision for the impact this will have on the 
delivery of housing in these settlements, and the District. 
We advocate the provision of more allocated sites within 
Finedon to accommodate this position, and provide 
flexibility in the delivery strategy of the plan. 
Whilst we support the Finedon Housing Allocation set out 
in Policy H2 we advocate the additional allocation of 
HF13 (Thrapston Road Finedon) to provide suitable 
flexibility to the delivery strategy required to 
accommodate the identified residual growth within 

The site allocated in Finedon under Policy H2 and 
Policy Site 8 is anticipated to deliver up to 90 
dwellings. This is in excess of the 41 dwellings 
required to meet the housing requirement for 
Finedon in the JCS (as at 31 March 2017). Should 
the housing need in Finedon change during the plan 
period additional housing could be provided in 
accordance with Policy 13 of the JCS. The PBW is 
therefore not treating the figures as a ceiling subject 
to compliance with policies in the development plan 
and there is no need to identify additional sites within 
Finedon. 
 
Any additional sites allocated within Finedon would 
not contribute to the 540 dwellings required outside 
of the four named villages. 
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Finedon (51 Units) and the 540 dwellings proposed to be 
accommodated outside of the Four Named Villages. 

239 DLP Planning Ltd (for 
Hampton Brook Ltd) 

The JCS states that in Wellingborough, a total of 1,250 
houses need to be delivered in the rural area. Of these, 
250 should be delivered in Earls Barton and another 150 
apiece in Finedon, Irchester and 160 in Wollaston. This 
leaves another 540 to be delivered in other rural sites in 
the Borough of Wellingborough. However, where the JCS 
provides an evidence base from which the Borough 
Council can prepare the local plan, the JCS does not 
determine where these extra rural sites should be 
allocated. This is the role of the PBW, and a background 
paper (Wellingborough Rural Housing Allocation 
Methodology and Site Selection) was produced to 
demonstrate the decisions reached.  
Of the villages designated for growth in the JCS, the 
Wellingborough Rural Housing Allocation Methodology 
and Site Selection paper dismisses (in paragraph 2.2 and 
3.4) that Earls Barton, Irchester and Wollaston as they 
are in the process of preparing a Neighbourhood Plan. It 
states in paragraph 2.2 that: “if for whatever reason those 
Neighbourhood Plans are not formally made, then the 
Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough will address 
those housing requirements instead”. It then goes on to 
focus much of the attention for rural development on 
Finedon. For the other rural sites, the paper states that 
the residual requirement for development in other rural 
sites is 331 houses. However, instead of going on to 
identify further sites for allocation, the paper goes on to 
anticipate that the current level of windfall sites will 
continue to come forward “as an important source of 
housing supply” (paragraph 3.7). It then concludes (in 
paragraph 3.10) that “there is no need to allocate sites in 
the remaining villages: sufficient sites will be delivered 

Monitoring data shows that the villages have 
historically delivered on average 24 dwellings a year 
without any sites being allocated. The council is 
committed to a rolling programme of housing needs 
surveys for each of the villages in the borough and to 
work with the parish councils and housing providers 
to deliver the identified need. It is therefore 
anticipated that this level of windfall will continue to 
come forward. 
 
The Housing and Planning Act 2016 (HPA 2016) has 
introduced provisions to require local planning 
authorities (LPAs) to prepare a register of brownfield 
land suitable for housing development. It is 
anticipated that these registers may increase the 
housing supply coming forward in the rural area. 
 
The reference to para 48 of the NPPF is not relevant 
as this relates to the calculation of five year supply, 
not plan making. 
 
The Earls Barton Neighbourhood Plan is proposing 
levels of housing in excess of the housing 
requirement in the JCS. The Wollaston 
Neighbourhood Plan was made in Dec 2016. The 
examiner proposed amendments to ensure that the 
housing requirements will be met. The Irchester 
Neighbourhood Plan is progressing and the 
consultation draft identifies two sites to meet the 
specific JCS requirements.  
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through windfall sites, exception sites and neighbourhood 
plans to meet local needs”.  
The reliance on windfall sites is repeated in the PBW in 
paragraph 7.2.6 where it is stated that “it is therefore 
anticipated that these sites [windfall sites] will continue to 
come forward as an important source of housing supply. 
Villages may also choose to identify housing sites 
through Neighbourhood Plans.”  
This conclusion is inexplicable given that national 
planning policy is clear that windfall sites should not be 
relied upon to meet housing targets unless there is 
compelling evidence for them to do so. Paragraph 48 of 
the National Planning Policy Framework is clear when it 
states:  
“Local planning authorities may make an allowance for 
windfall sites in the five-year supply if they have 
compelling evidence that such sites have consistently 
become available in the local area and will continue to 
provide a reliable source of supply. Any allowance should 
be realistic having regard to the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment, historic windfall delivery rates 
and expected future trends, and should not include 
residential gardens.”  
The evidence provided in the Wellingborough Rural 
Housing Allocation Methodology and Site Selection paper 
is less than compelling. The paper states that 144 houses 
have permission as of the 31 March 2015, and yet 
demonstrates that in 4 years between April 2011 and 
March 2015 only 68 windfall houses were delivered in the 
rural areas. This amounts to approximately 17 windfall 
houses per year. If the plan were to be adopted by the 
earliest in 2017, this would amount to a total of 238 
houses built in the other rural areas outside the identified 
growth villages. This would be a deficit of 234 houses on 
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the rural target of 540 (minus the completions from 2011-
2015 mentioned in the paper). This deficit would still be 
dependent on circumstances remaining the same. 
However, windfall sites are a finite resource, and 
possibilities for infilling will diminish over the years of the 
Plan, resulting in a slower delivery of windfall sites. No 
evidence has been prepared by the Council to 
demonstrate why they believe this rate of delivery will 
continue. This will be required to convince an Inspector at 
any future Examination. National Planning Policy 
paragraph 48 states that any allowance for windfall sites 
should be realistic and have regard to expected future 
trends. The evidence prepared for relying on windfall 
sites is not compelling and therefore a more proactive 
role of allocating a range of sites in the other rural area 
should be taken.  
In addition, the Wellingborough Rural Housing Allocation 
Methodology and Site Selection paper places a lot of 
emphasis on Neighbourhood Plans to deliver rural 
housing. Of the rural areas that have Neighbourhood 
Areas designated, it is expected that Wollaston should 
allocate 160, 150 in Finedon and 250 in Earls Barton. 
However, the Wollaston Neighbourhood Plan submission 
draft (2015) and supporting Housing Background Paper 
(2015) only allocates up to 84 houses, with another 32 
completed or under construction, and a further 6 with 
planning consent. This leaves a deficit of a further 38 
homes to be delivered. However, the Housing 
Background paper states that these will come forward 
from windfall sites also. This effectively double counts the 
windfall sites, as the PBW has already assumed these 
will come forward for housing anyway, and the 
Neighbourhood Plan then counts them again. Once 
again, the Neighbourhood Plan provides no compelling 
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evidence to justify the reliance on windfall sites.  
While the Earl Barton Neighbourhood Plan makes an 
appropriate allocation to fulfil the JCS housing 
requirements, the Irchester Neighbourhood Plan has yet 
to be produced, giving further uncertainty regarding 
whether this Neighbourhood Pan will also rely on windfall 
sites to reach its housing requirement. The 
Neighbourhood Plans therefore fail to give any further 
certainty to the public or developers that the overall 
strategy for rural development will deliver the levels of 
growth required. It should also be noted that the Great 
Doddington Parish Council is not in the process of 
producing a Neighbourhood Plan, giving no opportunity 
for identifying sites to meet local needs in the village.  
The reliance of the PBW on the delivery of windfall sites 
is not consistent with the approach set out in the National 
Planning Policy Framework. Furthermore, the National 
Planning Policy Framework paragraph 55 states: “to 
promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing 
should be located where it will enhance or maintain the 
vitality of rural communities. For example, where there 
are groups of smaller settlements, development in one 
village may support services in a village nearby”. It is not 
clear from the PBW that enough certainty has been 
placed into the decision making for the rural areas. This 
was evidenced at the Issues and Options stage, where 
the majority of responses received advocated additional 
allocations. For the reasons given above, the Council 
must review its policy and take an active role in allocating 
sites in the other rural areas. 

81 Savills (for Oxford 
University Endowment 
Management) 

Savills is instructed by Oxford University Endowment 
Management Ltd (OUEM) which owns a large area of 
land south west of Wellingborough. The following 
information is submitted to the Council in respect of its 

The spatial strategy set out in the JCS is that 
development in the rural areas should be limited to 
that necessary to meet locally arising needs and/or 
support a prosperous rural economy. The scale of 
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Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough Emerging Draft 
Plan. We would be grateful if the land east of Mears 
Ashby can be considered as a potential site allocation for 
residential development as part of the Council’s future 
Local Plan. 
I enclose a location plan on which the proposed site is 
outlined in red (Reference: SK01A), together with an 
indicative layout (Reference: SK02A) which show the site 
has capacity for 54 dwellings. The site area is 4.4 
hectares. The indicative layout outlines how residential 
development could be achieved on the site with 
associated open space.    
The site is located adjacent to the east of Mears Ashby, 
south of Wilby Road. It extends to approximately 4.4 
hectares. The site contains agricultural and residential 
buildings, including Numbers 4 and 5 Duchess End. 
Agricultural fields form the eastern part of the site. The 
topography of the site is generally flat. The site can be 
appropriately accessed from Duchess End or Wilby 
Road. The site is bounded by trees and hedging on its 
northern, eastern and southern edges with buildings 
adjoining the north western edges. Agricultural land lies 
to the north, east and south the site. The line of trees on 
the south eastern boundary of the site provides a natural 
boundary and screening between the site and the 
countryside beyond. The village of Mears Ashby is 
situated to the north west. A plan of the site is enclosed 
with this letter.    
The site is well related to Mears Ashby, which has a 
primary school, village hall, sports field and pavilion and a 
public house. There is access to Northampton via a bus 
route available from the bus stop on Wilby Road. It is 
close to Wellingborough and Northampton which both 
contain a large level of services and facilities.   

development proposed here is in excess of that that 
would be necessary to meet the needs of Mears 
Ashby.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, the housing to meet the 
requirement set out in the JCS for the rural area 
outside the four named villages is expected to be 
met through infilling, conversions and exceptions 
sites in accordance with Policy 13 of the JCS without 
the need to allocate specific sites. 
 
Monitoring data shows that the villages have 
historically delivered on average 24 dwellings a year 
without any sites being allocated. The council is 
committed to a rolling programme of housing needs 
surveys for each of the villages in the borough and to 
work with the parish councils and housing providers 
to deliver the identified need. It is therefore 
anticipated that this level of windfall will continue to 
come forward. 
 
 

140 
 



ID Respondent Comments Response 
The site is within single ownership and is available for 
development. The site is therefore deliverable.  
The western part of the site including 4 and 5 Duchess 
End is situated within the Mears Ashby Conservation 
Area. The Grade II listed 4 and 5 Duchess End is located 
on site and the nearby ‘Village Farmhouse and attached 
Barn and Cartsheds’ and ‘The Cottage’ are both Grade II 
listed. A sensitive design proposal would afford due 
consideration to the setting of development in regards to 
the existing village form.    
The North Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit 
consulted on a proposed ‘Main Modifications to the 
submitted North Northamptonshire Core Strategy’ 
document during February and March 2016.  
Policy 28 of the proposed Main Modifications document 
sets out a minimum housing requirement of 7000 net 
additional dwellings for the Borough of Wellingborough 
from 2011-2031. Table 5 identifies a housing requirement 
of 540 dwellings for rural housing in the Borough of 
Wellingborough outside the four named Villages (Earls 
Barton, Finedon, Irchester and Wollaston) for the period 
2011-2031. Mears Ashby is classified as a village through 
the spatial strategy whose role is:  
‘to provide community infrastructure and services to meet 
day to day needs of residents and businesses in the rural 
areas. Focal points for development to meet locally 
identified needs, unless those needs can be met more 
sustainably at a nearby larger settlement’.   
This site would contribute to meeting the housing 
requirement set out in the JCS in a sustainable location. 
The Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough as Part 2 of 
the Local Plan will support and deliver the vision and 
outcomes set out in the JCS and provide a local, more 
detailed spatial strategy for the borough. The Emerging 
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Plan identifies a residual requirement of 331 dwellings for 
rural housing in the Borough of Wellingborough outside 
the four named Villages. The Plan also acknowledges 
that the district has previously had a shortfall in housing 
delivery and has only once met the JCS housing 
requirement since 2011. 
Mears Ashby is classified as a village in the rural 
settlements hierarchy set out in table 4.1. These are 
identified as being able to accommodate some small 
scale infill development to meet its own village need. 
Paragraph 7.2.9 states that it is considered that there is 
no need to allocate sites in the remaining villages in the 
Plan as sufficient sites will be delivered through windfall 
sites, exception sites and neighbourhood plans to meet 
local needs. However, we would argue that the site 
should be included as a residential housing allocation, 
especially in the absence of any current Neighbourhood 
Plan for Mears Ashby that would allocate housing sites. 
This site would provide a valuable contribution to meeting 
the housing requirement for the District at a scale 
proportionate to the existing residential development in 
Mears Ashby.  

94 Peter Brett Associates 
(for Barwood Strategic 
Land II LLP) 

The identification of only 150 new dwellings for Irchester 
is insufficient and would be likely to stifle the delivery of 
otherwise sustainable forms of development which are 
needed in order that the Local Plan can positively plan to 
meet the Borough’s objectively assessed development 
and infrastructure requirements, as required by the NPPF 
paragraphs 47, 157, 159 and 173. This element of 
the  policy is therefore not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy, as required by 
paragraph 182 of the Framework.   
We show in the attached evidence (prepared for a Public 
Inquiry in 2014) that:    

The housing requirement of 150 dwellings for 
Irchester is set out in the JCS which has now been 
found sound by an Inspector. At para 19 of his report 
he found that ‘the urban focus of the strategy, 
including on large SUEs around the main towns, is 
sound and suitable, in principle, to deliver the vision 
and outcomes. It is also consistent with national 
policies in the NPPF, including in terms of the 
promotion of sustainable development, as reflected 
in policy 1 of the Plan, which is sound. Furthermore, 
the supporting evidence base relating to the strategy, 
vision and outcomes provides the necessary clear 

142 
 



ID Respondent Comments Response 
• it is clear that there is currently no credible 

evidence base to indicate that only 150 dwellings 
are required in order to meet housing needs in 
Irchester over the plan period. The Housing Need 
Survey upon which the figure is based is fatally 
flawed; and 

• on the basis of various demographic scenarios 
described in our report, at least 300 new dwellings 
are needed in Irchester to avoid a damaging 
reduction in the working age population of the 
village – and hence the socio-economic 
sustainability of the village.    

We also have on-going concerns, now shared by various 
Inspectors and the Secretary of State following Inquiries 
in 2014 and 2015, that delivery of the SUES in 
Wellingborough will be slower than the Council 
anticipates.    
Policy 29 of the Core Strategy allows for higher growth in 
Irchester to be tested through part 2 Local Plans or 
Neighbourhood Plans and such testing should take place 
now, as one of the ‘reasonable alternatives’ required to 
be part of the Sustainability Appraisal of the Plan. Given 
the lack of progress with or a published timetable for even 
a draft Irchester Neighbourhood Plan, despite the 
relevant Neighbourhood Plan Group having been 
established in 2013, we consider the Part 2 Local Plan 
should now assume responsibility for housing allocations 
in Irchester.    
If this testing is not undertaken, the Plan will be in conflict 
with paragraphs 157, 158, 162 and 173 of the 
Framework; it will not be positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy, as required by 
paragraph 182 of the Framework and it would therefore 
fail the tests of soundness.  

and robust justification for the choices made by the 
JPU, including in respect of the reasonable 
alternatives considered at the various stages of the 
plan preparation process’. 
 
At para 20 of his report the Inspector concluded the 
plan is ‘sufficiently detailed and comprehensive to 
demonstrate that an alternative strategy of reliance 
on a significantly more dispersed pattern of growth 
across the Market Towns and Rural Areas would not 
be more sustainable or even more realistically 
deliverable, having regard to national policies in the 
NPPF and relevant local constraints’. 
 
A neighbourhood Plan is being prepared for Irchester 
and a draft for consultation has been released. This 
identifies housing sites to deliver the JCS housing 
requirement for Irchester.  
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We consider this testing will allow for much needed and 
sustainable development in Irchester, whilst not 
prejudicing the Local Plan’s objectives for delivering 
SUEs around Wellingborough. 

217 Aitchison Raffety (for 
Mr Harvey) 

Aitchison Raffety has been instructed by Mr Harvey, the 
owner of 38 Rectory Lane, Orlingbury, to submit 
representations to the Council in response to the 
emerging Draft local Plan Consultation and Call for Sites 
2016. These representations focus upon a site capable of 
residential development adjacent to the settlement of 
Orlingbury. The site extends to some 0.15 hectares and 
is identified on the enclosed Site location Plan (in red).  
These representations comprise two elements :-  
1)     An amendment to the existing village boundary to 
contain the proposed development appropriately  
2)     Identification of a residential development site for 
one dwelling house for consideration as a site allocation 
Paragraph 7 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
defines 'sustainable development ' and highlights that it 
has three interrelated dimensions; economic, social and 
environmental. These three dimensions give rise to the 
need for the planning system to perform a number of 
roles. 
The residential development of this site will accord with 
the economic role of sustainable development in that it 
will contribute to a strong, responsive economy through 
the provision of jobs during the construction phase of 
development, increase household expenditure and new 
homes bonus. 
The proposed residential development will accord with 
the social role of sustainable development, enhancing the 
supply of housing and the potential contribution towards 
investment in local infrastructure and services. The 
development will also contribute towards healthy 

The PBW would not allocate sites below 0.25ha. The 
site has however be considered in the context of the 
village boundary criteria and an amendment is 
proposed.  
 
