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Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough – Publication Plan 
 
Comments Received and Council Response 
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Respondent Comments Response 

Section:  Commenting on the Document 

8 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 

25 Environment 
Agency 

Water Quality 

We acknowledge that your Authority considers that the package 
of policies 10, 19 and 20 in the Joint Core Strategy (JSC) provide 
sufficient strategic guidance on the water environment. 

However, 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). 
In section 3.5.0, Policy 5 of the JCS reference is made to the 
2009 Anglian RBMP Plan which as stated is now out of date. 

Accordingly, the 2015 Anglian RBMP should be referenced in the 
plan. 

No changes are considered necessary to the plan. 
Notwithstanding this it is difficult to envisage where 
references to The Anglian RBMP could be added. 
 
The importance of the River Nene is recognised. It is 
one of the Local Green Infrastructure Corridors 
identified in Figure 3 and on the Policies Map. As 
such it is recognised as a priority location for 
investment in Policy GI 1. Similarly Policy 20 of the 
JCS sets out detailed criteria for managing 
development and investment in the Nene and Ise 
valleys including developing the tourist potential and 
improved navigation. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/river-basin-management-plans-2015%23anglian-river-basin-district-rbmp-2015
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/river-basin-management-plans-2015%23anglian-river-basin-district-rbmp-2015
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Flood Risk Management 

We are pleased to note that majority of the strategic sites are 
within flood zone 1 and consequently development within flood 
zones 2 and 3 has been avoided where possible. We consider 
the Plan and the site allocations within the Plan link up with the 
updated Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2016/2017). 

Ground water and Contaminated Land 

We accept that your Authority does not consider it necessary to 
include reference to Groundwater Protection: Principles and 
Practice (GP3) and Guiding Principles for Land Contamination in 
the Plan as it is covered in Policy 6 of the JCS and supporting 
text. 

Waterways 

We appreciate that our comments in relation to the opportunities 
on the River Nene across Wellingborough are noted. 

We understand this is a high level document but it would be nice 
to see more mention of the Nene River and how it could benefit 
the Borough Council of Wellingborough. In particular, there are 
opportunities to improve this site and provide additional water 
compatible facilities to encourage boaters to stay for longer. 

26 Bedford 
Borough 
Council 

Thank you for consulting Bedford Borough Council on the Plan for 
the Borough of Wellingborough - Publication version. Bedford 
Borough Council does not wish to make any comments on the 
plan, but would like to be kept informed on the progress of the 
plan. 

Noted 

33 Highways Highways England welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Noted 
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England publication version of the Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough 
which has been produced for public consultation. It is 
acknowledged that this is the final consultation stage before the 
Plan is submitted to the Secretary of State in the form of the Local 
Plan Part 2 (LPP2). 
 
Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State 
for Transport as strategic highway company under the provisions 
of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway authority, traffic 
authority and street authority for the Strategic Road Network 
(SRN). It is our role to maintain the safe and efficient operation of 
the SRN whilst acting as a delivery partner to national economic 
growth. In respect to the Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough, 
Highways England’s principal interest is in safeguarding the 
operation of the A45 which routes through the Borough and the 
A14 which routes to the north. 

35 Grendon 
Parish Council 

A working party of Grendon Parish Council has reviewed this 
consultation document and feel that it is a well written 'sound' 
document that supports the needs of the rural community and 
villages. 

Noted 

63 Northamptons
hire County 
Council 
Highways 

Northamptonshire Highways welcomes the opportunity to 
comment on the Draft Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough. 
In support of the Joint Core Strategy Northamptonshire Highways 
previously undertook a significant amount of transport modelling. 
The Joint Core Strategy work has provided an invaluable 
evidence base on which further refinement of the detailed spatial 
strategy for the borough was tested, to identify the transport and 
highway infrastructure necessary to meet the quantum and 
distribution of housing and employment growth outlined for the 
borough of Wellingborough. 
 
Northamptonshire Highways has worked closely with the Borough 

Noted 
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Council of Wellingborough in drawing together the evidence base 
and will continue to do so as the Plan progresses. 

76 Sport England Thank you for consulting Sport England 
 
Given the concerns raised below Sport England considers that 
the plan is not yet sound, however providing answers/clarification 
to the points raised may allay our fears with regard to the delivery 
and protection of playing fields. 
 
General 
Please see our guidance which may help in the completion of the 
plan- 
https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-
sport/forward-planning/ 

See response to main issue (f). 

123 Savills on 
behalf of 
Oxford Uni 
Endowment 
Management 

Savills is instructed by Oxford University Endowment 
Management (OUEM), which owns a large area of land 
southwest of Wellingborough to submit representations to the 
Council in respect of the Publication Version of Part Two of the 
Local Plan.  
 
Savills has previously made formal representations in respect of 
previous consultations on this Plan, including in 2015 in response 
to the "Issues and Options" Paper and in 2016 to the Emerging 
Draft plan and this additional representation should be read in 
conjunction with those previous, detailed responses. 
  
As before, we consider that this site should be considered as a 
potential allocation in Part Two of the Local Plan as owing to its 
sustainable location on the edge of Wellingborough, we consider 
the land west of Park Farm Way offers potential for residential 
development. 

See response in housing section to representation 
125 on page 108. 

 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/JRWVBsb106fJ
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/JRWVBsb106fJ
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Section: Introduction 

Sub Section: Duty to Cooperate 

82 South 
Northampton
shire District 
Council 

Thank you for consulting South Northamptonshire Council 
regarding The Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough. 
 
The consultation has been considered and South 
Northamptonshire are mindful to raise an objection, with regards to 
the noticeable silence within the Plan on the issue of the 
Northampton Related Development Area and the existing shortfall 
in the 5 year supply of housing land. We note that within your plan 
(para 1.0.24) that the overall shortfall in provision of housing by the 
end of the plan period will be considered as part of the North 
Northants Joint Core Strategy review, which we welcome. However 
South Northamptonshire Council considers that it is important to 
include a policy approach in your plan that helps to deal with the 
current existing 5 year supply shortfall. Without a robust approach, 
we are concerned that there is a risk that speculative applications 
will come forward in our towns and villages, which may be difficult 
to resist in the absence of either a 5 year land supply or a policy 
position to protect respective Districts. 
 
This issue is considered to be particularly acute given the 
Government’s Housing White Paper that proposes implementation 
of a Housing Delivery Test to ensure that underperforming 
authorities are suitably impelled to permit housing schemes 
through a policy and assessment mechanism. Depending on the 
severity of housing undersupply, an array of increasingly rigorous 
decision-making tools will be applied over the next three years, 

See response to main issue (a). 
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ranging from an Action Plan to address under-delivery, to a 20% 
buffer on the housing requirement to full implementation of the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development. According to 
paragraph 2.49 of the HWP, the Delivery Test will be implemented 
in line with the following annual stages: 
 
At (date) Nov 2017 Nov 2017 Nov 2018 Nov 2019 Nov 2020 

If Delivery 
below 

95% 85% 25% 45% 65% 

LPA must 
implement 

Action Plan 20% buffer Presumption Presumption Presumption 

                                

88 Daventry 
District 
Council 

Daventry District Council welcome the willingness of the Borough 
of Wellingborough Council to co-operate to address the need to 
accommodate some of Northampton Borough's needs post 2029, 
as indicated in paragraph 1.0.24. On this basis the District Council 
welcomes continued dialogue and co-operation on this matter to 
inform appropriate local plans including a future review of the 
WNJCS when this takes place. 

Welcomed. 
 
See response to main issue (a). 

Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulations Assessment 

32 Natural 
England 

HRA  
We provided comments on the draft HRA in our email dated 20th 
June 2017. Noting that the amount of housing within the 3km buffer 
of the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA has decreased since the 
Joint Core Strategy housing numbers. Therefore the adopted 
mitigation strategy is still sufficient to mitigate impacts from the 
increase in residents in the vicinity of the SPA leading to 
recreational disturbance. We advise that this is also cross 
referenced within the part 2 plan following on from the advice about 
the SPA above. 
 
Sustainability Appraisal  
Reasonable alternatives identifies a need for an uplift in numbers 

Impact on the SPA is considered to be adequately 
covered by Policy 4 of the JCS together with the 
adopted  Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special 
Protection Area Supplementary Planning Document 
and the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special 
Protection Areas SPD Addendum: Mitigation 
Strategy. There is considered to be no need for any 
further reference in the plan. The part 1 and part 2 
local plans need to be read together. 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/6863/upper_nene_valley_gravel_pits_special_protection_area_spd
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/6863/upper_nene_valley_gravel_pits_special_protection_area_spd
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7562/mitigation_strategy
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7562/mitigation_strategy
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7562/mitigation_strategy
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of housing from the figures set out in the NNJCS. Although there is 
a general increase in dwellings for Wellingborough from the 
numbers set out in the JCS, as discussed above, because there is 
a decrease in dwellings within the 3km zone of influence of the 
SPA, Natural England is satisfied there will be no likely significant 
effect on the SPA. 
 
Summary of effects  
Within the effective protection of the environment, the Biodiversity 
section requires updating, as it currently says ‘The potential for 
increased recreational pressure on the Upper Nene Valley SPA is 
anticipated to be manageable (According to the JCS HRA), and a 
mitigation strategy is being prepared to ensure this is the case.’ 
The mitigation strategy has now been prepared and was adopted 
by Wellingborough on 20th December 2016. 
 

112 Historic 
England 

SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL 
As a general comment where the SA refers throughout to 
protection: “Important sites and their settings should be protected 
and enhanced…” we would recommend changing this to 
‘conserved or enhanced’ in line with NPPF 
terminology.  ‘Conserve’ has a useful definition in the NPPF 
glossary and provides for the management of the historic 
environment where change is appropriate and is perhaps more 
flexible than ‘protect’.  Examples of this in the document are 3.11.9 
key issues section; 5.12 BP2; Table 6.1; and, Table 6.3 (section 7). 
 
In addition, all references to Scheduled Ancient Monuments (SAM) 
should be amended to Scheduled Monuments (SM) in line with 
NPPF terminology. 
 
Para 3.21.9 - Historic England welcomes the consideration of 

Some minor punctuation and wording issues within 
the SA Report are acknowledged (for example 
numbering of site appraisal criteria, and the benefit of 
using terminology that corresponds with the NPPF).  
However, these issues have no bearing on the 
general conclusions or recommendations being 
made by the SA.  It is therefore not considered 
necessary to prepare an update or addendum to the 
SA Report to address these minor issues at this 
stage.  Likewise, the suggested amendments to the 
contextual review section are noted, but such 
changes would not affect the scope of the SA, and it 
is not appropriate to prepare a scoping update at this 
stage in the process. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, the SA is an iterative and 
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heritage in respect of the town centre assessment. 
 
Table 6.3 Section 7 - This is the section where there is most 
concern about soundness in respect of the Plan and compliance 
with NPPF: 

 Should 7.1-7.4 inclusive be 7.1.1, 7.1.2, 7.1.3 and 7.1.4? 
 Under 7(.1.)4 SAM should be revised to SM. 
 In addition SM’s are designated heritage assets so it is not 

clear why the text separates the two. If reference to the 
requirements of NPPF Para 139 are intended then the text 
will need to be amended to reflect this. 

 It is not clear why archaeology has been separated out 
under 7.2 since it forms part of cultural heritage.  Does 7.1 
require a different heading? 

 7.2.2 - Historic England would query the assessment criteria 
here since if it was referring to a NPPF Para 139 site, and 
there were unknowns to be considered the outcome would 
be uncertainty rather than neutral impact.  Uncertainty would 
indicate that further work would be required ahead of taking 
something forward.  It is recommended that the sections are 
revisited and worded appropriately taking into account Para 
139.  Clarification on the impact on the Plan as a result of 
such revisions would be helpful as the Plan moves forward. 

  
Para 15.3.4 - It is recommended that ‘cultural’ heritage is referred 
to rather than ‘built’ otherwise archaeology is excluded which from 
the content of the Part 2 Plan is clearly not the intention. 
 
Para 17.1.4 - Mitigation relating to the impact of the Part 2 Plan on 
heritage assets and their setting is noted. 
 
With regard to Appendix A - Contextual Review it is recommended 

ongoing process. SA is likely to be required of 
proposed main modifications to the plan and 
consideration can be given to making any changes 
considered necessary at that stage. 
 
Tables 6.3 and 6.4 are lifted from the Wellingborough 
Town Housing Allocation Methodology and Site 
Selection background paper and the Wellingborough 
Rural Housing Allocation Methodology and Site 
Selection background paper. The methodology and 
criteria have been consulted on at both the issues 
and options stage and the emerging stage of the 
plan prior to publication. At the issues and options 
stage English Heritage commented that ‘English 
Heritage is happy that the assessment includes 
consideration of the effects of the development 
proposals on landscape and cultural heritage’. The 
site assessments are just an indication of potential 
constraints and opportunities, but don’t necessarily 
conclude on whether effects are neutral, positive, 
negative or significant. The colour coding is only 
intended to give an indication of the severity of the 
constraints when assessing suitability of sites. Site 
selection was based on these criteria, availability, 
achievability and a further sieve based on plan 
objectives. The changes proposed are primarily 
concerned with wording and are therefore not 
considered necessary, they would not affect the 
outcome of the site selection and do not affect the 
soundness of the plan. 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/download/2796/plan_for_the_borough_of_wellingborough_town_housing_allocation_methodology_background_paper_publication_version-_september_2017
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/download/2796/plan_for_the_borough_of_wellingborough_town_housing_allocation_methodology_background_paper_publication_version-_september_2017
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/download/2796/plan_for_the_borough_of_wellingborough_town_housing_allocation_methodology_background_paper_publication_version-_september_2017
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/download/2797/plan_for_the_borough_of_wellingborough_rural_housing_allocation_methodology_background_paper_publication_version-_september_2017
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/download/2797/plan_for_the_borough_of_wellingborough_rural_housing_allocation_methodology_background_paper_publication_version-_september_2017
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/download/2797/plan_for_the_borough_of_wellingborough_rural_housing_allocation_methodology_background_paper_publication_version-_september_2017
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that reference to PPS5 is deleted since the PPG now applies along 
with Historic England advice and guidance.  In addition reference 
to the English Heritage Corporate Plan 2011 should be deleted.  It 
is recommended that the following documents be referred to in the 
National section: 
Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979; 
Historic England Advice Note 3 (HEAN 3) - The Historic 
Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans; and, 
Historic England Good Practice Advice Note 1 (GPA1) - The 
Historic Environment in Local Plans. 
It is also recommended that the Northamptonshire Historic 
Environment Record and HLC are referred to as part of the Local 
section evidence base.  HLC is certainly referred to in the main 
part of the SA but does not appear in Appendix A. 
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Section: 3 Vision and Outcomes 

50 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingborough 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber of Commerce considers that the Vision 
Statement, which reiterates the North Northamptonshire Joint 
Core Strategy, is not effective and is undeliverable. 

For Wellingborough the Vision proposes it ‘will be the gateway 
to North Northamptonshire for businesses looking for good rail 
connections to the south east and Europe, with a high profile 
office development centred on the railway station. Its historic 
core will be the heart of the community, serving the town and its 
prosperous satellite villages with a diversified retail, leisure and 
heritage offer.’ 

The vision has been adopted through the North 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy as part 1 local 
of the plan. That vision cannot be changed through 
the part 2 plan.  
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As previously stated by the Chamber Wellingborough is not an 
existing office location and to attract these type of end users 
around the station, while desirable, is not realistic unless 
significant incentives are provided that would offset advantages 
of other locations to the north of London. The current 
consultation on the Midland Mainline franchise and the 
proposals to downgrade Wellingborough in terms of service and 
speed into London St Pancras will further make this ambition an 
unrealistic prospect. 

The Chamber would like to support office employment growth in 
the town, however, it feels that a focus on mixed employment 
uses promoting the town’s manufacturing heritage would be 
more realistic and in keeping with the likely growth of business 
within the area. 
 
Modifications 

Changes to the vision as 
follows                                                                                           

‘will be the gateway to North Northamptonshire for businesses 
looking for good rail connections to the south east and Europe, 
with a high profile office and manufacturing developments 
centred created on the railway station high quality business 
parks. Its historic core will be the heart of the community, 
serving the town and its prosperous satellite villages with a 
diversified retail, leisure and heritage offer.’ 
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Section: 4. Spatial Strategy 

4.1 Settlement Hierarchy 

1 Mr Andrew 
Howard 

The Spatial Strategy of concentrating development in 
Wellingborough Town and restricting development elsewhere is 
too disproportionate and will quickly change the historic character 
of the area from the current 'rural environment' claimed in the 
Introduction. 
 
Modifications 
The Strategy should include for expansion and development of 
villages at a rate appropriate to that village to maintain equilibrium 
across the Borough. This would help prevent elitism as well as 
maintaining the urban / rural balance that characterizes the local 
heritage. 

The overall development strategy is set out in the 
North Northants Joint Core Strategy. That plan, 
through Policies 11 and 13 enables the expansion of 
villages to meet local needs. 

4.2 Village Boundaries 

Policy SS1 

36 Grendon 
Parish Council 

Having previously responded to the issues and options 
consultation on the village confines we are happy to approve the 
proposed confines map for Grendon (Appendix C, map C7). 

We feel that the continued village designation for small scale infill 
housing is appropriate for the village and should help protect the 
rural character of the village but at the same time support 
development to meet local needs in line with JCS policies 11 and 
13. 

Noted 

113 Henry H 
Bletsoe & Son 
on behalf of 
Nene Milling 

We submitted an objection to the Draft Plan for the Borough of 
Wellingborough in May 2016 and I enclose a copy of the 
Objection submitted and this letter should be read in conjunction 
with our original Objection. Our Objection remains on the same 
grounds as submitted in May 2016 but in addition, we would like 
the Local Authority to consider further the exclusion of the Nene 
Milling Site from the Village Boundary of Bozeat.  

See main issue (c).  
 
Justification for the specific boundary is provided in 
the Village Boundary Background Paper. 
 
The site is considered to be properly excluded from 
the village boundary on the basis of criterion D -

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/download/2801/plan_for_the_borough_of_wellingborough_village_boundaries_background_paper_publication_version-_september_2017
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We have reviewed the Village Boundaries Background Paper 
dated September 2017 and we disagree with the reasoning for 
the exclusion of the Nene Milling Site from the Village Boundary. 
In the Background Paper the reasoning is stated as follows:  
 
"the inclusion of this site would be a change from the very defined 
boundary in Bozeat. It would be the only 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 criteria d. This does not 
prevent the site from finding an appropriate alternative use if 
necessary."  
 
The Village Boundaries Background Paper (September 2017) 
provides a very clear criteria for assessing what boundaries will 
include and what boundaries will exclude. The relevant criteria for 
the Nene Milling Site stated within the Village Boundaries 
Background Paper are as follows: 
  
 Boundaries will include: 
a. Buildings and curtilage which are contained and visually 
separate from the countryside. 
Boundaries will exclude: 
 d. Areas of employment or leisure uses which are detached or 
peripheral to the village. 
 

‘Areas of employment or leisure uses that are 
detached or peripheral to the village’. 
 
The site remains a suitable employment site on the 
periphery of the village and there is current evidence 
of interest in the site for continued employment uses. 
It is important to seek to retain employment sites 
within the rural area to provide local employment 
opportunities and ensure villages do not turn into 
dormitory settlements. Allocation of the site for an 
alternative development is therefore considered 
inappropriate. Any applications for redevelopment 
would need to be considered in accordance with 
Policy E3. 
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In the Local Authority’s reasoning for excluding the site from the 
Village Boundary there appear to be two principle reasons for not 
amending the boundary line to include the Nene Milling Site. I 
comment on each reasons as follows: 
 
1. "the inclusion of the site would be a change from the very 
defined boundary in Bozeat. It would be the only extension to the 
boundary West of London Road, an area which is mainly 
characterised by agricultural land on the periphery of the village" 
 
The Background Paper sets out no criteria in the assessment of 
whether properties should be included within the Village 
Boundary relating to the maintenance of a continuous boundary 
line along features such as a road (in this case London Road). 
 
 2."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 criteria d"  
 
In the Local Authority’s reasoning there is clearly some 
acknowledgement that the site’s relationship to the Open 
Countryside is limited. We consider that the site clearly forms part 
of the built framework of the settlement and that it is neither 
detached nor peripheral to the village. In addition to the Local 
Authority’s commentary that the adjacent A509 and London Road 
limits the sites relationship to the Open Countryside, we also 
comment that there is a very strong natural boundary to the South 
of the site which provides a further boundary and delineation from 
the Open Countryside. Please see the enclosed Aerial Image 
accompanying this letter which shows the very clear continuous 
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built framework of Bozeat on either side of London Road which 
includes existing residential development to the East of London 
Road and the former Nene Milling Site to the West of London 
Road. 
 
See attachments for further information 
 
Modifications 
Site at Nene Milling Bozeat should be allocated for development 
and/or included in the Bozeat village boundary. 

84 Mr John 
Shenfield 

My family has owned land in Sywell for nearly a 100 years and I 
have lived in the area all my life. I think the concept of the red line 
around villages is an unecessary, out of date planning concept 
and is in reality useless as far as Sywell is concerned.  The 
building of 125 houses on a working warehouse site outside of 
the red line illustrates that this policy does not work. At the site 
viewing meeting for the new large house in the open countryside 
at the end of Park Close WBC stated they were opposed to this 
development but the large number of residents who were present 
clearly supported the development. Every planning application 
should be considered on its merits and not on some artificially 
constructed line that has no relationship to the visual or physical 
boundaries of the village. Sywell Old Village is a conservation 
area and is not in this objection. If you drive from Sywell through 
Overstone many residents will have little idea when you pass 
from WBC into DCC.  DCC have already abandoned the red line 
village boundary policy. People who live next door to each other 
one in DDC and one in WBC have different restrictions on what 
they can do in the curtilige of their houses. In DDC there are few 
restraints but in WBC most of the gardens on the north side of 
Overstone Road are outside the red line.  I have a letter from the 
Minister at the DOE(enclosed) that says the boundary of the 

As set out in Policy SS1 the purpose of the village 
boundaries is to interpret whether sites are within or 
adjoining villages for the purposes of Policies 11 and 
13 of the Joint Core Strategy. This is considered to 
provide helpful certainty.  
 
Justification for the specific boundary is provided in 
the Village Boundary Background Paper. 
 
See also response to main issue (c).  



 

15 
 

Rep 
ID 

Respondent Comments Response 

property is the curtilige and an application for planning consent in 
the curtilige can be consider by the planning authorities as open 
countryside and the constraints in the NPPF and JCSC would 
apply. This highlights that the red line idea that anything outside 
the red lines denotes the start of open countryside is 
unnecessary.  As Sywell is a linear village the original plan was to 
draw a red line along the back of the houses  on the north side of  
Ovestone Road and the west side of Ecton Lane to prevent back 
filling. All the houses on the east side of Ecton Lane were outside 
the red line but all in the 30 mph limit. This has lead to number of 
anomalies which conflict with the WBS Plan Core Policies 4.2.2. 
A,B & C. Those  in Ecton Lane, The Old Vicarge, Plantation 
House on the East side and on the West side of Ecton Lane 102 
and 56. On Overstone Road numbers 78 and 96a. To look in 
detail the review of the boundary in Ecton Lane, Sywell refers to 
39 & 41 to be included as they front the street and are therefore 
visually separated from the open country but from the east they 
are not visually separated from the open countryside the land 
falling away to the rear of the properties, makes it debateable that 
5.5 A applies in the same way.  With regard to the Old Vicarage 
which fronts two roads and is visually separated from the open 
countryside by the boundary trees it is not clear why this is 
exempted.55 and 55a Ecton Lane were in the past in the open 
country side and are now included but 79 Ecton Lane is excluded 
on the grounds 5.5 F & I apply. Plantation House has woodland to 
the rear and high hedges to the north, east, west and south and it 
is surrounded by a large garden but has more defined boundaries 
than say 55 & 55a and you might also say that 131 has a large 
garden and might be excluded. 
The policy says all house built or with permission before 1/1/2017 
will be included but there is no mention of any Ecton Lane or 
Ecton Lane as why these are not included or Numbers 78 &96a 
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Overstone Road. In conclusion 26 years ago when this boundary 
was drawn up by a highly respected planning officer the policy 
was quite reasonable but we should not restrict the planning 
department with this restriction but all applications should be 
treated on their merit and the planning committee is quite capable 
of making sensible decisions over the next 25 years until the next 
review. We now have a definitive statement by the Minister that 
the curtilige can be considered open countryside so the red line is 
irrelevant. 
 
Modifications 
Remove Sywell planning line. 

117 Gladman 
Developments 

Policy SS1 relates to ‘Village Boundaries’ which are identified on 
the proposed polices map. Gladman object to this as it does not 
reflect the guidance contained in the Framework. The boundaries 
are intended to define the extent of a settlement’s built up area 
and such an approach can often become a blunt tool that does 
not reflect the Framework’s intention for sustainable development 
to go ahead without delay. The use of development limits to 
arbitrarily restrict development from coming forward in 
sustainable locations on the edge of settlements would not 
accord with the positive approach to growth required by the 
Framework. The proposed boundaries are tightly drawn around 
the settlements and are an inflexible barrier to growth, particularly 
in circumstances where there is further slippage in the delivery of 
strategic sites such as SUEs and additional sustainable locations 
for growth need to be released as a matter of urgency. 

The protection of the Countryside [for its own sake] was not 
carried forward into the Framework. Within the Framework, 
specific protection is reserved for areas designated as green-belt 

See response to main issue (c).  
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(paragraph 17, bullet 5) and valued landscapes (paragraph 109). 

This is not to say that the character and beauty of the 
countryside, and the impact of development upon it is not an 
important consideration. Paragraph 17 [bullet 5] of the Framework 
reflects the need to recognise the intrinsic beauty and character 
of the countryside, however this also highlights the need to 
support thriving communities within it. The Framework recognises 
that there will often need to be a loss of areas of countryside if 
wider environmental, social and economic objectives are to be 
achieved. 

Further flexibility is therefore required within this and 
accompanying policies that relate to development beyond 
settlement boundaries in order to ensure that the Plan can be 
considered positively prepared, effective and consistent with 
national policy. 

24 APC Planning 
on behalf of Mr 
and Mrs Moore 

These representations are made on behalf of Mr and Mrs Moore 
who own the property known as Sweetacres, 6 The Knoll, 
Grendon. 
 
At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a 
presumption in favour of sustainable development. When 
preparing local plans and considering changes to village 
boundaries, local planning authorities should positively seek 
opportunities to meet the development needs of their area and 
meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to 
adapt to rapid change 
. 
The North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (JCS) sets out 
an urban focussed strategy for new development within the 
Growth Towns and Market Towns. In respect of the strategy for 

See response to main issue (c).  
 
Justification for the specific boundary is provided in 
the Village Boundary Background Paper. 
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development at Villages, the JCS states that this should be 
limited to meeting locally arising needs unless meeting those 
needs would harm the form, character or setting of the village, 
result in coalescence or could not be served with suitable 
infrastructure. 
 
The rural housing requirement (outside the four named villages of 
Earls Barton, Finedon, Irchester and Wollaston) is 540 dwellings 
between 2011 and 2031, however the residual requirement is 
currently for 275 dwellings, or 20 dwellings per year for the 
remainder of the plan period. We consider that it is important for 
the remaining villages in the Borough and in particular Grendon 
do not become fossilised and that, in accordance with the 
Framework all communities will be expected to meet objectively 
assessed local housing needs for both market and affordable 
housing. 
 
It is understood that Regulation 19 consultation relates solely to 
the soundness and legal compliance of the plan. We consider 
that Policy SS1 and the Policies Map for Grendon is unsound for 
reasons set out within this submission. 
 
See attachment for further details 
 
 
Modifications 
We would therefore respectfully recommend that the proposed 
village boundary for Grendon should encompass the land shown 
in Plan 4 of this representation. 

58 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 

The Chamber of Commerce considers that the restriction on 
development in restraint villages and the open countryside should 
be clarified in order to allow appropriate development to sustain 

The changes proposed are unnecessary. The Joint 
Core Strategy already allows appropriate 
development to sustain the rural economy in the 
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Wellingboroug
h Chamber of 
Commerce 

the rural economy and agri-businesses so that their viability can 
be maintained and enhanced. 

The NPPF (Para 28) states that planning policies should support 
economic growth in rural areas in order to create jobs and 
prosperity…through conversion of existing buildings and well 
designed new buildings…development and diversification of 
agricultural and other land-based businesses…provision and 
expansion of tourist and visitor facilities…retention and 
development of local services and community facilities in villages. 

The Government has also encouraged the reuse of agricultural 
buildings as residential properties through the extension of 
permitted development rights and wishes to see brownfield sites 
brought back into productive use and also used for residential 
development. 

The Chamber wishes to ensure that the countryside and smaller 
villages do not stagnate and are able to contribute more fully to 
the rural economy where this is possible and appropriate. 
 
Modifications 

Changes to Policy SS1 as 
follows                                                                                           

Villages and the Open Countryside 

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. 

countryside through Policies 11, 13 and 25. 
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‘Development within the Restraint Villages of Easton Maudit, 
Hardwick, Strixton, and Sywell Old Village and the countryside 
will be strictly appropriately managed. Development will normally 
be restricted to the re-use or conversion of suitable buildings and 
previously developed sites which can be used to support the rural 
economy. Any locally arising needs from these settlements 
should be met through Neighbourhood Plans, the Community 
Right to Build or directed to more sustainable nearby villages.’ 

144 DLP Planning 
Consultants on 
behalf of 
Hampton 
Brook Ltd 

We would question whether it is appropriate or indeed consistent 
with national policy to strictly define village boundaries, as the 
Council is proposing under policy SS1. 

We believe that Policy 11 of the NNJCS already provides a sound 
policy basis to assess development in the rural area. Paragraph 
2b) of NNJCS Policy 11 only says that “Part 2 Local Plans and/or 
Neighbourhood Plans may identify sites within or adjoining 
Villages to help meet locally identified needs or may designate 
sensitive areas where infill development will be resisted or subject 
to special”. Policy 11 does not require Part 2 Local Plans to 
strictly define settlement boundaries. This is therefore a policy 
choice made by BCW which is more restrictive than the NNJCS. 
We have some concern that once a strict boundary is drawn, it 
will be used as a basis to refuse otherwise sustainable 
development on the edge of a village (as is current practice). 

Whilst it is acknowledged that the majority (53%) of respondents 
to the previous 2015 issues and options consultation preferred 
option C – to identify village boundaries on the policies map, 
there is, however, a growing movement away from zonal planning 
policies with appeal Inspectors adjudging that the use of 
settlement boundaries is outdated and sites should be assessed 
against their own merits on the basis of how they relate to the 

See response to main issue (c). 
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built up area of a settlement. 

There have been examples of recent appeal decisions in which 
the Inspector has judged that a settlement boundary is too 
restrictive and has come to the conclusion that this method is not 
consistent with the NPPF. For example at Taylors Road, Stotfold, 
Bedfordshire (Appeal Decision APP/P0240/W/16/3166033) the 
inspector commented that the settlement boundary policy for 
Central Bedfordshire is too restrictive; 

The approach of Policy DM4 in seeking to control the principle of 
development beyond settlement boundaries is more restrictive 
than the balanced, cost/benefit approach set out in the 
Framework. The balancing of harm against benefit is a defining 
characteristic of the Framework’s overall approach embodied in 
the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Because 
of this, where Policy DM4 is used to restrict housing, it cannot be 
seen to be consistent with the language of the Framework” 

The inspector concludes that the relevant settlement boundary 
policy is out of date as it does not allow the Council to 
successfully provide for a five year housing land supply and is 
inconsistent with the NPPF. This point should be carefully 
considered by BCW as the Council have been historically unable 
to produce a five year housing land supply until recently. If the 
Council are unable to demonstrate a five year supply in the 
future, than these settlement boundaries would be attributed less 
weight. 

The village boundary background paper also sets outs the 
advantages to the Council in identifying boundaries on policy 
maps in paragraph 4.4. These points are all argued that the 
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identification of village boundaries does not give these 
advantages to the area any more so than a robust set of planning 
policies without village boundaries would. 

The NPPF makes no reference to settlement boundaries and 
there is often the danger that they can be viewed as restricting 
development, which is against the core planning principles of the 
NPPF for example planning should: 

“…proactively drive and support sustainable economic 
development to deliver the homes, business and industrial units, 
infrastructure and thriving local places that the country needs. 
Every effort should be made objectively to identify and then meet 
the housing, business and other development needs of an area, 
and respond positively to wider opportunities for growth. Plans 
should take account of market signals, such as land prices and 
housing affordability, and set out a clear strategy for allocating 
sufficient land which is suitable for development in their area, 
taking account of the needs of the residential and business 
communities”. 

More specifically, Paragraph 55 sets out the NPPF’s approach in 
rural areas, suggesting that LPA’s should avoid new isolated 
homes in the countryside except in special circumstances. The 
corollary therefore being that non-isolated homes i.e. those 
adjoining the built up area of a village, should not be deemed 
unacceptable in principle. 

Overall we submit that the approach to defining Settlement 
Boundaries in Policy SS1 is more restrictive than the Framework, 
as the policy seeks to protect the countryside for its own sake 
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rather than the Framework’s more permissive approach. 

See attachment for further information 
 
Modifications 
The policy is therefore not sound as it is not consistent with 
national policy and should be removed. 

72 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Town Centre 
Partnership 

The Town Centre Partnership considers that the restriction on 
development in restraint villages and the open countryside should 
be clarified in order to allow appropriate development to sustain 
the rural economy and agri-businesses so that their viability can 
be maintained and enhanced. 

The NPPF (Para 28) states that planning policies should support 
economic growth in rural areas in order to create jobs and 
prosperity…through conversion of existing buildings and well 
designed new buildings…development and diversification of 
agricultural and other land-based businesses…provision and 
expansion of tourist and visitor facilities…retention and 
development of local services and community facilities in villages. 

The Government has also encouraged the reuse of agricultural 
buildings as residential properties through the extension of 
permitted development rights and wishes to see brownfield sites 
brought back into productive use and also used for residential 
development. 

The WTCP wishes to ensure that the countryside and smaller 
villages do not stagnate and are able to contribute more fully to 
the rural economy where this is possible and appropriate. 
 
Modifications 

The changes proposed are unnecessary. The Joint 
Core Strategy already allows appropriate 
development to sustain the rural economy in the 
countryside through Policies 11, 13 and 25. 
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Changes to Policy SS1 as 
follows                                                                                           

Villages and the Open Countryside 

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. 

‘Development within the Restraint Villages of Easton Maudit, 
Hardwick, Strixton, and Sywell Old Village and the countryside 
will be strictly appropriately managed. Development will normally 
be restricted to the re-use or conversion of suitable buildings and 
previously developed sites which can be used to support the rural 
economy. Any locally arising needs from these settlements 
should be met through Neighbourhood Plans, the Community 
Right to Build or directed to more sustainable nearby villages.’ 

141 WYG on 
behalf of Lone 
Star Land Ltd 

Policy SS1 Villages is not considered to be sound under the 
provision of NPPF Paragraph 182, as it is neither justified, 
effective, nor consistent with national planning policy. 

The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (June 2017) prepared by 
AECOM as part of the PBW has failed to provide adequate 
justification for the approach adopted for residential development 
within the rural areas of the Borough. Paragraph 9.2.10 onwards 
indicates that no allocations for housing should be proposed and 
concludes that windfall development will meet the entirety of the 
housing requirement for the rural areas. This is on the basis that 
384 dwellings were delivered in the rural areas over a previous 16 
year period through windfall sites alone. However, this approach 
is clearly flawed as it equates to an average of 24 dwellings per 

See response to main issues (b) and (c).  
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annum or 480 dwellings over a 20 year plan period, which falls 
short of the target of 540 dwellings required over the PBW plan 
period. The higher levels of windfall approvals recorded in 
preceding years was due to the previous out-of-date Local Plan 
and Council’s inability to demonstrate a 5 year supply of housing 
land, situations which are unlikely to be repeated. 

Table 7.6 of the PBW Publication Plan identifies existing 
commitments in the rural areas (outside the four names villages) 
and shows that there have been 101 completions between 2011-
2017, which equates to an average of 17 dwellings per year 
delivered within the rural areas. This falls below the 24 dwellings 
per year required to reach the target of 540 dwellings. Table 7.6 
also identifies the residual requirement for 275 dwellings over the 
remaining 14 years of the plan period. This necessitates a 
requirement to deliver 20 dwellings per year, which has not been 
achieved over the first six years. 

Paragraph 48 of the NPPF allows local planning authorities to 
make an allowance for windfall sites in their 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.” The PBW evidence base does not 
provide such compelling evidence, as it contains inconsistencies 
in calculating the anticipated delivery of windfall sites over the 
plan period. This is not the most appropriate strategy for ensuring 
that the full objectively assessed housing need is met within the 
rural areas over the plan period, as it relies wholly upon windfall 
completions at accelerated rates to those seen in both the 
previous plan period and over the first 6 years of the current plan 
period. This places at risk the delivery of the required levels of 
housing development within the rural areas and the Borough as a 
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whole, conflicting with the requirements of paragraph 47 of the 
NPPF. 

The strategy adopted by the PBW is not consistent with 
Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requiring local planning authorities to 
“boost significantly” the supply of housing, and to meet the full 
objectively assessed housing need of the Borough as a whole. 

Within Section 7 of the PBW, it is stated that the Borough are 
currently able to demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply. 
However, Table 10 of the ‘Housing Land Supply’ Background 
Paper (September 2017) identifies that against an annual target 
of 350 dwellings, the Borough has under delivered in 4 of the first 
6 years of plan period, leaving a shortfall of 596 dwellings. The 
average delivery in first 6 years is 250 dwellings per annum, 
falling significantly short of the annual target figure. The most 
recent DCLG White Paper ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ 
(February 2017) emphasizes that one of key problems resulting in 
an under supply of housing nationally is“…building that is simply 
too slow…” (Page 9). 

Tables 9 and 10 of the Housing Land Supply Background Paper 
also identify the trajectory for the Wellingborough North and 
Wellingborough East SUEs. These tables demonstrate that 
delivery is anticipated to fall short of the JCS delivery target each 
year for the five year period from 2016-17 to 2019-20. A period of 
almost 10 years has passed between the grant of outline planning 
permission for the Wellingborough East SUE in 2008 to the 
delivery of the first houses on the site, and it is not expected to 
reach the JCS annual target for delivery until 2020-21. The 
Wellingborough North SUE is projected to deliver 100 dwellings in 
the year 2018-2019, however, there would appear to be 
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considerable doubts over this trajectory given that the Reserved 
Matters application for Phase 1 of the development has not yet 
been submitted. There is considerable doubt on the projected 
delivery rates for the SUE’s identified throughout the rest of the 
plan period. 

It is considered that the PBW requires a wider range of sites 
capable of delivery in the short to medium term, without the 
extended lead in times or significant infrastructure requirements 
of the SUE’s, in order to provide a level of flexibility and 
contingency to the supply. This approach would follow the NPPG 
paragraph 14 requirement that, “Local plans should meet 
objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to 
rapid change… 

Table 4.1 of the PBW Publication Plan identifies Isham as falling 
within the village tier in the rural settlement hierarchy, which is 
defined as being able to accommodate some small-scale infill 
development to meet its own needs, or a level of growth identified 
within the Joint Core Strategy (JCS) or a Neighbourhood Plan. 

A ‘Village Boundaries’ Background Paper was published in 
September 2017 by the Council as part of the evidence base for 
the PBW Publication Plan, with the aim of updating village 
boundaries to ensure that the PBW is based on up-to-date 
evidence. The Plan recognised that it was inappropriate to rely on 
boundaries adopted pre-NPPF in 1999. It was also the purpose of 
the village boundary review to clarify the locations where the 
small-scale growth would be most appropriate and sustainable. 

However, Policy SS1 Villages adopts the flawed approach 
contained within the SA based on a reliance upon windfall 
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development to deliver new housing development within the rural 
areas. The settlement boundary review undertaken has not 
assessed the environmental capacity of any settlements and 
merely reflects extant planning permissions and proposed 
allocations contained within the PBW. As drafted, the settlement 
boundary for Isham has been drawn too tightly and the review 
has failed to consider the future growth capacity of the settlement 
in the context of the extant permission for the Isham Bypass, 
which is identified as an infrastructure priority in the most recent 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (September 2017). 

The SA process has failed to consider all “reasonable 
alternatives” for the delivery of housing within the rural area of the 
Borough (NPPF Paragraph 182), and thus the settlement 
boundaries identified as part of Policy SS1 Villages are flawed, 
ineffective and unjustified. 

See further information in the attachment 
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Section:  5. Green Infrastructure Framework 

28 Natural 
England 

Green Infrastructure 
Natural England welcomes Policies GI 1,2,3,4 and 5. Green 
infrastructure can perform a range of functions including improved 
flood risk management, provision of accessible green space, 
climate change adaptation and biodiversity enhancement. GI can 
be designed to maximise the benefits needed for new 
development, such as promoting opportunities for recreation, 
improving links between communities and promoting sustainable 
transport as well as benefiting wildlife.  

Noted 
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We are pleased the plan embraces the principles of green 
infrastructure within figure 3 by incorporating provision of green 
space, formed from a network of key open spaces, green 
corridors and landscape features.  
 
It is important that housing growth is supported by adequate 
provision of green infrastructure including areas of green space, 
which residents can access for recreation purposes, in order to 
alleviate pressure on surrounding sensitive ecological habitats, 
such as local wildlife sites, SSSIs and the SPA/Ramsar. 
 
Net gain biodiversity  
We welcome the principle of protecting and enhancing green 
infrastructure, open space, green space and sports provision. We 
would like to draw your attention to the requirement to provide a 
net gain in biodiversity through planning policy (Section 40 of the 
Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 and 
section 109 of the National Planning Policy Framework). We 
advise that the GI policy also includes wording which ensures all 
development results in a biodiversity net gain for Wellingborough 
as a whole, currently it is included in some individual site 
allocation policies only. Alternatively this should be cross 
referenced in the part 2 plan, from the Joint Core Strategy Policy 
4 - biodiversity and geodiversity.  
 
Priority Habitat  
We would welcome the use of the green infrastructure to include 
the delivery of priority habitats, as listed in Section 41 of the 
Natural Environmental and Rural Communities Act 2006, 
contributing to national and local targets. This could include 
habitats such as unimproved grassland, broadleaved woodland 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A net gain in biodiversity is sought by Policy 4 of the 
Joint Core Strategy, it is not considered necessary to 
refer to this in the part 2 plan. The plans need to be 
read together as a single document. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This level of detail is considered unnecessary and 
inappropriate in the plan.  This level of detail would 
be more appropriate to a Supplementary Planning 
Document. 
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and ponds. Natural England advises consideration is also given 
to existing areas of biodiversity action plan (BAP) priority habitat 
and local wildlife sites located within Wellingborough. These 
areas could be also be included on the C.20 Town Centre plan to 
assist with master planning. Further information can be found in 
the habitats layer on Magic and local wildlife sites identified by 
The Wildlife Trust.  
 
Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA  
For the avoidance of doubt, we advise that a specific policy is 
included within the part 2 plan, which sets out the requirements 
for any increase in residential dwellings within 3km of the Upper 
Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special Protection Area (SPA) to adhere 
to the Addendum to the SPA SPD: Mitigation Strategy, as this 
has been developed since the JCS was adopted. The authority 
adopted the mitigation strategy on 20 December 2016 and 
mitigation funds are now being collected. 
 
Nature improvement area (NIA)  
We reiterate that the SUE policies should identify opportunities for 
delivering improvements to the NIA, as both are located within the 
area designated as the NIA. 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.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Impact on the SPA is considered to be adequately 
covered by Policy 4 of the JCS together with the 
adopted  Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special 
Protection Area Supplementary Planning Document 
and the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special 
Protection Areas SPD Addendum: Mitigation 
Strategy. There is considered to be no need for any 
further reference in the plan. 
 
 
 
It is not considered necessary to repeat what is 
already in the Joint Core Strategy. 

2 Mr Andrew 
Howard 

The principal of the policy is commendably aspirational but it 
needs to be made clear that the Council will also comply with this 
policy. The Council is responsible for virtually all the trees in the 
Borough and currently has a separate tree policy that conflicts at 
several levels with this Policy. 
 

The council as a landowner needs to comply with all 
planning policies in the same way as every other 
landowner. 
 
There is considered to be no conflict with the tree 
policy that the council recently consulted on. This 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/6863/upper_nene_valley_gravel_pits_special_protection_area_spd
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/6863/upper_nene_valley_gravel_pits_special_protection_area_spd
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7562/mitigation_strategy
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7562/mitigation_strategy
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7562/mitigation_strategy
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Modifications 
There should be a commitment for the Council to be included in 
and abide with this Policy. 

deals with the council’s responsibility as a landowner 
to ensure that its trees do not pose a danger to the 
public or property. 

Policy GI 1 Local Green Infrastructure Corridors 

53 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber of Commerce supports the maintenance and 
enhancement of the GI network within the Borough. However, it 
believes that poor quality GI and open space could be replaced 
by better quality sites and corridors allowing limited development 
particularly in areas where there is likely to be more degradation 
of the GI corridor. 

A case in point would be the Nene Waterside area within 
Wellingborough’s urban area which stretches from the pedestrian 
bridge crossing the River Nene to Claudius Way through to the 
A45 Turnell Mills Roundabout. The access to this area is to be 
upgraded through the delivery of Route 2 for Stanton Cross. In 
delivering this, surrounding sites are likely to be degraded. At the 
same time there is an opportunity to explore commercial and 
development opportunities adjacent to the river to create a more 
vibrant gateway for the town. Where parts of this corridor can be 
improved (post access enhancements) this would be supported, 
however, any development opportunities particularly related to 
the river should be allowed to be pursued, especially where better 
GI can be created in its place within Stanton Cross.   

The Chamber of Commerce is working with the Borough Council 
and other organisations to assess the opportunities presented by 
the River Nene and this gateway area and investment to improve 
the corridor could be achieved through appropriate development 
in this area. 

Areas of land designated as protected open green spaces or 

The plan states at para 5.1.7 that the GI corridors are 
indicative to highlight were investment is most 
needed. The corridor identified along the Nene 
waterside supports the aspirations of the Chamber in 
this area. Similarly Policy 20 of the JCS sets out 
detailed criteria for managing development and 
investment in the Nene and Ise valleys. 
 
The changes proposed to the plan are considered 
unnecessary to seek the stated aims. 
 
Fig 3 is from the GI study undertaken by 
Northamptonshire County Council as part of the 
evidence base. The plan does not identify Local 
Wildlife Sites. This process is undertaken by the 
Northamptonshire Local Wildlife Sites Panel to 
agreed criteria and is not part of the local plan 
process. 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7703/ncc_wellingborough_green_infrastructure_report_2017
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Local Wildlife Sites should not continue to be allocated if the 
characteristics for their original designation no longer hold.  
 
Modifications 

Changes to Policy GI1 as follows 

Local Green Infrastructure Corridors 

Development must be designed to protect and enhance existing 
Green Infrastructure networks, and the connections between 
them where possible. 

Local GI corridors within Wellingborough town as identified on the 
Policies Map, will be priorities for investment and improvement. 
These will be safeguarded and enhanced by: 

A. ensuring that new development will not compromise is 
compatible with the integrity of the green infrastructure network 
and any multi-functional uses within those area; 

B. ensuring new development provides appropriate connections 
to the existing green corridors; 

C. ensuring that wherever possible new open space connects to 
or is provided within the green infrastructure corridors; 

Figure 3 

Area of GI Multi-functionality should be extended from pedestrian 
bridge to A45 if this allows greater flexibility for development and 
remove local GI Corridor. Local Wildlife site on London 
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Road/A509 should be deallocated as 1/3 will be destroyed by 
Route 2 access and not clear that this is of a quality to still be 
designated as a Local Wildlife Site. 

68 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Town Centre 
Partnership 

The Town Centre Partnership supports the maintenance and 
enhancement of the GI network within the Borough. However, it 
believes that poor quality GI and open space could be replaced 
by better quality sites and corridors allowing limited development 
particularly in areas where there is likely to be more degradation 
of the GI corridor.  
  
A case in point would be the Nene Waterside area within 
Wellingborough’s urban area which stretches from the pedestrian 
bridge crossing the River Nene to Claudius Way through to the 
A45 Turnell Mills Roundabout. The access to this area is to be 
upgraded through the delivery of Route 2 for Stanton Cross. In 
delivering this, surrounding sites are likely to be degraded. At the 
same time there is an opportunity to explore commercial and 
development opportunities adjacent to the river to create a more 
vibrant gateway for the town. Where parts of this corridor can be 
improved (post access enhancements) this would be supported, 
however, any development opportunities particularly related to 
the river should be allowed to be pursued, especially where better 
GI can be created in its place within Stanton Cross.   
 
The Town Centre Partnership  understands that various 
organisations including the Borough Council and are assessing 
the opportunities presented by the River Nene and this gateway 
area and believes that investment to improve this corridor could 
be achieved through appropriate development in this area. 
Areas of land designated as protected open green spaces or 
Local Wildlife Sites should not continue to be allocated if the 
characteristics for their original designation no longer hold. 

The plan states at para 5.1.7 that the GI corridors are 
indicative to highlight were investment is most 
needed. The corridor identified along the Nene 
waterside supports the aspirations of the Chamber in 
this area. Similarly Policy 20 of the JCS sets out 
detailed criteria for managing development and 
investment in the Nene and Ise valleys. 
 
The changes proposed to the plan are considered 
unnecessary to seek the stated aims. 
 
Fig 3 is from the GI study undertaken by 
Northamptonshire County Council as part of the 
evidence base. The plan does not identify Local 
Wildlife Sites. This process is undertaken by the 
Northamptonshire Local Wildlife Sites Panel to 
agreed criteria and is not part of the local plan 
process. 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7703/ncc_wellingborough_green_infrastructure_report_2017
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Modifications 

Changes to Policy GI1 as follows 

Local Green Infrastructure Corridors 

Development must be designed to protect and enhance existing 
Green Infrastructure networks, and the connections between 
them where possible. 

Local GI corridors within Wellingborough town as identified on the 
Policies Map, will be priorities for investment and improvement. 
These will be safeguarded and enhanced by: 

A. ensuring that new development will not compromise is 
compatible with the integrity of the green infrastructure network 
and any multi-functional uses within those area; 

B. ensuring new development provides appropriate connections 
to the existing green corridors; 

C. ensuring that wherever possible new open space connects to 
or is provided within the green infrastructure corridors; 

Figure 3 

Area of GI Multi-functionality should be extended from pedestrian 
bridge to A45 if this allows greater flexibility for development and 
remove local GI Corridor. Local Wildlife site on London 
Road/A509 should be deallocated as 1/3 will be destroyed by 
Route 2 access and not clear that this is of a quality to still be 



 

35 
 

Rep 
ID 

Respondent Comments Response 

designated as a Local Wildlife Site. 

138 DLP Planning 
Consultants on 
behalf of 
Hampton 
Brook Ltd 

This policy demonstrates a map of suggested local 3.13 GI 
corridors. These are unnecessarily broad in nature, and should 
be further refined. It is recommended that an interactive GIS map 
for emerging policies should be created in order to view this figure 
better. Figure 3 in the PBW suggests that the majority of the 
Windsor Road Site is within a Local Green Infrastructure Corridor. 
Whilst our client is keen for the site to include a green corridor 
running from west to east across the site in line with the policy 
and continuing adjacent linear green infrastructure, designating 
the whole site as a local GI corridor is inappropriate in light of the 
proposed allocation of the site for housing. 
 
See attachment for more information 
 
Modifications 
For the reasons outlined above, DLP submit that Policy GI1 
should not be found sound, as drafted. Wholly designating an 
allocated housing site as a Local Green Infrastructure Corridor 
does not demonstrate a positively prepared or justified plan. 

The plan states at para 5.1.7 that the GI corridors are 
indicative to highlight were investment is most 
needed. These are also shown on the Policies Map 
C20. The corridors are shown in a very similar way to 
those in the Joint Core Strategy. It is difficult to 
envisage how else they can be graphically 
represented on a Policies Map. 
 
Policy Site 3 is considered to adequately explain 
what is expected to be provided on the allocated site. 

128 DLP Planning 
Consultants on 
behalf of 
Hampton 
Brook Ltd 

Policy GI1 refers to development within Green Infrastructure 
Corridors. Whilst we acknowledge the importance of protecting 
and enhancing such areas within the urban framework, we are 
concerned that the policy as written is negatively worded and will 
be used to resist or refuse any development that falls within an 
identified Local GI corridor. 

Policy GI1 as drafted does not reflect the ‘presumption in favour 
of sustainable development’ set out in paragraph 14 - the ‘golden 
thread’ running through the Framework. It should encourage and 
support proposals that can deliver qualitative as well as 
quantitative improvements in GI provision. Parts of the identified 

Policy GI 1 is considered to be consistent with Policy 
19 of the JCS.  Criterion A of Policy GI 1 which 
relates to local Green Infrastructure corridors is very 
similar to Criterion b (i) of Policy 19 which refers to 
sub regional corridors. The amendment proposed is 
not supported as it would significantly weaken the 
policy in terms of safeguarding the corridors. It is 
important to ensure that development does not result 
in breaks in these identified corridors. 
 