ACTION: Amend village boundary at 38 Rectory 
Lane Orlingbury 
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communities as local services and facilities are within 
walking distance. 
Full consideration has been given to environmental 
matters associated with residential development of the 
site in order to ensure the environmental role of 
sustainable development is achieved.  
In relation to suitability, availability and achievability the 
site is located adjacent to the settlement boundary of 
Orlingbury and is, therefore, considered to be a 
sustainable location. Representations have previously 
been submitted to the Council in order to have the 
settlement boundary of Orlingbury extended to include 
the site. Ultimately, this strategy was not adopted by the 
Council; however, this does not indicate that the site is 
unsuitable for residential development.  
It should be noted that the site is not located within the 
Green Belt or adjacent to a Conservation Area . There 
are no heritage assets located on, adjacent to, or within a 
distance that development of the site will have any 
significant negative impact upon. Moreover, there are no 
statutory ecological designations either on or within 
reasonable proximity of the site.  
Detailed layout has not been considered at this early 
stage, however, it is logical that any development of a 
dwelling house on this site would respond to the existing 
built form in terms of building line and orientation. The 
dwelling would be positioned towards the 'front ' of the 
site, in accordance with the existing built form and the 
remainder of the land within the red line, and indeed 
outside the proposed amended village boundary, would 
remain as undeveloped garden land, serving as private 
amenity space for the dwelling.  
The full extent and availability of utilities is currently 
unknown; however, it is logical to assume that given the 
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proximity of the site to existing residential development, 
the provision of utilities will not constrain future 
development of the site.  
The site is in single ownership and not subject to any 
issues, nor any easements or covenants that would 
impede development. Construction on site could, 
therefore, begin within a relatively short, but realistic 
timescale.  
There are no factors to indicate the potential for abnormal 
development costs. It is, therefore, considered that, given 
the factors set out above, together with the lack of issues 
which may have a negative impact upon the development 
potential of the site, development is achievable. 
Ultimately the principle of amending the village boundary 
should be considered acceptable in light of the benefits of 
sustainable development.  
It is, therefore, respectfully requested that due 
consideration by the Council is given to amending the 
proposed village boundary at this stage to include this 
sustainable development site. Appropriate technical 
reports would be commissioned in order to provide the 
Council with additional information, although the material 
planning considerations are clear from evidence currently 
available 

266 Bidwells (for 
Davidsons 
Developments Ltd) 

Policy H2 identifies the housing allocation for Finedon. 
The Policy states: "Land at Milner Road and south of 
Kenmuir Road, Finedon, as shown on the Policies Map, 
is allocated for housing development. The site should be 
developed in accordance with the development principles 
set out in Policy Site 8."  
It is considered that my client’s land interest at Land off 
Station Road, Finedon should be included as an 
allocation for residential development in Policy H2. As 
previously discussed, the site represents an achievable, 

The site allocated in Finedon under Policy H2 and 
Policy Site 8 is anticipated to deliver up to 90 
dwellings. This is in excess of the 41 dwellings 
required to meet the housing requirement for 
Finedon in the JCS (as at 31 March 2017). Should 
the housing need in Finedon change during the plan 
period additional housing could be provided in 
accordance with Policy 13 of the JCS. The PBW is 
therefore not treating the figures as a ceiling subject 
to compliance with policies in the development plan 
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suitable and deliverable site for residential development 
as it will support the necessary housing growth for the 
Borough of Wellingborough and help address the 
Council’s current five-year housing land supply position. 
As discussed above, Policy 29 of the NNJCS identifies a 
housing requirement of 150 dwellings for Finedon. This is 
a minimum requirement and not a ceiling figure. My 
client’s land interest can contribute towards meeting the 
housing requirement in the NNJCS for Finedon and 
contribute towards a shortfall in the Emerging Draft Plan. 

and there is no need to identify additional sites within 
Finedon. 
 
The Inspector in his report on the JCS (para 149) 
concluded that ‘as at February 2016, each of the 
constituent Council areas has been able to 
satisfactorily show that a deliverable rolling 5 year 
housing land supply exists at present.’ 
  

Policy H2 Finedon Housing Allocation 
98 Strutt & Parker LLP 

(for B.S.Pension Fund 
Trustees Ltd) 

We support the allocation of Land at Milner Road and 
south of Kenmuir Road, Finedon, as shown on the 
Policies Map. 

Noted 

105 Strutt & Parker LLP 
(for B.S.Pension Fund 
Trustees Ltd) 

The Spatial Strategy for the Emerging Plan relies on 
windfall development within the villages, outside of the 
Four Main Villages.  
Paragraph 7.2.2 of the Emerging Plan identifies the JCS 
residual requirement within Finedon between 2011-2031 
as being 51 housing units. It should be noted housing 
figures identified through assessment of objectively 
assessed housing needs must viewed by Local 
Authorities as a minimum figure. They should be treated 
as a floor not as a ceiling. Local Authorities should plan 
for higher levels of growth.  
Relying upon housing need being met by delivery of 
windfall development in rural villages and not identifying 
more deliverable sites within Finedon will to a situation 
where housing need is not met within the plan period or 
not met in accordance with the stated Vision & Outcomes 
of the Emerging Plan. Windfall sites are by definition 
unreliable and variable source of housing numbers. 
Furthermore, as many settlement do not currently have 
and/or not planning to have in place Neighbourhood 

The site allocated in Finedon under Policy H2 and 
Policy Site 8 is anticipated to deliver up to 90 
dwellings. This is in excess of the 41 dwellings 
required to meet the housing requirement for 
Finedon in the JCS (as at 31 March 2017). Should 
the housing need in Finedon change during the plan 
period additional housing could be provided in 
accordance with Policy 13 of the JCS. The PBW is 
therefore not treating the figures as a ceiling subject 
to compliance with policies in the development plan 
and there is no need to identify additional sites within 
Finedon. 
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Plans. The Emerging Draft needs to make provision for 
the impact this will have on the delivery of housing in 
these settlements. We advocate the provision of more 
allocated sites within Finedon to accommodate this 
position.  
Whilst we support the Finedon Housing Allocation set out 
in Policy H2 we advocate the additional allocation of HF8 
(Land off Summerlee Road Finedon) to accommodate the 
identified residual growth within Finedon (51 Units) and 
the 540 dwellings proposed to be accommodated outside 
of the Four Named Villages through windfall 
development. 

215 Finedon Parish 
Council 

The Parish Council  support the proposals – in case a 
landowner proposes something different 

Noted 

Section 7.3 Housing Mix and Tenure 
86 Dr Gregg Moore Regarding para 7.3.13, the policy that Part M Category 2 

should be the norm, together with an appropriate 
provision for Part M Category 3, is a good one.  This, 
however, is unlikely to be popular with developers and so 
it is to be hoped that this policy can be maintained should 
appeals be made to the Secretary of State against 
planning decisions based on it. 
Regarding para 7.3.27, "the apparent limited demand for 
self-build through the register" may well be because the 
Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 and the 
existence of such a register has had very little publicity 
locally and nationally.  It does not seem reasonable to 
constrain future self-building based on limited 
applications in the first few months of the register's 
existence. 

Policy 30 of the JCS that includes the approach in 
respect of National Accessibility standards has now 
been found sound by the Inspector. 
 
There are now 22 people registered on the council’s 
self-build register. The plan now proposes two new 
policies related to self-build. Policy H5 seeks 5% of 
plots on sites over 50 dwellings being made available 
for sale as serviced building plots. Policy H6 enables 
single plot affordable exception sites in the rural 
area. 

129 Mr Geoff Taylor Whilst national guidance has been produced on minmum 
sizes for dwellings, there appears to be no national 
guidance in respect of garage sizes (door width; internal 
width). Garages are still being built which cannot 

The national Planning Practice Guidance states that 
where a local planning authority (or qualifying body) 
wishes to require an internal space standard, they 
should only do so by reference in their Local Plan to 
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accommodate a medium sized car. Given the scale of on 
street parking issues in Wellingborough, and also the 
numbers of new homes proposed, it would be particularly 
important to ensure that new houses are built with 
adequately sized garages. 

the Nationally Described Space Standard. These 
standards do not include garages. It is therefore 
considered that the council would be unable to 
include local standards in relation to garages.  
 
The national standards were introduced as part of a 
review intended to rationalise the many differing 
existing standards into a simpler, streamlined system 
which will reduce burdens and help bring forward 
new homes. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, the Northamptonshire 
Parking Standards adopted by the County Council in 
September 2016 includes increased sizes for car 
parking spaces and garages. 
 

188 Persimmon Homes 
(Midlands) 

Housebuilders have good knowledge of the market areas 
they operate in and are ideally placed to assess the most 
appropriate mix of housing for a given site based on 
market demands. Therefore this should not be prescribed 
especially without evidence of what house sizes are 
desired as well as what is deemed needed. 
Policy regarding technical standards above those set 
nationally should include the provision to take into 
account viability considerations. There should be a 
flexible approach on a site by site basis to take into 
account what effect such standards have on viability for a 
developer. This will encourage deliverability in terms of 
what is evidenced as needed above national standards 
and also of sites as a whole. 
The council's approach towards Starter Homes needs to 
take into account that the Housing and Planning Act has 
now received Royal Assent and that Starter Homes 
should be actively promoted as part of the planning 

There needs to be a balance between ensuring that 
dwellings are provided to meet locally identified 
housing need and market demands. This flexibility is 
provided in Policy 30 of the JCS 
 
Policy 30 of the JCS was subject to viability testing. 
Viability can also be considered on a site by site 
basis provided sufficient evidence is produced. 
 
The recent housing white paper confirms that the 
government no longer intends to introduce a 
statutory requirement for starter homes. Instead they 
want local authorities to deliver starter homes as a 
mixed package of affordable housing of all tenures 
that can respond to local needs and local markets. 
 
Details of the national policy are still to be 
determined and a flexible approach which enables 
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system. The council need to consider this in terms of their 
approach to affordable housing. 

the council to negotiated for housing products based 
on local evidence is considered the most 
appropriate. 

260 Tetlow King Planning 
(for Rentplus) 

We represent Rentplus, a company providing an 
innovative affordable housing model aimed at delivering 
discounted rented homes to buy for people who are 
unable to acquire a property on the open market but also 
trapped by ineligibility for existing affordable housing 
tenures.   
Rentplus can help meet the needs of those households 
aspiring to home ownership but currently locked out of 
both affordable and market housing, as having the 
greatest shortfall in provision. Rent to buy homes will 
enable those not currently able to save for a deposit to 
rent at an affordable level, extending the opportunity of 
home ownership to those in the borough otherwise 
trapped in expensive private rented accommodation or 
inappropriately housed in social rented housing.   
With current Government policy formation as well as 
general rhetoric seeking to make home ownership far 
more accessible to a much wider proportion of society, 
we are pleased to see that paragraph 7.3.1 goes some 
way to reflecting this through stating that there is a 
requirement under the NPPF for the Plan to "widen 
opportunities for home ownership". We suggest that a 
paragraph be added to the sub-sections of paragraph 
7.3 that demonstrates the Council’s support for the rent to 
buy model which, as outlined above and in the enclosed 
statement, can play a significant part in broadening 
opportunities for home ownership. 

The government is currently still considering changes 
to the definition of affordable housing. It is unclear 
when this will be published. 
 
The council will work with developers to deliver a 
range of affordable housing products to meet local 
needs. This could include products which enable 
tenants to become homeowners over a period of 
time. This approach is facilitated by JCS policy 30 
and there is considered no need to add any further 
detail to the plan at this stage. Should further detail 
be necessary to identify how local needs should be 
met this could be identified through the council’s 
housing plan or a supplementary planning document. 

Policy H3 Housing Needs of Older People 
53 Ecton Parish Council The PBW indicates a need for small properties across all 

tenures to meet the needs of older households. However, 
the policy would only be applied on sites where proposals 

Noted. The Neighbourhood Plan for Ecton could 
include a more detailed locally specific policy if 
considered necessary. 
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are submitted for 50 or more homes and is therefore most 
unlikely to be applicable to development in Ecton where 
proposals are limited to small scale infill development.  
Having regard to the relatively strategic nature of the 
policy (i.e. it is to be applied only on sites of 50 or more 
homes) it is concluded that this matter is more 
appropriately addressed in the PBW 

163 Define (for Bovis 
Homes Ltd & Stanton 
Cross Land Owners 
Group) 

Policy H3 proposes that developments of 50 or more 
dwellings (or sites of 1.4ha or more) include a proportion 
of housing to meet the needs of older households. This is 
repetitive and unnecessary as JCS Policy 30 (specifically 
Part a) deals with the provision of dwellings designed for 
older people, to meet local needs and address any gaps 
in housing provision in a particular settlement, 
neighbourhood or ward. It is proposed that the policy be 
deleted. 

JCS Policy 30 f) encourages housing provision to 
meet the specialised housing requirements of older 
households and says that SUEs and other strategic 
developments should make specific provision 
towards meeting these needs. Policy H3 seeks to go 
further than this and specify a specific threshold of 
50 or more dwellings where the council will seek a 
proportion of housing to meet the needs of older 
household subject to various criteria.  Evidence 
commissioned by the county council since that 
adoption of the JCS sows a pressing need for 
housing to meet the needs of older households. 

180 Marrons Planning (for 
Hallam Land 
Management Limited) 

Hallam Land Management Limited (HLM) consider the 
policy is not justified and could have unintended 
consequences on delivery of residential development and 
the planning application process.   
Paragraph 173 of the Framework requires ‘careful 
attention to viability and costs in plan-making… and plans 
should be deliverable’.  Paragraph 174 requires Councils 
to ‘assess the likely cumulative impacts on development 
of all existing and proposed local standards’.   There is no 
evidence provided with the consultation to demonstrate 
what implications this policy will have on the viability of 
development, and therefore it does not comply with the 
Framework.  
The approach of the policy as worded is to place the 
burden on every applicant to provide the Council with a 

The policy is being subject to viability testing. 
 
The policy is not placing the burden on every 
applicant to provide the Council with a viability 
assessment and an assessment of local need. The 
policy only relates to sites of 50 dwellings or more or 
sites over 1.4ha. Evidence of need is provided in the 
SHMA and further research undertaken for the whole 
of Northamptonshire. The applicant will only need to 
produce viability evidence if they are not proposing to 
include an element of housing to meet the needs of 
older people on suitable sites. 
 
Park Farm Way/Shelley would already be expected 
to make provision for housing to meet the needs of 
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viability assessment and an assessment of local need to 
inform what level and form of housing for older persons is 
required on the development.  Furthermore, no detail is 
provided as to how an assessment of local need should 
be undertaken by the applicant, and what constitutes 
‘local need’.   This is an unnecessary additional cost 
imposed on the applicant, and will slow the process of 
determining planning applications and the delivery of 
housing.  
The policy should therefore be reviewed by the Council 
and evidence gathered as to its implications on viability 
before proceeding to the next stage.  If it is decided to 
continue with the policy, consideration should be given to 
allowing for contributions to be made to off site 
provision.   
Paragraph 7.3.22 states that the development of land at 
Park Farm Way/Shelley Road will be expected to make 
specific provision to meet the needs of older 
households.  Any request for the provision of housing to 
meet the needs of older households will need to 
demonstrate it meets the necessary policy tests of the 
Framework, and does not threaten the viability of the 
development.   
Paragraph 7.3.27 states that the development of land at 
Park Farm Way/Shelley Road will be expected to make 
specific land available for serviced plots.  Any request for 
the provision of self-build housing will need to 
demonstrate it meets the necessary policy tests of the 
Framework, and does not threaten the viability of the 
development. 

older people and self-build under Policy 30 of the 
JCS. 

250 Gladman 
Developments 

The provision of specialist housing to meet the needs of 
older people is of increasing importance and the Council 
need to ensure that this is reflected through a positive 
policy approach within the Local Plan. The Council needs 

The need for specialised housing for older persons 
has been identified through the North Northants 
SHMA. Further research has also been undertaken 
for the whole of Northamptonshire. This identifies the 
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a robust understanding of the scale of this type of need 
across the borough. 
Specialist housing with care for older people is a type of 
housing which provides choice to adults with varying care 
needs and enables them to live as independently as 
possible in their own self-contained homes, where people 
are able to access high quality, flexible support and care 
services on site to suit their individual needs (including 
dementia care). Such schemes differ from traditional 
sheltered/retirement accommodation schemes and 
should provide internally accessible communal facilities 
including residents’ lounge, library, dining room, guest 
suite, quiet lounge, IT suite, assisted bathroom, internal 
buggy store and changing facilities, reception and care 
manager’s office and staff facilities. 
Given the existing evidence in relation to ageing 
populations, and the national strategy in relation to 
housing for older people, Gladman recommend that the 
PBW includes a specific policy in relation to the provision 
of specialist accommodation for older people. The 
following text provides an example of the type of policy 
which could be included in the new Local Plan: 
“The provision of purpose built and/or specialist 
accommodation with care for older people in 
sustainable locations will be supported in Principle 
Settlements. Schemes should also be considered in 
other sustainable settlements where there is a proven 
need. Apartments should be restricted for occupation 
by only those with care needs, include minimum 
compulsory care packages, should also include age 
restrictions and an extensive range of communal 
facilities. 
Schemes are expected to be promoted in partnership 
with an onsite 24/7 care provider to safeguard the 

scale of the need. 
 
The council will take a flexible approach to the type 
of housing that will meet the needs of older people 
required by Policy H3. This could be in the form of 
age restricted accommodation, sheltered or extra 
care, properties designed to category 3 accessibility 
standards or the provision of bungalows. The policy 
states that regard will also be had to the scale and 
location of the site and the viability of the 
development.  It is not therefore considered an 
onerous requirement.  
 
In response to the updated evidence it is proposed to 
include a new policy (Policy H4) to support 
retirement, supported housing and care homes in 
appropriate locations. 
 
Contributions to affordable housing will be 
determined on a case by case basis. 
 
ACTION: Include a policy to support retirement, 
supported housing and care homes in 
appropriate locations. 
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delivery of care and support to residents. 
Such schemes fall wholly within the auspices of C2 
use, meet an otherwise unmet need for specialist 
accommodation for older people, deliver care and 
communal facilities and will not therefore be required 
to contribute towards affordable housing.” 
However, it is considered onerous in Policy H3 that on all 
sites of 50 or more dwellings, the Council will seek a 
proportion of housing to meet the needs of older people. 
Gladman consider that the policy should be written in a 
flexible way and incorporates the wording contained in 
the reasoned justification that in determining an 
appropriate contribution, the Council will have regard to 
the viability of the scheme and evidence of local need. 

267 Bidwells (for 
Davidsons 
Developments Ltd) 

Policy H3 identifies housing needs for older people and it 
states: 
"On sites of 50 or more dwellings, or 1.4 ha or more site 
area, the local planning authorities will seek provision of a 
proportion of the housing to meet the needs of older 
households. The precise proportion and tenure mix will 
take into account:  

• Evidence of local need; 
• The scale and location of the site; and 
• The viability of the development." 

It is considered that the Council should overall increase 
housing delivery in order to satisfy the housing need for 
the elderly through additional housing allocations in the 
Emerging Draft Plan at sustainable settlements such as 
Finedon. 

The need for housing to meet the needs of older 
households has been identified as part of the overall 
housing requirements for Wellingborough. It is not an 
additional requirement. The council will however 
monitor the provision of specialised housing and the 
changes in social care provision to ensure needs are 
being met. Should an issue be identified then this 
could trigger a review of relevant policies. 

Section 7.4 Housing Trajectory 
251 Gladman 

Developments 
Gladman note the Council’s statement that a revised 
housing trajectory will be included with the pre-
submission plan that takes account of the updated 
monitoring figure for April 2016. However, we would 

A revised housing trajectory has been provided with 
the publication plan. However it should be noted that 
the Inspector in considering the JCS, said at para 
149 of his report that ‘as at February 2016, each of 
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comment that the Council’s contention that they have an 
8.56-year supply with a 20% buffer for 2016-21 is 
unfounded. 
A recent Secretary of State decision in Earls Barton 
(APP/H2835/A/14/2221102) dated 29 October 2015 
confirms that the Council cannot demonstrate a 5-year 
housing land supply (para 11 Secretary of State’s 
Decision Letter). No significant material changes have 
occurred since the Decision Letter in terms of planning 
permissions and therefore Gladman remain sceptical that 
the Council’s claim is genuine. This is simply one 
example in a long line of decisions where the Council 
have been found not to have a 5-year housing supply 
including APP/H2835/A/14/2227520 (Easton Lane, 
Bozeat, Wellingborough) - 14 August 2015, 
APP/H2835/A/14/2213617 (Land at Station Road, Earls 
Barton) (Recovered Appeal) - 19 March 2015 and 
APP/H2835/A/14/2220599 APP/H2835/A/14/2220599 
Minton Distribution Centre, Sywell - 25 February 2015. 

the constituent Council areas has been able to 
satisfactorily show that a deliverable rolling 5 year 
housing land supply exists at present’. 
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Section: 8. Delivering Retail 
194 Irchester, Lt Irchester 

and Knuston 
Neighbourhood Plan 
Steering Group 

Policy R1-3 - The NHP agree with these proposals.  Noted.  