The policy is considered to be positively prepared as 
it identifies how the corridors can be enhanced; by 
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GI corridors currently have little or no intrinsic environmental or 
recreational value, but are identified seemingly on the basis that 
they are located in a corridor of undeveloped land. Much of the 
land is also in private ownership so often the only way to change 
this situation is allow some sensitive and appropriate 
development to enable qualitative improvements to be made. 
 
Modifications 

It is recommended that the policy wording be altered as follows to 
positively acknowledge that certain forms of development can be 
appropriate within these areas. 

Development must be designed to protect and enhance existing 
Green Infrastructure networks, and the connections between 
them where possible. Local GI corridors within Wellingborough 
town as identified on the Policies Map, will be priorities for 
investment and improvement. These will be safeguarded and 
enhanced by: 

A. ensuring that new development will not compromise the 
integrity provides qualitative benefits and enhancements to the 
green infrastructure network; 

B. ensuring new development maintains and provides appropriate 
connections to the existing green corridors; 

C. ensuring that wherever possible new open space connects to 
or is provided within the green infrastructure corridors; 

D. prioritising investment in enhancement of open space, sport 

providing additional connections; ensuring wherever 
possible new open space is within the corridors; 
ensuring these locations are the priorities for 
investment and using developer contributions to 
enhance quality. 
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and recreation in green infrastructure corridors; and 

E. using developer contributions to facilitate improvements to 
their quality. 

In the rural areas Local GI corridors will be safeguarded and 
enhanced. Opportunities to connect these corridors into the wider 
GI network will be supported. 

In line with the above, the wording of this policy, should be more 
positively framed to ensure that the designation does not itself 
preclude development in principle, but support the achievement 
of appropriate and complimentary development outcomes; with 
new development often leading to benefits such as: 

 the ‘opening up’ of private land; 

 enhanced connectivity and pedestrian routes; 

 enhancements to existing/creation of new biodiversity 

habitats and ecosystems; and 

 improved management and maintenance of green 

infrastructure. 

This change to proposed policy GI1 would also better reflect the 
positive stance of Policy 19 of the North Northamptonshire Joint 
Core Strategy, which seeks development to secure a net gain in 
green infrastructure; identifying examples such as the creation of 
multi-functional green spaces and improvements to wildlife 
habitats, facilities and routes. 

We therefore submit that Policy GI1 as drafted is not sound as it 
is not positively prepared or consistent with national policy. 



 

38 
 

Rep 
ID 

Respondent Comments Response 

98 Define 
Planning & 
Design Ltd on 
behalf of Bovis 
& SCLG 

The aspiration of Policy GI 1 to protect and where possible 
enhance existing Green Infrastructure (GI) networks is 
recognised. However, the proposed corridors identified on the 
Publication Plan Policies Map incorporate areas that are 
specifically managed under policies in the adopted Joint Core 
Strategy (JCS).  Notably JCS Policies 19 and 20 seek to maintain 
and enhance the Nene and Ise Valleys as Sub-Regional GI 
Corridors, making specific reference to the protection of 
designated sites (including Special Protection Area and RAMSAR 
designations), and setting out specific aspirations for their 
enhancement.  Therefore, also identifying them as Local GI 
corridors is a duplication of policy that is both inappropriate and 
unnecessary, particularly as the shown extents impinge upon the 
areas committed for development as part of the approved Stanton 
Cross development proposals (that also fall under Policy Site 1 
Wellingborough East).   
 
What JCS Policy 19 requires is the identification of other Local GI 
Corridors in order to prioritise investment to contribute to their 
enhancement; particularly in order to provide access between the 
towns and countryside and address open space provision 
deficiencies.   The Publication Plan does seek to do that, but the 
Local Green Infrastructure Corridors identified under Policy GI 1 
(and illustrated in Figure 3 and the Policies Map) within the 
Wellingborough East site do not properly reflect the committed 
scheme proposals.  The approved 2015 Masterplan seeks to 
structure the proposed development through the provision of 
robust Green Links that permeate the proposed development and 
seek to reinforce connections over the Ise Valley, linking 
landmarks and key land–use areas.  Given that the Stanton 
Cross scheme is now being implemented, the committed 
proposals should be properly reflected in the Publication 

Policy GI 1 does not duplicate Policy 19 of the JCS 
as Policy GI 1 deals with local green corridors. It is 
accepted that the Sub-regional corridor of the Ise 
valley for example is also identified as a local 
corridor, but it is considered entirely reasonable that 
the corridors can provide local and sub-regional 
functions and should therefore be recognised in that 
context. 
 
Para. 5.1.7 identifies that corridors are indicative, it is 
not appropriate to be too prescriptive regarding their 
form and location as there are occasions when this 
could change. The overarching principal is one of 
ensuring connectivity.  
 
The corridor identified in Wellingborough East is 
considered to be entirely consistent with the 
approved scheme. The scheme identifies parkland 
along the River Ise and green links through the 
development. It does not unduly restrict the 
development of Stanton Cross, but rather highlights 
the principals of connectivity that have already been 
agreed and approved. 
 
The suggested change to Part A is considered 
unnecessary and would weaken the approach to 
safeguarding the identified corridors. 
 
 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7912/stanton_cross_approved_masterplan_2016
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Plan.  That is the proposed Local GI corridors should reflect the 
approved 2015 Masterplan (notably in relation to Mill Road and 
north of Finedon Road). 
 
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 
Wellingborough East / Stanton Cross. The definition and 
designation of GI corridors should, therefore, be reviewed in the 
context of other GI policies. 
 
Moreover, the policy itself should recognise that the delivery of 
the sustainable development required to meet the identified 
housing and employment development needs may impact upon 
the integrity of the existing GI network (e.g. within a specific area 
in order to facilitate access to the proposed development), but 
that with appropriate mitigation (e.g. provision and/or 
enhancement of GI elsewhere) sustainable development should 
still be allowed to come forward. 
 
 Soundness: 
Bovis Homes and the Stanton Cross Landowners Group, 
therefore, object to Policy GI 1, which is considered unsound on 
the basis that it: 
 
-     is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy 
when considered against reasonable alternative strategies; and 
-     is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not 
provide a clear indication of how the decision maker should apply 
the policy and enable sustainable development. 
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Modifications 
The definition and designation of GI corridors within 
Wellingborough East should be reviewed and clearly defined in 
the context of other GI policies and the committed Stanton Cross 
development. 
 
Revise Part A to add “wherever possible, albeit recognising that 
any potential impacts in this regard should be appropriately 
mitigated”. 

77 Sport England Support GI 1 Welcomed. 

Policy GI 2 Local Open Space 

9 Berrys on 
behalf of Mr P 
Robins 

Paragraph 5.2.7 which explains "Local Open Space " (LOS) is 
confusing and contradictory. 
 
First it states "sites with closed access (eg private land) are NOT 
identified as LOS. But my clients private land (formerly known as 
Tower Sports Ground, Finedon) is proposed for allocation as LOS 
despite this being private with no public access. Since Kennedys 
Club closed and vacated the site over 18 months ago (Jan 2016) 
this has been closed access private land with no leisure or sports 
use. I therefore submit that the allocation of this land as LOS 
contradicts the approach in 5.2.7. 
 
Having stated that sites with closed access will not be identified in 
the Plan as LOS, paragraph 5.2.7 confusingly goes on to state 
that these sites will nonetheless be protected and where possible 
enhanced. If such sites are not allocated, as they should not be, 
then the policy cannot apply and the protection specified in this 
paragraph carries no weight. The inclusion of this text will lead to 
misunderstanding and misinterpretation. 
 
The proposed allocation of my client's site as LOS probably 

Para 5.2.7 explains that access can range from full 
open to restricted. The intention is not to include 
sites with no public access such as private gardens. 
It is however considered appropriate to include sites 
with restricted public access such as sports clubs or 
allotments which are open to members. These types 
of spaces still perform important open space 
functions to the community and should be protected 
as such.  
 
Para  5.2.7 is considered to be clear in this, however 
if the inspector considers that there is some 
confusion  the council suggests a proposed main 
modification to the second paragraph to read: 
 
Sites with closed access (e.g. private garden land) 
 
In the case of the Tower Sports Ground this was 
indeed identified through the 2015 TEP Open Space 
and Recreation Audit. A recent request for a 
Certificate of Lawful Use has been received 
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stems from the 2015 TEP Open Space and Recreation Audit - at 
the time that was published Tower Sports Ground and Kennedy's 
Club remained open in their former guise and the identified 
football pitches were accessible to the public, albeit on a 
restricted club basis. The circumstances have now changed and 
the land is now entirely private. Therefore, in this window of 
opportunity before the plan is adopted, I respectfully request that 
the LOS allocation of the site formerly known as Tower Sports 
Ground be deleted from the Plan. 
 
Modification 
Deletion of the Local Open Space Allocation of the former Tower 
Sports Ground, Finedon. 

(WP/17/00660). Within this application the owner 
confirms that  ‘site has long been used for D2 leisure 
uses, most recently as football 
pitches, and the planning history for the site refers 
variously to sports ground, sports pavilion, 
club house in applications dating back to 1949’. The 
Former tenants (Kennedy’s Club) gave up their lease 
some 18 months ago but the owner is ‘proposing to 
re-open the site and facilities to the public for a range 
of assembly and leisure uses in the near future. He is 
seeking to clarify those uses that can 
be carried out without the need for planning 
permission.’ The site is therefore likely to continue to 
be used as a local open space and its designation 
under Policy GI 2 is considered entirely appropriate. 

10 Berrys on 
behalf of Mr P 
Robins 

The former Tower Sports Ground Finedon has been incorrectly 
allocated as Local Open Space. 
 
Paragraph 5.2.7 which explains "Local Open Space " (LOS) is 
confusing and contradictory. 
 
First it states "sites with closed access (eg private land) are NOT 
identified as LOS. But my clients private land (formerly known as 
Tower Sports Ground, Finedon) is proposed for allocation as LOS 
despite this being private with no public access. Since Kennedys 
Club closed and vacated the site over 18 months ago (Jan 2016) 
this has been closed access private land with no leisure or sports 
use. I therefore submit that the allocation of this land as LOS 
contradicts the approach in 5.2.7. 
 
Having stated that sites with closed access will not be identified in 
the Plan as LOS, paragraph 5.2.7 confusingly goes on to state 

See response above 
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that these sites will nonetheless be protected and where possible 
enhanced. If such sites are not allocated, as they should not be, 
then the policy cannot apply and the protection specified in this 
paragraph carries no weight. The inclusion of this text will lead to 
misunderstanding and misinterpretation. 
 
The proposed allocation of my client's site as LOS probably 
stems from the 2015 TEP Open Space and Recreation Audit - at 
the time that was published Tower Sports Ground and Kennedy's 
Club remained open in their former guise and the identified 
football pitches were accessible to the public, albeit on a 
restricted club basis. The circumstances have now changed and 
the land is now entirely private. Therefore, in this window of 
opportunity before the plan is adopted, I respectfully request that 
the LOS allocation of the site formerly known as Tower Sports 
Ground be deleted from the Plan. 
 
Modification 
Deletion of the Local Open Space Allocation of the former Tower 
Sports Ground, Finedon. 

139 DLP Planning 
Consultants on 
behalf of 
Hampton 
Brook Ltd 

It is acknowledged that there is a buffer around the south and 
east of the site which is proposed to be allocated as Local Open 
Space. Similar to the above policy, it is considered that this policy 
designation is too broad and extends too far into the site – 
especially as it overlaps the proposed Local GI corridor 
designation. 
 
See additional information in the attachment 
 
Modification 
For the reasons outlined above, DLP submit that Policy GI2 
should not be found sound, as drafted. Whilst it is realised that 

It is not entirely clear what the concern is here.  The 
only area identified as LOS around the site of 
Windsor Road is the landscaping alongside the A45, 
which was identified in the TEP audit. This in no way 
undermines the housing allocation. 
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this policy is deliberately broad in nature, it does extend too far 
into Policy Site 3, potentially undermining the housing allocation. 

99 Define 
Planning & 
Design Ltd on 
behalf of Bovis 
& SCLG 

The aspiration of Policy GI 2 to protect and where possible 
enhance areas designated as Local Open Space (LOS) is 
recognised.  However, the designation of large areas of the Nene 
Valley as LOS under Policy GI 2 is both inappropriate and 
unnecessary. 
 
The area indicated within the Nene Valley is largely designated 
as a SPA/RAMSAR site and forms part of a Sub Regional Green 
Infrastructure Corridor.  It is, therefore, comprehensively 
protected by existing policies in these respects and the 
Publication Plan’s supporting evidence base does not 
demonstrate why the area warrants a further designation to 
protect its intrinsic value.   Notably the Publication Plan states 
(paragraph 5.2.7) that to be designated as LOS, the area in 
question should have public access (i.e. not be private land).  In 
this case the area is in private ownership and public access is 
actually very limited.  Indeed, at the request of Natural England, 
large parts if the area are to be fenced off to restrict public access 
in order to protect the intrinsic ecological interest of the area.  On 
that basis it is clearly not appropriate to designate this area as 
LOS. 
 
Notwithstanding that, however, the Policies Map shows an 
overlap between the Wellingborough East allocation site (subject 
to Policy Site 1) and the proposed LOS.   Moreover, the 
Wellingborough East access routes that connect to the A45 
(Routes 2 & 7), approved as part of the committed Stanton Cross 
scheme, will cross these proposed LOS areas.   Given the intent 
of Policy GI 2 to protect these areas from development, there 
would be a clear tension with Policy Site 1.  The proposed 

The sites in question meet the criteria for local open 
space in that they are semi-natural areas with public 
access. It is recognised that they have other 
designations, but are also identified as LOS to 
ensure a consistency of approach across the 
borough.  
 
It is accepted that the new access routes to 
Wellingborough East will affect some open space 
sites in the vicinity. In order to ensure clarity, the 
council would be happy to propose a main 
modification to the boundaries of the LOS and LGS 
sites affected should the Inspector find this 
necessary. 
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designation of these areas, therefore, only serves to further 
confuse the policy context and highlights the need for some 
flexibility and clarity in the application of this policy.  However, 
given that the Stanton Cross scheme is now being implemented, 
the committed proposals should be properly reflected in the 
Publication Plan. 
 
As such, there is a conflict between the definition of LOS and the 
policy approach to its protection where other policies overlap 
(notably in respect of the most sensitive designated areas) and in 
terms of its use in the long term, with a tension with Policy Site 
1.  The proposed designation of this area as LOS should be 
deleted. 
 
Soundness: 
Bovis Homes and the Stanton Cross Landowners Group, 
therefore, object to Policy GI 2, which is considered unsound on 
the basis that it: 
-     is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy 
when considered against reasonable alternative strategies; and 
-     is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not 
provide a clear indication of how the decision maker should apply 
the policy and enable sustainable development. 
 
Modification 
Delete the proposed designation of the areas in the Nene Valley 
as LOS. 

132 Strutt & Parker 
LLP on behalf 
of B.S.Pension 
Fund Trustees 
Ltd 

The aspiration of Policy GI 2 to protect and where possible 
enhance areas designated as Local Open Space (LOS) is 
recognised. However, this cannot apply to land which is farmed 
but adjoins accepted areas of Local Open Space. Therefore, 
Policy GI 2 is inappropriate unless the Plans showing such Local 

This area does not include any farmland and is 
correctly identified as LOS. 
 
Clarification has been sought from the respondent 
and following correspondence they have confirmed 
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Open Space are correct.  
 
The area indicated to the West of Finedon includes old sidings 
and railway lines and woodland, but wrongly includes open 
farmland and needs review. The area is shown in red on the plan 
below. Nobody has consulted the landowners or farm tenants 
who farm the land. The Policy is otherwise supported, but there is 
no clarity of why farmland warrants a further designation to 
protect its intrinsic value. Notably the Publication Plan (paragraph 
5.2.7) notes that to be designated as LOS, the area in question 
should have public access (i.e. not be private land). In this case 
the area is in private ownership and public access on the 
farmland area is limited.  
 
Soundness: 
B.S. Pension Fund Trustee Ltd object to Policy GI 2, which is 
considered unsound on the basis: 

 is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy 
when considered against reasonable alternative strategies; 
and 

 is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not 
provide a clear indication of how the decision maker 
should apply the policy and enable sustainable 
development; and 

has allocated land as LOS which is farmed and has no public 
access. 
 
Modifications 
Review area designated to West of Finedon as LOS and remove 
areas of farmland which are actively cropped and farmed (as 
shown red on the plan attached). 

that they are no longer seeking the change 
requested as the site does not include any farmland. 

147 Mr G Wilton Having previously made comments in last years' 'Consultation on Paragraph 4.1 of the Open Space Designations 



 

46 
 

Rep 
ID 

Respondent Comments Response 

Emerging Draft Plan' In regard to Sections: '5 Green 
Infrastructure Framework'; '5.1 Delivery of Green Infrastructure 
Corridors'; and '5.2 Protection of Existing Open Spaces, Sport 
and Recreation' it is regrettable that the Council appears to have 
persisted in proposing allotment designations which still 
appear  flawed and inconsistent, and therefore legally 
challengeable in planning decisions along the lines previously 
supplied at the Draft Stage. 
 
I feel the basis of allotment site inclusions and exclusions in the 
Open Space, Sports and Recreation Audit and Assessment 
(Nov.2015) demonstrates blatant inconsistencies in approach. 
Moreover, the qualitative assessments of sites within that report 
are demonstrably flawed. 
 
As indicated in comment to the draft plan I was concerned that 
whilst LGS sites were provided a detailed examination of their 
criteria for Inclusion with their respective owners being consulted 
the council did not afford the owners of LOS proposals the same 
courtesy. 
 
Having not addressed that issue I cannot see how the inclusion of 
private land as purported allotments at the site off Irthlingborough 
Road, Finedon can be justified. Without direct consultation with 
the multiple private owners of this land - which originated as 
building plots - it is hard justify that you have obtained 
proportionate evidence that any such temporary amenity use is 
either viable or effectively deliverable. 
 
With a majority of the site demonstrating historical cessation of 
temporary allotment use you have failed to ascertain the Intent of 
stakeholders. 

background paper says: 
 
Local Open Space includes all types of open areas 
of public value, including not just land, but also areas 
of water such as rivers, lakes and reservoirs which 
offer important opportunities for sport and recreation 
and can also act as a visual amenity or provide 
important wildlife habitats. However only sites which 
have some form of public access (including restricted 
or permissive) are designated. These are the sites 
which provide an important function to residents and 
visitors to the borough, whether it is to grow food, 
play sport or walk the dog. 
 
The site in question is clearly still predominantly in 
allotment use. It therefore performs an important 
function to those allotment holders. In accordance 
with the NPPF (para 74) which seeks to protect 
existing open space, sport and recreational buildings 
and land, it is considered appropriate to seek to 
retain the use unless it is no longer required. 
 
The Open Space, Sports and Recreation Audit and 
Assessment (Nov.2015) was updated as part of the 
Open Space Assessment and Strategy 2017. The 
allotment section was substantially updated in 
response to representations received at the 
emerging draft stage. In identifying the standard for 
allotments, private allotments such as this site were 
excluded from the calculation. This is considered a 
reasonable approach. 
 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7752/bcw_open_space_assessment_and_strategy
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Being private land that since the adoption of the 1999 local plan 
has not had any such allotment designation it appears that this is 
a belated attempt to bolt the stable door after the horse has 
bolted - in regard to the planning approval within the past year for 
business expansion upon a considerable portion of what the draft 
plan proposed as allotment site designation. 
 
As private land, that for the past 18 years has solely been classed 
as 'open countryside', these plots can lawfully be used for any 
purpose defined as 'agriculture' as shown in Section 336 of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 
 
As stated by the former Head of Planning Mr Woods, and former 
Senior Planning Officer Mr Kilpin, the whole site was excluded 
from any Allotment designation by the objection of one person in 
1999. 
 
If that was lawful then, even though as now no single person has 
overriding control over this site, it must surely be the case that 
any single landowner can at least exclude their property from any 
such designation now.  Particularly if their land has no such 
extant allotment use. 
 
The objective of the Council is to protect existing open space, yet 
in the case of the purported designated site off Irthlingborough 
Road Finedon you are proposing inclusion of land not in current 
use as allotments, nor proven to be likely to be used for said 
purpose.  Moreover, the site has had no such designation since 
1999, and was not even recognised in the 2004 Allotment 
Strategy. 
 

The designation as LOS does not affect the lawful 
use of sites, and it would not prevent allotments from 
reverting to agricultural land. It would however seek 
to prevent the site being used for other development 
if there was an identified need for them. 
 
The LOS designations are based on an audit of 
current use. For this reason the site of previous 
allotments (which are no longer in allotment use) on 
Thrapston Road are not identified as LOS and only 
the area in current allotment use off Wellingborough 
Road is designated as LOS. 
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By designating this site now, it both ignores the facts on the 
ground and concerningly artificially inflates the Councils' 
purported provision of amenity land. As such it appears as if the 
Council is attempting to continue avoid expenditure on their legal 
duties by passing the onus onto private landowners. Seeing that 
private landowners have no such legal, nor moral, obligation to 
provide their property for amenity use it is ultimately misleading 
and unsustainable to provide a false indication of provision. 
If amenity land, such as allotments, was of true importance either 
the Parish or Borough Councils could provide land already owned 
by them, currently vacant/underused or used for other purposes 
within the parish. 
 
In relation to your qualitative assessment of this site you gave it 
equal status to the far superior Wellingborough Road site, 
whereas in reality it doesn't possess the recommended 
facilities/qualities indicated as basic requirements by the Local 
Government Association. As such its' suitability for such a 
designation is suspect and ultimately not sustainable. 
If your proposed designation at the site isn't a way to limit or 
restrict land solely for allotment purposes then the Council would 
logically include all 22 acres at the Wellingborough Road site, and 
could also include the Thrapston Road site to protect future 
provision. Whereas Thrapston Road is no longer considered due 
to current cessation of allotment use. 
 
Having done neither of those actions it provides a disparity in 
treatment, and the appearance that the Council is trying to restrict 
other lawful actions upon private agricultural land off 
Irthlingborough Road. Proximity to the very small amount of land 
in current temporary allotment type use does not infer adjacent 
land is also extant amenity land as otherwise in the 
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Wellingborough Road site all 22 acres would have to be deemed 
as 'existing use' allotments, as opposed to the 6 acres in actual 
usage. Moreover, the Councils' recent planning decisions, 
including 2016, at the Irthlingborough Road site would have had 
to have considered that land as extant allotments - which you did 
not! 
 
Furthermore, in respect to the fact that these are individual 
parcels of land a Nil Use/Abandonment case law argument was 
successfully employed, without council rebuttal, in a recent 
planning permission at this site. Ergo historical cessation of any 
temporary allotment use implies in such circumstances it would 
be erroneous to claim this as extant amenity land. 
 
Bearing in mind your premise for considering this as a LOS is 
based on the flawed premise that this is existing open space, i.e. 
purportedly in current use as allotments, it is hard to see how you 
can justify designating the whole site. 
 
Any inclusion of the Irthlingborough Road site is not based on a 
shortage of supply as there is already ample current allotment 
land in the parish. Moreover the Wellingborough Road site, being 
far superior in respect that it being specifically set up as an 
allotment site is managed by a committee with better facilities, 
has ample land to cope with any future demand. 
 
Over many years the Council has repeatedly shown 
demonstrable Inaction in regard to actions that have blighted or 
damaged the viability and land quality of the Irthlingborough Road 
site. Having witnessed that I find it ironic that you belatedly wish 
to apply a designation that has historically ceased to exist over 
much of the site, and was only temporary in status in the first 
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place. 
 
The Council has failed to explain to stakeholders whether there is 
any benefit to this arbitrary designation of private land. With the 
Council having proposed the loss of what appears to be areas of 
statutory allotments in the draft plan, alongside having sold off 
sections of allotments in the Borough in the past decade I am left 
with the impression that the inclusion of the private land off 
Irthlingborough Road, Finedon, is just a method of artificially 
replacing and boosting purported provision acreage. 
 
In light of a demonstrable case of disparity of treatment I 
regretfully wish to opt out of such a designation as it is ultimately 
counter-productive - as any inclusion in your purported provision 
figures actually presents a false indication of provision and allows 
a continuation of a historical abdication of legal duties by my local 
authority. 

Policy GI 3 Local Green Space 

37 Grendon 
Parish Council 

The correction to the local green space areas that we previously 
requested has now been made so we are also able to approve 
both the local green space and open spaces marked on the inset 
map. 

Welcomed 

40 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Rookery 
Farmers Ltd 

The designation of part of LGS26 (land adjacent to the Rookery, 
Hardwick) we believe is not justified and is contrary to national 
planning policy. Rookery Farmers Ltd owns all of the land 
covered by the Local Green Space designation apart from a small 
area which represents part of the garden of the neighbouring 
property. See Figure 1. 
 
The site was designated in the previous local plan as 
Environmentally Important Open Space (EIOS), however, my 
client has no record of being contacted or having the opportunity 

It is accepted that this area has been included in the 
LGS in error. The council would support  a proposed 
main modification to remove the area as indicated in 
Figure 2. 
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to input into the designation or the site boundary at that time. 
Equally, although it states in the individual assessment in the 
appendix to the Open Space Designations report 2016 that the 
owner would be consulted as part of the plan making process, he 
has not been contacted and was unaware of its re-designation as 
LGS.  Therefore, this submission forms the first representation to 
the Borough Council on this issue. 
 
LGS26 covers a large area of open space in the centre of 
Hardwick framing the views from the Church and providing 
context to the character of the settlement. The designation 
includes an open field which extends out of the village to open 
countryside but also the curtilage of Rookery Barn Ash Lodge (in 
my client’s ownership) and part of the garden of the neighbouring 
property. We believe that this area (as set out in Figure 2) is not 
justified for inclusion and is contrary to National Policy. Figure 2 
shows the Land Registry title plan which demonstrates a larger 
area for Rookery Barn Ash Lodge than that presently identified on 
the ground which represents the historic curtilage for the main 
building. 
 
Rookery Barn Ash Lodge is adjacent to a number of buildings 
forming a single residence but this particular building was not 
converted to residential accommodation and remains an 
agricultural barn. It is currently disused but structurally sound and 
the intention, at some point, would be to convert this to a 
residence through permitted development rights under The Town 
and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) 
(England) Order 2015 Class Q or via a planning application. This 
would enhance the setting of the remaining Local Green Space 
and Conservation Area and ensure that the building is brought 
back into productive use and not allowed to degenerate and 
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become derelict. 
 