Sub Section 8.3 Retail Hierarchy 
109 Wellingborough Civic 

Society 
Wellingborough Civic Society believe retail sites in the 
town centre should be the primary consideration. The 
society realise how convenient out of town retail 
developments are but they destroy the town centre. 

Noted. Policy 12 of the JCS seeks to support the 
vitality and viability of the town centres in North 
Northamptonshire and the policies of the PBW 
reinforce that. The town centre will however need to 
look to other uses in addition to retail to maintain its 
vitality. 
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Policy: R1 Retail Hierarchy 
24 Irchester Parish 

Council 
The parish council agree wholeheartedly with these 
proposals. 

Noted.  

110 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society agree with this comment. Noted.  

Policy: R2 Neighbourhood Shops 
25 Irchester Parish 

Council 
The parish council agree wholeheartedly with these 
proposals. 

Noted.  

54 Ecton Parish Council The policy aims to plan positively for the provision of local 
shops and guard against the unnecessary loss of valued 
facilities and services, particularly where this would 
reduce the community's ability to meet its day-to-day 
needs. Such a policy is not of a strategic nature and 
similar policies have been included in a number of 
neighbourhood plans. It is therefore considered 
appropriate to address this issue as part of the ENP 
rather than the PBW and possibly extend its provisions to 
encourage and protect other village facilities. 

Noted 

111 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society agree with this proposal. Noted.  

144 Wollaston Parish 
Council 

Policy R2 of the PBW is, in part, concerned with retaining 
and encouraging the provision of village shops. However, 
Policy CF1 (the protection of community facilities) and 
Policy CF3 (the provision of new community facilities) 
address these particular issue in Wollaston. The PBW 
should therefore clarify that proposals in the Wollaston 
Neighbourhood Area will be determined in accordance 
with Policy CF1 and CF3 of the WNP rather than Policy 
R2 of the PBW. 

Policy R2 covers the whole borough and is 
necessary to protect facilities in communities without 
a neighbourhood plan or with neighbourhood plans 
that do not to cover this issue. 
 
There is no conflict between Policy R2 of the PBW 
and policies CF1 and CF3 of the Wollaston 
Neighbourhood Plan. The NPPF para. 185 states 
that ‘Once a neighbourhood plan has demonstrated 
its general conformity with the strategic policies of 
the Local Plan and is brought into force, the policies 
it contains take precedence over existing non-
strategic policies in the Local Plan for that 
neighbourhood, where they are in conflict.’ 
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It is not considered necessary to make such a 
statement in the plan.  

Policy: R3 Local Impact Threshold 
26 Irchester Parish 

Council 
The parish council agree wholeheartedly with these 
proposals. 

Noted.  

112 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society agree with this comment Noted.  

203 Wellingborough 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber does not understand whether the B1 office 
allocation at Station Island (which is outside of the town 
centre boundary) will require an impact test. Presumably 
as it already has outline consent it is in conformity with 
the Local Plan? What doesn’t seem to have been 
included in the Local Plan is a strong policy position for 
linking the Town Centre to the new transportation 
hub/interchange at the station through an enhanced 
public transport corridor along the Midland Road. The 
ability to link a potential new business district at the 
station to the historic town centre and services located 
there was previously an aspiration creating a town centre 
dumb-bell in effect, extending town centre uses to the 
Station (or at least office B1 uses). This would require a 
strong development management policy for Midland 
Road which is likely to see a transition of uses over the 
plan period to reflect the increase of activity along this 
corridor. A policy encouraging and allowing this change of 
use would create the opportunity of creating that physical 
and perceptual link form the station to the town centre. 

There is already an extant consent for Station Island. 
Any revised application would need to comply with 
relevant policies at that time. JCS Policy 23 c)  says 
that ‘The town centres and areas around the railway 
stations at the Grown Towns will be the preferred 
locations for new office development  with additional 
office sites at areas with good public transport 
connections.’ 
 
Policy R3 says that ‘Applications for retail, leisure 
and office development outside of a centre as 
defined on the Policies Map, which are not in 
accordance with the local plan, will require an impact 
assessment….’ 
The policies therefore do recognise the suitability of 
Station Island for office development. 
 
A key objective of the plan is to ensure that the town 
centre remains the focus for retail and service uses. 
Competition from other town centres and Rushden 
Lakes, together with changing shopping patterns 
means that the town centre needs to consolidate and 
diversify its function to remain vital and viable. A 
policy encouraging services along Midland Road 
would dilute this approach and is not considered 
appropriate. 
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Policy 8 of the JCS together with Table 2, the 
proposed Place Shaping SPD and the Urban 
Structure Study would however support transport 
and public realm improvements to enhance the 
connection between the town centre and the railway 
station.  

218 Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets Limited 

The Council states that it will require applications for 
retail, leisure and office development outside of a centre, 
as defined on the Policies Map, which are not in 
accordance with the local plan, to undertake an impact 
assessment, if the development is over the following 
floorspace thresholds: 

Wellingborough Town Centre: 1,000 sqm gross 
floorspace. 

The Local Centres: 200 sqm gross floorspace. 

Whilst we acknowledge that the impact thresholds are 
supported by the Town Centre and Retail Study (March 
2016), the document only sets out recommendations. We 
consider that the impact threshold for new retail 
development within local centres should be increased to 
bring it in line with the NPPF threshold, as stated at 
Paragraph 26. The following amendment is considered to 
be more in keeping with the town centre hierarchy: 

The Local Centres: 200 sqm 500 sqm. 

We trust these representations will be taken into 
consideration when preparing the next stage of the Local 
Plan.  

The reasons for the retail impact assessment 
threshold are supported by the Town Centre and 
Retail Study (March 2016) and set out in paras 8.4.3 
and 8.4.4 of the PBW. For these reasons, it is not 
considered appropriate to change them. 
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Section: 9. Wellingborough Town Centre 
72 Isham Parish Council With regard to the town centre, the contents are 

agreeable although it should be mentioned free car 
parking as being an asset to ensuring residents continue 
to use the centre. 

Parking costs are not a matter for the PBW. Free 
parking is referenced in para 9.1.7 and para 9.1.8 
refers to maintaining free parking as an objective for 
the future role of the town centre.  
 
 

113 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society agree with this proposal, 
however we agree with the comment from Isham Parish 
Counil more should be made of free parking. This is an 
enormous asset to resident and visitor. Could note be 
taken of Market Harborough centre which holds an 
appropriate mix of retail and leisure with character and 
integrity of the town retained. 

Parking costs are not a matter for the PBW. Free 
parking is referenced in para 9.17 and para 9.18 
refers to maintaining free parking as an objective for 
the future role of the town centre.  
 
The package of policies in the JCS and PBW seek to 
ensure that the town centre has an appropriate mix 
of retail and leisure with the character and integrity of 
the town retained.  

195 Irchester, Lt Irchester 
and Knuston 
Neighbourhood Plan 
Steering Group 

Policy TC1-8 - The NHP agree with these proposals.  Noted.  

204 Wellingborough 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

The aspiration for Wellingborough Town Centre to 
provide a ‘diversified retail, leisure and heritage offer’ is 
supported by the Chamber, however it is unclear how this 
will be achieved through the proposed policies over the 
plan period. The likely scenario for retail growth and 
development in the future, as a driver for town centre 
regeneration, is going to be as challenging as it has been, 
given the continued rise of transactions on the internet 
and the change in retail formats which will continue to 
alter the traditional high street. The Chamber responded 
to the Joint Core Strategy in August 2012 and set out the 
realistic potential for Wellingborough to develop its 
convenience retail offer as well as increasing its leisure 
and night time economy1. Most of these arguments are 

It is accepted that new sites may emerge over the 
lifetime of the plan which may be suitable for 
redevelopment to contribute to the town centre 
objectives. As it is not possible to identify which 
these sites might be a general policy is proposed.  
 
ACTION: Insert new policy to enable 
redevelopment of sites within the town centre to 
support the town centre objectives 
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still valid in context of the competition within the sub-
regional retail hierarchy and changes to retail nationally.  

It is therefore a missed opportunity that further policy 
guidance cannot be provided for a major site which might 
become available over the plan period and should have 
some guidance on how this could in future be better 
integrated into the town centre. This of course is the 
Castle Theatre site. There is a strong possibility that the 
Castle will close, and while the Chamber of Commerce 
supports the retention of the Castle under new 
management or in a slightly different form, the probability 
of having a vacant site should be fully considered and 
utilised to try to create the town centre which will have a 
wider leisure and night time economy improving its 
overall footfall and usage. Any policy guidance should be 
flexible to enable the market to react and consider what 
might be viable in this location. 

Sub Section: 9.1 Role of the Town Centre 
114 Wellingborough Civic 

Society 
Wellingborough Civic Society believe note should be 
taken of Market Harborough centre. It has an appropriate 
mix of retail and leisure with character and integrity of the 
town retained. 

The package of policies in the JCS and PBW seek to 
ensure that the town centre has an appropriate mix 
of retail and leisure with the character and integrity of 
the town retained.  

Policy: TC 1 Town Centre Boundary 
27 Irchester Parish 

Council 
The parish council agree wholeheartedly with these 
proposals. 

Noted.  

205 Wellingborough 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber considers that it would be beneficial to 
extend the town centre boundary to include the station 
island south, station area and a narrow corridor of 
Midland Road. The Station Island South area could limit 
town centre uses to office development and associated 
retail and leisure uses (A1-A5) to make this a vibrant 
business district. 

It is not considered appropriate to extend the town 
centre boundary,  
 
 

Policy: TC 2 Primary Shopping Area 
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28 Irchester Parish 

Council 
The parish council agree wholeheartedly with these 
proposals. 

Noted.  

115 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society agree with this comment. 
We do believe however significant monetary incentives to 
encourage retail owners in the town centre should be 
offered for frontages to be upgraded. The scheme in 
operation currently has proved too expensive to be to be 
taken up by the majority of retail owners.  

Noted. Financial incentives are not a matter for the 
PBW.  

Policy: TC 3 The Market 
29 Irchester Parish 

Council 
The parish council agree wholeheartedly with these 
proposals. 

Noted.  

91 Mrs Judith Povey Visibility is a problem for the market.  People who visit the 
town centre and park in the Swansgate multi-storey or in 
Morrisons car park may be unaware it is hidden away 
behind buildings, particularly as the stalls leading from 
Market Street to the market will no longer be in use. 

Could consideration be given to placing market stalls in 
the area where taxis park currently and changing the area 
now used for stalls to the parking/turning/taxi rank?  This 
would give the market traders high visibility from all 
approaches and still provide space for the vehicles that 
need access to the town centre, including taxis and 
disabled parking spaces. 

The market position and layout has already been 
considered and reconfigured since the emerging plan 
and therefore it is proposed to delete criterion A.  
 
ACTION: delete criterion A from the policy 
(Options for reconsidering the layout to optimise 
pedestrian footfall). 
 

116 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society believes current parking 
regulations on the market square for traders is a 
significant disadvantage.  

Noted. Parking regulations is not a matter for the 
PBW.  

Policy: TC 4 Shop Fronts 
30 Irchester Parish 

Council 
The parish council agree wholeheartedly with these 
proposals. 

Noted.  

117 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society believes significant 
monetary incentives to encourage retail owners in the 
town centre should be offered for frontages to be 
upgraded. The scheme in operation currently has proved 

Noted. Financial incentives are not a matter for the 
PBW. 
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too expensive to be to be undertaken by the majority of 
retail owners. 

Policy: TC 5 Public Realm 
31 Irchester Parish 

Council 
The parish council agree wholeheartedly with these 
proposals. 

Noted,  

Sub Section 9.5 Town Centre Sites 
160 Anglian Water 

Services Ltd 
We note that the emerging North Northamptonshire Core 
Strategy (June 2015) already includes a borough wide 
policy relating to water supply, quality and wastewater 
infrastructure. 

It is not considered necessary to duplicate the 
requirements of Policy 5 in the Part 2 Local Plan. 
However it would be helpful to consider whether there 
any specific development criteria for the proposed 
allocation sites identified in the Part 2 Local Plan which 
are needed relating to water and water recycling 
infrastructure. 

Noted 
 
No specific development requirements relating to 
water and water recycling infrastructure have been 
identified for the allocation sites, and therefore Policy 
5 of the JCS is considered to be sufficient. 
 
 

Sub Section: 9.5.1 Former Post Office Sorting Depot/BT Exchange 
118 Wellingborough Civic 

Society 
Wellingborough Civic Society agree with the proposal, 
although we do understand significant work would be 
required for any development due to external window 
height onto Midland Road. 

Noted.  

Policy: TC 6 Former Post Office Sorting Depot/BT Exchange 
32 Irchester Parish 

Council 
The parish council agree wholeheartedly with these 
proposals. 

Noted.  

206 Wellingborough 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber agrees that this site is not easy to deliver in 
fact it has been undeliverable throughout the previous 
local plan. It is very unlikely that the BT Exchange 
building will be combined with the post office site to form 
a comprehensive development site due to the expense of 
moving the telecoms switching gear. It is perhaps better 
to acknowledge this fact and remove this from the policy 
and focus change around the post office site. More 

It is considered important to provide comprehensive 
redevelopment of the site. However, the policy does 
not prevent different elements of the site coming 
forward in phases as part of a comprehensive 
scheme.  
 
The façade of the building is an important part of the 
character of the site, and seeking its retention should 
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flexibility should be allowed and the removal of the 
requirement to retain the façade of the building which is 
not of outstanding quality and will hinder the economic 
viability of any scheme. 

remain in the Policy.  
 
 

Policy: TC 7 High Street Jacksons Lane 
33 Irchester Parish 

Council 
The parish council agree wholeheartedly with these 
proposals. 

Noted.  

119 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society believe the site should not 
be just a housing estate off the town centre. It should 
contain a small amount of residential homes designed 
with individuality and character, mixed with some retail, 
all of which blend sympathetically with the town centre. 
Car parking should be seriously considered not just for 
proposed homes but general town parking. Many people 
use this area to park for both work and shopping, indeed 
this is where market traders are expected to park when 
their vans have been off loaded at the start of trading. If 
parking is not given due consideration it will have a 
deterimental effect on the whole town centre. The 
conservation area needs to be strictly monitored, with 
problems created by construction in gardens behind 
exsisting housing thoroughly and properly considered, 
refused unless an extrordinary case is presented. It is 
important the historic environment of our town centre is 
not only acknowledged but appropriately melded with 
proposed apirations to ensure the area progresses into 
the future. 

Policy TC 7 seeks to ensure the development of a 
high quality site, with an active frontage, which 
contributes to the enhancement of the wider area.  
 
Parking is referenced in criterion b) and will also be 
addressed through the planning application process. 
 
The council has commissioned a town centre parking 
study. This identified that only 63% of car parking 
spaces are currently occupied at any one time. 
Estimates are that there will continue to be sufficient 
car parking to meet future requirements although 
capacity is likely to be around 80%. The council 
intends to continue to monitor the situation.  
 
ACTION: Include new policy and section on town 
centre car parking to reflect up-to-date evidence. 
 
 

Policy: TC 8 Alma Street/ Cambridge Street 
34 Irchester Parish 

Council 
The parish council agree wholeheartedly with these 
proposals. 

Noted.  

120 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Development of this site would improve the town centre, 
Wellingborough Civic Society look forward with interest to 
any future proposal 

Noted.  
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Section: 10. Site Specific Policies 
161 Anglian Water 

Services Ltd 
We note that the emerging North Northamptonshire Core 
Strategy (June 2015) already includes a borough wide 
policy relating to water supply, quality and wastewater 
infrastructure. 
  
It is not considered necessary to duplicate the 
requirements of Policy 5 in the Part 2 Local Plan. 
However it would be helpful to consider whether there are 
any specific development criteria for the proposed 
allocation sites identified in the Part 2 Local Plan which 
are needed relating to water and water recycling 
infrastructure. 

Noted. 
 
No specific development requirements relating to 
water and water recycling infrastructure have been 
identified for the allocated sites, and therefore Policy 
5 of the JCS is considered to be sufficient. 
Recommendations from the SFRA have however 
been added to specific sites where relevant. 

252 Gladman 
Developments 

The PBW is heavily reliant on two, large scale SUEs at 
Wellingborough East (3,100 units) and Wellingborough 
North (1,500 units). These large scale proposals have 
been in the pipeline for a considerable amount of time. 
Wellingborough East was allocated in 1999, received an 
outline planning permission in January 2008 and 
Reserved Matters applications were granted in October, 
November and December 2015. This timeframe confirms 
the complexities and delays that occur in the delivery of 
large scale SUEs and although the permission stage is 
now well progressed, there is still likely to be 
considerable delay before the completion of units on the 
site. Therefore, the Council should take a cautious 
approach to any delivery trajectory associated with the 
Wellingborough East SUE. 
Similarly, the Council adopted interim guidance for 
Wellingborough North in 2009 and the Secretary of State 
granted outline planning consent in February 2010. With 
the complexities surrounding the delivery of SUEs, the 
Council should also take a cautious approach to any 
delivery trajectory associated with Wellingborough North. 

The JCS Inspector considered that there is a 
reasonable prospect of delivery on the SUEs (para 
127). Notwithstanding this a monitoring trigger has 
been included for the SUEs to ensure appropriate 
reviews take place. 
 
The Inspector also concluded (para 149) that ‘as at 
February 2016, each of the constituent Council areas 
has been able to satisfactorily show that a 
deliverable rolling 5 year housing land supply exists 
at present.’  
 
A housing trajectory is published alongside the 
publication plan supported by sufficient evidence to 
support delivery of the sites included. The council 
has adopted a cautious approach on delivery of the 
SUEs. 
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In addition, several of the sites that the Council have 
allocated in the PBW have been around for a 
considerable amount of time and have not been brought 
forward for development. These sites were the subject of 
previous allocations in the adopted Borough of 
Wellingborough Local Plan (2007) and have various 
issues to overcome such as access, nature conservation 
and landscape impact. The Council needs to have 
specific evidence that these sites will be delivered within 
this Plan period, despite the fact that they have been 
allocated for almost 10 years and should take a cautious 
approach to any delivery trajectory associated with such 
sites. 

Section 10.1 Sustainable Urban Extensions 
87 Dr Gregg Moore Whereas para 7.3.13 is quite specific about the level of 

accessibility all new dwellings should achieve, the 
requirements in para 10.1.4 are aspirational but vague: 
SUEs "must be sustainable and provide communities 
which are active, inclusive, safe, well run, environmentally 
sensitive, well designed and built, well connected, 
thriving, well served and fair for everyone" and in 
particular "There should be a high emphasis on good 
quality sustainable design."  The ambition to ensure 
"good quality sustainable design" is much too important 
to be left to individual interpretation.  In view of the 
Deregulation Act 2015 it may be difficult to set any 
sustainability standard for buildings beyond meeting the 
Building Regulations without inviting legal challenge.  
Nonetheless a clearer statement of what is expected of 
developments in the Borough, and policies that motivate 
developers to achieve good quality sustainable design 
should at least be attempted in this Plan. 

The level of accessibility standards required for new 
dwellings are set out in JCS Policy 30. Similarly 
design is covered by JCS Policy 8 and 9. There is no 
need to repeat these policies within the part 2 plan. 
 
The text in para 10.1.4 sets out the overall objectives 
for the SUEs. Both SUEs have consent, detailed 
design will be guided by policies in the PBW, JCS 
and the proposed place shaping SPD. 