The designation of LGS26 is based on the Open Space 
Designations: The Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough: 
Background Paper report dated April 2016. In 2.3 this sets out the 
NPPF rationale for and criteria for designating Local Green 
Space. The NPPF states that this type of designation will ‘not be 
appropriate for most green areas or open space.’ It goes on to 
state the NPPF criteria to be used if designating sites. 
The methodology for assessing sites is set out at Appendix A. 
The first part of the assessment is about the accessibility of the 
site. We believe that the areas outlined in Figure 2 do not meet 
the assessment of this criteria. Part of the assessment is whether 
there are any barriers to the local community accessing the site 
from their homes? The methodology for assessment states ‘In 
order to qualify the site must be accessible to the community. 
Barriers could include no safe walking routes to the site (i.e. no 
pedestrian walkway) or fencing surrounding the site stopping 
access, including visual access.’  There is a public right of way 
(TG2) to the north of the site which runs adjacent to the housing 
which provides access to the wider field. However, the private 
garden is clearly not accessible either directly or by a visual 
connection due to screening from trees and hedges. The 
immediate curtilage of Rookery Barn Ash Lodge is also not 
accessible as a fence separates this part of the LGS site from the 
rest of the open field. If a hedge or line of trees were to be 
planted this would also remove the visual accessibility of the site. 
 
The second part of the assessment looks at whether the green 
area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a 
particular local significance. We would agree that the wider field 
has some significance in relation to the Conservation Area and 
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the character of the village. It is likely that there is some historical 
connection and potentially buried remains of former residences 
which previously formed the core of the village. However, the 
area of land identified in Figure 2 has been associated with the 
farm buildings for a considerable time and forms the wider 
curtilage of the property. These parcels of land hold little 
significance for the community and would not, in our opinion, add 
to the wider enjoyment of the remaining field and LGS 
designation. They do not meet the criteria used in part 2 of the 
assessment and as such should be removed from the wider 
designation as Local Green Space.  
 
We would draw the Council’s attention to guidance in the National 
Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) Paragraph: 011 Reference 
ID: 37-011-20140306 which relates to designating LGS when 
land is already protected by other designations. While it 
acknowledges that different types of designations are intended to 
achieve different purposes, it goes on to state that ‘if land is 
already protected by designation, then consideration should be 
given to whether any additional local benefit would be gained by 
designation as Local Green Space.’  
  
We consider that there is merit in designating the wider field as 
LGS in addition to the Conservation Area status, however, the 
land identified in Figure 2 should be removed as these form the 
private garden and curtilage of the farm buildings where some 
limited and sympathetic development might be acceptable. 
Control could still be exercised through the Conservation Area 
status to guide any development proposals accordingly and not to 
diminish the Local Green Space designation. 
 
Modifications 
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We consider that this part of LGS26 designation (See land 
outlined in red and blue in Figure 2) is not justified and is not 
consistent with National Policy, specifically paragraph 77 of the 
NPPF as it does not meet the assessment criteria as set out by 
the Council in their Open Space Designations Background Paper. 
 
We believe that by modifying Appendix C.8 Hardwick to remove 
the land cited above that this will enable the plan to meet the test 
of soundness in this matter.  
 
We therefore cordially invite the Council to revisit this assessment 
in light of this representation and further evidence and to remove 
the areas of land shown in Figure 2 from the LGS26 site area. 

129 DLP Planning 
Consultants on 
behalf of 
Hampton 
Brook Ltd 

DLP strongly objects to both Policy GI3 and the identification of 
our clients site (Land South of Kingsway, Wilby Grange Area 
between Wilby Bridge, Swanspool Brook and Northampton Road) 
as Local Green Space (Ref: LGS55). 
 
The criteria for designating land as Local Green Space (LGS) are 
set out in Paragraph77 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 wildlife; and 

See response to main issue (e).  
 
The methodology for identifying LGS is considered to 
be robust and consistent with the NPPF. 
 
In terms of site LGS 55 a recent appeal for 102 
homes on the site was dismissed (Appeal Ref 
APP/H2835/W/16/3144277 planning application Ref 
WP/15/00127/OUT).  
 
The site is designated as EIOS in the adopted local 
plan under Policy G19, and within the decision notice 
the Inspector considered whether this designation 
met the criteria in para 77 of the NPPF for 
designation as LGS. She states at para 18: 
 
‘The appellant argues that this policy does not 
conform to the Framework at paragraph 76-77 which 
relates to open green space. The parties agree that 
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 where the green area concerned is local in character and 
is not an extensive tract of land” 

 
In the Open Space Designations Background Paper prepared to 
support the Publication Plan the Council is proposing to designate 
a total of 81 separate sites as LGS. In the town of Wellingborough 
alone a total of 51 sites are identified. 
 
Paragraph 77 of the Framework 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 such a vast number of sites within 
Wellingborough as LGS, this clearly devalues the importance of 
the designation and is quite plainly contrary to the intentions of 
national policy. It also raises serious question marks over the 
soundness of the assessment against these criteria undertaken in 
the Open Space Designations Background Paper. We believe 
this paper, in conjunction with Policy GI3 represents a blatant 
attempt on the Council’s part to unduly restrict future 
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: 
 
“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 EIOS designation would meet bullet 1 of 
paragraph 77, which refers to proximity of the 
community. In my opinion, it would also meet the 
third bullet in terms of being local in character and is 
not such an extensive area of land that it should be 
excluded. In respect of bullet 2, this refers to a site 
being demonstrably special and provides some 
examples of how this might be judged, including the 
richness of its wildlife. Based on the evidence before 
me, I consider that the designation of the LWS and 
its features are sufficient to meet bullet 2 criteria and 
that Policy G19 is consistent with the Framework. I 
therefore give it full weight.’ 
 
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.’ 
 
LGS 55 is therefore considered to meet the criteria 
identified for Local Green Space. 
 
Policy GI 3 was amended following the emerging 
plan stage to ensure that it complied with the NPPF. 
The response seems to be referring to the earlier 
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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. 
 
General comments on Local Green Space Designation 
Methodology 
 
We also question the robustness of the assessment methodology 
that has been applied to LGS, as set out in Appendix A of the 
Open Space Designations Background Paper. 
 
The methodology employed by BCW to assess site eligibility to 
be designated as LGSis basic and not sufficiently robust to 
identify those areas which are demonstrably special. Particular 
concerns include: 

 There is no justification of how the boundaries of each of 
the sites have been determined. The sites assessed vary 
in size, but many are large and may contain a variety of 
land ownerships, different open space types and access 
arrangements; 

  There is no assessment of what should constitute the 
boundaries of Local Green Space. As such there may be 
some areas within each site which meet the criteria, while 
others may not; and 

 The criteria established are not compliant with the criteria 
set out in the NPPF namely: 

a) Part 1 uses a blanket distance of 1000m, regardless of location 
or the reasons of importance. This contradicts PPG which states 
that ‘distance is dependent on local circumstances, including why 
each area is special.’ As a result, in the case of Wellingborough, 
all open spaces automatically meet this criterion; 

version of the policy. 
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b) In terms of Part 2, sites only need to meet one of the criteria 
listed. There is an over reliance of desk based information, and 
limited qualitative assessment meaning that sites only meeting 
one criteria in only a limited way could automatically qualify as 
LGS; for example a historic record for a protected species 
indicating wildlife value. On the other hand, responses on the site 
assessment forms include many aspects which are ‘unknown.’ 
This is particularly true of community significance, where no 
detailed assessment or consultation has taken place. As such the 
assessment does not necessarily demonstrate that an area is 
‘demonstrably special’; 
 
c) In respect of Part 3 there is no detailed consideration of what 
constitutes an area of ‘local character.’ This is particularly 
relevant where sites assessed individually, such as the linear 
park system, which when combined together are part of a wider 
network of green space and form extensive tracts of land through 
the urban area. 
 
For the reasons outlined above Policy GI3 is not sound as it is not 
justified or consistent with national policy. 
 
Assessment of Site LGS55 as Local Green Space 
 
As an existing area designated as Environmentally Important 
Open Space (within the adopted Local Plan), the site has been 
assessed by the BCW to determine whether it meets the 
requirements of LGS. The area (LGS55) forms part of a much 
larger parcel of land LGS105, LGS106 and LGS107, which 
extends from the A509 Wilby Way in the south west to Kingsway 
in the north east. On the basis of the methodology, the 
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assessment finds that the site meets the criteria of LGS. 
 
The assessment of site LGS55, includes a number of 
inaccuracies and generalisations that have been applied to the 
site as a whole which cannot reasonably be applied the LGS55. 
These are explained in the accompanying attachment. 
 
Modifications 
With reference to paragraphs 76-78 of the NPPF and using the 
Council’s own questionable criteria, it is considered that the 
designation of this site as LGS is unsound, being unjustifiable 
against both national and local planning policy. For this reason, 
we respectfully suggest that the sites designation as LGS be 
removed. 

101 Define 
Planning & 
Design Ltd on 
behalf of Bovis 
& SCLG 

Bovis Homes Ltd and the Stanton Cross Landowners Group 
object to the proposed designation of Areas 36, 37 and 114 as 
Local Green Spaces (LGS) under Policy GI 3.  
 
The NPPF states (paragraph 76) that the identification of LGS 
“should be consistent with the local planning of sustainable 
development and complement investment in sufficient homes, 
jobs and other essential services”.  The Planning Practice 
Guidance (NPPG) continues (paragraph 7): “In particular plans 
must identify sufficient land in suitable locations to meet identified 
development needs and the Local Green Space designation 
should not be used in a way that undermines this aim of plan 
making.”  Specifically, the NPPG states (paragraph 8) that “Local 
Green Space designation will rarely be appropriate where the 
land has planning permission for development”.   
 
In this respect it is important to note that all of these areas form 
part of the committed Stanton Cross scheme that has the benefit 

Sites LG 36, LG 37 and LG114 are considered to all 
meet the criteria for designation as Local Green 
Space as set out in the Open Space Designations 
Background Paper. It is recognised that parts of the 
sites LGS 37 and LGS 114 will be affected by the 
planning application (WP/2004/0600) for 
Wellingborough East. The council would support a 
proposed main modification to the boundaries of 
each of these sites to exclude the land that will be 
affected by the planning application. 
 
LGS 36 does not appear to be affected by the 
Stanton Cross masterplan and so it is not considered 
necessary to alter the boundary of this Local Green 
Space. 
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of planning permission for the delivery of a sustainable urban 
extension to the east of Wellingborough, which underpins the 
Borough’s housing and employment land supply in the period to 
2031 and will deliver significant socio-economic benefits to the 
town, wider Borough and beyond. 
 
Policy Site 1 in the Publication Plan sets out the Council’s long 
held aspirations for the development of Wellingborough East that 
is principally comprised of the committed Stanton Cross 
scheme.  Notably part D of the policy refers to the delivery of the 
principal access routes, including Route 4 from Northern Way and 
Route 2 from the A45 at Turnells Mill Lane via the 
Embankment.  Those routes form part of the committed Stanton 
Cross scheme and pass through the sites that the Council now 
propose to designate as LGS. 
 
The proposed LGS designations are, therefore, entirely 
inappropriate.  They would directly conflict with NPPG paragraph 
8 and only serve to confuse the policy context as they form part of 
the committed development subject to Policy Site 1, yet Policy GI 
3 presumes that they will be protected as open spaces. 
 
In any case the proposed designation cannot be justified under 
the terms of the LGS designation criteria set out in the 
NPPF.  The NPPF states (para 77) “the Local Green Space 
designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open 
space” and requires that all of the stated criteria are met.  That is: 
 “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 
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example because of its beauty, historic significance, 
recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity 
or richness of its wildlife; and 

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

  
That is patently not the case where there is no evidence that they 
are  “demonstrably special” to a local community or hold a 
“particular local significance”.  That is apparent from the 
assessment of the merit of the sites as LGS as set out in the 
Open Space Designations Background Paper. 
  
Area 114 is someway remote from a residential neighbourhood, 
located within an established employment area, with no public 
access and, therefore, does not meet the test set out in the first 
bullet point of NPPF paragraph 77.  Moreover, it has no particular 
recreation, amenity, landscape, visual, ecological, or historical 
value or significance.  It is simply an area of retained open space 
related to the highway infrastructure and, therefore, does not 
meet the test set out in the second bullet point of NPPF 
paragraph  77.  Indeed, the Council’s assessment highlights that 
the site has limited inherent value in itself and its only role is as 
part of the town wide open space / Green Infrastructure network 
that purportedly warrants its designation.  However, that is 
contrary to the 3rd bullet point of paragraph NPPF 77, and that 
could clearly apply to any area of open space within the urban 
area regardless of its intrinsic merit, which is contrary to the 
overall policy objective of the NPPF to protect localised sites of 
particular merit. Moreover, its position within the Green 
Infrastructure corridor that is the subject of Policy GI 1 provides 
the protection that is required in that regard. 
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Area 37 is also someway remote from a residential 
neighbourhood, located within an established commercial area 
and there is no public access.  It does not, therefore, meet the 
test set out in the first bullet point of NPPF paragraph 
77.  Moreover, whilst not an unattractive area it has no particular 
recreation, amenity, landscape, visual or historical value or 
significance.  It is designated as a Local Wildlife Site, but that 
designation affords the protection is needs in that regard.  The 
site does not, therefore, meet the test set out in the second bullet 
point of NPPF paragraph 77.   Indeed, the Council’s assessment 
highlights that the site has limited inherent value in itself and its 
only role is as part of the town wide open space / Green 
Infrastructure network that purportedly warrants its 
designation.  However, as stated above that contention conflicts 
with the third bullet of NPPF paragraph 77 and could be applied 
to any area of open space within the urban area regardless of its 
intrinsic merit.  Again its position within the Green Infrastructure 
corridor that is the subject of Policy GI 1 provides the protection 
that is required in that regard. 
  
Area 36 is also someway remote from a residential 
neighbourhood, located within an established commercial 
area.  Whilst it is an attractive site with a relationship to the River 
it has no particular landscape, ecological or historical value or 
significance.  However, the Council’s assessment highlights the 
site’s role as part of the town wide open space network, but again 
its position within the Green Infrastructure corridor that is the 
subject of Policy GI 1 provides the protection that is requires in 
that regard. 
  
The proposed designation of Areas 36, 37 and 114 should, 
therefore, be deleted from the Publication Plan.  The boundaries 
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of Area 36 should be refined to remove the area that will be used 
to deliver Stanton Cross.   
  
Soundness: 
Bovis Homes and the Stanton Cross Landowners Group, 
therefore, object to Policy GI 3, which is considered unsound on 
the basis that it is inconsistent with national policy in that the 
proposed designation of Areas 36, 37 and 114 does not reflect 
the required criteria set out in the NPPF and NPPG and would not 
enable sustainable development. 
 
Modifications 
Delete the proposed designation of Areas 36, 37 and 114 as 
LGS. 

133 Strutt & Parker 
LLP on behalf 
of B.S.Pension 
Fund Trustees 
Ltd 

B.S.Pension Fund Trustee Ltd object to the proposed designation 
of part of 101 as Local Green Space (LGS) under Policy GI 3. 
 
The NPPF states (paragraph 76) that the identification of LGS 
“should be consistent with the local planning of sustainable 
development and complement investment in sufficient homes, 
jobs and other essential services”. The Planning Practice 
Guidance (NPPG) continues (paragraph 7): “In particular plans 
must identify sufficient land in suitable locations to meet identified 
development needs and the Local Green Space designation 
should not be used in a way that undermines this aim of plan 
making.” Specifically, the NPPG states (paragraph 8) that “Local 
Green Space designation will rarely be appropriate where the 
land has planning permission for development”. 
 
The proposed LGS designations are, therefore, entirely 
inappropriate. They would directly conflict with NPPG paragraph 
8 and only serve to confuse the policy context as they form part of 

See response to main issue (e). 
 
The methodology for identifying LGS is considered to 
be robust and consistent with the NPPF. 
 
LGS 101 is considered to meet the criteria based on 
its historical and potential wildlife significance. The 
site was put forward for consideration as LGS by 
Finedon Parish Council at the emerging plan stage.  
 
Site LGS 101 is not affected by the area covered by 
Policy Site 1 (Wellingborough East). 
 
Designation as LGS in no way affects the use of the 
land for agricultural purposes. 
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the committed development subject to Policy Site 1, yet Policy GI 
3 presumes that they will be protected as open spaces. 
 
In any case the proposed designation cannot be justified under 
the terms of the LGS designation criteria set out in the NPPF. The 
NPPF states (para 77) “the Local Green Space designation will 
not be appropriate for most green areas or open space” and 
requires that all of the stated criteria are met. That is: 
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 wildlife; and 

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

 
That is patently not the case for that part of LGS 101 that is 
actively farmed for agricultural purpose. The area in question is 
edged green on the plan below. There is no evidence that this 
area is “demonstrably special” to a local community or hold a 
“particular local significance”. That is apparent from the 
assessment of the merit of the sites as LGS as set out in the 
Open Space Designations Background Paper. 
 
Moreover, it has no particular recreation, amenity, landscape, 
visual, ecological, or historical value or significance. It is simply 
an area of arable land, therefore, does not meet the test set out in 
the second bullet point of NPPF paragraph 77. Indeed, the 
Council’s assessment highlights that the site has limited inherent 
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value in itself 
 
The proposed designation of Area LGS 101 as drafted should be 
reviewed from the Publication Plan. 
 
Soundness: 
 
B.S. Pension Fund Trustee Limited, therefore, object to Policy GI 
3, which is considered unsound on the basis that it is inconsistent 
with national policy in that the proposed designation of part of 
Area 101 does not reflect the required criteria set out in the NPPF 
and NPPG and would not enable sustainable development. 
 
Modification 
Review the proposed designation of Area LGS 101 and remove 
that part that is actively farmed, as shown green  in the 
attachment 

118 Gladman 
Developments 

Paragraph 77 of the Framework sets out the following in terms of 
when it is appropriate or not to designate land as Local Green 
Space (LGS). It states that: 
 
“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), tranquility or richness of its wildlife; 
and 

See response to main issue (e). 
 
The methodology for identifying LGS is considered to 
be robust and consistent with the NPPF. 
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 -Where the green area concerned is a local in character and is 
not an extensive tract of land.” 
  
The PPG provides further guidance on the designation of LGS 
and states: 
  
“There are no hard and fast rules about how big a Local Green 
Space can be because places are different and a degree of 
judgment will inevitably be needed. However, paragraph 77 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework is clear that Local Green 
Space Designation should only be used where the green area 
concerned is not an extensive tract of land. Consequently, 
blanket designation of open countryside adjacent to settlements 
will not be appropriate. In particular, designation should not be 
proposed as a ‘back door’ way to try to achieve what would 
amount to a new area of Green Belt by another name.” In light of 
the above, Gladman question whether suitable justification has 
been put forward for the proposed areas LGS as defined on the 
policies maps and in the accompanying background papers. 

127 Redwell Action 
Group 

The Redwell Action Group comprises 30 – 40 local residents. The 
group decided to make this representation at one of our meetings 
after extensive enquiries in our local area indicated great concern 
that the Redwell Playing Fields were inadequately protected by 
the Plan.  
 
The policy map shows that the Redwell Playing Fields will be 
designated Local Open Space (LOS) and as such protected by 
Policy GI 2. This designation would accord the playing fields with 
similar protective status as they hold under the current BCW 
Local Plan (1999 Plus Alteration 2004) Saved Policies (saved 27th 
September 2007) (last updated 14th July 2016), protections which 

The site is the subject of a current planning 
application (WP/17/00378/FUL) which remains 
undetermined. The application is to provide a 3G 
pitch on the site of a current cricket pitch. It is not 
therefore for the loss of open space, but to change 
one type of open space to another. 
 
The designation as LOS is in recognition of the site’s 
recreational use as part of the grounds of the 
Redwell Sports Centre. Policy GI 2 would give the 
site sufficient protection as a sports ground unless 
the site was no longer needed or alternative 
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have proved to be wholly inadequate in the light of a recent 
attempt to build on the site. It had previously been taken for 
granted that an open space of such significance to the community 
for over 25 years would be protected from development. Upon 
discovering that this is not the case we realise that the site must 
be allocated the alternative open space designation, Local Green 
Space (LGS) so that the policy protections reflect its local 
importance. 
 
The NPPF (paragraph 77) states that a green area which is 
‘demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular 
local significance’ be designated LGS and it specifically includes 
those that are of ‘recreational value (including as a playing field)’, 
thus placing the Redwell Playing Fields firmly within the remit of 
this policy. The strong public response to the proposed 
development WP/17/00378/FUL unequivocally evidences the 
local significance of this site. The NNPF stipulates that ‘local 
planning authorities should create a shared vision with 
communities of the residential environment and facilities they 
wish to see’ (paragraph 69) and the increased protection of the 
Redwell Playing Fields through LGS designation would far better 
serve the local community. The other two criteria listed in this 
section of the NPPF (that the land be in close proximity to the 
community it serves and not be an extensive tract of land) are 
also met. 
 
The Redwell Playing Fields greatly enhance the quality of the 
surrounding built environment, and, in keeping with the NNPF 
desire for places that allow for ‘opportunities for meetings 
between members of the community who might not otherwise 
come into contact with each other’ (paragraph 69), the playing 
fields play a key social role where families, joggers, dog walkers 

provision is to be made elsewhere.  
 
The site is clearly demonstrably special to the 
immediate local community as an open space. Its 
primary importance to the community as a whole 
however is considered to be as a sports ground. 
 
Designation as LGS would not prevent changing a 
cricket ground to a 3G pitch under Policy GI 3 as it is 
likely that this would not be determined as 
development which will result in the loss of the site 
and it would not conflict with the purpose of the 
designation which would be recreational use. 
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and those participating in both formal and informal sport can meet 
and socialise. In the absence of a neighbourhood plan for the 
area, and noting a recent threat to develop the field into a 3G 
football stadium, the current potential for the Redwell Playing 
Fields to be spoiled is significant. The designation of LGS would 
help secure the future of this site for the continued enjoyment of 
future generations and further the aims of creating healthy 
communities as referred to in the NPPF. 
 
The importance of this particular open space is further 
emphasised by the forthcoming SUE development immediately to 
the north of the Redwell ward (site 2 on the policy map). The two 
hectares of flat, recreational and sporting space provided by 
Redwell Playing Fields will come under increased usage with the 
addition of 3000 dwellings. Being located on a hillside, the 
topography of this new development site is such that it does not 
naturally lend itself to the large flat open spaces required for 
playing pitches. As with the SUE development Stanton Cross on 
the east of Wellingborough, this site to the north would be better 
suited to the provision of more informal types of open space. This 
raises the importance of the Redwell Playing Fields as not only 
being part of how BCW meets its open space obligations (in 
particular for playing fields for sporting and recreational purposes) 
to the current residents of north Wellingborough but also it is key 
to fulfilling open space strategies the Borough will be required to 
meet in the future with a increased population. A playing pitch 
strategy has yet to be commissioned (paragraph 5.2.3) and 
therefore not part of the Plan, but we assume the strategy will 
uphold recommendations similar to those given by Fields in Trust 
and listed in the BCW Open Space Assessment and Strategy 
(July 2017). The standard given here is 1.2 hectares per 1000 
members of the population, at a distance of 1,200m from the 
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dwelling (which equates to a catchment area of 720m). With the 
current population of the combined Redwell ward at over 7,000, 
we see the protection of our two hectares of multi-functional 
playing pitch to be a high priority for the local communities of 
today and tomorrow.  
 
Therefore we object to the lack of inclusion of Redwell Playing 
Fields as a LGS under the Plan because we believe it is: 
 
B Unjustified to designate a site of such community significance 
as Local Open Space when the Plan provides an alternative, 
more appropriate, designation of Local Green Space which better 
reflects local community needs. 
 
D Inconsistent with national policy due to the strong evidence 
of community significance as a recreational space, which should 
reasonably afford the site Local Green Space designation and the 
ensuing planning policy protection. 
 
Modifications 
For reasons detailed above we would like the Plan to be modified 
to include a designation of Redwell Playing Fields as an LGS. 
 
The following is a transcript of the LGS assessment table we 
have completed for for the Redwell Playing Fields using the 
methodology given in Appendix A of the BCW ‘Open Space 
Designations’ (2017).  
 Part 1: Is the green area in reasonable close proximity to the 
community it serves? 
Is the site less than 1000m from the community it serves? 
Yes, the site is located within Wellingborough and is 
therefore within immediate proximity to the community it 
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serves. 
Are there any barriers to the local community accessing the site 
from their homes? 
No. The function of the site is for recreational use. There are 
multiple access points from Barnwell Road, Waterworks 
Lane and also Lowry Close via a footbridge. There is a car 
park on site. 
Part 2: Is the green area demonstrably special to a local 
community and does it hold a particular local significance? 
Beauty 
Does the site provide important views to key locations or assets? 
Yes. The site is located on a ridgeline through the Borough 
and has panoramic views of the countryside to the north of 
Wellingborough including the church towers of All Saints at 
Great Harrowden and St Mary in Orlingbury, and the ancient 
woodland, Withmale Park Wood. The site is also surrounded 
by hedges and trees and provides a pleasant break between 
the built residential areas. 
Historic significance  
Is the site designated as an historic asset or does it make a 
positive contribution to an historic asset or its setting? 
No. 
Did any important events take place on the site? 
Unknown 
Is the site referred to in literature or art? 
Unknown 
Does the site contain undesignated heritage assets or does it 
make a positive contribution to a heritage asset or its setting? 
Yes .The ancient name of a field included within the site is 
Potter’s Gore and it was part of the holdings of the Vicars of 
Wellingborough, situated in the East Field of Feudal 
Wellingborough. As a kind of Church land it was considered 
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a suitable location for a communal grave during the plague 
years, being located, at that time, well outside the limits of 
the town. During the early 1990s when the land was being 
prepared for the creation of cricket and football pitches, 
ancient human remains were uncovered. These were 
believed to be of plague victims previously buried on site.  
Conservation Area 
Does the site contribute positively to the character or the setting 
of a Conservation Area? 
No 
Tranquillity 
Is the site an important tranquil space for the local community? 
Yes. The site is surrounded on on three sides by trees and 
hedges, with views of the local countryside and sounds of 
birdsong. The nearby Harrowden Road dips into a cutting as 
it passes the site so does not intrude on the 
peacefulness.  Protected from roads, with the trees acting as 
a natural buffer to traffic sights and sounds, it has a feeling 
of tranquillity and openness. It is an oasis of green space 
both to those using the site and those walking through it. 
Bio and geodiversity 
Are there any important wildlife/habitats or species found on the 
site? 
No. Although the site connects to the adjacent LGS 111 and 
it is known that there are urban foxes and other wildlife that 
use these combined green spaces as urban corridors. 
Is the site designated for its wildlife value? 
No 
Is the site designated for its geological value? 
No 
Character and Form 
Does the green space make an important contribution to the 
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character or form of the settlement? 
Yes. The site greatly enhances the character of the local area 
and is a vital multi-functional greenspace used extensively 
by the local community, both formally for sport and 
informally for recreation. It is an important amenity space for 
the Redwell ward. The combination of its flatness, protection 
from roads and overlooking by surrounding development 
give the site a uniqueness and a reasonable natural 
surveillance which mean users can feel safe.  
Is the site an integral part of a green infrastructure corridor? 
No 
Community Significance 
Is the site used by the local community for community events? 
Yes. The site is used extensively by the local community 
including the scout groups, Redwell Runners, cricket teams, 
youth football training as well as individuals and families for 
a variety of recreational uses. There is a school nearby and 
the site has been used for sports day. The banks are very 
popular with local children for sledging when it snows. 
Recent surveys in the local community have shown it to be 
perceived of high importance to the local community. 
Part 3: Is the green area local in character and not an extensive 
tract of land? 
Yes. The site is located within the developed area of 
Wellingborough and is separate to the open countryside. In 
the context of Wellingborough town as a whole the scale of 
the site is not extensive. 
 Designate as Local Green Space 
Yes. The site should be designated as LGS due to the 
contribution it makes to the character of the area and its 
community significance. 

5.3 Enhancement and Provision of Open Space, Sport and Recreation 
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78 Sport England Sport England has previously raised concerned that the TEP 
Open space sport and recreation Strategy is not Robust with 
regard to formal outdoor Sports provision (playing  pitches. It is 
acknowledged that work is underway to prepare a robust Playing 
Pitch Strategy. Is para 5.2.3 therefore correct. 
 
We have not seen the supplementary report Indoor sports 
facilities 2017-2031 since version 4 it appears that version 6 is 
the final version 
 
Para 5.3.2 – Table 5.1 standards for indoor sports facilities are 
not supported (see attached) how does this deliver the identified 
needs para 5.3.7 
 
Object Policy GI 4 this includes enhancement  and provision. 
How are new sports pitches delivered? How are formal sports 
pitches protected once identified in the playing pitch strategy as 
important to retain? 
 
Object Does policy GI5 relate to both indoor and outdoor sports 
facilities? To cover the above concern? 

See response to main issue (f). 
 
The playing pitch strategy has now been 
commissioned, but had not been at the time of 
publication. This could be updated as a minor 
modification. 
 
The final Indoor Sports Facilities report was 
published on the evidence base page of the council’s 
website. Comments made by Sport England were 
taken into account in drafting the final version of the 
report. 
 
The Indoor Sports Facilities report recommended 
that the quantity standards for both sports halls and 
swimming pools should be retained. It also identified 
a number of options for delivering identified future 
facility needs (Table 5.2 of the report) and 
recommended that these options be further 
investigated through specific feasibility studies. 
 
Policy GI 5 provides the framework for delivering 
these indoor facilities once detailed feasibility studies 
have been undertaken. This approach will remain 
relevant over the lifetime of the plan even if the 
needs change over time as particular sports become 
more or less popular. This policy enables the council 
to react to the most up-to-date evidence available. 
 
All formal sports pitches are protected as LOS 
(Policy GI 2). The playing pitch strategy will include 
an action plan. Policy GI 5 also provides the 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7754/bcw-indoor_sports_facilities_2017-2031
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framework for delivering sports pitches if additional 
need is identified. New playing pitch provision has 
already been agreed within the two SUEs.  
 
It is anticipated that once the Playing Pitch Strategy 
is complete a Supplementary Planning Document will 
be produced to provide further guidance on open 
space and sports provision. 
 
Policy GI 5 relates to indoor and outdoor sports 
provision. 

143 WYG on 
behalf of Lone 
Star Land Ltd 

Lone Star Land Ltd support Policies GI 4 and GI 5 for the 
provision and enhancement of open space and sports and 
recreation facilities as part of new residential developments. 
 
Our client’s land interests are located adjacent to the existing 
sports and recreation ground at Glebe Fields in Isham. This 
recreation ground is open to use by both the local community and 
Isham Primary School, but has limited facilities comprising an 
informal multipurpose sports pitch with football posts, a painted 
running track and a basketball hoop. It is a contained Site which 
is currently land locked with the only access being via a public 
footpath from Kettering Road. 
 
The recreation ground is a valuable community facility, but 
current constraints prevent it being utilised to its full potential by 
both the local community and the primary school. Our client has 
undertaken discussions with Isham Parish Council who have 
expressed specific concerns relating to the lack of access and car 
parking at the Site, specifically for emergency vehicles in the 
event that urgent medical assistance was required. The Parish 
Council have also identified their aspirations to enhance the 

Noted, Policies 11 and 13 of the JCS together with 
Policies GI 4 and GI 5 provide appropriate policies to 
assess such proposals. The Parish Council may also 
choose to consider preparation of a Neighbourhood 
Plan. 
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facilities available at Glebe Fields, including a wider range of 
sport pitches and some associated amenity facilities 
. 
Our client’s proposals for residential development at land to the 
West of Isham would enable direct vehicular access to the 
recreation ground and would also include the provision of a car 
park for visitors to the recreation ground to address the 
immediate access concerns raised by the Parish Council. 
 
Discussions are ongoing with the Parish Council relating to their 
longer term aspirations to improve the level of facilities available 
at the recreation ground. The residential development of 40-50 
dwellings would enable the delivery of a package of 
improvements tailored directly to the needs identified by the 
Parish Council, and ensuring that established community facilities 
can develop and modernise in line with the objectives of national 
planning policy (Paragraph 70 of the NPPF). 
 
See attachment for further information 

Policy GI 4 Enhancement and Provision of Open Space 

6 Northamptons
hire County 
Council 

SuDS 
 
Section 5.3.5 of the PWB states that “Sites should, wherever 
possible, be multi-functional for example areas set aside for 
Sustainable Drainage Schemes (SUDs) can also be natural and 
semi-natural open spaces and incorporate play areas”, however 
the required use of SuDS is not incorporated within the Policy GI 
4, which would be welcomed. 
 
Points of interest 
 
Policy G1 4 Section 5.3.3 states “All residential developments 

The provision of SUDS are considered to be 
adequately covered by Policy 5 of the JCS together 
with the accompanying text in para 5.3.5. The 
additional text in the policy is therefore considered to 
be unnecessary. 
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could be expected to contribute to open space by either providing 
new areas or improving the quality or accessibility of existing 
open space. This may, however, affect the viability of small 
schemes and may not prove cost effective for the council to 
administer. Therefore a threshold of 10 or more dwellings or 0.3 
ha or more site area will be set for requiring development 
contributions to open space provision or enhancement” and 
further 
 
“New open space should be designed to: 
 
A. form an integral part of the built environment, be easily 
accessible by means of pedestrian connections and be 
overlooked; 
 
B. meet the quality standards set out in Table 5.1; 
 
C. wherever possible be multi-functional; and 
 
D. be a minimum of 400m2 in size.” 
 
Modifications 
It is recommended that 
 
i) reference is made to the SFRA and the NCC Local Standards 
and Guidance Document for surface water drainage available via 
the NCC Flood Toolkit and 
 
ii) SuDS are mentioned within Policy GI4 as flood risk benefit 
providing open space for multifunction areas. 
 
Example provided: 



 

76 
 

Rep 
ID 

Respondent Comments Response 

 
“All residential developments of 10 or more dwellings (or 0.3ha or 
more site area) should contribute to the provision or 
enhancement of open space based upon the local quality, 
quantity and accessibility standards set out in Table 5.1 above to 
meet the needs generated by the increase in population from the 
development. New developments should incorporate SuDS within 
such open spaces to create or enhance multifunctional areas. 
Advice and standards for the incorporation of SuDS in the local 
area is available at www.floodtoolkit.com 
 
New open space should be provided where there is insufficient 
access to open space in the locality. In all other cases 
contributions to enhancing the quality of existing open space will 
be required. Contributions will be calculated based on the 
quantity standards for the scale of development proposed and will 
be to deliver specific projects.” 

140 DLP Planning 
Consultants on 
behalf of 
Hampton 
Brook Ltd 

An appropriate amount of open space will be provided on site. 
There is an opportunity of using the green corridor running from 
west to east as a form of usable open space as well as other 
multifunctional spaces in line with Policy GI4. 
 
See further information in the attachment 
 
Modifications 
For the reasons outlined above, DLP submit that Policy GI4 
should be found sound, as drafted. 

Welcomed 

101 Define 
Planning & 
Design Ltd on 
behalf of Bovis 
Homes Ltd & 

The overall objective of Policy GI 4 to ensure the enhancement 
and provision of open space is supported.   The NPPF 
(paragraph 73) requires that Development Plan policies should 
determine what provision is required based on a robust and up to 
date assessment of the local need for open space, that identifies 

See response to main issue (f). 
 
The proposed standards do not seek to remedy 
existing deficiencies; they are based on an audit of 
existing provision and feedback from the consultation 
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Stanton Cross 
Land Owners 
Group 

deficits and surpluses in existing provision, and takes account of 
opportunities for new provision.    
 
That does not mean, however, that new developments should be 
required to remedy shortfalls in provision or indeed necessarily 
provide an excess of public open space.  In this case the 
proposed standards set out in Table 5.1 of the Publication Plan 
are based on the conclusions of the Open Space Assessment & 
Strategy 2017, which do seek to remedy existing shortfalls in 
provision in the Borough, and the standards should be revised 
accordingly.  If a deficit would not exist in that locality (taking 
account of quantitative and accessibility criteria), then further 
provision or contributions to enhance existing open spaces 
cannot meet the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 
(Regulation 122) tests for planning obligations.  The policy should 
be revised accordingly. 
 
However, where an identified deficit in open space provision does 
exist or would arise as a result of the development (taking 
account of quantitative and accessibility criteria), all new 
developments should contribute to provision either on-site, or via 
financial contributions to off-site provision, to ensure that the 
needs of development’s population are met.  This will ensure that 
the required provision does not unduly burden the proposed 
strategic developments (SUEs) alone, and that the existing and 
future communities of the Borough have appropriate access to 
welcoming and attractive public open space for formal and 
informal recreation, play, relaxation and community 
interaction.  In that regard the requirements of Policy GI 4 are 
welcomed.  
 
However, the scale and nature of public open space required as 

together with projected population growth. 
 
Policy GI 4 does not seek to remedy existing 
deficiencies. It is only seeking to ensure that 
development meets the needs for open space 
generated by the increase in population from that 
development. Whether the contribution is based on 
the provision of new open space, or enhancement 
and maintenance of existing open space, the 
contribution is only to mitigate the impacts of that 
development. Appendix E of the Open Space 
Assessment & Strategy 2017 sets out a flow chart 
which will form the basis of a future Supplementary 
Planning Document. 
 
Appendix K of the Open Space, Sports and 
Recreation Audit and Assessment 2015 sets out an 
analysis of future provision based on the anticipated 
delivery from the SUE masterplans. These 
assessments are referred to in the assessment of 
each typology in the main report. For example in the 
case of Parks and Gardens this turns an urban 
deficiency of 11.59 ha into a surplus of 17.52ha. The 
spatial analysis in the Open Space Assessment and 
Strategy 2017 also takes proposed provision in the 
SUEs into account in identifying appropriate actions. 
 
The approach as set out in Appendix E of the Open 
Space Assessment & Strategy 2017 does enable 
flexibility and does recognise that open space can be 
of multiple typologies. It also takes account of the 
location of the site and accessibility to existing open 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7752/bcw_open_space_assessment_and_strategy
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7752/bcw_open_space_assessment_and_strategy
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part of a new development is a fundamental consideration in the 
planning of strategic sites.  The specific site requirements, 
notably of sports provision, often dictate the layout of proposed 
developments and are a critical determinant of the capacity and, 
therefore, viability of schemes. The Publication Plan must, 
therefore, clearly set out the expectations in this regard and, in 
respect of off-site provision, the mechanism(s) for securing the 
required contributions.  Policies GI 4 and 5 fail to do that as there 
is a lack of clarity in terms of what is required of new 
developments and how it will be delivered.   Notably there is no 
indication of the scale and nature of sports provision required, yet 
reference is made to a future Playing Pitch Strategy to be 
undertaken in due course. 
 
Notwithstanding that, the standards for provision of open space 
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 typology. Notably, it is not practical to 
fastidiously apply onerous blanket requirements for a number of 
very specific types of open space to each and every site.  The 
policy provide no flexibility to take account of individual site 
characteristics (e.g. topography and floodplain) and context.  Nor 
do they allow for the offsetting of one open space type against 
another, particularly where there is little difference in some of the 
typologies (e.g. parks and amenity space as defined in Table 
5.1).  Indeed, as highlighted by the approved Stanton Cross 
scheme, parks could and should vary in nature and form (formal 
to more informal natural areas) to respond to the opportunities 
and constraints presented by the site in question.  
 
The encouragement to provide multi-functional spaces that 
respond to a variety of needs (e.g. play opportunities within linear 

space. 
 
Appendix F of the Open Space Assessment & 
Strategy 2017 sets out the open space contribution 
costs. 
 
The wording of policy GI 4 is designed to distinguish 
between when new open space should be provided 
and when enhancements to existing open space will 
be required instead. New open space should only be 
provided if there is not access to existing open space 
in accordance with the accessibility standards. In all 
other cases contributions to enhancing existing open 
space will be required. 
 
Part D of the policy is considered necessary to 
ensure usable spaces are created that are easy to 
maintain. This is the minimum size necessary for the 
provision of a Local Equipped Area for Play (LEAP). 
 
Policy GI 4 will not impact on Site 1 (Wellingborough 
East) as the scheme already has planning 
permission and the amount and location of open 
space provision has already been agreed. 
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amenity or natural open spaces) in Part C of the policy is 
welcomed. That properly reflects the existing open space network 
that permeates the urban area and is an essential characteristic 
of Wellingborough.  It also reflects the wider policy objectives for 
the provision and enhancement of Green Infrastructure within 
developments.  However, there is a clear tension with the 
requirements to meet the specific requirements of Table 5.1 on 
each and every site. 
 
Policy GI 4 should, therefore, be revised to provide more flexibility 
in this regard, combining the requirements for amenity, natural 
open space and parks, and require proposals to respond to both 
the strategic context and existing (or proposed) provision, as well 
as the nature of the development site and its specific 
opportunities and constraints.   
 
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 delivering new open spaces that might 
appropriately enhance the recreation and play 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. 
 
In relation to Wellingborough East (Policy Site 1) it is also 
important to recognise that in determining the standards set out in 
Table 5.1 of the Publication Plan, the Open Space Assessment & 
Strategy 2017 does not take account of the provision that will be 
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made in the committed Stanton Cross scheme to meet the needs 
of its population and the wider community.  However, the 
approved scheme will provide substantially more public open 
space than the required standards set out in Table 5.1.  Given 
that the Stanton Cross scheme is now being implemented, that 
should be specifically recognised and reflected in the Publication 
Plan, in terms of the scale of provision sought in the further 
development of the Wellingborough East allocation area and the 
land beyond to the east (please refer to the representation 
submitted in relation to Site Policy 1). 
 
In terms of off site provision, there is no indication within the 
policies as to how the required contribution will be calculated and 
secured, and how those funds will be utilised to deliver the 
required facilities where they are needed.  That is a serious 
omission that needs to be addressed at this stage. 
Soundness: 
Bovis Homes and the Stanton Cross Landowners Group, 
therefore, object to Policy GI 4, which is considered unsound on 
the basis that it: 
-       is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy 
and has not properly considered against reasonable alternative 
strategies; and 
-       is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully 
reflect the Government’s priorities and policies in terms of the 
provision of public open space and facilitating the delivery of 
sustainable development. 
 
Modifications 
Amend Table 5.1 and Policy GI 4 to establish a (justified) single 
scale requirement for park, amenity and natural green space and 
a (justified) requirement for sports provision that does not seek to 
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remedy existing deficits, but seeks an appropriate scale of 
provision to meet the needs of the development where a deficit 
exists. 
 Amend Policy GI 4 to state: 
“New open space should be provided where there is insufficient 
access to open space in the locality.  All residential developments 
should therefore contribute to the provision and enhancement of 
open space to reflect the standards set out in Table 5.1 taking 
account of the existing (or proposed) provision in the area and the 
specific characteristics of the development site.” 
 Delete the second and third sentences of the second paragraph 
and part D. 
 Add a section that sets out how development contributions to off 
site provision will be determined and secured, and the required 
infrastructure delivered.  

91 Marrons 
Planning on 
behalf of 
Hallam Land 
Management 

Hallam Land Management Limited (HLM) support the principle of 
the policy, but object to the lack of flexibility in the policy to allow 
for circumstances where it may not be appropriate or reasonable 
to accommodate the levels or types of open space provision 
based on Table 5.1 within the development.   
 
These representations were submitted to the Emerging Draft Plan 
Consultation and the Council responded by agreeing flexibility is 
required and referring to the production of an SPD to clarify how 
provision should be made.   
 
HLM would therefore request the Policy be amended to make 
reference to the SPD and to refer to the SPD providing guidance 
as to how the policy will be flexibly applied in determining 
planning applications. 

See response to main issue (f). 
 
The council would support a proposed main 
modification to include reference to the proposed 
SPD being included within the plan. 

Policy GI 5 Enhancement and Provision of Sport and Recreation Facilities 

102 Define The overall objective of Policy GI 5 to ensure the enhancement See response to main issue (f). 



 

82 
 

Rep 
ID 

Respondent Comments Response 

Planning & 
Design Ltd on 
behalf of Bovis 
Homes Ltd & 
Stanton Cross 
Land Owners 
Group 

and provision of sport and recreation facilities is supported.   The 
NPPF (paragraph 73) requires that Development Plan policies 
should determine what provision is required based on a robust 
and up to date assessment of the local need for sports and 
recreation facilities, that identifies deficits and surpluses in 
existing provision, and takes account of opportunities for new 
provision. 
    
That does not mean, however, that new developments should be 
required to remedy shortfalls in provision or indeed contribute to 
the provision of facilities where there is sufficient capacity 
available.  That principle should be appropriately reflected in 
Policy GI 5.  However, where an identified deficit does exist or 
would arise as a result of the development (either in quantitative 
or accessibility terms), then all new developments should 
contribute to provision to ensure that the needs of development’s 
population area met.  This will ensure that the required provision 
does not unduly burden the proposed strategic developments 
(SUEs) alone, and that the existing and future communities of the 
Borough have appropriate access to sports facilities.  In that 
regard the requirements of Policy GI 5 are welcomed.  
 
However, there is no indication within the policy as to how the 
required contribution will be calculated and secured, and how 
those funds will be utilised to deliver the required facilities where 
they are needed.  That is a serious omission that needs to be 
addressed to ensure that the requirements meet the tests 
established in the 2010 Community Infrastructure Levy 
Regulations, and that the viability of sustainable development 
schemes is not undermined by unduly onerous requirements 
when taking account of the cumulative requirements of the 
Publication Plan (i.e. other infrastructure and specific housing 

 
Policy GI 5 provides the framework for delivering 
these sports and recreation facilities once detailed 
feasibility studies have been undertaken and the 
Playing Pitch Study has been completed. This 
approach will remain relevant over the lifetime of the 
plan even if the needs change over time as particular 
sports become more or less popular. This policy 
enables the council to react to the most up-to-date 
evidence available. 
 
Policy 1 and Policy 10 of the JCS ensure that 
developments will not be made unviable by 
contributions to infrastructure. 
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan identifies the need 
for various sport and recreation facilities, but also 
recognises that a combination of funding sources will 
be required and that all of the infrastructure cannot 
be funded through development alone. 
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requirements).  The NPPF (paragraphs 158, 173-174) is clear 
that these matters must be considered at this stage. 
   
Soundness: 
Bovis Homes and the Stanton Cross Landowners Group, 
therefore, object to Policy GI 5, which is considered unsound on 
the basis that it: 
-       is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy 
and has not properly considered against reasonable alternative 
strategies; and 
-       is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully 
reflect the Government’s priorities and policies in terms of the 
provision of public open space and facilitating the delivery of 
sustainable development. 
 
Modifications 
Amend Table 5.1 to set out a (justified) requirement for sports 
provision that does not seek to remedy existing deficits, but seeks 
an appropriate scale of provision to meet the needs of the 
development where a deficit exists. 
 
Amend Policy GI 5 to set out how development contributions to 
off site provision will be determined and secured, and the 
required infrastructure delivered. 
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Section:  6. Delivering Economic Prosperity 

39 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 

Without access to smaller units and sites for local businesses to 
expand Wellingborough’s local economy will be stifled and 

See response to main issue (g). 
 
Whilst new employment sites are not considered 
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Wellingboroug
h Chamber of 
Commerce 

performance will be supressed.   

Land values are also currently circa £400k/acre for employment 
(consented and serviced assuming no abnormals) and circa 
£550k/acre (consented and serviced and assuming no abnormals 
and net of s106) for residential. Residential house values still very 
low in comparison with other regions south of Wellingborough, 
there is consequently not much incentive for developers to build 
out. Government focus on residential means a lack of allocation 
for employment land / development. Wellingborough’s current 
balance between allocated/consented residential land and 
allocated/consented employment land, which is immediately 
developable, is critically lacking in terms of employment. There is 
a significant bias towards residential within the plan which may 
not come forward as predicted due to viable issues and 
infrastructure funding thus holding back the delivery and access 
to the employment sites which are allocated.  

Further employment sites therefore do need to be allocated so 
that there is choice for investors now and that a range of sites 
and plots can be offered rather than employment areas just 
servicing the national warehouse and logistics sector which has 
happened with both Prologis sites that are the last employment 
areas to come forward.    

Of the 127ha of employment land that is said to be committed 
113.38ha (90%) is either being developed out currently as large 
B8 or is locked within the SUEs and may not be released for a 
considerable time. While the Chamber supports the allocation of 
employment land within the SUEs so that people will have the 
opportunity to live close to where they work this does not provide 
an immediate solution to a pressing problem – which is that 

necessary, Policies E1, E 2 and E3 seek to ensure 
that there are a sufficient range of sites available for 
smaller and local businesses.  
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Wellingborough cannot accommodate businesses if they were to 
be attracted to relocate here in the short to medium term. The 
Chamber of Commerce is mostly focussed around promoting an 
environment where existing and new businesses can flourish and 
grow within the Borough. It is therefore concerned, as set out in 
representations to previous consultations, that Wellingborough 
has the lowest net jobs growth for all of the Districts in North 
Northamptonshire. This is a product of the low housing growth 
targets that have been agreed for the plan and will only reinforce 
the patterns of out migration for work that have been established 
in Wellingborough over many decades. This will create even 
more of a commuter/satellite town than already exists. 

The level of jobs growth informs the level of employment land 
(B1-B8 uses) for the plan period. The plan states (6.0.7) that 
there is 127ha of employment land and this is set out in the 
masterplans of large consented schemes of Stanton Cross, 
Wellingborough North and Appleby Lodge. However, the 
Chamber is concerned that Appleby Lodge is already being built 
out for large warehousing units and other sites in the SUEs may 
take a considerable time to come forward. In the meantime there 
is pent up demand from local businesses which cannot find sites 
or premises in Wellingborough and are having to relocate to other 
towns in order to expand. There is a great shortage of small to 
medium sized modern premises or sites for these buildings which 
are immediately available which is the lifeblood of the local 
economy. The Local Futures ‘An Inward Investment Guide to 
Wellingborough’ 2013 states that Wellingborough is in the bottom 
quintile in relation to growth of business stock between 1998-
2011 which is a measure of growth and dynamism within local 
economies. This measure helps to identify areas which are 
naturally enterprising and those that are moving away from a 
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large firm/branch plant economy. 
Modifications 

Changes to 6.0.7 

‘The Employment Land Supply Update [INSERT LINK] which 
updates elements of the Employment Land Review (ELR)(iv) 
identifies approximately 127 ha of committed employment land, a 
significant amount of which is set out in the approved master 
plans of large consented schemes at Wellingborough East, 
Wellingborough North and Appleby Lodge(v). 

This means the borough has a significant surplus amount of 
committed employment land for the medium to long term in the 
region of 75 ha which allows it however, flexibility in providing 
employment land for the short-term will be allowed to adapt to 
future changes in deliver the economic and business needs of 
local organisations. The ELR demonstrates that the borough’s 
portfolio of committed sites is sufficient to meet business needs 
and flexible enough to adapt to changing economic 
circumstances. Therefore, this plan does not allocate more 
employment land.’ 

The Chamber of Commerce considers that although a significant 
amount of employment is available 90% is tied into the SUEs or 
Appleby Lodge which is being built out for major B8/logistics 
uses. This is therefore not available immediately or will be for a 
considerable number of years. Further sites to be allocated as 
high quality employment sites and not just distribution centres, 
such as the one to the west of Wilby Way on the A45, sites 
should be identified and brought forward through the Local Plan. 
A further policy should be created allocating additional 
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employment land which would provide land for the local 
manufacturing market and also for the immediate, short and 
medium term demand for indigenous businesses. 
 

79 Sport England Sport England would advise of our economic value of sport toolkit 
which may be of assistance. 

https://www.sportengland.org/research/benefits-of-
sport/economic-value-of-sport/  

and more generally 

https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157347/report.as
px 

Noted 

87 Bidwells on 
behalf of St 
Modwen 

The Local Plan Part 2 will give effect to the North 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (JCS). Policy 23 of the 
JCS supports the employment growth within the sustainable 
urban extensions, including Wellingborough East. St Modwen will 
be delivering the employment areas at Wellingborough East 
which benefit from the extant Outline Planning Permission 
WP/15/00605/VAR. On behalf of St Modwen, we make the 
following comments on the evidence base. 

Employment Land Supply Update (Sept 2017): 

The Employment Land Supply Update (September 2017) 
concludes that the April 2016 ELR remains valid for the PBW. 
The Employment Land Supply Update (Sept 2017) includes the 
outstanding employment commitments for Wellingborough East 
at Appendix 1. The chart reflects the floorspace parameters 
agreed within the revised Outline Planning Permission 
WP/15/00605/VAR issued in February 2017. However, the total 

The proposed change to the total hectares of 
employment land at Wellingborough East is 
accepted. 
 
Appendix 1 and other relevant tables in the 
Employment Land Supply Update will be updated to 
40.86 Ha rather than 45 Ha. 
 
Appendix 1 shows outstanding employment 
commitments as at 31 March 2017. 
 
This correction does not affect the conclusions of the 
update. 
 