234 DLP Planning Ltd (For 
Hampton Brook Ltd) 

The designation of Wellingborough as a growth town is 
welcomed, and the recognition that the town is capable of 

The overall spatial strategy is in accordance with the 
JCS. The Inspector considered that the ‘balance 

165 
 



ID Respondent Comments Response 
sustaining more housing developments is agreed in 
principle. However, the distribution of housing 
developments in the borough is not supported. The Draft 
PBW currently allocates 5,750 of the 7,000 houses to 
"urban housing" in Wellingborough alone. The majority of 
these are allocated in two large sites to the north and 
east of the town. These sites, called "sustainable urban 
extensions" (SUE) both have outline planning consent for 
development, with 1500 homes permitted on the north 
SUE and 3100 on the east SUE. These two 
developments would account for the vast majority of total 
allocated housing development share in Wellingborough. 
The policy of the Borough Council to allocate the majority 
of growth in these two sites is troubling. The sites have a 
number of infrastructure problems that require to be 
overcome before development can begin on the sites. 
This effectively means that there are large, up-front costs 
associated with the development of the site, which may 
result in the development being delayed from starting, or 
result in the failure of the development to come forward. 
This places a large amount of risk and uncertainty over 
housing delivery in the EDP.  
In addition, there will be further ongoing commitments to 
infrastructure delivery during the development of the site 
which will be triggered at certain stages of development, 
as outlined in planning conditions. For example, the site 
at Wellingborough East (Policy Site 1) has a commitment 
to fund a bridge over the railway and to provide funds to 
Route 4. The Section 106 agreement restricts 
development beyond a certain number until this can be 
provided. This places further burdens on the costs of 
development, and increases risk that the viability of the 
scheme may be reduced as different phases trigger 
additional costs. This raises further questions over the 

between the various SUE locations in the Plan, both 
new and committed, is also sustainable and 
appropriate to meet local needs’, and ‘the general 
distribution of new homes across the Plan area is 
sound and consistent with the requirements of the 
NPPF.’ (para 44 of Inspector’s Report) 
 
In order to allay concerns about delivery of the SUEs 
a monitoring system has been put in place in the 
JCS to address any problems that may arise as soon 
as reasonably practical. With these modifications the 
Inspector found that the plan would be realistically 
deliverable. 
 
The Inspector in his report on the JCS (para 149) 
concluded that ‘as at February 2016, each of the 
constituent Council areas has been able to 
satisfactorily show that a deliverable rolling 5 year 
housing land supply exists at present.’ 
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uncertainty of housing land supply in Wellingborough. 
  

Section 10.1.1 Wellingborough East 
169 Define (For Bovis 

Homes Ltd & Stanton 
Cross Land Owners 
Group) 

The development of the committed Stanton Cross 
scheme by BHL and their landowner partners, which 
forms a large proportion of the committed site referred to 
as “Wellingborough East”, has already commenced, with 
significant infrastructure works underway. Residential 
development has not yet commenced, but will deliver a 
significant proportion of development for the Borough 
over the plan period. Given the progress of the 
development of Stanton Cross, it is proposed that specific 
reference should be made to Policy Site 1 as “Stanton 
Cross”. 
Wellingborough town is a major population, employment 
and service centre in its own right that will generate its 
own substantial housing needs. There is proven capacity 
within the committed development site at Stanton Cross 
and its further expansion to the east to meet those needs. 
BHL and their partner landowners also control a 
substantial area of land east of the committed Stanton 
Cross scheme that extends to Sidegate Lane and 
Ditchford Road, part of which lies within the 
Wellingborough East committed site. Development of this 
area, referred to as East of Stanton Cross (ESC), is 
proposed as a full and integrated extension of the 
committed scheme that would provide a comprehensive 
development to the full and logical extent of the site, as 
supported by the Joint Core Strategy (JCS). 
In particular, the JCS states at paragraph 1.16 that “the 
spatial strategy set out in the Plan will provide the basis 
for considering any future growth, with a continuing focus 
on the Growth Towns and the town centres in particular. 
The JSC Policy 11 indicates that, subject to further 

The term Wellingborough East has been used within 
the PBW to reflect the terminology used in the JCS. 
This ensures consistency within the development 
plan. In addition, the area shown on the policies map 
as Wellingborough East includes areas outside of the 
control of Bovis Homes Ltd & Stanton Cross Land 
Owners Group and therefore outside of the area 
known as ‘Stanton Cross’.  
 
It is accepted that there is potential capacity for 
expansion east of the committed scheme. Further 
expansion at the SUEs will however need to be 
assessed alongside other reasonable alternatives as 
part of the review of the JCS. As a strategic matter 
this is not an issue for the PBW. Development in this 
location would also be for after the current plan 
period. 
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assessment, the identified Sustainable Urban Extensions 
(SUEs) have potential to continue to grow beyond 2031 
(paragraph 5.9). This provides a continuing supply of 
housing and employment land…. Subject to detailed 
assessment, the expansion of the principal SUEs set out 
in this Plan is likely to make the best use of investment in 
infrastructure and to support the viability of these 
developments”. Part 1(c) of JCS Policy 11 refers to the 
potential provision of growth over and above that 
provided for in JCS Policy 28, and that that will be tested 
through Part 2 of the Local Plan. Furthermore, paragraph 
5.10 refers to future growth being accommodated in the 
expansion of the SUEs stating that “subject to detailed 
assessment, the expansion of the principal SUEs…. is 
likely to make best use of infrastructure investment and 
support the viability of these developments.” 
That acknowledgement in the JCS is very much 
welcomed as there is a clear opportunity to “significantly 
boost the supply of housing” beyond what is already 
committed in Wellingborough through the further 
expansion of Stanton Cross. Indeed the 
acknowledgement reflects the approach that is already 
advocated by the extant Core Strategy, which referred (at 
paragraphs 1.21, 3.66 and 3.67) to the potential to deliver 
a greater scale of development than that already 
committed in the Wellingborough East SUE, and 
furthermore, that priority would be given “to expanding 
existing Sustainable Urban Extensions at the broad 
locations identified by this strategy” beyond the extant 
Core Strategy’s plan period. That approach was 
supported by all of the studies undertaken by the JPU 
(e.g. the Urban Extensions study and Environmental 
Sensitivity Assessment) in the preparation of the extant 
Core Strategy. In respect of the Wellingborough East 
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SUE they highlighted that the further development could 
be directed to areas that are not of high environmental 
sensitivity and, therefore, that the continued development 
further east should be the preferred direction of growth 
within and beyond the Core Strategy plan period. 
The further expansion of Stanton Cross is undoubtedly 
the most sustainable and deliverable longer-term 
development option for the town. The expansion would 
provide a comprehensive development to the full and 
logical extent of the site. It would build on the urban 
design and landscape framework provided by the 
committed Stanton Cross scheme to maximise the socio-
economic and environmental benefits for the town and 
wider area. It would utilise all of the infrastructure 
provided by the development of Stanton Cross and 
support the viability of the committed scheme. The 
committed Stanton Cross development, for example, will 
provide new and enhanced interchange facilities at the 
railway station on the Midland Mainline, integrated with a 
comprehensive bus network linking to the existing town 
centre. The further growth of Stanton Cross to the east 
would be ideally located to take advantage of this hub of 
public transport services, with direct connections between 
the proposed development, station and town centre. It 
would also facilitate the provision of additional high order 
community facilities and highways infrastructure. 
The ESC Masterplan indicates that the further 
development of Stanton Cross would deliver in the region 
of an additional 1,800 new homes. Therefore, the logical 
full extent of the Stanton Cross SUE (the committed / 
enhanced scheme and ESC) has the capacity to 
accommodate in the region of 5,550 dwellings. The 
additional development would be able to meet longer 
term development needs arising towards the end of the 
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plan period and beyond, any additional requirements that 
result from the completion of an up to date SHMA (refer 
to Matter 3 statement), or could potentially address a 
shortfall in provision that arises elsewhere in the Borough 
/ North Northamptonshire area during the plan period. 
Clearly the development of Stanton Cross will make an 
extremely important contribution to meeting housing need 
and demand in the town, Borough and North 
Northamptonshire housing market area in the plan period. 
In the long term its further development will maximise the 
socio-economic and environmental benefits for the town 
and wider area, and ensure that Wellingborough realises 
its full potential as a Growth Town entirely in accordance 
with the overarching vision for the area as set out in the 
JCS and as reiterated by the PBW in relation to its site 
specific polices in Chapter 10. 
The proposed strategy for the distribution of future 
housing in Wellingborough, as set out in Chapter 10, as a 
means of providing sufficient housing within the Borough 
to meet the needs where they arise is clearly the most 
sustainable development strategy for the area and is 
supported. It also reflects the requirements of the NPPF, 
notably the first bullet point under paragraph 14. 
However, given the suitability of the further expansion of 
Stanton Cross to the east as demonstrated above, which 
is supported within the JCS, greater emphasis should be 
made within the PBW (notably within paragraphs relating 
to 10.1.1 Wellingborough East) to the development of 
ESC as an the appropriate direction of growth in the 
longer term to further support the delivery of development 
to meet the needs of the Borough. 

Policy Site 1 Wellingborough East 
16 Natural England Natural England welcomes points F and K within this 

policy site, however we advise the wording in point K 
Agreed. 
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needs to be strengthened to properly reflect the 
protection afforded to European protected sites 
"Proposals should ensure that there is no adverse impact 
either alone or in combination on the Upper Nene Valley 
Gravel Pits Special Protection Area" be amended to 
Proposals must ensure… 
We understand that the mitigation measures associated 
with this development have already been agreed. 
We are pleased to see existing landscape features will be 
retained where possible and green infrastructure 
corridors provided which will link with existing strategic 
and local GI corridors. We are pleased to see the 
importance put on the River Ise area within site 1, there 
are also a number of potential wildlife sites which should 
be referred to in this policy. 

ACTION: Amend criterion K to read ‘A net gain in 
biodiversity, through improved long term 
management of existing habitats, potential 
wildlife sites and new habitat creation. This will 
be most appropriately achieved through wet 
grassland and river restoration associated with 
the Rivers Nene and Ise. Proposals must ensure 
that there is no adverse impact either alone or in 
combination on the Upper Nene Valley Gravel 
Pits Special Protection Area. Mitigation may 
involve providing alternative natural greenspace 
within the development and access and visitor 
management measures within the SPA’ 

35 Irchester Parish 
Council 

Wellingborough East Policy site 1, point D, route 2 - The 
parish council support Stanton Cross however the parish 
council have concerns regarding the traffic impact this 
development will bring to the Turnells Mill Lane 
roundabouts and in particular the impact on Little 
Irchester. 
The parish council of Irchester hope that the road 
infrastructure is implemented concurrently with the 
Wellingborough East development. 
Route 7 - The parish council hope that the mitigation on 
the traffic impact from this route into Irchester and Little 
Irchester is applied. 

Transport modelling has been undertaken as part of 
the planning application process.  Further modelling 
has also been undertaken to ensure that the traffic 
impacts of the development proposed in the plan are 
fully considered. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan will 
outline any improvements necessary.  

196 Irchester, Lt Irchester 
and Knuston 
Neighbourhood Plan 
Steering Group 

Wellingborough East Policy site 1, point D, route 2 - The 
NHP support Stanton Cross however the NHP have 
concerns regarding the traffic impact this development 
will bring to the two, Turnells Mill Lane roundabouts and 
in particular the impact that additional traffic will have on 
Little Irchester. 
The NHP hope that the road infrastructure is 

Transport modelling has been undertaken as part of 
the planning application process.  Further modelling 
has also been undertaken to ensure that the traffic 
impacts of the development proposed in the plan are 
fully considered. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan will 
outline any improvements necessary. 
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implemented at the same time as development 
progresses with the Wellingborough East development. 
Route 7 - The NHP hope that the traffic impact is 
accessed correctly and controlled from this route into 
Irchester and Little Irchester is applied. 

122 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society believe the area of the 
River Nene is under used. Many of the willow trees which 
have always been a beautiful instantly recognisable part 
of the river area have now gone and require replacement. 
Extended use should be made of existing facilities and 
further thought for future attractions and events should be 
considered. 

Much of the River Nene is identified as SSSI, and is 
also designated as a Special Protection Area (SPA). 
There is therefore a balance to be made between 
attracting people to use the area and ensuring the 
wildlife is adequately protected. Policy 20 of the JCS 
sets out the framework for sensitively increasing use 
of the River Nene. Chester Farm is an example of a 
site that is being promoted as a site suitable for 
increased visitor access that can be managed in a 
sensitive way. A Tourism Partnership ‘Destination 
Nene Valley’ is also looking at other options for 
promoting the valley. 

170 Define (For Bovis 
Homes Ltd & Stanton 
Cross Land Owners 
Group) 

As noted above, the Stanton Cross scheme is 
progressing based upon the approved masterplan, with 
the construction of core highway infrastructure and 
strategic landscape areas underway. Residential 
development is expected to commence later this year. 
Although the ESC masterplan documents have not 
progressed further at this point in time, the 
masterplanning approach to the extension of the Stanton 
Cross development demonstrates the suitability of this 
direction of growth. ESC is partly located within the 
allocated Wellingborough East site allocated in the extant 
Local Plan, and within the area shown on Draft Policy 
Map C.19 in the Emerging Draft Plan. BHL and their 
landowner partners fully support Site Policy 1, but 
consider there should be much greater weight given 
within the policy to the development of ESC as the 
appropriate direction and logical focus for future growth. 

The possibility of extending east of the committed 
scheme is a strategic matter for the review of the 
JCS. Criterion A does however require that the ‘area 
should be masterplanned to ensure potential options 
of expanding further east beyond the plan period can 
be accommodated if necessary’. 
 
The boundary is derived from the area allocated in 
the adopted local plan, the area covered by the 
extant outline consent and the area that has been 
subject to masterplanning. It also includes 
infrastructure necessary to support the development 
within the plan period (a secondary school 
site).Discussions have taken place with BHL and 
minor revisions have been included as a result. 
 
Criterion B does to some extent duplicate JCS policy 
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This will then ensure that the policy reflects the emphasis 
within the JCS and will provide a clear justification for the 
site boundary shown on Draft Policy Map C.19. 
However, the precise site boundary shown on Draft 
Policy Map C.19 (Wellingborough – Town) is currently 
unclear and in some areas does not reflect either the 
anticipated development boundaries set out within the 
masterplan for the area, or existing physical boundaries 
or recognised features. This needs to be reviewed in 
order to clearly define the most appropriate boundary, 
most notably on the eastern edge of the committed site, 
and BHL would welcome further discussions on this point 
specifically. 
With regard to the development criteria set out within Site 
Policy 1, BHL and their partner landowners support the 
majority of development principles, with the exception of 
those parts noted below: 
Part B proposes a mix of housing types, sizes and tenure 
including specialist housing to meet the needs of older 
persons. This is repetitive and unnecessary as a means 
of managing development, as the site is already 
committed and JCS Policy 30 deals with mix and tenure 
of development. Part B should be removed to avoid 
duplication or conflict between policy criteria. 
Part F of the policy requires a significant green network, 
with GI corridors provided throughout the development. 
This is acceptable in principle and the Stanton Cross 
masterplan has incorporated GI as an integral and 
integrated element of the development. However, the 
practical implications of providing “additional” green 
infrastructure corridors, given the major corridors within 
and around the allocated site need further clarification, as 
indicated in the response to Policies GI 1, 2, 3 and 4. 
Overall, the PBW should not seek to reinvent what has 

30, but it is considered helpful to clarify that a mix of 
housing will be required across the site. This criterion 
is not seeking to be overly prescriptive and a mix of 
housing is a key development principle for the SUEs. 
It does not provide any conflict with JCS policy 30. A 
recent study of housing and support for older people 
across Northamptonshire sees the SUEs playing an 
important role in meeting long term demand for 
retirement housing and this criterion reflects that.  
 
Criterion F is simply stating one of the principles 
agreed for Wellingbough East through the previously 
prepared SPGs and the agreed master plan. It is not 
seeking to reinvent what has already been approved 
or reopen matters that have already been addressed 
within the JCS. A revised GI study has been 
prepared and it is intended to make clear that the 
corridors are indicative. 
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already been approved or reopen matters that have 
already been addressed within the JCS. It needs to set 
out policies (without repeating those already set out in the 
JCS) that will guide emerging proposals (e.g. the type 
and quantum of development, public open space and 
infrastructure requirements, etc.) and facilitate their 
delivery, but not be so detailed that it seeks to dictate 
matters that should properly be addressed through the 
development management process. 

207 Wellingborough 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber considers that this policy should be 
strengthened to reflect the fact that its proximity to the 
town centre needs to be effectively linked by transport 
and physical public realm improvements along Midland 
Road. The policy should also reflect that Station Island 
South and the Station area are part of the extended town 
centre area. 

Transport links to the town centre and improvements 
to the public realm are considered to be covered by 
criteria A and E alongside policies 8 and 15 of the 
JCS. 
Station Island and the station area are not part of the 
town centre. The town centre is specifically identified 
on the policies map (C18). Criterion G refers to the 
multimodal interchange at the station. 

219 Cushman Wakefield 
(for Royal Mail) 

On behalf of our client, Royal Mail Group Limited (“Royal 
Mail”) please find below our response to the consultation 
on the Emerging Draft Plan for the Borough of 
Wellingborough. 
Royal Mail is the UK’s designated Universal Postal 
Service Provider, supporting customers, businesses and 
communities across the country. This means it is the only 
company to have a statutory duty to collect and deliver 
letters six days a week (and packets five days a week) at 
an affordable and geographically uniform price to every 
address in the UK. Royal Mail’s services are regulated by 
Ofcom. It also operates Parcelforce Worldwide which is a 
parcels carrier. 
The United Kingdom letter post business was fully 
liberalised in January 2006 and Royal Mail operates in a 
highly competitive market place. Royal Mail is continually 
seeking to find ways to improve the efficiency of its 

Agreed, with a slight amendment to the suggested 
wording.  
 