A consequential proposed main modification to the 
plan is suggested at para 6.0.7 is to confirm that the 
Employment Land Update identifies approximately 
122 ha of committed employment land, and that 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/XDVMBs5RaNi1
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/XDVMBs5RaNi1
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/7xD5Bhd2GzfA
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/7xD5Bhd2GzfA
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hectares are incorrectly stated as 45 hectares. This should be 
updated to 40.86 to reflect the Condition 09 of the 2017 decision 
notice. 
 
Modifications 

Suggested Change: Update to Appendix 1: Outstanding 
Employment Commitments as at 31st October 2017 as follows: 
Land between Finedon Road & The Railway, Neilson Sidings, 
land north of Finedon Road (Bovis), Finedon Road, 
Wellingborough NN8 1RG: Under Total Ha column delete 45.5 
and insert 40.86.  

The evidence base is incorrect and if not therefore justified. This 
correction is required for consistency. 

there is a surplus of committed employment land in 
the region of 71 ha. 

42 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber of Commerce commented at the Emerging Plan 
stage that the range of different industrial estates, their age and 
status play different roles for local businesses. It is clear that the 
Leyland Trading Estate provides a vital location for a wide range 
of small manufacturing businesses and service organisations. 
The Denington Industrial Estate is also of a particular age where 
wholesale redevelopment will be difficult, however, older and 
larger buildings do not necessarily lend themselves to the current 
demands of modern businesses. It should therefore be 
acknowledged that this industrial estate in particular but also the 
Finedon Road Industrial Estate can be utilised for a variety of 
employment uses which are not purely B1/B2/B8. This could 
include retail warehouses and trade counters, gymnasiums, 
suitable indoor leisure activities and other uses which are 
compatible with traditional employment areas. 
 
Modifications 

Non employment (non B uses) are dealt with 
appropriately by Policy E2. No changes are therefore 
necessary to Policy E1 which deals with modernising 
and enhancing existing estates and ancillary uses. 
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Changes to Policy E1 

Established Industrial Estates 

Proposals for employment uses (B1; B2 and B8) and for 
modernising and/or enhancing the physical environment and 
infrastructure within established industrial estates will be 
supported. 

Ancillary services, including (but not limited to) cafes/canteens, 
convenience shopping, creches, financial services, leisure /sports 
uses, meeting and conference facilities will be supported where 
they: 

 are small scale; and 

 primarily support the needs of the industrial areas; and 

 enhance the attraction and sustainability of the area for 

investment. 

Other employment generating uses, including the above, will be 
not be restricted in terms of floorspace on Finedon Road and 
Denington Industrial Estates where these uses are compatible 
with traditional employment areas.  

60 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Town Centre 
Partnership 

The Town Centre Partnership considers that the range of different 
industrial estates within the Borough, their age and status all play 
different roles for local businesses. It is clear that the Leyland 
Trading Estate provides a vital location for a wide range of small 
manufacturing businesses and service organisations. The 
Denington Industrial Estate is also of a particular age where 
wholesale redevelopment will be difficult, however, older and 
larger buildings do not necessarily lend themselves to the current 

Non employment (non B uses) are dealt with 
appropriately by Policy E2. No changes are therefore 
necessary to Policy E1 which deals with modernising 
and enhancing existing estates and ancillary uses. 
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demands of modern businesses. It should therefore be 
acknowledged that this industrial estate in particular but also the 
Finedon Road Industrial Estate can be utilised for a variety of 
employment uses which are not purely B1/B2/B8. This could 
include retail warehouses and trade counters, gynasiums, 
suitable indoor leisure activities and other uses which are 
compatible with traditional employment areas. 
 
Modifications 

Changes to Policy E1 

Established Industrial Estates 

Proposals for employment uses (B1; B2 and B8) and for 
modernising and/or enhancing the physical environment and 
infrastructure within established industrial estates will be 
supported. 

Ancillary services, including (but not limited to) cafes/canteens, 
convenience shopping, creches, financial services, leisure /sports 
uses, meeting and conference facilities will be supported where 
they: 

 are small scale; and 

 primarily support the needs of the industrial areas; and 

 enhance the attraction and sustainability of the area for 

investment. 

Other employment generating uses, including the above, will be 
not be restricted in terms of floorspace on Finedon Road and 
Denington Industrial Estates where these uses are compatible 
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with traditional employment areas.  

64 Northamptons
hire County 
Council 
Highways 

Northamptonshire Highways supports Policy E1 and the 
proposals for modernising and enhancing the existing physical 
environment and infrastructure within established industrial 
estates as supporting investment within existing industrial estates 
and establishing new ones as part of the SUEs reduces further 
reliance on out-commuting and the need to travel, providing jobs 
for the existing and future residents. 

Welcomed 

85 Bidwells on 
behalf of St 
Modwen 

The Local Plan Part 2 will give effect to the North 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (JCS). Policy 23 of the 
JCS supports the employment growth within the sustainable 
urban extensions, including Wellingborough East. St Modwen will 
be delivering the employment areas at Wellingborough East 
which benefit from the extant Outline Planning Permission 
WP/15/00605/VAR. On behalf of St Modwen, we make the 
following comments on the PBW and evidence base.  

Draft Policy E1: Established Industrial Areas 

The Employment Land Supply Update (Sept 2017) acknowledges 
that the JCS Policy 23 does not separate out the B Class into 
indicative sectoral splits to maintain a flexible approach to the 
determination of planning applications for commercial uses. This 
reflects the NPPF (para 21) and it continues to support this 
approach to policy formation. Draft Policy E1: Established 
Industrial Areas continues this non-prescriptive approach and is 
supported. We note that this policy will apply to the employment 
areas within Wellingborough East, once delivered. 

We consider this policy to be sound and effective. No change 
required. 

Welcomed 

Policy E 2 Non Employment Uses (non B) in Established Industrial Estates 
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51 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber of Commerce considers that flexibility for the use of 
commercial premises needs to be maintained as indicated in its 
response to Policy E1. This is particularly important for industrial/ 
commercial areas which are in transition. Businesses often 
operate in a variety of ways and have multiple uses within one 
property or on one site and also expanded permitted 
development rights now allow owners to change the use of 
premises (particularly office space and warehousing) to 
residential. Change between appropriate uses is making 
employment areas more adaptable. The Town Centre Partnership 
considers that employment areas should be retained where 
possible for employment but that greater flexibility should be 
exercised around non-B uses. 

Therefore, the Chamber suggest that a 12 months period 
(paragraph 6.1.11) should be employed when considering 
marketing evidence which can demonstrate that there is no 
reasonable prospect the site will be used for B1/B2/B8 
employment. This would be in line with other Council’s marketing 
of employment sites and premises (see Lambeth, South Bucks, 
East Hants, Hastings Council Guidance notes.) 
 
Modifications 

6.1.10 

‘The council will seek to retain the established estates for uses 
primarily falling within B use classes, apart from Finedon Road 
and Denington Industrial Estates where greater flexibility will be 
exercised, in order to ensure there are opportunities for both 
relocation and incoming businesses. However, it will not continue 
to seek to retain existing employment sites where there is no 

Policy E2 is considered to give sufficient flexibility to 
non B uses whilst still ensuring that an appropriate 
range of sites and premises remain available for 
small to medium sized B use businesses.  
 
The 2 year timeframe set out in para 6.1.11 of the 
Plan is consistent with the timescale set out in para 
38 of the consultation on proposed changes to 
national planning policy (December 2015).  
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reasonable prospect that the sites will be used for that purpose in 
the future. Policy 22 of the JCS allows for the flexibility to use the 
sites for alternative uses in such circumstances. These 
opportunities mainly arise where buildings have become 
desolate, obsolete, or vacant or the area is in transition and 
where sites or premises have been marketed for a long period of 
time or there are infill sites. Persistent renewals of planning 
permission may also be a sign of delivery constraints.’ 

6.1.11 

‘… Proposals for the alternative uses will need to demonstrate 
that there is no reasonable prospect that the sites will be used for 
employment purposes. Where continued viability of a site for 
employment use is in question, applicants will be required to 
demonstrate that the site has been actively marketed with a 
commercial agent at a realistic price for a continuous period of at 
least 2 years 12 months. …’ 

Policy E2 

Non Employment Uses (non-B) in Established Industrial 
Estates 

Proposals which involve non-employment uses (other than 
ancillary uses in accordance with Policy E 1) within the 
established industrial estates as defined on the Policies Maps will 
be permitted where they satisfy the following: 

A. they will not have a negative impact on the character of the 
industrial estate and its role as an industrial and business 
location. by, in isolation or in combination with other completed or 
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committed development, prejudicing the maintenance of the 
overall balance of B uses within the area; 

B. they will not prejudice the current and future operations of 
adjoining businesses; 

C. if the proposal involves vacant land or buildings, there is clear 
and robust evidence of prolonged marketing for 12 months with 
registered commercial agents at a reasonable price to 
demonstrate that there is no realistic prospect for continued 
employment use; 

D. if the existing land or premises has environmental or amenity 
problems, there is clear evidence that these problems cannot be 
overcome, or the land or premises is not capable of adaptation for 
business or industrial use. 

61 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Town Centre 
Partnership 

The Town Centre Partnership considers that flexibility for the use 
of commercial premises needs to be maintained as indicated in 
its response to Policy E1. This is particularly important for 
industrial/ commercial areas which are in transition. Businesses 
often operate in a variety of ways and have multiple uses within 
one property or on one site and also expanded permitted 
development rights now allow owners to change the use of 
premises (particularly office space and warehousing) to 
residential. Change between appropriate uses is making 
employment areas more adaptable. The Town Centre Partnership 
considers that employment areas should be retained where 
possible for employment but that greater flexibility should be 
exercised around non-B uses.  

Therefore, the Chamber suggest that a 12 months period 
(paragraph 6.1.11) should be employed when considering 

Policy E2 is considered to give sufficient flexibility to 
non B uses whilst still ensuring that an appropriate 
range of sites and premises remain available for 
small to medium sized B use businesses. 
 
The 2 year timeframe set out in para 6.1.11 of the 
Plan is consistent with the timescale set out in para 
38 of the consultation on proposed changes to 
national planning policy (December 2015).  
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marketing evidence which can demonstrate that there is no 
reasonable prospect the site will be used for B1/B2/B8 
employment. This would be in line with other Council’s marketing 
of employment sites and premises (see Lambeth, South Bucks, 
East Hants, Hastings Council Guidance notes.) 
 
Modifications 

Suggested Changes 

6.1.10 

‘The council will seek to retain the established estates for uses 
primarily falling within B use classes, apart from Finedon Road 
and Denington Industrial Estates where greater flexibility will be 
exercised, in order to ensure there are opportunities for both 
relocation and incoming businesses. However, it will not continue 
to seek to retain existing employment sites where there is no 
reasonable prospect that the sites will be used for that purpose in 
the future. Policy 22 of the JCS allows for the flexibility to use the 
sites for alternative uses in such circumstances. These 
opportunities mainly arise where buildings have become 
desolate, obsolete, or vacant or the area is in transition and 
where sites or premises have been marketed for a long period of 
time or there are infill sites. Persistent renewals of planning 
permission may also be a sign of delivery constraints.’ 

6.1.11 

‘… Proposals for the alternative uses will need to demonstrate 
that there is no reasonable prospect that the sites will be used for 
employment purposes. Where continued viability of a site for 
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employment use is in question, applicants will be required to 
demonstrate that the site has been actively marketed with a 
commercial agent at a realistic price for a continuous period of at 
least 2 years 12 months. …’ 

Policy E2 

Non Employment Uses (non-B) in Established Industrial 
Estates 

Proposals which involve non-employment uses (other than 
ancillary uses in accordance with Policy E 1) within the 
established industrial estates as defined on the Policies Maps will 
be permitted where they satisfy the following: 

A. they will not have a negative impact on the character of the 
industrial estate and its role as an industrial and business 
location. by, in isolation or in combination with other completed or 
committed development, prejudicing the maintenance of the 
overall balance of B uses within the area; 

B. they will not prejudice the current and future operations of 
adjoining businesses; 

C. if the proposal involves vacant land or buildings, there is clear 
and robust evidence of prolonged marketing for 12 months with 
registered commercial agents at a reasonable price to 
demonstrate that there is no realistic prospect for continued 
employment use; 

D. if the existing land or premises has environmental or amenity 
problems, there is clear evidence that these problems cannot be 
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overcome, or the land or premises is not capable of adaptation for 
business or industrial use. 
 

Policy E 3 Employment Outside Established Industrial Estates 

43 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Chamber of 
Commerce 

As previously stated the Chamber of Commerce believes that it is 
vitally important to sustain and develop the rural economy. Many 
businesses and in particular office based companies have been 
able to create thriving businesses in converted agricultural barns 
and in village locations. These have provided office floorspace in 
high quality surroundings and environments and have also helped 
to sustain and develop rural communities. 

Policy 25 of the NNJCS supports this rural economic 
development and diversification as does the NPPF. The 
government has also supported the reuse of existing properties in 
the countryside. It is important that the Council supports the 
opportunity to convert premises to employment uses in a variety 
of locations to give businesses the widest choice of 
accommodation and to encourage them to location/relocate to the 
Borough. 
 
Modifications 

Additional text 

6.2.3  Within villages and the countryside there are opportunities 
to support the conversion and redevelopment of existing 
agricultural and other premises to appropriate employment uses 
which will help to sustain and develop the rural economy. 

 Suggested Changes Policy E3 

Policy E3 relates to existing employment sites 
outside of industrial estates. The changes sought to 
the policy which relate to new employment uses in 
the rural area are therefore inappropriate.  
 
The council fully supports the need to sustain the 
rural economy and policies 11, 13 and 25 of the JCS 
provide appropriate policies to ensure this. There is 
therefore no need for additional policies relating to 
rural development and diversification in the part 2 
plan. 
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Employment Outside Established Employment Estates 

Wherever appropriate, land and premises in industrial and 
business uses (B1; B2 & B8) will be retained for that use. 

Proposals for change of use or re-development of land and 
premises currently in industrial or business use (B1; B2 & B8) to 
other uses will be supported where they satisfy the following: 

A. They accord with the spatial strategy for the borough. 

B. They will not prejudice the current and future operations of 
adjoining businesses and the site as a whole. 

C. If the land or building is vacant, there is clear evidence that the 
site/premises has been marketed for a reasonable period of 12 
months time. 

D. If the existing land or premises has environmental or amenity 
issues, there is clear evidence that these problems cannot be 
overcome by an industrial or business use. 

E. The proposal will resolve existing conflicts between land uses. 

Planning permission will normally be granted for the conversion 
or the redevelopment of rural buildings for employment purposes 
provided that: 

 A they are of permanent and substantial construction and are in 
a sound condition. 

 B redevelopment would not increase the floorspace or mass of 
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the building significantly 

 C their form, bulk and general design are in keeping with their 
surroundings 

 D a structural survey relating to the condition of the buildings is 
provided if conversion is proposed. 

 E access to the site is of a safe standard without detriment to the 
appearance of the area. 

 F satisfactory standards of accommodation and amenity are 
achievable. 

62 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Town Centre 
Partnership 

The Town Centre Partnership believes that it is vitally important to 
sustain and develop the rural economy. Many businesses and in 
particular office based companies have been able to create 
thriving businesses in converted agricultural barns and in village 
locations. These businesses will look towards the Town Centre 
for higher level services. These have provided office floorspace in 
high quality surroundings and environments and have also helped 
to sustain and develop rural communities. 

Policy 25 of the NNJCS supports this rural economic 
development and diversification as does the NPPF. The 
government has also supported the reuse of existing properties in 
the countryside. It is important that the Council supports the 
opportunity to convert premises to employment uses in a variety 
of locations to give businesses the widest choice of 
accommodation and to encourage them to location/relocate to the 
Borough. 

Policy E3 relates to existing employment sites 
outside of industrial estates. The changes sought to 
the policy which relate to new employment uses in 
the rural area are therefore inappropriate.  
 
The council fully supports the need to sustain the 
rural economy and policies 11, 13 and 25 of the JCS 
provide appropriate policies to ensure this. There is 
therefore no need for additional policies relating to 
rural development and diversification in the part 2 
plan. 
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Modifications 

Additional text 

6.2.3  Within villages and the countryside there are opportunities 
to support the conversion and redevelopment of existing 
agricultural and other premises to appropriate employment uses 
which will help to sustain and develop the rural economy.  

Suggested Changes Policy E3  

Employment Outside Established Employment Estates  

Wherever appropriate, land and premises in industrial and 
business uses (B1; B2 & B8) will be retained for that use.  

Proposals for change of use or re-development of land and 
premises currently in industrial or business use (B1; B2 & B8) to 
other uses will be supported where they satisfy the following:  

A. They accord with the spatial strategy for the borough.  

B. They will not prejudice the current and future operations of 
adjoining businesses and the site as a whole.  

C. If the land or building is vacant, there is clear evidence that the 
site/premises has been marketed for a reasonable period of 12 
months time.  

D. If the existing land or premises has environmental or amenity 
issues, there is clear evidence that these problems cannot be 
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overcome by an industrial or business use.  

E. The proposal will resolve existing conflicts between land uses. 

Planning permission will normally be granted for the conversion 
or the redevelopment of rural buildings for employment purposes 
provided that: 

 A they are of permanent and substantial construction and are in 
a sound condition. 

 B redevelopment would not increase the floorspace or mass of 
the building significantly 

 C their form, bulk and general design are in keeping with their 
surroundings 

 D a structural survey relating to the condition of the buildings is 
provided if conversion is proposed. 

 E access to the site is of a safe standard without detriment to the 
appearance of the area. 

 F satisfactory standards of accommodation and amenity are 
achievable. 
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Section: 7. Delivering Homes 

49 James Wilson 
Associates on 

The Chamber of Commerce has consistently called for higher 
housing targets for Wellingborough in previous consultations on 

The housing targets are set in the adopted JCS and 
were robustly tested through the JCS Examination. It 
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behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Chamber of 
Commerce 

the Local Plan and Joint Core Strategy. We feel that a 
significantly lower housing target than neighbouring areas will 
consequently suppress the amount of employment land required 
and reduce Wellingborough’s ability and opportunity to compete 
both locally and regionally for jobs and investment. 

Although a large number of dwellings are currently consented 
within the borough the Chamber of Commerce does not believe 
that a 5 year housing land supply can be sustained in practice or 
in theory. The level of housing delivery, as set out in the Housing 
Land Supply report supporting the publication plan, indicates in 
very year after 2019-20 of that 5 year period the Borough will 
have to deliver over 700 houses. The highest level of delivery in a 
one-off year was 650 dwellings at the height of a property boom. 
This was not sustained and it does not reach near to the 881 
which is required in 2020-21. 

The five year housing land supply rates are unrealistic for the 
urban extensions to deliver at this level and therefore the 
consequence will be for speculative development to come 
forward in places which may not be suitable. Surely it would be 
better to acknowledge that a wider range of sites is required and 
have planned growth rather than producing a plan which is never 
going to reach or meet its targets. 
 
Modifications 
Further work would be required to undertake an analysis of the 
sites that would be necessary to achieve a balanced growth for 
the Borough which could provide a realistic 5 year housing land 
supply and could support the deficit in infrastructure which is 
currently faced by the current housing allocations. 

is not appropriate to revisit them in the part 2 plan. 
 
See response to main issue (h). 
 
 

54 James Wilson The Town Centre Partnership has consistently called for higher The housing targets are set in the adopted JCS and 
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Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Town Centre 
Partnership 

housing targets for Wellingborough in previous consultations on 
the Local Plan and Joint Core Strategy. We feel that a 
significantly lower housing target than neighbouring areas will 
consequently suppress the amount of employment land required 
and reduce Wellingborough’s ability and opportunity to compete 
both locally and regionally for jobs and investment. 

Although a large number of dwellings are currently consented 
within the borough the Town Centre Partnership does not believe 
that a 5 year housing land supply can be sustained in practice or 
in theory. The level of housing delivery, as set out in the Housing 
Land Supply report supporting the publication plan, indicates in 
very year after 2019-20 of that 5 year period the Borough will 
have to deliver over 700 houses. The highest level of delivery in a 
one-off year was 650 dwellings at the height of a property boom. 
This was not sustained and it does not reach near to the 881 
which is required in 2020-21. 

The five year housing land supply rates are unrealistic for the 
urban extensions to deliver at this level and therefore the 
consequence will be for speculative development to come 
forward in places which may not be suitable. Surely it would be 
better to acknowledge that a wider range of sites is required and 
have planned growth rather than producing a plan which is never 
going to reach or meet its targets. 
 
Modifications 
 
Further work would be required to undertake an analysis of the 
sites that would be necessary to achieve a balanced growth for 
the Borough which could provide a realistic 5 year housing land 
supply and could support the deficit in infrastructure which is 

were robustly tested through the JCS Examination. It 
is not appropriate to revisit them in the part 2 plan. 
 
See response to main issue (h). 
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currently faced by the current housing allocations. 

126 Savills on 
behalf of 
Oxford Uni 
Endowment 
Management 

Housing Delivery 

We consider the approach to housing delivery in Part 2 of the 
Local Plan to be flawed. Whilst allowing for the fact that the total 
figures of completions and commitments in the town is in excess 
of the Objectively Assessed Need (OAN), we consider that the 
decision not to incorporate a lapse rate for sites that have 
planning permission for over 10 years is unjustified. 

The Site Selection Background Paper considers a relatively small 
sample period when demonstrating that "major" housing lands 
have delivered as planned. Crucially, this analysis does not 
include any sites of the size of the two SUEs. To suggest sites of 
this size will deliver as planned is extremely ambitious and not 
supported by wider research. We consider that a lapse rate of 15-
20% should be applied to major development sites to allow for 
those planning permissions that, for a variety of reasons, will not 
be completed as the Council predicts. 

This lapse rate is quite reasonable, being supported by DCLG 
research. Within the November 2016 study by Nathaniel Lichfield 
and partners 

"Start to Finish: How quickly do large scale housing lands deliver" 
it is acknowledged that planning permissions could lapse for a 
number of reasons including:  

 The landowner cannot get the price for the land that they 

want  

 A developer cannot secure the appropriate finance or meet 

the terms of an option  

See response to main issue (h).  
 
The reasons for the lapse rates used are set out in 
the Housing Land Supply Background Paper Table 
5. This is based on actual evidence of lapse rates 
and is therefore considered to be a robust approach.  
The lapse rate for all sites over 10 dwellings since 
2010/11 is only 0.1%. It was therefore decided to use 
a 0% lapse rate for this scale of sites.   
 
The consents on the SUEs will not lapse, changes to 
the rates of delivery for these strategic sites are best 
considered through a housing trajectory rather than 
applying an arbitrary lapse rate.  
 
Local evidence shows a lapse rate of 10.9% on sites 
of less than 10 dwellings since 2010/11. An 11% 
lapse rate on these sites is therefore considered 
robust. 
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 The development approved is not considered to be 

financially worthwhile.  

 Pre – commencement conditions take longer than 

anticipated to discharge. 

 There are supply chain constraints hindering a start  

 An alternative permission is sought for the scheme after 

approval   

Within the same study (page 12) it was noted that the DCLG had 
identified (as part of a presentation to the HBF Planning 
Conference in September 2015) a 30- 40% gap between planning 
permissions being granted for housing and housing starts on 
sites. Further, it was noted that the DCLG analysis suggested that 
10 – 20% of permissions do not materialise into a start date on 
site at all and in addition 15-20% of permissions are re – 
engineered through a fresh application which will not only push 
back delivery but also potentially alter the number and type of 
dwellings permitted. 

Therefore, a lapse rate in the range this research suggest is 
appropriate (15-20% as proposed above) would leave the Plan in 
some danger of not providing the numbers of houses required by 
the JCS. 

We note that the Council have updated their Housing Land 
Supply Report as of September 2017 to support the Publication 
version of the Plan and that neither of the SUEs have started to 
deliver housing. Yet there is still no allowance within Part Two of 
the Plan for lapse rates on major housing sites. This approach is 
not supported by the Council’s own evidence. Indeed, the five 
year supply of housing land has slipped to 6.67 years in 
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September 2017 from 8.06 years in April 2016. 

Therefore, we consider that Part 2 of the Local Plan must 
consider a lapse rate for major development sites and adjust its 
housing delivery trajectory accordingly. This work may lead to 
further housing allocations being needed. 

116 Gladman 
Developments 

Five year housing land supply 

The Council must ensure that it is able to demonstrate a rolling 
five year housing land supply over the plan period in order to fully 
meet the needs of the Borough’s communities, support the 
economic prospects of the wider area and be compliant with the 
Framework. 

It is particularly important that the Council uses realistic delivery 
rates within its housing land supply and housing trajectory. The 
Plan relies heavily on securing sustained delivery from SUEs at 
Wellingborough East and Wellingborough North. It is noted that 
the Council has been working with the landowners and 
developers of the SUEs to ensure timely commencement of 
delivery from these sites. The sustained delivery of housing from 
SUEs can however be complex and despite the progress that is 
being reported, it is essential that the current position is carefully 
considered through the examination of the Part 2 Plan. The Part 2 
Plan includes a number of site specific policies relating to the 
SUEs (Policy Site 1 and Policy Site 2), it will also therefore be 
essential to carefully consider deliverability in this context. 

A number of site specific requirements are also identified for the 
new housing allocations that are proposed (Policy Sites 3 to 9) 
which must be fully taken into account within any housing supply 
assumptions and supported by evidence of deliverability. As 

See response to main issues (h) and (i). 
 
The Housing Land Supply background Paper at 
paragraph 3.4 sets out the justification for the five 
year period. Notwithstanding this, calculations for the 
5 year period 2017/18 – 2021/22 are also included in 
Appendix 1 of the paper.  This also demonstrates a 5 
year supply. 



 

107 
 

Rep
ID 

Respondent Comments Response 

indicated in our responses to earlier consultations on the 
emerging plan, an effective solution to any under-delivery in 
Wellingborough against the anticipated trajectory would not be 
the release of further sites in the town as these sites could well 
suffer from similar issues in terms of deliverability. As there are 
no market towns available in the Borough to provide a safety 
valve, it will be essential that a positive mechanism is put in place 
locally to enable the release of sustainable sites adjacent to 
settlements further down the hierarchy, in particular those 
available at the sustainable villages that are already well located 
in terms of services and facilities or that can support the delivery 
of facilities that will improve the wider sustainability of the 
settlement. This approach would ensure that the Borough has an 
effective safety mechanism in place to perform the role of Policy 
28 of the JCS. At present, all other local planning authorities in 
the JCS area are able to release sites in lower order settlements 
(market towns) but this is not possible in Wellingborough. 
Gladman are of the view that this must be addressed through the 
Part 2 Plan to ensure that corrective action can be undertaken 
within the Borough of Wellingborough in the event that it is 
necessary to release sites during the plan period in order to 
maintain a rolling 5 year housing land supply. 

It is considered highly likely that further sustainable sites will need 
to be identified to ensure that a robust rolling five year housing 
land supply can be maintained and this should include the 
release of sites adjacent to sustainable villages when required. 

Gladman would also wish to highlight its view that a five year 
supply calculation should have a base date of the beginning of 
the current monitoring year (i.e. to cover the five year period 
2017/18 to 2021/22). This issue was recently considered by the 
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Inspector determining a s.78 planning appeal relating to a 
proposed residential scheme in Barnack, Peterborough3 . Here 
the Inspector concluded that the period for assessment is the 
beginning of the current monitoring year. 

131 DLP Planning 
Consultants on 
behalf of 
Hampton 
Brook Ltd 

As demonstrated in the Report on the delivery of SUE’s prepared 
by SPRU as part of this representation (attached as Appendix 
2), it is clear that the Council proposes a heavy reliance on the 
delivery of two large SUE’s, which our current research 
demonstrates, are stalling and prone to delay and subsequent 
under delivery. Policy H1 should therefore allocate a greater 
range of smaller sites, which are available and deliverable, 
creating a steady release of housing. 
 
Modifications 
Our client’s sites at Land off Northampton Road, represents an 
available and deliverable site, in a sustainable location, that could 
come forward for development within the next five years. The 
sites partial development, would directly facilitate a number of 
subsequent benefits, positively contributing to and qualitatively 
improving the biodiversity and green infrastructure values. As 
identified previously in this representation, such benefits will not 
be realised on this site, if it is left in its unmanaged state. 

See response to main issue (h). 
 
Notwithstanding the above the site off Northampton 
Road is not considered suitable for development, see 
response to Rep 129 page 54. 

125 Savills on 
behalf of 
Oxford Uni 
Endowment 
Management 

Table 7.4 of the publication version of the Local Plan (Page 45) 
identifies that the previous housing shortfall has increased the 
Wellingborough "share" of the total housing requirement from 
5,750 to 6,346. However, completions in the period 2011-2017 
total 1,142, with over 7,000 dwellings benefitting from planning 
permission as of 31 March 2017. Therefore, the publication 
version of the Plan confirms that completions and commitments in 
the town total 8,239, in excess of the JCS requirement including 
the previous shortfall. 

See response to main issue (h). 
 
This is a site of a strategic scale which was 
considered as part of the review of the JCS.  
 
The Inspector for the JCS 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-
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However, the Plan acknowledges that not all of these houses, 
particularly those on the SUEs, will deliver within the Plan period 
and so it seeks to allocate further sites across the Borough, to 
provide land for an additional 1,131 dwellings. The majority of 
these will be provided through the 600 unit allocation on Park 
Farm Way discussed above, next to our client’s land. 

It is noted that the September 2017 "Wellingborough Town 
Housing Allocation Methodology and Site Selection" Background 
Paper, which was prepared to supplement the 2013 SHLAA, 
discounted our clients site at the first stage of the assessment 
process within the Paper. This was because it had already been 
previously considered and rejected as a strategic allocation as 
part of the preparation work on the JCS. 
 
However, it is important to reiterate that the 2013 SHLAA 
considered that the site offered longer-term housing potential but 
had significant constraints that needed to be overcome to 
demonstrate deliverability. 

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.’ 
 
The constraints identified are significant and it is 
considered doubtful whether they could be 
overcome. If they can, delivery from the site would as 
suggested only offer long term potential. 
 

Policy H1 Urban Housing Allocations 

134 DLP Planning 
Consultants on 
behalf of 
Hampton 
Brook Ltd 

It is acknowledged that Windsor Road is one of ten urban 
allocations within the town of Wellingborough. This is supported, 
however the anticipated dwelling capacity of 60 dwellings is not 
agreed, as it is considered to represent an under estimation of the 
capacity of the site. 

The figure of 60 dwellings is insufficient for the land available for 
a number of reasons; 

 The area of Policy Site 3 is around 6.5ha. The PBW states 
that the anticipated dwelling capacity of Windsor Road is 

As explained at para 3.1 of the Wellingborough Town 
Housing Allocations Background Paper following site 
selection, several of the more complex sites 
(including Windsor Road) were subject to further 
more detailed assessment as part of a design team 
review. This involved officers from planning, urban 
design, highways, crime prevention, landscape and 
policy backgrounds and included the production of 
indicative layouts.  
 
Paragraphs 3.2 – 3.4 of that paper explain the 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/download/2796/plan_for_the_borough_of_wellingborough_town_housing_allocation_methodology_background_paper_publication_version-_september_2017
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/download/2796/plan_for_the_borough_of_wellingborough_town_housing_allocation_methodology_background_paper_publication_version-_september_2017
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60. The Council have referred to a variety of figures during 
the course of this emerging plan ranging from 256 to 60 
dwellings. Settling on the proposed allocation of 60 
dwellings is not an efficient use of the land and the 
previous calculation that DLP have alluded to in our 
previous representation should be adhered to. 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 (rounded to 120 for purposes 
of a planning application) 

 The site lies within the urban area of Wellingborough in a 
sustainable location. It is surrounded by 20th century 
residential development and exhibits little in the way of 
landscape, topographic or historic constraint. Development 
for 120 dwellings equates to approximately 18 dwellings 
per hectare (gross), which is reasonable and appropriate 
for a site in this location. 

 BCW have historically been unable to meet the required 
annual housing requirement of the North Northamptonshire 
Joint Core Strategy (2011-2031 (JCS)) and therefore have 
a shortfall or housing numbers that need to be provided. 
BCW have met the JCS annual housing delivery target of 
350 dwellings just twice in the last six years of the JCS 
plan period leading to a cumulative shortfall of 596 
dwellings (Housing Land Supply Background Paper, 
September 20171). This would suggest that higher 
densities should be sought for all allocated sites in order 
meet this shortfall. 

findings for this site. In summary the team 
considered that vehicular access from Bourton Way 
and Aldsworth Close would be unacceptable. With 
access being from Bourton Way only and needing to 
ensure a strong green infrastructure corridor and 
avoiding the areas at floodrisk, the capacity of the 
site was reduced. Housing capacity was estimated 
by the team to be between 60 to 90 dwellings. For 
the purposes of calculating 5 year supply, in order 
not to overestimate supply the lower figure of 60 
dwellings was used. This is in no way intended to be 
a cap on delivery. If a suitable layout can be 
designed which provides a higher capacity then this 
would be acceptable subject to compliance with 
relevant policies. 
 
Policy Site 3 sets the development principles for the 
site – it does not set a maximum or minimum 
dwelling requirement. 
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 BCW have historically been unable to demonstrate a five 
year housing land supply until recently. It is noted that 
Windsor Road features in the Housing Land Supply 2017 
trajectory as being able to deliver 30 dwellings in the year 
2020-2021, with a following 30 dwellings in the subsequent 
year. Whilst this delivery timescale is achievable as there 
are no insurmountable constraints on the land, this overall 
figure of 60 should be much higher and could produce 40 
dwellings per year for three years. This is based on the 
suggested figure of 120 dwellings outlined in the first bullet 
point above. 

 In conjunction for the need to seek higher density 
development on allocated land within the PBW, there is the 
danger that BCW are relying too heavily on its major 
strategic housing sites to come forward on time, such as 
Wellingborough East (WEAST SUE) and Wellingborough 
North (WNORTH SUE). Please see the SPRU report at 
Appendix 2 for information on how BCW may have placed 
an over reliance on the unrealistic performance of the two 
SUE’s. This could ultimately impact the five year housing 
land supply for the borough as well as potentially 
increasing the housing shortfall. 

See attachment for further details 
 
Modifications 
For the reasons outlined above, DLP submit that Policy H1 is not 
sound in its current format. This is due to the under estimation of 
dwelling capacity at certain sites, for example Windsor Road. The 
plan should be “positively prepared” and seek to meet the 
objectively assessed need for housing in line with the NPPF tests 
for soundness. This means that higher housing figures should be 
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used on allocated sites, where appropriate, for example at 
Windsor Road. Therefore it is suggested that Windsor Road 
(Policy Site 3) anticipated dwelling capacity be amended to 120. 

130 DLP Planning 
Consultants on 
behalf of 
Hampton 
Brook Ltd 

Wellingborough Town Housing Allocation Methodology and 
Site Selection (September 2017) 

This paper provides an assessment of sites submitted for 
allocation within the previous ‘Call for Sites’ consultation. Our 
client land interest off Northampton Road, is rules out at the first 
stage on the basis that, ‘Development would involve the loss of a 
wildlife site and loss of an important open space.’ 

This site represents a sustainable location for residential 
development, within close proximity to a variety of services and 
facilities and convenient access to the main thoroughfares of 
Wellingborough. This paper provides generalised assessment of 
the site, which based on its merits, should not be completely ruled 
out in its entirety. Partial development of the site could, not only 
provide new market and affordable housing, but directly facilitate 
the objectives of the Council’s Green Infrastructure policy, 
introducing a land management regime to qualitatively improve 
habitats and biodiversity values on site, and providing new 
connections within the existing Green Infrastructure Corridor. 

As demonstrated in the Report on the delivery of SUE’s prepared 
by SPRU as part of this representation (attached as Appendix 
2), it is clear that the Council proposes a heavy reliance on the 
delivery of two large SUE’s, which our current research 
demonstrates, are stalling and prone to delay and subsequent 
under delivery. Policy H1 should therefore allocate a greater 
range of smaller sites, which are available and deliverable, 

This site is considered to be correctly identified as 
Local Green Space. See response to Rep129 (page 
54), it is not therefore suitable for housing. 
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creating a steady release of housing. 

Our client’s sites at Land off Northampton Road, represents an 
available and deliverable site, in a sustainable location, that could 
come forward for development within the next five years. The 
sites partial development, would directly facilitate a number of 
subsequent benefits, positively contributing to and qualitatively 
improving the biodiversity and green infrastructure values. As 
identified previously in this representation, such benefits will not 
be realised on this site, if it is left in its unmanaged state. 
 
Modifications 
Should the inspector agree that the site is not suitable for Local 
Green Space, it is considered, given the above and the findings 
of the SPRU report (submitted with this representation), that 
the site could be reasonably considered for residential allocation; 
representing a small, available and deliverable site, capable of 
delivering a number of tangible environmental benefits. 

96 Define 
Planning & 
Design Ltd on 
behalf of Bovis 
Homes Ltd & 
Stanton Cross 
Land Owners 
Group 

The need to allocate additional housing development sites in the 
Publication Plan is recognised.  However, it is absolutely critical 
that the Publication Plan ensures that all future developments 
make a fair contribution to the provision of infrastructure required 
to meet the needs of the growing Wellingborough population (i.e. 
highways, drainage, community, open space and sports facilities). 
This will ensure that the required infrastructure provision does not 
unduly burden the proposed strategic developments (SUEs) 
alone.  The Publication Plan must set out the expectations in this 
regard and the mechanism(s) for securing the required 
contributions.  It fails to do that in Policy H 1, the individual 
allocation policies, or a specific infrastructure provision policy in 
Section 11. 

It is agreed that all development must make 
appropriate contributions to infrastructure. This is 
required by Policy 10 of the JCS. There is no need to 
repeat this in the part 2 plan 
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 Soundness: 

Bovis Homes and the Stanton Cross Landowners Group, 
therefore, object to Policy H 1, which is considered unsound on 
the basis that it: 

-       is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy 
and has not properly considered against reasonable alternative 
strategies; and 

-       is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully 
reflect the Government’s priorities and policies in terms of the 
provision of public open space and facilitating the delivery of 
sustainable development. 
 
Modifications 
Amend Publication Plan to identify the requirement of all allocated 
sites to make appropriate contributions to the delivery of 
necessary supporting infrastructure. 

124 Savills on 
behalf of 
Oxford Uni 
Endowment 
Management 

Site Description  

I enclose a Ordnance Survey plan that denotes the site, much of 
which is owned by our client. I also attach the representation we 
submitted in May 2016 that demonstrates how this land can form 
part of a wider allocation for housing on this edge of 
Wellingborough. 

The land is located west of Park Farm Way and north of Mears 
Ashby Road, close to the built up area of Wellingborough. The 
total area of land owned is approximately 87 hectares and 
currently comprises agricultural fields. The topography of the land 
slopes from north west to south east. The site can be accessed 

This is a site of a strategic scale which was 
considered as part of the review of the JCS.  
 
The Inspector for the JCS 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, as a 
strategic site, is therefore a matter for the review of 
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from Mears Ashby Road. 

The site is bounded by Park Farm Way to the east, Mears Ashby 
Road to the south, Wilby village to the southeast. Agricultural land 
lies to the north, south and west of the land. Wellingborough itself 
lies to the east on the opposite site of Park Farm Way. 

The site is extremely well located in terms of access to schools, 
employment, retail and leisure opportunities. 

Wellingborough has a large range of facilities and there are bus 
stops on the A4500 which are served by routes that link to 
Wellingborough, Northampton and Peterborough. 

Wilby village provide a primary school, a pre-school and a 
recreation ground that also provide a large park with play 
equipment, a football pitch and a brick built pavilion which is used 
by Wilby football club. A Sainsbury’s superstore lies nearby, 
accessed from Park Farm Way which also allows access to Park 
Farm Industrial Estate, a large employment site that could be 
easily accessed from our client’s site. 

Park Farm Way/Shelley Road Allocation and Application 

The area east of the land and east of Park Farm Way is allocated 
for residential purposes in the Borough of Wellingborough Local 
Plan (1999 – 2004), under saved policy U7. We note that an 
outline planning application for up to 600 dwellings on this site 
was submitted to the Council in late 2015 and it is awaiting a 
decision at the time of writing. We note that the application is due 
a decision in November 2017 under reference 

the JCS. 
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WP/15/00727/OUT. 

Were this scheme to ultimately receive planning permission and 
be built out, this site on the western side of Park Farm Way will 
be well related to the built up area of Wellingborough and 
presents a clear opportunity to achieve connectivity with this 
adjoining land to provide a coherent and sustainable urban 
extension to Wellingborough. 

North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (JCS) 2011-2031 

In making these representations, we are mindful of the adopted 
JCS, which sets the overall approach to housing growth in the 
Borough over the Plan period 2011-2031. 

Policy 28 of the JCS confirms that the Borough will need to 
deliver 7,000 of the planned 35,000 houses over the Plan period 
at a rate of 350 dwellings per year. Of these, 5,750 will be 
provided at Wellingborough, with the remainder divided across 
the villages and rural areas of the District. Wellingborough is 
identified as a ‘growth town’ whose role is to ‘provide the focus for 
major co-ordinated regeneration and growth in employment, 
housing, retail and higher order facilities serving one or more 
districts’. 

The JCS carries forward the two Strategic Urban Extensions 
(SUEs) from the previous 2004 alteration to the Wellingborough 
Local Plan. These SUES are "Wellingborough East" which is now 
known locally as Stanton Cross and "North Wellingborough". 

Following detailed applications, these two lands are expected to 
deliver a net total of 6,688 dwellings and the JCS envisioned that 
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these two lands would start providing dwellings in 2016/17. 

North Northamptonshire JCS Background Paper on Strategic 
Housing and Employment Sites January 2015 

As noted by the SHLAA in 2013, our client’s land offers clear 
longer term potential for housing in a sustainable location on the 
edge of Wellingborough. This led to this more detailed 
assessment to support the preparation of the JCS. 

This 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 land as including the proximity to services and potential 
connectivity with the Park Farm Way/Shelley Road housing 
allocation and the Park Farm Industrial Estate. 

Potential issues include the high landscape sensitivity of land 
immediately north of Wilby, linking into the A509 (Park Farm 
Way) and potential coalescence of Wellingborough with Wilby. 
However it is considered that a sensitive and appropriate design 
proposal for the site would be sufficient to overcome these issues 
while making the most of the opportunities that the site poses. 
Indeed, the indicative layout supplied as part of our previous 
representation and attached again to this latter clearly 
demonstrates that these issues can be addressed. 

Phased Approach 

It is accepted that, even allowing for the above criticisms of the 
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approach to delivery within the Local Plan Part 2, this site may 
not be needed in its entirety for this Plan Period. However, we 
consider that there is an extremely good chance that it will be 
needed eventually. 

Therefore, we would welcome the opportunity to discuss with you 
a phased approach that allowed some housing to come forward 
on this site in this Plan period. This could be as a small allocation 
on those parts of the site that lend themselves most naturally to a 
sustainable extension to Wellingborough, perhaps close to the 
Park Farm Way development and based on the particular 
constraints identified in the 2015 JCS Background Paper. 

Such an allocation could be on a "reserve" basis, only triggered 
should the SUEs or other allocations continue to under-deliver 
against the Borough’s housing trajectory. 

93 Marrons 
Planning on 
behalf of 
Hallam Land 
Management 

HLM support the allocation of Park Farm Way/Shelley Road 
(Policy Site 5) for residential development, and the anticipated 
dwelling capacity of 600 dwellings. 

Welcomed 

103  Historic 
England 

Policy H1 and Para 7.1.6 - Since development site allocations are 
spread through various policies it would be helpful to reference 
the fact that the sites included in Policy H1 are all in 
Wellingborough, either in Para 7.1.6 or in the policy itself, for 
clarity. 

Policy H1 is entitled ‘Urban Housing Allocations’. It is 
therefore not considered necessary to add the fact 
that the sites are all in Wellingborough. 

7.2 Rural Housing 

27 Peter Brett 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Barwood 
Strategic Land 

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 

The requirement for 150 dwellings for Irchester was 
tested and set through the JCS.  
 
The Neighbourhood Plan for Irchester, Little Irchester 
and Knuston was submitted to the council on 21 
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II LLP 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 proof of evidence (prepared by my 
colleague Cristina Howick for a Public Inquiry in 2014) that: 

 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 the proof of evidence, 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 in many appeal decisions 
since 2014, 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 even a published timetable for the Irchester 
Neighbourhood Plan, despite the relevant Neighbourhood Plan 
Group having been established as long ago as 2013, we consider 

December 2017. It allocates two sites for 
development which are considered to be deliverable. 
These sites together with existing completions and 
commitments will slightly exceed the requirement for 
150 dwellings in Irchester. 
 
Should additional development be needed over the 
plan period to meet the needs of the village this can 
be delivered through Policy 13 of the JCS. 
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the Part 2 Local Plan should now assume responsibility for 
housing allocations in Irchester.  

Whilst a draft Neighbourhood Plan was issued for consultation in 
September 2016, it has stalled since then and furthermore no 
planning applications have been submitted in respect of the two 
sites allocated for housing in the draft Plan. This would confirm 
our view expressed in our objection to the Plan (dated 28th 
October 2016, a copy of which is attached) that those sites 
appear to be undeliverable. 

If this testing of reasonable alternatives is not undertaken, the 
Borough 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.  

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. 

146 DLP Planning 
Consultants on 
behalf of 
Hampton 
Brook Ltd 

The housing strategy set out in the PBW is heavily reliant on 
large key strategic sites delivering at a certain rate. DLP strongly 
suggest that more small-medium sized 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. 

Smaller sites such as the one identified in this representation, 
allow residential development to come forward in sustainable 
locations that are beneficial to the village and other rural areas 

See response to main issues (h) and (i). 
 
It is accepted that the barns at Top Farm Great 
Doddington could be considered to comply with 
criterion A of Table 4.2 ‘buildings and curtilages 
which are contained and visually separate from the 
countryside’. The council would therefore support a 
proposed main modification to the village boundary 
as set out below. 
 



 

121 
 

Rep
ID 

Respondent Comments Response 

within the Borough of Wellingborough, whilst increasing the 
supply of housing in rural areas of Wellingborough, contributing to 
its housing land supply and helping to meet the housing shortfall. 

BCW have been historically unable to meet the JCS housing 
requirement of 350 dwellings per year, leaving the Council with a 
housing shortfall. It has been identified the BCW can identify a 
five year housing land supply and have factored the shortfall into 
the PBW. 

Table 7.6 in the PBW identifies that the residual requirement for 
rural housing outside of the four larger villages is 275 dwellings. It 
is important that this requirement is delivered in sustainable 
location within the rural area, close to existing settlements. 

See attachment for further information 
 
Modifications 
The inclusion of the barns at Top Farm Great Doddington within 
the village boundary would allow them to come forward as 
residential dwellings, adding flexibility to the Council’s housing 
land supply as well as proving housing in a highly sustainable 
location 

 
© Crown Copyright and database right 2017 Ordnance Survey 
100018694 

119 Gladman 
Developments 

Rural Housing Outside of the Four Named Villages 

Paragraphs 7.2.4 to 7.2.9 provide an overview of the current 
position with regard to delivery against the 540 dwelling 
requirement contained within the JCS. It does not appear from 
the information provided that any testing has been undertaken 
with regard to the need to plan for levels of housing development 
in excess of the identified requirements for the named Villages 
and Rural Areas as is anticipated by Policy 29 of the JCS. 

See response to main issue (i). 
 
At the issues and options stage of the plan, Option 
64 looked at whether there were any particular needs 
or opportunities in the rural area that could be 
addressed by identifying higher levels of growth. No 
such needs or opportunities were identified. 
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Furthermore, it does not appear that any consideration has been 
given to the phasing of individual housing sites in the rural areas 
to ensure that development opportunities are not exhausted early 
in the plan period, which is also a clear expectation of JCS Policy 
29 when preparing the Part 2 Local Plan. As discussed above, 
the sustainability appraisal that accompanies the Part 2 Local 
Plan fails to identify or assess any reasonable alternatives for 
housing growth or distribution in rural areas and as such cannot 
be considered to be a robust assessment of the options that are 
available to ensure that development needs are met in full and a 
rolling 5 year housing land supply is maintained. 

142 WYG on 
behalf of Lone 
Star Land Ltd 

Policies H1 and H2 are considered unsound, as they are neither 
justified, effective nor consistent with national planning policy, in 
accordance with the requirements of Paragraph 182 of the NPPF. 

In light of the concerns raised in the previous section of these 
representations, it is not considered that Policies H1 and H2 will 
be effective in delivering the quantum of housing required over 
the plan period, particularly considering that there is already an 
identified shortfall of 596 dwellings for the first six years of the 
plan period. 

It is considered that the role of Isham in delivering some smaller 
scale residential development capable of early delivery has been 
overlooked by the PBW, particularly in the context of the extant 
permission for Isham Bypass which will significantly alter the 
character of the settlement. This was not addressed in the SA 
supporting the PBW Publication Plan and is a material omission, 
affecting its soundness as part of the evidence base. 

Isham has previously been identified as a sustainable location for 
smaller scale housing development, most notably by an appeal 

See response to main issues (h) and (i). 
 
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, which 
cannot be met more sustainably at a nearby larger 
settlement and/or support a prosperous rural 
economy. The scale of development proposed here 
is in excess of that which would be necessary to 
meet the needs of Isham.  
 
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 
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granted planning permission for residential development at The 
Sorrels in Isham in November 2015 (APP/H2835/W/15/3070004), 
with the Inspector concluding that the village was a sustainable 
location for development having a church, primary school, local 
shop and regular bus services to Kettering and Wellingborough. 

The SA makes no specific reference to the settlement of Isham, 
despite other villages being considered at paragraphs 9.2.17-
9.2.23. Isham Parish Council have documented that they 
currently have no plans to progress with the preparation of a 
Neighbourhood Plan for the village. As such, there is currently no 
mechanism to provide for future development needs in Isham. In 
the event that additional allocations are required to enable a 
robust 5 year land supply to be maintained, or if the trajectory 
expectations of the larger strategic sites are not realised, the 
PBW does not provide any policy mechanism whereby a highly 
sustainable settlement such as Isham can assist in the delivery of 
housing in the short term, through moderate and appropriate 
levels of growth. 

It is considered that an over reliance upon the proposed delivery 
rates for Wellingborough North and East, which have already 
proven to be significantly over optimistic, pose a significant risk of 
under delivery within the Borough. The strategy adopted by the 
PBW is not consistent with the aims of the NPPF, specifically 
those contained within Paragraph 47 requiring Local Planning 
Authorities to “boost significantly” the supply of housing and meet 
the full objectively assessed need for market and affordable 
housing. 

See additional information in the attachment 
 

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. 
 
It is also notable that when considering rural housing 
overall (including the four named villages) a 
significant amount of the JCS requirement is already 
committed. This is particularly due to Earls Barton 
providing well in excess of the JCS requirements. 
This housing is therefore likely to meet needs arising 
from outside of Earls Barton, from the wider rural 
area. 
 
Should the village wish to seek to deliver additional 
community facilities through higher levels of housing 
growth then they could do this through a 
Neighbourhood Plan. To date the Parish Council has 
not expressed this view to the council. At the issues 
and options stage of the plan they also did not 
respond to Issue 64 that they would like higher levels 
of growth to support community facilities. 
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Modifications 
An additional policy, Policy H3: Isham, for the allocation of land to 
the West of Isham is necessary within Section 7 for the delivery of 
housing, which will support the effectiveness of Policies H1 and 
H2. In addition this would provide an element of flexibility and 
contingency to respond to current shortfalls in delivery, which is 
currently missing from the PBW. 

7.4 Housing Mix and Tenure 

83 Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of 
Rentplus 

We represent Rentplus, a company providing an innovative 
affordable housing model that delivers affordably rented homes to 
buy (a ‘rent to buy’ model) for people who aspire to own their own 
home, but are currently unable to save for a mortgage deposit.   

Introduction 

Rentplus is delivering rent to buy housing that meets local 
peoples’ needs and aspirations in partnership with local planning 
authorities and Registered Providers (further details of completed 
and forthcoming schemes can be viewed on their website 
www.rentplus-uk.com). 

The rent to buy homes are allocated as with other affordable 
housing tenures through the local choice based lettings scheme 
and targeted lettings plans. The Rentplus model provides homes 
at an affordable rent for those expecting to purchase in 5, 10, 15 
or 20 years, with a 10% gifted deposit to assist purchase.   

Enclosed with this consultation response is an Affordable 
Housing Statement by Tetlow King Planning setting out the 
details of the rent to buy model which is being delivered in 
England with support from Government. It describes the model’s 
compliance with the NPPF definition of affordable housing and 

The government is currently still considering changes 
to the definition of affordable housing.  It is therefore 
not considered appropriate to specifically set out a 
tenure split in a policy. The JCS provides guidance 
on tenure split at table 6. The affordable housing 
models available are likely to change over the 
lifetime of the plan and including a specific mix in 
policy could prove to be counterproductive. 
 