ACTION: Amend criterion A to read: 
  
‘A comprehensively planned and developed site 
with individual developments making 
proportionate contributions to the infrastructural 
requirements of the scheme as a whole. The area 
should be masterplanned to ensure potential 
future options of expanding further to the east 
beyond the plan period can be accommodated if 
necessary. Development proposals should also 
ensure that the Sustainable Urban Extension is 
successfully integrated with the wider urban area 
and that proposals are compatible with existing 
uses.’ 
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business, anticipate its customers’ needs and respond 
flexibly to changes in communications technology. 
Royal Mail has a statutory duty to provide efficient mail 
sorting and delivery for Borough Council of 
Wellingborough’s administrative area. Royal Mail occupy 
and own the freehold of Wellingborough Delivery Office, 
off Midland Road and the postal collection and delivery 
service for the Borough is provided from this property. It 
is important that any proposals that come forward ensure 
that Royal Mail’s operations will not be prejudiced and 
they can continue to maintain a ‘universal service’ for the 
UK pursuant to the Postal Services Act 2000. 
The Emerging Draft Local Plan sets out a local, more 
detailed spatial strategy for the borough, in keeping with 
the North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy 
(currently undergoing examination). Within the Local 
Plan, further details of Wellingborough East Sustainable 
Urban Extension (SUE) are provided. The SUE was 
initially granted outline planning permission for 3100 
dwellings, employment areas and associated 
infrastructure in January 2008 and further details and 
changes have been subsequently agreed. The Local Plan 
states that whole allocated SUE area could deliver up to 
6000 dwellings in total together with infrastructure. The 
2008 outline consent for the SUE proposals tested 
potential highways impact from the development along 
Midland Road. 
The main area identified as Wellingborough East SUE is 
situated to the east of the Delivery Office, across the 
railway line, but also incorporates land along Midland 
Road which will help to create a new access to the SUE 
site. The proposed planning policy for the SUE is set out 
in Policy Site 1. 
Royal Mail wish to emphasise the need to protect the 

 
For consistency it is also proposed to amend 
criterion A of Policy 2 relating to Wellingborough 
North by adding the following sentence: 
 
‘Development proposals should also ensure that 
the Sustainable Urban Extension is successfully 
integrated with the wider urban area and that 
proposals are compatible with existing uses.’ 
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Delivery Office from development that may adversely 
affect mail services provided. Should any land 
surrounding Royal Mail’s sites be redeveloped, it is vital 
new uses or changes are designed and managed to be 
compatible with and sensitive to Royal Mail’s operations. 
This approach accords with adopted Government 
guidance set out in the National Planning Policy 
Statement (NPPF) (March 2012) which advises that local 
planning authorities should help achieve economic 
growth by planning proactively to meet the development 
needs of business and support an economy fit for the 
21st century. The NPPF also advises that local planning 
authorities should support existing business sectors, 
taking account of whether they are expanding or 
contracting. It also states that policies should be flexible 
enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the 
plan and to allow a rapid response to changes in 
economic circumstances (Paragraphs 20-21). 
The policy wording considers development principles 
within the SUE area. Given the scale of further 
development within the SUE outlined in the Local Plan, 
we suggest the wording of Policy Site 1 be amended to 
ensure that any proposals give consideration to how they 
might integrate with both the approved SUE 
development, the wider urban area of Wellingborough 
and existing development and uses. 
Section A of the policy for Wellingborough East seeks a 
‘comprehensively planned and developed site’ but does 
not look to encourage consideration of the cumulative 
impact of SUE development on exiting uses adjacent to 
the SUE or beyond the SUE site. Given the extent of 
development consented and proposed, it would seem 
prudent to prevent detrimental impacts on the wider 
urban area through both policy and material planning 
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considerations. 
We suggest the following additional wording: 
 
A. A comprehensively planned and developed site with 
individual developments making proportionate 
contributions to the infrastructural requirements of the 
scheme as a whole. The area should be masterplanned 
to ensure potential future options of expanding further to 
the east beyond the plan period can be accommodated if 
necessary. Development proposals should ensure the 
SUE is successfully integrated with the wider urban 
area and responds well to existing uses. 

Section 10.1.2 Wellingborough North 
73 Isham Parish Council We note within sub-clause 10.1.2.3 reference is made to 

the extension of the Isham Bypass west of Great 
Harrowden to link to the A509 north of Park Farm 
Industrial Estate through the Wellingborough North site, 
this is essential if the Isham Bypass is not to have a 
bottleneck formed at this end without the construction of 
this link and must be constructed at the same time before 
any further development is undertaken.  In sub-clause 
10.1.2.6 it says ‘Phase 1 is for 1500 dwellings and a link 
road needs to be in place before Phases 2 and 3. There 
are currently uncertainties over the delivery of this link 
road and so the plan is only assuming delivery of Phase 1 
in this plan period.’  As stated by us previously it is our 
view that the construction of 1,500 homes coupled with 
the other developments would have a devastating effect 
on the A509 without the construction of a bypass and the 
area would inevitably be brought to a standstill. 

The link referred to in paragraph 10.1.2.3 is currently 
under review as part of the planning application for 
Wellingborough North. The plan will reflect the 
outcome of that review if completed in time. 
 
Transport modelling in support of the planning 
application is taking place to determine the need for 
the link road and the level of development 
acceptable in highways terms. The plan will reflect 
the outcome of that review if completed in time. 

121 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society agree with comment made 
by Isham Parish Council however the Isham bypass 
should not be constructed in isolation but as an integral 
part of Niort Way to the A14. 

Noted. The transport modelling will take account of 
the wider network. 
 
The Isham Bypass is separate from the Isham to 
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Wellingborough Improvement as the latter is a 
developer scheme 

140 Mr Steven Cox I was under the impression that phase three had been 
removed from this development plan and indeed this was 
confirmed by the leader of the council at the time. I would 
like conformation that phase three is still not going ahead. 
Should the council have now granted permission for 
phase three despite reassurances that they wouldn't I 
would like to see the minutes of that meeting. I 
completely object to the development of phase three, and 
have raised my concerns in various forums already 
pertaining to this planning application and I find it 
increasingly frustrating that I am requested to repeat 
myself. This development would impact negatively on my 
current living conditions. The proposed development 
immediately behind my house would have a major effect 
on my right to light, will increase noise pollution, and 
ensure that my gardens are in shadow and overlooked. 
These negative aspects would decrease the value of my 
property and impact on my families well being. 

Phase 3 is part of an extant planning consent for the 
area and is therefore included within the plan as a 
planning commitment. The plan at para 10.1.2.6 
does refer to the uncertainty over delivery of the later 
phases due to infrastructure requirements and the 
plan only assumes delivery of 1500 dwellings within 
this plan period. 
 
Should phase 3 be delivered at some future point 
there are considered to be sufficient safeguards 
through criterion C of Policy Site 2 together with JCS 
Policy 8 to ensure that the residential amenities of 
residents of Redhill Grange are not adversely 
affected.  

211 Barratt Northampton 
(for Trustees of Jane 
Wright and Others) 

On behalf of The Trustees of Jane Wright and Others, 
Barratt Homes hereby submit a representation in order to 
inform the emerging Plan for the Borough of 
Wellingborough in respect of land identified as ‘land in 
separate ownership’ adjacent to the North 
Wellingborough SUE. 
In 2009 a planning application was submitted for the site 
in question (WP/2009/0189) comprising a proposed 
scheme of 225 dwellings. This application remains 
undetermined to date. On behalf of the landowners 
Barratt Homes have progressed discussions with the 
Council with the view to submit a new residential planning 
application in the near future. The site is identified on the 
attached site location plan. 

The land the subject of this representation is part of 
the Wellingborough North SUE and is therefore 
intended to be covered by Policy Site 2. This is 
referred to in para 10.1.2.6 where the last paragraph 
refers to an additional 225 dwellings. These are 
additional to the 3000 dwellings covered by the 
extant outline consent of which 1500 are anticipated 
to come forward in the plan period.  
 
Table 7.4 only refers to sites with planning 
permission. The more detailed housing land supply 
position is set out in the background paper. The site 
does form part of the housing land supply for the 
borough and has been included as part of the 
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Comments 
The draft Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough depicts 
the site as forming part of the Wellingborough North SUE 
on map 19 of Appendix C. Paragraph 10.1.2.6 makes 
reference to the expected yield of 225 units from the site 
in question, however table 7.4 (urban housing supply) 
which demonstrates the expected yields from major 
developments in the borough makes no reference to the 
site in relation to the Wellingborough North SUE. This 
presents a conflict of information. It is recommended that 
table 7.4 references the site to remain consistent with the 
information presented on map 19 and within paragraph 
10.1.2.6. 
It is accepted that the site in question will adhere to the 
same core principles as the SUE and cannot be treated in 
isolation. This approach has been confirmed by the 
Council during discussions regarding the site. It is also 
agreed the projected housing yield from the additional 
land site should not be included in the Wellingborough 
North housing supply figures as it does not form part of 
the outline consent, however it should still be 
acknowledged within Policy H1 ‘sites allocated for 
housing development’. 
Paragraph 7.1.5 of the emerging plan identifies the need 
to ensure that suitably viable land should be established 
to maintain and meet the Council’s five year housing land 
supply. The site in question is included within the May 
2015 Five Year Supply of Deliverable Housing figures 
which sufficiently demonstrates the Council’s support for 
developing the site. In absence of an approved planning 
permission the site should therefore be allocated to 
safeguard the projected delivery accounted for in the five 
year housing land supply. 
Recommendations 

council’s 5 year land supply.  
 
The council has continued with pre-application 
discussions on this site and the latest scheme is for 
265 dwellings the figures will therefore be updated to 
reflect this. 
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Having regard to the foregoing, we make the following 
recommendations: 
(i) Clearly identify the site either by way of a red-line 
around the site on the map at C.19 or on a separate map 
with suitable policy designations, including development 
management principles. 
(ii) Alternatively, clearly identify the site as to (i) above in 
regard to map C.19, and reword the policy designation in 
paragraph 10.1.2.6 should include the following; ‘Phase 1 
of the North SUE and the additional land combined can 
be expected to provide in the region of 1725 dwellings, 
prior to the implementation of the link road required for 
phase 2 and 3.’ 
The suggested amendments above will ensure clarity for 
the additional land adjacent to the North Wellingborough 
SUE and will provide a robust planning framework 
against which future planning applications will be 
assessed. We shall also make further submissions in 
respect of the Draft Plan should it be necessary 

172 Northants LLP Wellingborough North is a Sustainable Urban Extension 
(SUE) identified in the North Northamptonshire Core 
Spatial Strategy (2008) and has been carried forward in 
the emerging plan as a site specific policy.  We fully 
support the continued inclusion of a site specific policy for 
Wellingborough (Policy Site 2) and the text set out within 
the policy, as this continues to reflect the extant consent 
and current details of development due to commence on 
site during 2016.  
Paragraphs 10.1.2.1 to 10.1.2.6 provide supporting text 
for the site specific policy in relation to the background of 
the site and its delivery.  Whilst the text provided in this 
section of the plan is factually correct, we suggest that it 
may be beneficial to include the details of the previous 
allocation before paragraph 10.1.2.4 (as is done for 

The background for both of the SUEs is provided in 
paragraphs 10.1.1 – 10.1.3. Paragraph 10.1.1.1.2 
explains the historic local plan policies  and SPGs for 
Wellingborough East, there were no such equivalent 
policies relating to Wellingborough North, other than 
the interim guidance which is referred to in para 
10.1.2.4. 
 
It is accepted that paragraph 10.1.2.6 could usefully 
be clarified. A slightly revised wording to that 
suggested is considered appropriate 
 
ACTION: amend para 10.1.2.6 to read: 
Phase 1 is for 1500 dwellings and the terms of 
the current outline planning consent require a 
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Wellingborough East in paragraph 10.1.1.2).  
We note that paragraph 10.1.2.6 states that development 
beyond Phase 1 of the scheme (currently limited to 1,500 
units) requires the link road (IWIMP) to be put in 
place.  The text recognises that there are “currently 
uncertainties over the delivery of this link road” and 
therefore assumes that only 1,500 dwellings will be 
delivered within the plan period (i.e. to 2031).   
Whilst we acknowledge that this reflects the current 
position, we suggest that as drafted the paragraph is a 
little confusing and may lead to assumptions being made 
by other developers that on this basis BCW have 
insufficient deliverable housing land allocated within the 
plan to 2031.  
We therefore suggest that the second part of paragraph 
10.1.2.6 could be reworded as follows:  
“Phase 1 is for 1500 dwellings and the terms of the 
outline planning consent require a link road needs to 
be put in place before Phase 2 and 3.  There are 
currently uncertainties over the delivery of this link road 
and as such the local plan housing trajectory 
currently assumes so the plan is only assuming delivery 
of Phase 1 within this plan period as a worst case 
scenario.   
However, it is fully anticipated that the delivery of the 
link road will be resolved during the plan period and 
before the completion of the first 1500 homes on site 
is reached, and that the subsequent phases of the 
scheme will follow during the remainder of the plan 
period.   If however the uncertainties are resolved the full 
scheme could potentially come forward.   The land in 
separate ownership is anticipated to provide in the region 
of 225 dwellings additional dwellings 

link road to be put in place before Phase 2 and 
3.  Further studies are being undertaken 
regarding the delivery of this link road and as 
such the local plan housing trajectory currently 
assumes delivery only of Phase 1 within this plan 
period.  Depending on the outcome of these 
studies subsequent phases of the scheme could 
follow during the  latter part of the plan period 
and potentially beyond.  The land in separate 
ownership is anticipated to provide in the region 
of 265 additional dwellings within the plan 
period. 
 
 

17 Natural England We are pleased to see the GI corridors have been Noted 
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designed around the existing landscape and biodiversity 
features, such as the Blackberry Fox Covert Potential 
Wildlife Site. 

36 Irchester Parish 
Council 

Wellingborough North - once again the parish council 
support this however they would like to draw your 
attention to the traffic impact on Turnells Mill Lane 
roundabouts and its impact on Little Irchester. 

Transport modelling has been undertaken as part of 
the planning application process.  Further modelling 
has also been undertaken to ensure that the traffic 
impacts of the development proposed in the plan are 
fully considered. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan will 
outline any improvements necessary. 

197 Irchester, Lt Irchester 
and Knuston 
Neighbourhood Plan 
Steering Group 

The NHP would like to draw your attention to the traffic 
impact again to the two Turnells Mill Lane roundabouts. 

Transport modelling has been undertaken as part of 
the planning application process.  Further modelling 
has also being undertaken to ensure that the traffic 
impacts of the development proposed in the plan are 
fully considered. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan will 
outline any improvements necessary. 

152 Mr Philip Wallington In response to the Emerging plan. 
The plan to build to the North of Niort way and 'to wrap 
around Redhil Grange' should be dropped for the 
following reasons. 
1. Redhill Grange is a self contained individual unit of 
varied and attractive architectural and semi-
rural character. The building to the north or east of this 
peaceful enclave would destroy this charm. The approach 
to Wellingborough from the North/Kettering has a 
pleasant aspect passing through the Harrowdens and 
agricultural valuable food-producing land. 
It sets the scene for visitors from the A14 direction to 
Wellingborough as approaching a town that truly belongs 
to the Rose of the Shires. To build a modern 
development here would be vulgar and intrusive. 
2. There would be a tendency for traffic to cut through the 
centre of Redhill Grange, if it is built up to the industrial 
site. 
3. The traffic leaving Redhill Grange has a difficult and 

Phase 3 is part of an extant planning consent for the 
area and is therefore included within the plan as a 
planning commitment. The plan at para 10.1.2.6 
does refer to the uncertainty over delivery of the later 
phases due to infrastructure requirements and the 
plan only assumes delivery of 1500 dwellings within 
this plan period. 
 
The planning application was subject to the 
appropriate assessments in respect of transport and 
floodrisk. 
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dangerous exit now- it will be extremely dangerous if the 
site across the road on land North of Niort is developed. 
4. As a Senior Lecturer in Mechanical Engineering at the 
Universityof Northampton I have calculated that the run 
off quantities of water due to the slope of the land being 
covered in concrete and tarmac could on occasion cause 
flash flooding in excess of that calculated by the 
developers. This has been seen on more and more 
occasions due to climatic changes, and will happen 
especially if any of the infrastructure of culverts etc., 
deteriorate or are neglected. Of course, the danger may 
suddenly appear downstream. 

155 Mr Gregory York Please understand my strong objections to 
Wellingborough North and particular phase 3. I would 
prefer that this is completely removed from the approval 
as there is no intention to allow phase 3 to go ahead and 
once removed will safe guard the residence of Redhill 
Grange and make the many thousand of objectors happy. 
This should be easily achievable now the developer 
requires many many alterations to the plan. 

Phase 3 is part of an extant planning consent for the 
area and is therefore included within the plan as a 
planning commitment. The plan at para 10.1.2.6 
does refer to the uncertainty over delivery of the later 
phases due to infrastructure requirements and the 
plan only assumes delivery of 1500 dwellings within 
this plan period. 

208 Wellingborough 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber supports the inclusion of Wellingborough 
North which is a scheme with outline planning consent. 
Funding for the Isham to Wellingborough Improvement 
Road (IWIMP) still needs to be confirmed in order to allow 
the delivery of a second phase of the development. 
Further focus should perhaps be made on this 
infrastructure and that required for Wellingborough East 
otherwise the total delivery of these urban extensions is 
potentially in doubt without further public funding. 

The link referred to in paragraph 10.1.2.3 is currently 
under review as part of the planning application for 
Wellingborough North. The plan will reflect the 
outcome of that review if completed in time. 
 
Transport modelling in support of the planning 
application is taking place to determine the need for 
the link road and the level of development 
acceptable in highways terms. The plan will reflect 
the outcome of that review if completed in time. 

173 Northants LLP We support the development principles within draft Policy 
as currently worded.  However, in respect of point D, we 
note the inclusion of self-build homes as one of the 
specialist housing to be provided on site.  The outline 

Policy 30(g) of the JCS requires the provision of 
custom build housing in the SUEs. It is considered 
helpful for completeness to refer to the need for an 
overall mix of housing across the site. Whilst it is 
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planning consent for Wellingborough North does not 
include a requirement to provide land for self-build 
housing (indeed, this is noted in the plan at paragraph 
7.3.27).  Whilst self-build or custom-build homes may well 
come forward as part of the overall housing offer on site 
at Wellingborough North, the policy in respect of the 
3,000 home consented scheme should not seek to 
require a different form of development from that already 
permitted.  
We therefore suggest that the reference to self-build be 
deleted from the text of Policy Site 2.  

accepted that these are not referred to in the current 
approval, they could be negotiated as part of any 
revisions to the application over the lifetime of the 
plan. In addition the policy covers areas which do not 
currently have planning permission.  

Section 10.2 George Cox Shoes, 46 Westfield Road  
Policy Site 3 
123 Wellingborough Civic 

Society 
Wellingborough Civic Society agrees with this proposal. 
Parking would need to be a huge consideration when any 
scheme is considered. The area has a severe parking 
problem with residents from not only Westfield Road but 
all other adjoining streets either side of the main road 
requiring parking. Usually houses in this area do not have 
garages. 

Noted. 
Parking is a consideration for all planning 
applications. This is covered by JCS Policy 8. 
 
Two planning applications for the site have 
subsequently been approved and as a result this 
policy will be deleted. 

226 DLP Planning Ltd (for 
Hampton Brook Ltd) 

The allocation at 46 Westfield Road, with its historical 
assets and existing tenant businesses may be many 
years in the delivery as controversial and sensitive issues 
regarding heritage and design are worked out. This fails 
to give the certainty and predictability to local residents, 
businesses and developers as is required as a basic 
principle of the planning system, as set out in the National 
Planning Policy Framework paragraph 17. It is suggested 
that alternative sites are allocated that will enable the 
rapid delivery of housing within the plan period, ensuring 
that the town can deliver on the level of growth required. 

Two planning applications for the site have 
subsequently been approved and as a result this 
policy will be deleted. 
 
It is therefore considered reasonable to assume the 
site can be delivered within the plan period. 

Section 10.3 Windsor Road  
Policy Site 4 
133 Mrs Philippa Tickell Having lived on Aldsworth Close since the estate's Policy Site 4 E specifically says that there should be 
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inception, I feel very strongly that road linking Windsor 
Road with Bourton Way would definitely lead to the "rat 
run" which the council says they wish to avoid. The 
improvements to the roundabout have not removed the 
challenges of getting out of the estate during the rush 
hour and, as other comments have suggested, the 
construction of the narrow roads with many twists 
(particularly with the larger varieties of car that are more 
prevalent these days) mean that it is already a hazard to 
just get out of the estate without adding any further traffic 
to the mix, on top of the extra already occurring because 
of the Chippenham Close development. 
The idea of a cycle path added to the green infrastructure 
seems a worthwhile possibility, although I do agree with 
the comment that says this is going to attract 
motorcyclists who want a swift short cut to McDonalds 
with the resulting accumulation of litter that will ensue. A 
play area for youngsters is also a fun idea but there is, as 
ever, the fact that once the little ones are in bed, the 
teenage population will use it as a place to "hang" with 
the resulting annoyance to householders. 
People from both Windsor Road and the Bourton Way 
estate benefit hugely from the green space with the 
hedgerows and the newly planted trees. In this hustling 
life, the chance to have access to such a tiny rural retreat 
is a real boon and I am sure that we would rather see it 
made a pocket park where nature can be enjoyed than 
turned into a mown and shaven civic space. There are so 
many birds on this site and even though the private 
owners chopped down all the large trees after the last 
consultation, presumably because they had lost, you can 
still hear the red kites whistling over the area and it is 
clear that the mammal population is good enough to 
support them and to invade my garage!! Why must a little 

no direct vehicular access between the Wilby Way 
estate and the Windsor Road area. 
 
A footpath/cycle link is important to ensure people 
have options other than using the car to access 
services and facilities.  Such links can be designed to 
discourage motor cycle use. 
 
It is anticipated that a significant amount of the site 
will be retained as open space and this can then be 
appropriately managed. Some of this area could 
potentially be maintained as a wildlife area. 
 
Sites have to be identified to meet the housing 
requirements identified in the JCS. Underutilised 
sites such as this within the town are considered to 
be more sustainable than more remote sites. 
 
The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Windsor Road only. 
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oasis of countryside be denied to us city dwellers? 
Because that is what will happen if the building and/or 
road plans go ahead. Far better to leave it as it is and to 
make it available as a community recreation space that 
encourages families to walk together and to experience 
the nature that is becoming so hard to find. The council 
says it wants green infrastructure and this little bit of 
wilderness is just that. Yes the allotments need to be 
tidied up. Perhaps that is the area for the play area, away 
from the roads of the estate and well off Windsor Road 
too but reachable from both sides. The youths already 
jungle up there and while there have been fires set 
(presumably by accident), all young people need a 
chance to "do their own thing" in a bit of wilderness. Like 
the red kites, people need wild places to sooth their souls 
and not more roads, cycle paths and buildings. 

84 Mr & Mrs Cassidy My concerns relate to the Windsor Road area for future 
development. 10.3. Policy Site 4. 
Impact of traffic onto Aldsworth Close/ Bourton Way. 
Charlbury Close and Bourton Way are winding Roads 
where vehicles are constantly parked on vision splays 
situated on the bends. 
With the extra traffic generated from Chippenham Close 
there is already enough traffic. It is not just residents cars, 
there are delivery vans, lorries, taxis, ambulances etc and 
possible traffic queues onto the Wilby Way roundabout. 
How will this site be split? This will affect the percentage 
of traffic at both access points 
Will there be a possibility that both access roads could 
become one in the future? 
Impact of motorcyclists possibly using cycle path. 
When the plan was on show at Morrisons, it was stated 
that a playground would be added on the western side 
(identified as close to Bourton Way) reason given as lack 

Policy Site 4 E specifically says that there should be 
no direct vehicular access between the Wilby Way 
estate and the Windsor Road area. 
 
The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Windsor Road only. 
 
The Open Space, Sports and Recreation Audit and 
Assessment shows that a western part of this site 
and the surrounding area is more than a 10 minute 
walk from a children’s play area. Development in this 
location therefore provides the opportunity to 
address this deficiency. The provision does not 
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of open space in this area. This is an area where local 
residents have already campaigned against a 
playground! 
Insufficient infrastructure in this area. 
To sum up, the area is identified as lacking in open space 
so why do we want more building, traffic and a 
playground when we already have a large area of open 
space. 

necessarily need be in the form of a traditional 
playground. 

103 Mr Martin Lowe I agree with all the previous comments any increase in 
traffic on an already busy estate and added traffic onto 
the roundabout, would be disastrous added to this a 
potential "rat run" through the estate to Wellingborough, 
which even the council have acknowledged they would 
have to put measures in to avoid this. 
The estate is growing with the recent addition of extra 
houses already, has reduced even further the open green 
spaces available to local residents, the removal of this 
would then make residents to use their cars to travel to 
walk their dogs and exercise putting more cars on the 
road. 
So in short no to more houses on an already developed 
site there must be more suitable locations within the 
Wellingborough boundaries to accommodate new 
housing stock. 

The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Windsor Road only. 
 
Sites have to be identified to meet the housing 
requirements identified in the JCS. Underutilised 
sites such as this within the town are considered to 
be more sustainable than more remote sites. Full 
details of how sites have been assessed as suitable 
are set out in the Wellingborough Town Housing 
Allocation Methodology and Site Selection 
Background Paper. 

93 Mr Ryan Gosnold The increase in traffic on Bourton Way by connecting it 
with the proposed Windsor Road development could also 
be dangerous to children who play on the green spaces 
along Bourton Way by the entrance to Chippenham 
Close. 

Policy Site 4 E specifically says that there should be 
no direct vehicular access between the Wilby Way 
estate and the Windsor Road area. 
 
The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
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be from Windsor Road only. 
 

97 Mrs Sharron 
Whitehouse 

With regards to the proposal of access through Wilby 
Way estate from Windsor Road, we oppose the proposed 
building development and access route. My family have 
lived here for 11 years, access off the Wilby Way Estate 
has been extremely problematic but was improved when 
the redevelopment of the roundabout occurred. However, 
access has recently been challenged again with the new 
builds of Chippenham Close; traffic has increased as 
expected and the roundabout has reverted to traffic 
congestion and, on occasion, dangerous exits in order to 
leave the estate. If a thoroughfare from Windsor Road to 
Bourton Way is placed, this would not only increase traffic 
further it will inevitably result in the 'rat running' you state 
you are trying to avoid. The road has not been designed 
to accommodate anything more than the original 
residential area and therefore will put drivers and children 
at risk, particularly if you are proposing to construct a play 
area for the estate. 
Regarding access to Warwick School:  Do the majority of 
school age children from the estate attend this school? Is 
the proposed 'suitable route' an indication of where 
people on the estate will have to send their children in the 
future?  As I understand it parents have a choice about 
where they send their children to school. Furthermore, if 
the development is aimed at 'older people's 
accommodation' such as bungalows why would they 
need an access route to Warwick School? 
Communal play areas can provide valuable outdoor 
areas for children who do not have gardens. They can 
also be dangerous if they attract unwanted visitors who 
loiter at inappropriate times, causing damage and leaving 
debris, they require regular maintenance and checks to 

Policy Site 4 E specifically says that there should be 
no direct vehicular access between the Wilby Way 
estate and the Windsor Road area. 
 
The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Windsor Road only. 
 
Parents do have a choice about where to send their 
children to school. Provision of a footpath/cycle link 
would enable choice of getting to school by means 
other than the car. It would also enable people living 
in the Windsor Road area to walk or cycle to the pub, 
nursery, and fast food restaurant at the junction of 
Bourton Way. The NPPF requires plans to provide 
choice about how to travel and this is reflected in 
Policies 8, 15 - 17 of the JCS.  
 
Any play provision will be designed to ensure that it 
is properly overlooked. Management arrangements 
will also be put in place to ensure regular 
maintenance. 
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ensure the safety of the children who use them. Who will 
be responsible for this?   
Increased housing and access routes to Bourton Way will 
completely change the characteristics of the Wilby Way 
estate making it unsafe and opening it up to more noise, 
traffic congestion and pollution.  
Extra housing also increases the pressure on the already 
exhausted infrastructure locally and nationally. 

124 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society applaud the provision of 
housing, especially bungalows to meet the needs of older 
people. 

Noted 

92 Mr Ryan Gosnold Any road connecting Bourton Way with the Windsor Road 
development at the proposed location will allow for the 
possibility of the estate to be used by thru traffic to gain 
access to Wellingborough and the A45. This is likely to 
see a dramatic increase in road traffic in the estate 
turning the relatively quite Wilby Way estate into a busy 
area with routes used for access into Wellingborough and 
to the A45. 
The proposed location for the road that will connect 
Bourton Way to the Windsor Road development is also 
quite dangerous with limited visibility of the junction. 
I would also be concerned that there would be a large 
build up of traffic on Bourton Way especially the twisty 
section of the road near the green areas around the 
entrance to Chippenham Close. This area of the road 
currently only allows one car to pass easily through this 
section with cars often queuing to allow traffic through. An 
increase in traffic by connecting the Wilby Way estate to 
the Windor Road development is likely to cause large 
queues in this section. 
The increase in traffic volumes is also likely to cause 
increased queues at the A45 roundabout leaving the 
estate where traffic is cutting through the estate from the 

Policy Site 4 E specifically says that there should be 
no direct vehicular access between the Wilby Way 
estate and the Windsor Road area. 
 
The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Windsor Road only. 
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town to get to the A45. 
Having moved to this area recently and one of the main 
reasons being the quite nature of the Wilby Way estate I 
believe connecting Bourton Way to the Windsor Road 
development will remove this appealing factor for the 
estate and could also have a detrimental impact on house 
prices in the area. 
The proposed cycle path connecting the Bourton Way 
with the Windsor Road development could also be used 
by motorcycles to access the areas. 

99 Mrs. Pamela Clements I would like to object to the development of land between 
Bourton Way and Windsor Road on two points: 
Firstly I object to the provision of a play area. The 
Residents Association of Wilby Way Estate (RAWWE) 
has previously successfully campaigned against a play 
area on the estate (the campaign was again a play area 
on the green area by Chippenham Close). My opinion on 
this has not changed since and I expect that other 
residents still hold the same opinion too. 
Secondly I believe that the Wilby Way Estate is busy 
enough with respect to volume of traffic. The roads on the 
estate are narrow and curved and not ideal for additional 
cars. 

The Open Space, Sports and Recreation Audit and 
Assessment shows that a western part of this site 
and the surrounding area is more than a 10 minute 
walk from a children’s play area. Development in this 
location therefore provides the opportunity to 
address this deficiency. The provision does not 
necessarily need be in the form of a traditional 
playground. 
 
The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Windsor Road only. 

130 Mr Geoff Taylor The text explicitly (10.3.3) seeks a cycle link to the Wilby 
Way estate and to the Windsor Road area. This is 
welcomed: the Wilby Way development is very poorly 
connected to the rest of the town for cyclists, or indeed 
pedestrians, the sole surfaced link being beyond its 
northermost extremity, and a second link would be good 
news.  However there is no reference to this in the Policy 
wording, which needs to be strengthened. 

Agreed. This approach is consistent with the NPPF 
and Policy 8 of the JCS 
 
ACTION: Add an additional criterion to Policy 
Site 4 to read ‘pedestrian and cycle access 
between the Wilby Way estate and the Windsor 
Road area to enable convenient access to local 
services and facilities’ 
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136 Mrs Emily Woodward I am strongly opposed to the proposals for both the 

Bourton Way/Windsor Road and the Northampton Road 
developments. In relation to the Bourton Way/Windsor 
Road development I personally feel that linking the areas 
via cycle and pedestrian routes could lead to increased 
crime rates on the Wilby Way estate - as an example in 
March 2016 alone there were 7 reported crimes on the 
Wilby Way estate compared to 73 reported crimes in the 
area between Windsor Road and Kingsway (police.uk 
website). I fear linking the two areas makes the Wilby 
Way estate more accessible and therefore vulnerable to 
crime.   
In addition, the Wilby Way estate does not have sufficient 
infrastructure to cope with the current traffic demands  
(despite the recent changes to the roundabout), therefore 
the proposal of additional houses in the area would 
negetively impact every single resident and service user 
on the Wilby Way estate. Furthermore, if a vehicular 
through access  road was built between Windsor Road 
and Wilby Way estate it has the potential to be used  as a 
'short-cut' to the A45 creating additional problems for the 
residents of the Wilby Way estate - turning a safe area 
where children play into a dangerous and unusable area.  
In relation to the play park, this is an amenity that has not 
been required or desired by the residents of the Wilby 
Way estate for 16 years. I therefore do not feel that this 
would change in the future. There is sufficient open space 
on the estate if it is left how it currently is. If anything, 
creating a park area runs the risk of creating an area 
which acts as a meeting place and used inappropriately. 
In the 15 years I have lived on the estate there have 
never been any previous reports of unsociable behaviour 
etc. so why risk creating a potential issue that has never 
been there before?  

A footpath/cycle link is important to ensure people 
have options other than using the car to access 
services and facilities. The NPPF requires plans to 
provide choice about how to travel and this is 
reflected in Policies 8, 15 - 17 of the JCS. 
 
Provided the route is properly designed and is 
overlooked there should be no effect on crime rates. 
 
Policy Site 4 E specifically says that there should be 
no direct vehicular access between the Wilby Way 
estate and the Windsor Road area. 
 
The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Windsor Road only. 
 
The Northampton Road development is not proposed 
as a suitable site for housing within this plan and  
was dismissed at a planning appeal. 
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With regards to the Northampton Road development my 
understanding was that planning permission has 
previously been declined and therefore I trust that there 
were very good grounds for this decision. I trust that this 
decision (and in my opinion this was the right decision) 
will not be overruled based on an 'appeal' from a 
company that appears to be on its eleventh name 
following being dissolved on numerous occasions in the 
past.   

132 Mr Jonathan Inwood As a local resident I strongly OBJECT to the inclusion of 
building housing between Bourton Way and Windsor 
Road within the Plan for Borough of Wellingborough, 
section 10.3.  This estate is already at residential housing 
capacity, having recently sustained a large housing 
development linking onto Bourton Way, and housing 
already proposed opposite Sainsbury's, which has 
recently been rejected as a development.  The road 
system may link into cul-de-sacs, where many children 
currently play in the road due to its quiet nature, there are 
many parked cars, restricting access for a heavier volume 
of traffic and making the roads in the area more 
dangerous.  They are winding roads and were only ever 
designed for a very limited number of local residents use, 
NOT as a through road for large volume of traffic, 
especially as a run through to the A45 road, which would 
be a disaster for the local areas infrastructure if such a 
road existed.  Much of the area in the proposed land has 
a high visual appeal, being open land with a good 
selection of natural habitat that rely on the ecology of the 
existing land.  Furthermore, the houses towards the A45 
already suffer noise issues from the main road, and extra 
traffic would add significant noise disturbances for local 
residents.  In June 2010 the Government changed policy 
so that infilling (which this would be) is no longer 

The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Windsor Road only. 
 
A site of this scale would not constitute ‘infilling’. This 
is normally defined as the filling of a small gap 
between an otherwise build up frontage. 
 
Underutilised sites such as this within the town are 
considered to be more sustainable than more remote 
sites. Full details of how sites have been assessed 
as suitable are set out in the Wellingborough Town 
Housing Allocation Methodology and Site Selection 
Background Paper. 
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specifically encouraged if it increases either the density of 
an estate or contributes to its overdevelopment. 
Considering the amount of houses already built on the 
estate, the proposals clearly amount to overdevelopment 
and should be completely removed from the plan due to 
recent housing development.  It would remove the ‘open 
aspect’ of the neighbourhood as many residents walk 
around the open areas, and this is a perfectly valid 
reason for removing the development from the plan.  The 
land is more suited to a conservation area for nature, and 
indeed a revival of the open spaces – football pitch and 
allotments. My recommendation is to drop from the plan 
any proposed residential development in this area.  Any 
progression of proposals would be technically challenging 
to implement, and would undoubtedly face a large 
number of objections which could not all be rejected or 
overcome.  There are far more suitable areas around 
Wellingborough for large scale house building, to try and 
cram more houses into an area near capacity is not 
appropriate or wanted by local residents and the 
infrastucture will not cope. 

134 Mr Thomas Woodward The Wilby way roundabout cannot currently cope with the 
demand of traffic therefore the addition of extra housing 
would negatively impact the residents and service users 
of the estate. The proposed area for development is a 
keenly/ frequently used dog walking area which would 
hugely limit the space currently available. In addition to 
these two points police helicopters frequently fly over the 
Windsor Road area, so I imagine linking the two roads 
will increase the crime rate on the Wilby Road estate. 
With regards to the proposed play area, the Wilby Way 
estate has not required a play park area for the last 16 
years therefore I feel it would be no benefit to the 
residents of the estate. I would have concerns of it 

The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Windsor Road only. 
 
It is anticipated that a significant amount of the site 
will be retained as open space. 
 
The Open Space, Sports and Recreation Audit and 
Assessment shows that a western part of this site 
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becoming a youth hang out and inappropriately used, 
again negatively impacting the residents of the estate. 

and the surrounding area is more than a 10 minute 
walk from a children’s play area. Development in this 
location therefore provides the opportunity to 
address this deficiency. 

135 Mr Matthew Flood 1.) All access routes on to Windsor Road add congestion 
to an all ready busy road, where cars are parked on the 
pavements and in some cases on bends. On most 
occasions it is stop/start if you are using the road if you 
coming up or down the road due to the way cars are 
parked. 
2.) A cycle route/pedestrian between Windsor Road and 
the Wilby Way Estate is not wanted as what is stop this 
being upgraded to a road as there was a road in the 
original plans from 2007, also this allows criminals to 
move freely from the Windsor Road side to the Wilby 
Way Estate increasing crime which would stretch Police 
resources as volunteers are increasingly being relied on.  
3.) The play area would not be a good as it would be 
vandalised when not in use, how long would it be before it 
was closed at the request of the Police and the Council. 
Resources are not finite and should be spent wisely in the 
interests of the tax payer. 
4.) The number of dwellings 147 is too many , this would 
mean another 147 cars at least using Windsor Road if not 
more than this, could be double. The impact of this has 
on road safety as a child was hit by a car fortunately there 
was not a fatality while the issue around the Windsor 
Road site were being debated. 
You would need to ask yourself what if this was your child 
/grandchild or nephew or niece and it was a direct result 
of the houses being built.  
5.) In terms of the allotments not being used, the holders 
of the allotments were given notice to quit by the Council 
which meant that the allotments became unkept and 

The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Windsor Road only. 
 
A footpath/cycle link is important to ensure people 
have options other than using the car to access 
services and facilities. The NPPF requires plans to 
provide choice about how to travel and this is 
reflected in Policies 8, 15 - 17 of the JCS. The route 
would be designed to ensure there was no possibility 
of it being suitable for cars. 
 
Play areas operate successfully elsewhere across 
the borough and provide opportunities to encourage 
outdoor physical activity for children. 
 
The possibility of providing allotments as part of the 
open space on the site could be investigated. The 
Open Space, Sports and Recreation Audit and 
Assessment shows that the nearest allotments are 
more than a 15 minute walk away. 
 
Policy Site 4 criterion A seeks to retain as much as 
the natural features and wildlife interest as practical. 
The bee orchids in particular were on a part of the 
site that is unlikely to be developable and therefore 
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brambles etc took over. In 2010 C.R.O.A.D (Croyland 
Residents Against Over Development) had 30 people 
who wanted an allotment – this was a missed opportunity.  
If the allotments were re instated then perhaps the 
Council could ask those who were interested in having an 
allotment who help part of the clean up. 
6.) By building on the Windsor Road site the green 
corridor , bio diversity including the Bee Orchids and the 
Deer that frequent the site would be lost or put back 
several steps at best case scenario.  
7.) Surely it would be more viable and beneficial to 
continue with Wellingborough East and Wellingborough 
North rather than to waste time looking into developing 
the site  of Winsdor Road 
8.) The mix of dwellings has not been relevant in the past 
based on the plans submited in 2007 mentioned focus 
buildings I,e flats this would give the people whose 
houses back on the site no Privacy at all. 
In going back to the number of dwellings, the only way to 
achieve this would be having flats in the plans again – I 
would urge anyone considering accepting a proposal if 
one is submitted  how would you like it if it was where you 
lived.  
These comments are also the views of C.R.O.A.D 
(Croyland Residents Against Over Development) which 
Carol Atter is an active part of. 

should be retained.  
 
The plan needs to identify sites to meet the housing 
requirement set out in the JCS. This cannot be met 
by Wellingborough East and Wellingborough North 
alone. The plan needs to provide additional sites in 
order to maintain a 5 year housing land supply as 
required by the NPPF. 
 
The plan could specify the type of properties to be 
provided on the site. Policy 8 of the JCS aims to 
protect residential amenity by ensuring that there is 
not an unacceptable impact on neighbouring 
properties through loss of light or overlooking. 

150 Diane Symmonds I am against the development of linking Bourton Way and 
Windsor Road.  
1. The narrow roads on the estate are very narrow with 
tight bends and are not designed to be a through road. 
The estate struggles with its current vehicle volumes.  
2. Linking Windsor Road and Bourton Way will increase 
crime and theft in the area that we are already suffering, 
this is turn will add pressure on the Police resources. 

Policy Site 4 E specifically says that there should be 
no direct vehicular access between the Wilby Way 
estate and the Windsor Road area. 
 
The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 

195 
 



ID Respondent Comments Response 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Windsor Road only. 

149 Ian Symmonds I along with many of the residents of Wilby Way would not 
wish to see any development which creates a link with 
Windsor road. Wilby Way estate is already the continued 
target of thieves and undesirables despite the fact it is 
isolated from the rest of the area. To create a link will 
simply provide these individuals with a rat run to make a 
quick escape. 
Additionally it has already been established that the bus 
companies do not view servicing Wilby Way as a viable 
proposition, this would not be changed by a link to a low 
level service area. 
It is my belief that there will be no positive benefits to 
either Wilby Way or the residents of Windsor road as 
neither has access to schools, shops or other public 
services without travelling by car or bus. Creating a link 
will serve no benefit for either community but will only 
serve the wider ambitions of the council to expand 
development over the green space and onto the opposite 
side of Wilby Way. 

Policy Site 4 E specifically says that there should be 
no direct vehicular access between the Wilby Way 
estate and the Windsor Road area. 
 
The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Windsor Road only. 
 
Provision of a footpath/cycle link would enable the 
choice of getting to school (Warwick Primary) by 
means other than the car. It would also enable 
people living in the Windsor Road area to walk or 
cycle to the pub, nursery, and fast food restaurant at 
the junction of Bourton Way. The NPPF requires 
plans to provide choice about how to travel and this 
is reflected in Policies 8, 15 - 17 of the JCS. 

166 Nicki Clark Myself and my fiancé are relatively new to this area and it 
is a lovely area, quite the community and we feel if this 
development goes ahead we are going to loose that close 
nit community as joining up to Windsor road will make 
this area far too big, also it's nice to have a bit of 
Greenland to walk around with the kids, if this is built on it 
takes that away from us. We are strongly against this 
development. 

Policy Site 4 E specifically says that there should be 
no direct vehicular access between the Wilby Way 
estate and the Windsor Road area. 
 
The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Windsor Road only. 
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It is anticipated that a significant amount of the site 
will be retained as open space. 

227 DLP Planning Ltd (for 
Hampton Brook Ltd) 

This site is under the joint control of BCW and Hampton 
Brook. The site was previously allocated for residential 
development comprising "approximately 90 dwellings" 
under Saved Policy U10 of the Borough of 
Wellingborough Local Plan (adopted April 1999) 
(Alteration adopted March 2004).  
The first draft of the new Local Plan, published for 
consultation in January 2015, identified the Council 
owned land alone, with a capacity for just 60 dwellings. 
However in this iteration of the plan the Council now 
anticipates in Policy H1 that 147 dwellings will come 
forward on the site on both the public and privately owned 
parts of the site. Whilst clearly Hampton Brook welcomes 
the inclusion of their land and the wider site within policy 
H1, this yield is overly optimistic, given the site road and 
pedestrian infrastructure required as well as open space 
and noise attenuation measures. We would suggest that 
the yield of 147 is unrealistic and this should be reduced 
to around 120 dwellings 

The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Windsor Road only. 

235 DLP Planning Ltd (for 
Hampton Brook Ltd) 

In regards to the allocation at Windsor Road (Policy Site 
4), whilst Hampton Brook supports the Council’s decision 
to allocate the land, together with the Council owned 
portion, for development, we believe it is unrealistic to 
assume that the site is capable of accommodating 147 
dwellings. As is stated in the PBW, previous assessments 
of this plot of land have put the density much lower. In 
considering the site, the North Northamptonshire 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 
(2011) considered that the land was a “category 1 site” 
meaning that it is considered immediately available or 
capable of being made available within 5 years. However, 

The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 60 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Windsor Road only. 
 
Notwithstanding the fact that the capacity has been 
reconsidered, the approach in the background paper 
was: 
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the first of the errors in allocating the site arise in this 
paper. Despite the site area being given as only 6.5ha, 
the SHLAA does not recognise the site as being less than 
10ha in appendix two of the report. It then goes on to give 
a possible yield from the site as up to 256 houses.  
The Borough Council of Wellingborough also assessed 
the site in their Wellingborough Town Housing Allocation 
Methodology and Site Selection (2010) paper. In this 
report, Table 1 gave the total possible allocation as far 
less, suggesting that the site could only support 60 
houses. Although it is understood this only covered the 
Council owned portion of the land. The report also 
recognised the high sustainability of the site.  
However, the number of houses expected on the site has 
now been revised upward again in Policy H1 to 147 
houses (Policy H1 and paragraph 10.3.4).  
The justification for the new figure is given in the 
Wellingborough Town Housing Allocation Methodology 
and Site Selection paper. In this paper, a methodology is 
given in paragraph 5.11 to work out the total number of 
houses allocated on a site. This is given as:  
“Gross site area X permanent features factor X gross to 
net factor X mixed use factor X net density = potential 
housing capacity”  
The gross site area is 6.5ha. The permanent features 
factor (land on the site excluded from housing 
development and given over to other uses such as 
greenspace) for this site can be calculated as 0.49, as the 
landowner has previously expressed a wish that 3.2ha 
should be given over to local green space, SUDS etc. 
The gross to net ratio for a site area for sites of between 
2-10ha is given as 75%. The mixed-use factor can be 
dismissed for this site as it is purely residential. The net 
density is assumed in the Wellingborough Town Housing 

“Gross site area X permanent features factor X gross 
to net factor X mixed use factor X net density = 
potential housing capacity” 
 
6.55 x 0.6 x 0.75 x 1 x 50 = 147.4 
 
The permanent features factor (0.6) means only 60% 
of the site was considered likely to be available for 
development (3.93ha) 
 
The gross to net factor (0.75) at 75% is as set out in 
the background paper for sites between 2 – 10ha to 
account for infrastructure requirements. 
 
The mixed use factor (1) the site is anticipated to be 
100% residential ie no retail or other built uses. 
 
The net density of 50 dwph is considered to be 
entirely reasonable based on an analysis of recent 
schemes and is based on the rates previously 
applied in the SHLAA. It should not be confused with 
gross density. The gross density proposed through 
this analysis is 22.4 dwph. 
 
The housing capacity of sites, other than this site, 
have also been re-evaluated using a design based 
approach. The results have been fed into the 
publication plan. The plan is also supported by a 
robust housing supply paper setting out how the 
council meets the housing requirements set out in 
the JCS and maintains a 5 year supply of deliverable 
housing land. It is not anticipated that there will be 
any need to identify additional sites. 
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Allocation Methodology and Site Selection paper to be 55 
dwellings per hectare (dph). This leaves the calculation 
as follows:  
Gross site area X permanent features factor X gross to 
net factor X net density = potential housing capacity  
6.5 X 0.49 X 0.75 X 55 = 131 houses  
The total calculated housing requirement for this site, 
assuming a 3.2ha area of land reserved for permanent 
features is slightly lower, by 16 houses, than the amount 
reached by the Borough Council in their calculation. 
Presumably this is due to discrepancies in the calculation 
of how much land would be reserved for permanent 
features. By reversing the equation, it is calculated that 
the Council has only set aside 3ha of the site for 
permanent features. However, the landowner has 
previously planned to have a higher level of land reserved 
(3.2ha) for greenspace and other permanent features (as 
required by criteria A, B and C of Policy Site 4). Given the 
existing character of the local area it is unlikely that this 
level of permanent features in the allocation could be 
reduced and support retained for the development. As 
such, 3.2ha reserved to the development should be 
considered the absolute minimum level.  
In addition to the reduction in the amount of land set 
aside for permanent features, the density applied to the 
site is not realistic. The Wellingborough Town Housing 
Allocation Methodology and Site Selection paper sets out 
an expectation that sites in urban areas should have a 
density of around 50 dph. However, in deriving this figure, 
the Council has grossly over exaggerated the density of 
development in this area of Wellingborough. The Borough 
Council has used previous applications within 
Wellingborough to inform a best estimate of what may be 
an acceptable density in the Borough. However, this 

In respect of criterion D it is accepted that this is to 
some extent a repetition of Policy H3. The intention 
was however to clarify that the preference on this site 
was for bungalows as highlighted through previous 
community consultation. This could therefore be 
reworded. 
 
Whilst it is agreed that there are a number of access 
options for this site, none of them are without some 
difficulty. It is therefore considered reasonable that 
the emerging draft version of the plan has described 
access to the site as ‘extremely challenging’. 
Following the further work that has been undertaken 
the publication plan confirms access from Windsor 
Road only. 
 
ACTION: amend Policy Site 4 criterion D to read 
‘Provision of a proportion of the housing to meet 
the needs of older households in accordance 
with Policy H3 - the preference is for bungalows.’ 
 
ACTION: update supporting text and policy to 
refer to vehicular access from Windsor Road 
only. 
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approach has a significant shortcoming in that it ignores 
local context.  
In the case of Windsor Road, a density of 55 dph, as 
proposed by the Borough Council would be 
overdevelopment. The surrounding streets have a density 
that is lower, and it is considered that a density of 50dph 
would be more in keeping with the current density in this 
area of Wellingborough. Therefore, the calculation should 
be:  
Gross site area X permanent features factor X gross to 
net factor X net density = potential housing capacity  
6.5 X 0.49 X 0.75 X 50 = 119.44 houses  
This gives a lower housing potential for this site than that 
proposed by the Borough Council. However, it is likely 
that when calculating the areas more accurately at the 
time of a planning application, this would be rounded up 
to 120 houses on the site. The discrepancy between the 
calculation above and that proposed by the Borough 
Council is 27 houses, which is an 18.37% difference. This 
is a high margin of error, and one that puts all housing 
land allocations in the emerging plan into question. It is 
clear that the allocation for this site is too high, and that 
the number needs to be reduced to allow a more 
appropriate pattern of development to take place on the 
site, in line with previous proposed schemes on the site. 
The site allocation should therefore be amended to 120 
houses, and the excess housing should be allocated to 
other sites within the growth town.  
In addition, given the high level of discrepancy between 
what the landowner believes is developable, and what the 
Borough Council believes is developable, the whole 
housing land supply calculations for the PBW is open to 
question. Were a similar level of error (18% difference) be 
found on other sites in the Growth Town, it could leave as 
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much as another 236 houses required to be found in the 
urban housing area. It is therefore suggested that a 
greater range of alternative sites be allocated in the 
Growth Town to ensure that the housing needs are met in 
the Growth Town in the period of the PBW. Alternative 
sites such as at Northampton Road and Prospect Park 
would deliver a large proportion of this deficit, and should 
be allocated immediately in the PBW.  
With regards to proposed criterion D, which requires 
provision of a proportion of housing to meet the needs of 
older households, this is unnecessary repetition of the 
requirements of draft policy H3 and is therefore not 
required. As drafted, any application on site would have 
to satisfy policy H3 providing the proposal is for over 50 
dwellings or the site area is 1.4ha or more.  
The EDP also makes erroneous statements regarding the 
deliverability of the Windsor Road site. Paragraph 10.3.3 
states that “access to the site is extremely challenging 
and various vehicular options should be explored”. This is 
entirely erroneous and should be deleted from the EDP. 
As is demonstrated in Figure 2 of this report, a number of 
access points have already been identified and explored 
by Hampton Brook and the Borough Council in the 
scheme previously developed for the site. This scheme 
proposed a number of accesses taken from Windsor 
Road, using existing accesses between the existing 
housing, and also using land owned by the Borough 
Council where ownership of the housing was retained to 
allow future access to be taken. In addition, accesses are 
also available via Bourton Way and Valley Way. It is 
therefore not agreed that the site has “extremely 
challenging” access, and this statement should be 
removed. 

Section 10.4 Land Between Finedon Road and Nest Lane  
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Policy Site 5 
228 DLP Planning Ltd (for 

Hampton Brook Ltd) 
The assessment of the site (HW22) within the Town 
Housing Allocation Methodology and Site Selection 
Background Paper identifies a number of constraints for 
this site – not least the likely traffic impacts, particularly 
when taken in combination with other possible 
development sites on the opposite side of Finedon Road. 
There also remain significant question marks over the 
viability of the site (as highlighted by the Council’s own 
Viability Study Update prepared by BNP). The Council’s 
assessment fails to acknowledge that directly to the north 
lies Finedon Road Industrial Estate – an established 
employment areas that contains a number of ‘dirty’ and 
noisy uses that are not compatible with residential 
development.  
Overall the lack of detail regarding the landowners 
willingness to cooperate and the need to master plan the 
site while retaining uses that currently have leases means 
that this is not the most appropriate of locations in which 
to providing housing in terms of delivering a justified and 
effective plan.  
For the reasons outlined above, it is believed that there 
are other sites more suitable for development than the 
Council owned land at Finedon Road. Policy Site 5 
should therefore be removed as an allocation within 
Policy H1. 

The access arrangements and capacity of the site 
have been considered in more detail through a 
design based approach. The outcome of this re-
assessment has fed into the publication plan. This 
has reduced the anticipated dwelling capacity to 100 
dwellings and confirmed that vehicular access should 
be from Nest lane only. 
 
Notwithstanding this assessment it is considered 
reasonable that the site will deliver housing within the 
plan period. 

Section 10.5 Park Farm Way/Shelley Road 
Policy Site 6 
43 Highways England It is noted that the Park Farm Way/Shelley Road site, 

located to the north of the A45/A509 Wilby Way junction 
is anticipated to accommodate 600 dwellings. There 
could be some impacts at this junction as a result of the 
development of the site. However it is considered that the 
Pinch Point Scheme implemented at the junction in 2014 

Noted 
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will help to offset these impacts.  
Highways England also notes that Policy 6: Park Farm 
Way/Shelley Road states that pedestrian and cycleway 
access to the existing built up area should be 
incorporated into the design of the site. Highways 
England considers that this will help make the site more 
accessible to Wellingborough and could help to reduce 
vehicle trips from the site routing through the Wilby Way 
junction. 

229 DLP Planning Ltd (for 
Hampton Brook Ltd) 

Whilst it is acknowledged that there is a planning 
application currently being considered on this site 
(WT/15/00727), there have been a number of issues 
raised during the consultation period which raise question 
marks of the suitability of the site, particularly in respect 
of the timescales for delivery. The site is also high grade 
agricultural land, which will be lost if development goes 
ahead.  
Overall the above demonstrates the lack of certainty that 
policy H1 as drafted will deliver the required amount of 
housing over the plan period and enable the Council to 
maintain a 5 year supply of housing land over the 20 year 
plan period. 

The application WP/15/00727 is due to be 
determined shortly.  

181 Marrons Planning HLM support the proposed allocation of land at Park 
Farm Way / Shelley Road, however some of the specific 
policy requirements of Policy Site 6 are not justified and 
the following comments are made.  
A. It has been demonstrated in the Transport Assessment 
that accompanies the current planning application that a 
single point of vehicular access from Park Farm Way is 
sufficient to provide vehicular access for the development 
of the site.  There is therefore no requirement for a 
second vehicular access, and criteria A should be 
amended to delete reference to ‘Principle’.    
B. The benefits of providing pedestrian and cycleway 

A. The application has demonstrated that a level of 
development can be achieved from a single vehicular 
access. A second vehicular access however remains 
an option if the scheme evolves at a later date to 
include land owned by Sainsburys for example. 
 
B. Noted 
 
C. Park Farm Way dualling is part of the 
infrastructure that is included in the 2031 Joint Core 
Strategy scenario. It is likely to be needed in the 
latter years of the Plan. This is part of the aspiration 
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access to the existing built up area is recognised and 
demonstrated to be achievable within the current 
planning application.  
C. No evidence is provided with the consultation to 
demonstrate the need for future widening of Park Farm 
Way, or explanation given as to how the proposed 
development of this site is expected to accommodate any 
future widening.  The Transport Assessment submitted 
with the current planning application demonstrates there 
is no requirement to widen Park Farm Way as a result of 
the proposed development.  Criteria C should therefore 
be reviewed by the Council, and amended as 
appropriate.   
D. The public benefits of providing a linear park/green 
infrastructure corridor along the stream is recognised and 
demonstrated to be achievable within the current 
planning application.  
E. The provision of a landscape buffer along the 
boundary with Park Farm Way can be achieved and is 
provided within the current planning application.  The 
reference to ‘significant’ is however ambiguous and 
should be deleted from the policy.  The extent of the 
buffer is more appropriate to be determined through the 
planning application process. 

to improve the whole of the A509 corridor from the 
A45 to the A14 set out in Policy 17 c) iv of the JCS. 
Therefore widening or ability for future widening 
needs to be accommodated as part of the site. 
 
D. Noted 
 
E. Agreed 
 
ACTION: Amend Policy 6 criterion E to read ‘An 
appropriate landscape buffer alongside Park 
Farm Way’ 

Section 10.6 East of Eastfield Road 
Policy Site 7 
230 DLP Planning Ltd (for 

Hampton Brook Ltd) 
This site has been identified for development and subject 
to a development brief since 2006 and has not come 
forward. This would indicate that there are serious 
constraints with the delivery of the site. The mix of uses 
on the site including employment and allotments (the 
latter of which are required to be retained) as well as 
potential noise constraints from the railway which has not 
been fully investigated suggest a wide range of issues 

The majority of the site subject to the previous 
allocation and the development brief has either 
already been built or is under construction. This is 
the last phase of that development. Pre-application 
discussions have taken place regarding the site. The 
site has also been considered for inclusion on the 
brownfield land register.  
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which may result in the site remaining undeveloped. 
The Background Paper assessment also highlights the 
known existence of contaminants on site requiring 
remediation (although this should also be acknowledged 
against the viability criterion), as well as proximity to the 
railway line. The expected yield of 75 dwellings seems 
very low for a site of 10.9 hectares. This would suggest 
there are constraints to development that may affect 
overall site viability. Overall there is insufficient evidence 
that this site can be delivered within the plan period. 
There are clearly more deliverable sites available within 
Wellingborough and the selection of this site is neither 
justified nor effective. 

There are no significant constraints on the site. The 
proximity of the railway line has not been problematic 
for the remainder of the site. The majority of the 
allotments are anticipated to remain and this 
accounts for the low anticipated yield. 
 
The site is an underutilised brownfield site and it is 
anticipated that it is deliverable within the plan 
period. 

Section 10.7 Milner Road Finedon 
Policy Site 8 
18 Natural England This site has an area of Broadleaved Deciduous 

woodland located within it, which is a UK BAP habitat. 
We note that the policy includes point B: Retention of the 
tree subject to the Tree Preservation Order and as many 
other natural features as practical. We would advise this 
site aims to retain this woodland and it may be 
appropriate to require new tree planting to provide a 
replacements for when the exiting trees die (especially if 
some existing trees will be lost). 

It is anticipated that the woodland area would remain 
as open space. 

106 Strutt & Parker LLP 
(for B.S.Pension Fund 
Trustees Ltd)  

We support the wording of Policy Site 8, subject to 
alteration of the wording at point C and deletion of point 
D. 
In respect of point C, we see no justification to limiting 
access to the site from Milner Road. The proposed 
wording may lead to deliverability issues. The site is 
currently accessed at two seperate points; off Milner 
Road, and off Kenmuir Road. Both existing access points 
should be available to facilitate the delivery of 
development in this area. For these reasons we advocate 

The means of access from Kenmuir Road is shared 
with a public right of way and appears to give 
agricultural access only. Whilst it may be possible to 
design a suitable junction and adjust the public right 
of way it would not be a preferred solution in urban 
design terms as it would result in a road with back 
gardens only facing it. Access from Milner Road is 
seen as being most convenient and appropriate. This 
should not affect deliverability, the site  can be 
developed in phases. A planning application has 
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either complete deletion of point C or alteration of the 
wording to : "Access from Milner and Kenmuir Roads". 
In respect of point D the inclusion of this requirement is 
inconsistent with other site policies and policies of the 
Emerging Plan. The site should be able to accomodate 
housing need identified within the borough of 
Wellingborough, and not confined to need identifeid 
within Finedon only, by virtue of the Finedon Housing 
Needs Assessment. 
We advocate the deletion of point D. 

since been approved for part of the site. 
 
Criterion D is considered necessary. The housing 
requirement identified in the JCS for Finedon is to 
meet the needs arising in Finedon, not the remainder 
of the borough. It is therefore appropriate that the 
housing mix reflects that local need.  
 
 

268 Bidwells (for 
Davidsons 
Developments Ltd) 

Policy Site 8 identifies a site specific policy for the 
housing allocation at Milner Road, Finedon. Policy Site 8 
states: "Residential proposals should provide for:  
A. A scheme which allows the comprehensive 
development of the entire site; 
B. Retention of the tree subject to the Tree Preservation 
Order and as many other natural features as practical; 
C. Access from Milner Road; and 
D. Housing mix to reflect the needs identified in the 
Finedon Housing Needs Assessment." 
Notwithstanding Policy Site 8, my client’s land interest at 
Land off Station Road, Finedon should be included as an 
allocation for residential development for the reasons set 
out above. 

The Wellingborough Rural Housing Allocation 
Methodology and Site Selection Background Paper 
sets out the reasons why this site (Milner Road) was 
considered most suitable for allocation. It exceeds 
the requirement for housing in Finedon set out in the 
JCS. There is no need for any further additional sites 
such as the site promoted. 

Section 10.8 Sywell Aerodrome 
Policy Site 9 
74 Isham Parish Council We note the proposals in sub-section 10.8 for Sywell 

Aerodrome and would wish there to be the limiting of 
noise levels from low flying planes and the limiting the 
flying of planes over our village of Isham 

The policies in the plan relate to any future proposals 
at the aerodrome. The plan can not affect the 
existing operation. 

125 Wellingborough Civic 
Society 

Wellingborough Civic Society believe expansion of Sywell 
aerodrome requires strict control. Proposed and future 
development should in no way affect the character, 
individuality and integrity of Sywell village. If this is not 

The policy does aim to protect Sywell village whilst 
also encouraging appropriate economic benefits. 
 
It is not clear how the site could be moved into the 
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possible contemplation of the site being moved into the 
Northampton area should be considered. 

Northampton area. 
 

209 Wellingborough 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber supports the inclusion of Sywell Aerodrome 
as a site for aviation and other employment uses which 
could be a focus for high end value added manufacturing 
and service sector jobs within Northamptonshire. The 
Chamber considers that Sywell Aerodrome is a County 
asset in term of the access and flexibility it provides for 
multinational companies both in the Borough and County 
to use for air travel but also as an events venue. 

Noted. 

 
 
ID Respondent Comments Response 
Section: 11. Delivering Infrastructure 
75 Isham Parish Council We note that sub-clause 11.0.1 says ‘Paragraph 162 of 

the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires 
local authorities to work with neighbouring authorities and 
providers to assess the quality and capacity of 
infrastructure for:  transport……… and its ability to meet 
forecast demands; and Take account of the need for 
strategic infrastructure including nationally significant 
infrastructure within their areas.’ We feel that currently 
there is a failure on the part of the Boroughs of 
Wellingborough and Kettering to solve this issue in 
respect of Isham and they need to urgently address the 
issue in a positive way and bring about a solution for the 
good of the Parishioners. 

The JCS and PBW have been informed by detailed 
transport modelling to ensure the cumulative impact 
of developments is understood and to inform the key 
infrastructure priorities. 
 
The JCS Inspector recognised the robustness of the 
evidence base to deliver infrastructure at para 138 of 
his report: 
 
“The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) (TRA 1 &  
1a) (Jan & Nov 2015) suitably identifies the key 
infrastructure elements required to implement the 
plan’s proposals, as well as its broad phasing and 
likely funding sources, in the context of a coordinated 
approach to delivery with key agencies, such as 
Highways England (HE) and the County Council 
(NCC). This includes relevant strategic transport 
projects, such as Corby rail services, road 
improvements on the A14, A43 and A45 routes and 
funding for the Broadholme STW improvements from 
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Anglian Water, as well as avoiding adverse effects 
on the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA”. 

80 Northampton Roundhill 
Limited 

Paragraph 11.0.1 highlights the requirement for the Local 
Plan to identify necessary infrastructure to support 
development and broader sustainability initiatives, 
including those for transport and the need for key 
strategic infrastructure, working with adjoining authorities 
in this regard. 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) (paragraph 11.0.4 
refers) sets out that: “Improvements in inter-urban public 
transport routes coupled with more accessible and 
convenient services remain a key way of achieving this” 
(sustainable travel).  

New Policy Site 10 will address the need for transport 
infrastructure improvements on the A43 corridor, 
consistent with the planned upgrading of A43 as a 
strategic link between Wellingborough and Northampton 

The JCS Inspector recognised the robustness of the 
evidence base to deliver infrastructure at para 138 of 
his report: 
 
“The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) (TRA 1 &  
1a) (Jan & Nov 2015) suitably identifies the key 
infrastructure elements required to implement the 
plan’s proposals, as well as its broad phasing and 
likely funding sources, in the context of a coordinated 
approach to delivery with key agencies, such as 
Highways England (HE) and the County Council 
(NCC). This includes relevant strategic transport 
projects, such as Corby rail services, road 
improvements on the A14, A43 and A45 routes and 
funding for the Broadholme STW improvements from 
Anglian Water, as well as avoiding adverse effects 
on the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA”. 
 
At para 129, in relation to Housing Omission sites the 
Inspector concluded that: 
 
“Further major development to the north of 
Northampton might well assist in  bringing forward 
the delivery of the full A43 dualling sought by NCC 
through  additional financial contributions, but is 
neither required to meet objectively  
assessed needs at present, nor consistent with the 
Plan’s overall spatial  strategy, which is sound. Such 
proposals may need to be considered in the  
long term to help meet the county’s needs, but are a 
matter for a review of  this Plan and/or that of the 
West Northamptonshire JCS to address in due  
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course.” 
 
It is clear from the Inspectors Report that as a 
strategic employment site, Roundhill Park is not a 
matter for this Plan. In any event as referred to 
above, the proposal does not accord with the spatial 
strategy of the JCS. 

88 Dr Gregg Moore Regarding para 11.0.1, the existing IDP says nothing 
about most of these aspects of 
infrastructure.  Considering the Plan's aspiration for 
sustainable development (para 10.1.4) the Borough 
should consider the need for policies on energy 
infrastructure such as encouraging community heating 
schemes or community combined heat and power plants 
in proposed developments. 

Policy 9 2. of the JCS references energy 
infrastructure in the layout and design of sites and it 
is not necessary to repeat this policy in the PBW. 
 
  

162 Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Reference is made to the Local Plan including key 
infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the 
plan will depend and the need for further engagement 
with utility companies. 

Anglian Water has made an initial assessment of the 
water and water recycling infrastructure requirements for 
the allocation sites identified. However we would 
welcome further discussions with the Borough Council 
relating to the Local Plan and any additional evidence 
which is required to support the preparation of the Local 
Plan Part 2. 

Noted, this support and engagement is welcomed.  
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Section: 12. Monitoring and Review 
236 Hampton Brook Ltd The PBW (paragraph 12.0.3) proposes that the 

monitoring for the Plan will be delivered as part of the 
overarching monitoring framework for the JCS, with 

The JCS sets out explicitly a series of measures to 
bring forward housing development and overcome 
barriers to delivery, and a robust monitoring 
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matters specific to the Borough of Wellingborough being 
reported subsequently into the JCS Annual Monitoring 
Reports (AMR). The matters that the AMR will focus on 
are given in paragraph 12.0.5 of the PBW. Regarding 
housing it states that the AMR will report on “housing 
completions by type, location and the availability of land 
for housing in the future”. While this forms the basis of 
understanding land supply, it does little to proactively 
pursue completion. 

It is suggested that a monitoring report that involves 
greater collaboration with developers and landowners to 
work with the local planning authority to overcome 
barriers to development would be preferable, taking a 
more proactive approach to delivering allocated sites. 
Such a report, similar to so-called “action programmes” 
used elsewhere, would give greater clarity to the Council, 
developers and the public about the actual state of land 
supply in the Borough and would help ensure that a more 
robust evidence base may be constructed to support plan 
preparation and development management in the future. 

framework to monitor housing delivery that has been 
endorsed by the JCS Inspector.  
 
 

253 Gladman 
Developments 

As stated previously in this representation, Policy 28 of 
the JCS requires the monitoring of the delivery of both the 
SUEs and the 5-year housing land supply, with various 
corrective actions required should it be necessary. This 
needs to be reflected in the Monitoring and Review 
section within the PBW with a clear explanation of how 
Policy 28 will be implemented in the absence of Market 
Towns (see Section 3.4 above). 

This will be monitored in the North Northamptonshire 
AMR, which will monitor the JCS and also report on 
Part 2 Local Plans. This provides a comprehensive 
monitoring framework for North Northamptonshire. 
 
The PBW clearly implements Policy 28 in the 
Borough, and provides a robust policy framework to 
deliver these requirements. 
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Responses to Recommendations made in the Sustainability Appraisal 
 
  
Issue / opportunity Mitigation/Enhancement Response 

There may be an opportunity 
to enhance accessibility to 
existing employment sites.  

It would be beneficial to support the enhancement of 
transport links to existing employment sites within Policy 
E1, which could lead to a positive effect on accessibility. 

Reference to enhanced transport links such as 
opportunities for walking and cycling has been 
added to para 6.1.6 as an example of enhancing the 
physical or environmental infrastructure referred to 
in Policy E1 

There is a need to ensure 
that the types and tenures of 
new housing are suitable to 
meet needs.   

In order to secure more locally specific mix of housing, 
the plan could adopt its own policy which establishes 
local targets regarding housing type and tenure. JCS 
Policy 30 does set out the overall framework, but also 
states that Part 2 Plans and Neighbourhood Plans can 
set more locally specific requirements for particular 
locations. 

Given the changing situation regarding housing 
tenure set out in the Housing White Paper BCW 
considers that, at this time, it is better to retain the 
flexibility provided by JCS policy  30 and use local 
up-to-date evidence as it becomes available to 
negotiate for housing types and tenure to meet local 
need. 

There is a need to improve 
the skills of the local 
population.  It is also 
important to ensure that 
deprived communities benefit 
from increased development 
in Wellingborough. 

In order to garner a more positive effect, the plan could 
outline a commitment to employ a certain number of local 
apprentices / workforce to help with the construction of 
new developments over a certain size (for examples the 
SUEs).    

It is considered that this is adequately covered in the 
JCS para 8.10 and Policy 22. Para 6.05 of the PBW 
references Policy 22 of the JCS. 

School facilities also have the 
potential to be used outside 
of school hours as a flexible 
community centre, whereby 
training could take place for a 
variety of purposes. 

The plan could enhance the positive effects of the 
facilities by outlining the necessity of a multi-functional 
space within the policy. 
However, it is acknowledged that the operational aspects 
of community facilities may be difficult to control. 

Policy Site 1 (H) refers to the secondary school 
having an option for c-located community/sports 
facilities – this is also referred to in the 
accompanying text. 
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The amenity of communities 
living in close proximity to 
Allocated site 5, 7 (and the 
SUEs to a lesser extent) 
could be affected by new 
development. 

The potential for effects on amenity at sites 5 and 7 (and 
the SUEs to a lesser extent) ought to be more explicitly 
managed through reference to the need for measures to 
protect amenity of existing and new residents.   Though 
this is covered by JCS policy 8, it would be beneficial to 
identify the issues through the site specific policies.  

This is considered to be adequately covered in 
general terms by JCS Policy 8. Policy Site 5 (D) now 
includes a requirement for a landscape buffer 
between the site and the Finedon Road Industrial 
Estate and the text in para 10.4.4 refers to the need 
for a noise assessment. The text to Site 7 also 
refers to the need for a noise assessment. 

 
 
Responses to Recommendations made in the Habitats Regulations Assessment 
 
Recommendation  Response 
Policy E 1: Established Industrial Estates provides for site allocations 
Leyland Trading Estate and 
Victoria Business Park. Leyland Trading Estate is located within 0.1km 
of the SPA/ Ramsar site, whilst Victoria Business Park is located within 
30m of the designated sites. It is recommended that development in 
the sites detailed in paragraph 5.6.1 is undertaken in a sensitive 
manner, ensuring that disturbance from construction and operational 
activities do not impact upon SPA/ Ramsar bird features located within 
the designated site or within supporting habitat in close proximity to the 
site allocation. This impact pathway does not provide deliverability 
issues. Standard control measures such as installing screening, 
directing lighting away from the features, acoustic hoarding and using 
more quite equipment (this list is not exhaustive) can aid in insuring 
that bird features potentially surrounding the proposed site are not 
impacted upon. Early consultation with Natural England regarding 
bringing forward these sites is recommended. 

Both the Leyland Trading Estate and Victoria Business park are 
existing developed employment areas. The development covered by 
Policy E1 will therefore relate to redevelopment or change of use. It will 
not involve the loss of any supporting habitat. All development will be 
required to comply with JCS policy 4 (Biodiversity and Geodiversity). 
This will ensure that there are no adverse impacts on the SPA. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, bearing in mind the proximity to the SPA 
additional text will be added after para 6.1.6 as follows: 
 
‘The Leyland Business Park and Victoria Business Park are in 
close proximity to the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA/Ramsar 
site. In accordance with JCS policy 4 development must not have 
an adverse impact on the designated site and mitigation 
measures may be required. Development should be undertaken in 
a sensitive manner, ensuring that disturbance from construction 
and operational activities do not impact upon the SPA/ Ramsar 
bird features. Standard control measures such as installing 
screening, directing lighting away from the features, acoustic 
hoarding, waste management measures and using more quiet 
equipment (this list is not exhaustive) can aid in ensuring that 
bird features potentially surrounding the site are not impacted 
upon.’ 
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It is recommended that any large proposed development site (2ha or 
larger) within 4km of the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA/ Ramsar 
site and located within suitable supporting habitat should be subject to 
a site specific wintering bird survey to determine if the land is used by 
designated bird features. If the proposed development site hosts an 
important population of birds for which the European site is designated 
(defined as over 1% of the SPA population on multiple visits), this land 
should be retained, not be subject 
to increased disturbance, not be built on, and current agricultural 
practices (which create the suitable supporting habitats) be 
maintained. This is in line with the North Northamptonshire Joint Core 
Strategy. 

Noted, this is referred to in the JCS (part 1 of the local plan) and it is 
not therefore necessary to repeat it in the PBW (part 2 of the local 
plan) as they should be read together. 

As noted in paragraph 5.6.2 Leyland Trading Estate and Victoria 
Business Park (provided within Policy E 1: Established Industrial 
Estates) are in close proximity to the SPA/ Ramsar site. Water runoff 
from the site allocations has potential to impact upon both the quantity 
and quality of the water entering the SPA/ Ramsar site. Provided 
standard construction best practice is adhered to, this 
impact pathway can be screened out. 

Add to new paragraph after 6.1.6: 
 
‘Water runoff from the sites also has potential to impact upon 
both the quantity and quality of the water entering the SPA/ 
Ramsar site. Standard construction best practice must therefore 
be adhered to.’ 

As noted in paragraph 5.6.2 Leyland Trading Estate and Victoria 
Business Park (provided within Policy E 1: Established Industrial 
Estates) are in close proximity to the SPA/ Ramsar site. To ensure that 
the Part 2 of the Local Plan is in line with the North Northamptonshire 
Joint Core Strategy 
and to ensure that no likely significant effects result, it is likely that 
these site allocations will require project level Habitats Regulations 
Assessments to ensure the protection of European 
designated sites such as the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special 
Protection Area and Ramsar Site. This assessment should include an 
assessment of impacts of urbanisation from the individual site 
allocations. Avoidance measures may include the provision of site 
specific 
maintenance and management plans to discourage the dumping of 
waste. 

These sites are already developed; there will therefore be no increased 
urbanisation from these sites. Development covered by Policy E1 will 
relate to redevelopment or change of use. If any proposals are of a 
sufficient scale to require project level HRA this would be covered by 
Policy 4 and Policy 19 of the JCS. There is considered no need to 
repeat in the part 2 local plan that which is covered in part 1. 
 
A reference to waste management measures will be included in the 
new paragraph added after para 6.1.6. 

Development within the Borough of Wellingborough will be in There is considered no need to repeat in the part 2 local plan that 
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accordance with the Joint Core 
Strategy. However to ensure comprehensive protection of the Upper 
Nene Valley Gravel Pits 
SPA/ Ramsar site, it is recommended that policy of Part 2 of the Local 
Plan includes reference 
to Joint Core Strategy Policy 19, or direct reference to the need for 
‘where appropriate, project 
level Habitats Regulations Assessments, to ensure the protection of 
European designated 
sites such as the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special Protection 
Area and Ramsar Site’. The 
inclusion of this text, along with reference to the SPD ensure that Part 
2 of the Local Plan will not 
impact upon the integrity of the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits 
SPA/Ramsar site and this Plan can be 
screened out. 

which is covered in part 1. 
 
Notwithstanding this a reference to SPA mitigation measures will be 
included in the background text to all those sites with a potential impact 
on the SPA to refer to the JCS and SPD requirements: 
 

• Windsor Road 
• Land Between Finedon Road and Nest Lane 
• Park Farm Way/Shelley Road 
• East of Eastfield Road 
• Alma Street 
• Land at High Street 
• Former Post Office Depot 

 

Site 1: For completeness it is recommended that reference to the 
Ramsar site is also included within point K to ensure this site is also 
protected. In addition, to reflect 
recommendations identified by Natural England, in point K the word 
‘should’ be replaced by the word ‘must’ to ensure full protection of the 
Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special Protection Area/ Ramsar site. 

Agreed, a reference to the Ramsar site will be included and ‘should’ 
will be replaced by ‘must’. 
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