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 
which sets out at criterion d) ‘The precise proportion 
and tenure mix of affordable housing will take into 
account the need identified in the SHMA toolkit (or 
more up to date local assessment agreed with the 
local planning authority) and the viability of the 
development’ 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 

http://www.rentplus-uk.com/
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how this should be incorporated into local plans to boost supply 
and meet local housing needs. We ask that this be read 
alongside our representation as it has bearing on the Council’s 
approach to negotiating affordable housing across the Borough.   

Starter Homes / Appropriate Affordable Home Ownership   

Paragraphs 7.4.22 - 7.4.23 neatly summarise the situation with 
regards to the Government’s emerging position on the definition 
of affordable housing and the proposal to require major housing 
developments to provide 10% as affordable home ownership. 
Affordable home ownership, in the Government’s housing White 
Paper, encompasses not only shared ownership and starter 
homes but a wide range of tenures including rent to buy. This 
latter model enables households from a wide range of 
circumstances to save for a mortgage deposit, without occupying 
a social rented or affordable rented property - thereby freeing up 
those homes for households with greater priority needs. 

Whilst the Council has indicated that it will apply the national 
policy, it would be more effective if the Plan refers to the full 
range of affordable housing types and states that each will be 
encouraged where these will meet identified local housing needs, 
to ensure developments are effectively targeted. As the 
Government’s housing policy is anticipated to change in early 
2018 it is important for the Council to adapt its policies to remain 
effective through flexibility and responsiveness to local and 
national change, to ensure it can be found sound.  

The delivery of rent to buy housing reduces the pressure on other 
affordable housing, freeing up social rented and affordable rented 
housing for those with greater priority needs - one recently 

planning document. 
 
The council is currently working with Rentplus to 
deliver a Rentplus model scheme in the borough. 
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occupied Rentplus scheme was 30% filled by households 
previously living in social and affordable rented properties, 
releasing those homes for families in need. Residents have been 
delighted to finally access housing that not only meets the basic 
need for a good quality house but also their aspiration to own 
their own home - one Rentplus family has said:  

"Our dream has long been to own our own home but with the high 
costs of renting combined with the need to save thousands of 
pounds for a deposit it’s never been in reach for us. This model is 
ideal for our needs as we have the certainty of living in the home 
which we will one day own and the reduction in rent is making a 
huge difference to our lives." 
Modifications 
To be fully effective, and therefore sound, this Plan should 
include a separate policy setting out detail on the general 
expectation for a tenure split, encouraging delivery of affordable 
home ownership models including rent to buy. The supporting 
text should also specify that a full range of tenures is encouraged 
across Wellingborough, specifically referencing national 
affordable housing policy or reference to rent to buy, starter 
homes and build to rent as these tenures are to be formally 
defined in the next iteration of the NPPF. Without this we consider 
the Plan will be ineffective in facilitating development of a wide 
range of tenures to meet the full spectrum of housing needs and 
aspirations. 

Policy H3 Housing Needs of Older People 

135 DLP Planning 
Consultants on 
behalf of 
Hampton 
Brook Ltd 

This policy states that sites of 50 or more dwellings will need to 
seek the provision of a proportion of the housing to meet the 
needs of older households. In relation to Policy Site 3, this will be 
sought and discussed with the Council via a future planning 
application. It is important that the major strategic sites in 

Noted 
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Wellingborough should aim to deliver an appropriate amount of 
housing for older people due to the size and capacity of these 
sites. It is noted that a preference for bungalows has been 
expressed through community consultation (paragraph 10.2.6), 
however, for smaller sites such as Windsor Road, it should be 
noted that bungalows may not be the most efficient use of the 
land. Housing for older people can be provided for in a number of 
alternative ways such as different tenures, flats and apartments 
with better than normal access (e.g. lifts), all of which make better 
use of the land, whilst still providing a similar style of living. 

See additional information in the attachment 
 
Modifications 
For the reasons outlined above, DLP submit that Policy H3 
should be found sound, with modifications. It is noted that certain 
housing policies contain specific wording detailing the provision of 
bungalows. It is suggested that this be left for discussion via a 
planning application. 

92 Define 
Planning & 
Design Ltd on 
behalf of Bovis 
Homes Ltd & 
Stanton Cross 
Land Owners 
Group 

The inclusion of Policy H 3 is repetitive and unnecessary as 
Policy 30 (specifically Part a) of the adopted Joint Core Strategy 
addresses 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.  Policy H 3 does 
not effectively add to the policy context for the determination of 
outline or full planning applications and should, therefore, be 
deleted. 

Soundness: 

Bovis Homes and the Stanton Cross Landowners Group, 
therefore, object to Policy H 3, which is considered unsound on 

See response to main issue (j).  
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the basis that it is inconsistent with national policy. 
 
Modifications 
Delete policy. 

94 Marrons 
Planning on 
behalf of 
Hallam Land 
Management 

Paragraph 154 of the Framework requires that ‘only policies that 
provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react to 
a development proposal should be included in the plan’.  

HLM object to the policy on the grounds that it is not consistent 
with the Framework in that it is not clear what is meant by 
‘housing to meet the needs of older households’.  

Notwithstanding the above, HLM also raised concerns in relation 
to the implications on the viability of development of this policy in 
response to the Emerging Draft Plan Consultation.  The Council 
responded by advising that the policy was to be subject to viability 
testing, however this has not taken place.   

The Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough Viability Study – 
September 2016 has not assessed the implications of this policy 
on the viability of development as required by Paragraph 174 of 
the Framework.  There is therefore no evidence to demonstrate 
this requirement will not threaten the deliverability of the Plan, 
and the viability of relevant developments.  It is acknowledged, 
however, that in the absence of knowing what the policy requires 
it is difficult to assess the implications on viability. 

HLM also acknowledge that the policy as drafted allows for 
viability to be taken into consideration when determining the 
proportion, type, and tenure mix of housing for older households 
at the application stage.   

See response to main issue (j). 
 
JCS Policy 30 (f) specifically sets out a requirement 
for strategic sites to make provision for older 
households. It is therefore appropriate to retain these 
references in respect of Park Farm Way/ Shelley 
Road. 
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However, paragraphs 7.4.11 and 10.4.4. of the Publication Plan 
states that Park Farm Way/Shelley Road will be expected to 
make provision to meet the needs of older households.  This 
statement does not reflect the approach to be applied by Policy 
H3 and should therefore be removed from the Plan. 
 
Modifications 
Paragraphs 7.4.11 and 10.4.4. of the Publication Plan states that 
Park Farm Way/Shelley Road will be expected to make provision 
to meet the needs of older households.  This statement does not 
reflect the approach to be applied by Policy H3 and should 
therefore be removed from the Plan. 

120 Gladman 
Developments 

As currently drafted, Policy H3 appears to be overly prescriptive. 
It is unclear how the site threshold size has been selected and it 
is difficult to ascertain why a need for housing to meet the needs 
of older people would be triggered by schemes of 50 dwellings or 
1.4ha and above. Furthermore, there is a need for further 
flexibility within the wording of any such policy to make it clear 
that this is an aspiration and that it is intended to form part of a 
negotiation as is indicated within the supporting text at paragraph 
7.4.2 of the Plan. 

See response to main issue (j). 

Policy H 4 Retirement Housing, supported Housing and Care Homes 

3 Mr Andrew 
Howard 

Please define "Retirement Housing". 
 
Assuming a dictionary definition, concerns would include; 
 
Persons taking early retirement, would they need to move out if 
they either return to work, take part-time work, take up self-
employment? 
 
Can such housing only be occupied by retired persons? would a 
retired person be allowed to have a 'carer' live with them or have 

Retirement housing is defined in the Study of 
Housing and Support for Older People across 
Northamptonshire. It is accepted that this, together 
with ‘supported housing’ and ‘care homes’ could 
usefully be added to the glossary in the plan. 
 
Retirement housing – a sub-group of specialist 
housing for older people provided for sale or rent 
which offers self-contained accommodation and 
which provides some additional facilities. These 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/download/2773/study_of_housing_and_support_needs_of_older_people_across_northamptonshire_april_2017
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/download/2773/study_of_housing_and_support_needs_of_older_people_across_northamptonshire_april_2017
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/download/2773/study_of_housing_and_support_needs_of_older_people_across_northamptonshire_april_2017
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a working partner? 
 
Modifications 
If "Retirement Housing" is to be a policy referenced term it needs 
to be defined to avoid legal disputes. 
 
The intention is not clear in this document and therefore am 
unable to suggest a clear definition. 

could typically include a secure main entrance, 
resident’s lounge, access to an emergency alarm 
and a guest room. Additional support to maintain 
independence can be purchased as needed. This is 
often known as ‘sheltered housing’ in the affordable 
sector and ‘retirement living’ leasehold 
accommodation in the private sector 
 
Supported housing - a sub-group of specialist 
housing for older people provided for sale or rent 
which offers self-contained accommodation and 
which provides a greater range of facilities than 
retirement housing with support and care services 
available. The additional facilities will include 
restaurants, communal lounges, social space and 
staff on site 24 hours a day. Supported housing of 
this type is often known as ‘extra care housing’ or 
‘assisted living’. 
 
Care homes – institutional establishments which 
provide accommodation, care and/or nursing for 
people whose care or health needs mean that they 
cannot live independently. Each resident will have a 
bedroom rather than a self-contained flat. Meals, 
housekeeping services, care and nursing are 
provided by the establishment. 

121 Gladman 
Developments 

Gladman support the intention of Policy H 4 as a positive 
approach to securing the delivery of retirement and supported 
housing schemes over the plan period. 

Welcomed 

Policy H5 Self-build and Custom Housebuilding 

136 DLP Planning 
Consultants on 

Our Client is keen to set aside specific plots for custom/self built 
and generally support this policy. It is noted that Policy H5 will 

Welcomed 



 

131 
 

Rep
ID 

Respondent Comments Response 

behalf of 
Hampton 
Brook Ltd 

require 5% of the plots to be made available for sale as serviced 
building plots. This will be bought forward via discussions with the 
Council prior to a formal planning application. 

See additional information in the attachment 
 
Modifications 
For the reasons outlined above, DLP submit that Policy H5 
should be found sound, as drafted. 

90 Define 
Planning & 
Design Ltd on 
behalf of Bovis 
Homes Ltd & 
Stanton Cross 
Land Owners 
Group 

It is acknowledged that self-build and custom house building is an 
element of the Government’s housing strategy.  However, the 
inclusion of Policy H 5 is repetitive and unnecessary as Policy 30 
(specifically Part g) of the adopted Joint Core Strategy seeks the 
provision of serviced plots in strategic developments to address 
this sector of the housing market.  Policy H 3 does not effectively 
add to the policy context for the determination of outline or full 
planning applications and should, therefore, be deleted. 

Notwithstanding that, Policy H 5 seeks to establish unduly 
onerous requirements that have not been justified or tested in 
terms of the potential impact on the deliverability of strategic 
schemes.  The policy seeks delivery of 5% of plots to facilitate 
self-build and custom house building.  That requirement has not 
been justified in the evidence base and the Publication Plan itself 
acknowledges that only 23 people had registered an interest in 
self-build and custom house building plots on the Council’s 
website.  Notably, those registered are not required to be means 
tested and, therefore, in reality the demand is likely to be 
significantly lower.  Moreover, the policy does not take account of 
existing supply.  The 5% requirement is, therefore, entirely 
disproportionate to the identified need and demand (if indeed it 
does actually exist).  The 12 month timescale caveat at 

See response to main issue (k). 
 
At para 7.4.18 the plan does recognise that 
Wellingborough East SUE (Stanton Cross) makes 
provision for self-build, but these are not anticipated 
to deliver within 3 years as required by the 
regulations to meet the needs on the register. Other 
sites will therefore need to contribute to supply. The 
threshold size is intended to ensure that larger scale 
sites make a reasonable contribution to meeting the 
needs. 
 
Nevertheless, the committed Stanton Cross scheme 
already has planning permission, this policy will not 
therefore affect this site, although as referred to 
above the site is already making provision for self-
custom build. 
 
The policy is considered to be justified and 
consistent with national policy. 
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paragraph 7.4.19 is very welcome, but that should be embedded 
in the policy (if it is to be retained). 

Moreover, the viability and deliverability of sites of 50 dwellings or 
more cannot be compromised by over ambitious requirements to 
deliver self-build and custom house building.  If retained, the 
policy should, therefore, include a caveat in relation to the critical 
need to maintain the viability of the required development.  In the 
first instance, however, the Council must demonstrate that the 
policy and infrastructure requirements in the Local Plan 
(cumulatively) in terms of financial contributions are achievable 
and do not render development unviable (NPPF paragraphs 158, 
173-174). That must be considered at this stage.  There is no 
evidence to that effect at this point in time as this requirement has 
not been considered in the Plan for the Borough of 
Wellingborough Viability Report. 

Notably the committed Stanton Cross scheme will provide a total 
1ha of land, which will accommodate at least 30 dwellings to 
meet this need (if it does indeed exist) and should be taken into 
account.  Given that the Stanton Cross scheme is now being 
implemented, that should be specifically recognised and reflected 
in Publication Plan in terms of the scale of provision sought in the 
further development of the Wellingborough East allocation area 
and the land beyond to the east (please refer to the 
representation submitted in relation to Site Policy 1). 

Soundness: 

Bovis Homes and the Stanton Cross Landowners Group, 
therefore, object to Policy H 5, which is considered unsound on 
the basis that it is inconsistent with national policy and would 
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not enable sustainable development.  
 
Modifications 
Delete policy. 

81 William Davis 
Ltd 

This Policy is not supported. Placing a specific requirement for 
self-build and custom housing proposals of 50 or more homes 
places a burden on all larger development sites and may impact 
upon the rate of housing delivery in the district.  It shifts 
development from the private house building sector, where there 
is a guarantee of production, to an unknown area which may or 
may not deliver homes at the required trajectory. If these self-
build plots are not developed in a timely manner or remain 
undeveloped then the Council will have effectively caused an 
unnecessary delay to delivery. 

The Council should give detailed consideration to the 
practicalities (for example health & safety implications, working 
hours, length of build programme, etc.) of implementing any such 
policy requirements.   The provision of self-build/custom build 
plots will often conflict with health and safety practices on major 
sites for instance by virtue of the fact that they are likely to be 
built out at weekends and evenings.  They will also create 
uncertainty over the form and character of development in these 
areas of the site which may make it difficult to sell adjoining plots; 
ultimately, having a detrimental effect on delivery rates.. 

The above considerations mean that provision should be sought 
by negotiation rather than as a requirement for all sites as the 
ability to overcome such difficulties will vary depending on site 
conditions.  

It is considered that the Council should adopt a positive approach 

See response to main issue (k). 
 
The respondent only seems to be considering 
options for self-build on a DIY basis. In reality these 
are likely to be a very small proportion of this type of 
building and no requirement is being placed on any 
builder/landowner to go down this route. They can 
instead opt for the various types of custom build 
approaches including using this as the mechanism 
for delivering the affordable housing element of a 
scheme or delivering the custom build plots 
themselves.  
 
Even with self-build the site owner could place 
limitations on the scheme for example by providing 
design codes or plot passports. Other practical 
delivery issues such as health and safety, hours of 
working and length of time a build will take can also 
be effectively managed. The NaCSBA’s Right to 
Build Toolkit gives practical advice and examples on 
these issues.  
 

 Design Codes and Plot Passports - 
http://righttobuildtoolkit.org.uk/briefing-
notes/design-codes-and-plot-passports/# 

 Health and Safety - 
http://righttobuildtoolkit.org.uk/briefing-
notes/health-and-safety/# 

http://righttobuildtoolkit.org.uk/briefing-notes/design-codes-and-plot-passports/
http://righttobuildtoolkit.org.uk/briefing-notes/design-codes-and-plot-passports/
http://righttobuildtoolkit.org.uk/briefing-notes/health-and-safety/
http://righttobuildtoolkit.org.uk/briefing-notes/health-and-safety/
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to attaining an appropriate level of self-build homes without 
placing unnecessary pressure on major and medium sized house 
builders. The use of exception sites or specific allocation of sites 
for Self-build/Custom build should be considered as options that 
would effectively, efficiently and sustainably add to these figures 
(including perhaps Council owned land). 

For the above reasons, the Policy is seen to be unsound and not 
in accordance with the NPPF tests. Due to implications for overall 
housing delivery the Policy is not appropriately ‘justified’ and is 
not ‘positively prepared’.  

It is considered that the Council should adopt a positive approach 
to attaining an appropriate level of self-build homes without 
placing unnecessary pressure on major and medium sized house 
builders. The use of exception sites or specific allocation of sites 
for Self-build/Custom build should be considered as options that 
would effectively, efficiently and sustainably add to these figures 
(including perhaps Council owned land). 

 For the above reasons, the Policy is seen to be unsound and not 
in accordance with the NPPF tests. Due to implications for overall 
housing delivery the Policy is not appropriately ‘justified’ and is 
not ‘positively prepared’. 

 Controlling Build Out - 
http://righttobuildtoolkit.org.uk/briefing-
notes/controlling-the-build-out-of-projects/# 

 
The intention is not to shift building from the private 
house builder, but rather to enable more choice in 
the housing market and more options for SME 
builders. The government’s intention is to encourage 
this form of housebuilding to diversify the market and 
enable more dwellings to be built by SME builders.  If 
plots remain unsold, paragraph 7.4.19 says that 
these could be built out by the developer after 12 
months. 
 
The council will adopt a positive approach to  
encouraging and facilitating self-build homes on 
windfall sites and exception sites, but there is no 
guarantee that this alone would provide the level 
needed to meet the council’s obligations under the 
Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015. 
 
Self-build and custom house building is an important 
element of the Government’s housing strategy and 
the policy is considered to be justified and consistent 
with national policy. 

95 Marrons 
Planning on 
behalf of 
Hallam Land 
Management 

This is a new policy that has not been subject to consultation 
within previous versions of the Plan, it is not supported by 
evidence and would harm viability.  

The implication of this policy is that the housebuilder will make no 
profit on 5% of the total number of dwellings, and it will therefore 

See response to main issue (k). 
 
There is no intended suggestion that the 
housebuilder will make no profit on 5% of the total 
number of dwellings. There are various mechanisms 
available for delivering the self-build or custom 
element of a scheme. This could range from selling a 

http://righttobuildtoolkit.org.uk/briefing-notes/controlling-the-build-out-of-projects/
http://righttobuildtoolkit.org.uk/briefing-notes/controlling-the-build-out-of-projects/


 

135 
 

Rep
ID 

Respondent Comments Response 

have a negative impact on viability of the development.     

The Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough Viability Study – 
September 2016 has made no assessment as to the implications 
of this policy on the viability of development as required by 
Paragraph 174 of the Framework.    

HLM therefore object to the policy on the grounds that it is not 
consistent with the Framework.  

Furthermore, the requirement for 5% of the total number of 
dwellings to be self build is not explained or justified by any 
evidence.   The evidence of demand for self build plots is low (23 
people which equates to 0.0003 of the population of the 
Borough), and it is considered proposed Policy H6 provides a 
suitable mechanism for such demand to be satisfied through 
bringing forward exception sites.    

On this basis, HLM therefore strongly object to policy H5, and 
consider it unsound due to it being neither positively prepared nor 
justified.  

Paragraphs 7.4.17 and 10.4.4. of the Publication Plan states that 
Park Farm Way/Shelley Road will be expected to make 5% of 
plots available for serviced building plots.   Although this 
statement is not policy, it maybe confusing to the decision maker 
should they be required to determine an application that does not 
provide serviced plots.  In light of the above objections to the 
policy, it is recommended this sentence is removed,  

Notwithstanding the objections above, it is considered that the 
affordable housing requirement should be calculated on the 

serviced plot at market value, working with an 
affordable housing provider or local SME builder or 
providing the custom build units themselves. The 
approach is therefore not considered likely to have a 
significant implication on viability, selling plots early 
in a scheme could have a positive impact on cash 
flow. Low risk permissioned ‘shovel ready’ serviced 
building plots are generally in short supply and 
custom and self-builders are often prepared to pay a 
premium to secure a plot of land. 
 
JCS Policy 30 (g) specifically sets out a requirement 
for strategic sites to make provision for custom build. 
It is therefore appropriate to retain these references 
in respect of Park Farm Way/ Shelley Road. 
 
The self-build requirement should be applied to the 
total site requirements. The self-build plots may be a 
mechanism for delivering the affordable units through 
a community led project with a social landlord. 
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residual units for a site once the self build requirement has been 
applied. It is not realistic to expect to provide the affordable 
requirement against a percentage of plots that will not render any 
development value whatsoever. This will further harm the viability 
of development. 
 
Modifications 

The policy needs to be based on evidence of need or deleted and 
rely upon Policy H6 which provides a suitable mechanism for 
such demand to be satisfied through bringing forward exception 
sites.   

Paragraphs 7.4.17 and 10.4.4. of the Publication Plan states that 
Park Farm Way/Shelley Road will be expected to make 5% of 
plots available for serviced building plots.   Although this 
statement is not policy, it maybe confusing to the decision maker 
should they be required to determine an application that does not 
provide serviced plots.  In light of the above objections to the 
policy, it is recommended this sentence is removed, 

 The affordable housing requirement should be calculated on the 
residual units for a site once the self build requirement has been 
applied. It is not realistic to expect to provide the affordable 
requirement against a percentage of plots that will not render any 
development value whatsoever. This will further harm the viability 
of development. 

114 Persimmon 
Homes 
Midlands 

Policy H 5 ‘Self-build and Custom housebuilding’ states that on 
sites of 50 or more dwellings or 1.4ha or more site area, 5% of 
the plots should be made available for sales as serviced building 
plots. 

See response to main issue (k). 
 
The self-build register provides evidence of demand 
and Policy 1 of the JCS is considered to set out a 
realistic and flexible approach to dealing with any 
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We suggest that reference should be made to section 9 of the 
Housing and Planning Act 2016 and the recent brief update to the 
NPPF, acknowledging also that this guidance is in its infancy and 
remains emerging, where further consultation is needed to be 
undertaken. We would question whether there is specific 
evidence of demand (need) for custom or self-build housing in 
Wellingborough and it is a requirement for the council to have 
robust evidence on this prior to setting out a development plan 
policy. 

The viability of providing serviced land plots must be considered; 
it is likely that whole sites would be more suitable than 5% of 
small sites or sites where there is a clear site-wide design led 
approach which may not be suitable for self-build and custom 
build plots. 

viability issues on a specific site. 

122 Gladman 
Developments 

Policy H5 relates to Custom and Self Build housing. It is apparent 
from the supporting text at paragraph 7.4.15 that there has been 
a relatively low level of interest shown in self and custom build 
plots within the Borough to date. In this context, the introduction 
of a requirement for 5% serviced plots on sites of 50 dwellings or 
1.4ha and above appears to be arbitrary and has not been 
justified through the Council’s evidence base. 

Any requirement for self-build should be fully considered and 
reflected in the Council’s assessment of housing land supply, 
ensuring that any increased risk of delay or non-delivery from 
these plots is taken into account. If a site requirement is 
introduced, it will be necessary to include a suitable mechanism 
within the wording of the policy to ensure that the delivery of plots 
is not unduly delayed. In circumstances where they are not taken 
up for self-build or custom-build, it is essential that effective 
measures can be taken to enable the release of these plots for 

See response to main issue (k). 
 
Para 7.4.19 of the plan sets out that sites which have 
been appropriately marketed at a prevailing market 
value and which have not been sold after 12 months 
could be built out by the developer. 
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open market housing. 
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Section: 9. Wellingborough Town Centre 

Policy TC 2 Primary Shopping Area 

47 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber of Commerce supported the development of 
Rushden Lakes as an opportunity to provide high quality retail 
development within the southern part of North Northamptonshire 
as it was clear that the Town Centre Area Action Plan for 
Wellingborough would never be wholly or even partially delivered. 
Retail economics has changed dramatically in the recent past and 
it is likely to continue to change and evolve at a rapid rate. Market 
and smaller towns seem to be the main losers in these societal 
changes and the way that we now purchase goods but also how 
we use town centres. 

The Chamber agrees with the plan at 9.0.4 when it states ‘that 
town centres must diversify with a range of uses beyond the 
traditional retail role’ and that it ‘needs to adapt to meet the 
changing needs of the local population and to retain vitality and 
viability’. However, it considers that none of the town centre 
policies have significantly changed from the previous plan and 
cannot see how these policies will help to bring about the change 
and deliver the objectives set out in 9.1.8. The Chamber 
considers that the most important role, moving forward, for the 
town centre is to ‘enhance the cultural, entertainment and leisure 
offer’. 

Flexibility should be allowed for all town centre uses such that it is 
better to have occupied premises rather than empty shops on 

Paragraph 23 of the NPPF states that planning 
authorities should define the extent of 
town centres and primary shopping areas, based on 
a clear definition of primary and secondary 
frontages, and set policies that make clear which 
uses will be permitted in such locations. The 
NPPF includes the following definitions: 

 Primary Shopping Area (PSA): Defined area 
where retail development is concentrated 
(generally comprising the primary frontages - 
and those secondary frontages which are 
contiguous and closely related to the primary 
shopping frontage). 

 Primary frontage: Primary frontages are 
likely to include a high proportion of retail uses 
which may include food, drinks, clothing and 
household goods. 

 Secondary frontage: Secondary frontages 
provide greater opportunities for a diversity of 
uses such as restaurants, cinemas and 
businesses. 

 
Policy TC2 and the Town Centre inset of the policies 
map are therefore setting out the requirements of 
national policy for ensuring the vitality of town 
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streets that meant to be predominantly for A1 retail. The proposal 
to artificially maintain a high level of retail uses on certain streets 
is not the right approach or most effective strategy for the town 
centre. 
 
Modifications 
Policy TC2 should be amended and made more flexible. 

The reference to permitting development provided that ‘in the 
Primary Shopping and leisure Frontages A1 uses (shops) 
comprise at least 70% of the shopping frontage;’ should be 
changed to read   

‘in the Primary Shopping and Leisure Frontages A1-A5 and D2 
uses (shops, financial and professional services, restaurants and 
cafés, drinking establishments, hot food takeaways, assembly 
and leisure) comprise at least 70% of the shopping and leisure 
frontage;’ 

Policy TC7 would also need to be amended as follows 

E. do not conflict with the strategy of concentrating most retail 
and leisure uses in the Primary Shopping and Leisure Area. 

All other references to the Primary Shopping Area should be 
amended. 

centres. The policy and boundaries were drawn up 
based on a robust evidence base provided through 
the Wellingborough Town Centre and Retail Study 
2016.   
 
The approach is markedly different from the adopted 
Town Centre Area Action Plan in that it defines a 
more compact PSA and more focused Primary and 
Secondary Frontages. It also provides a more 
flexible approach to development within the PSA. 
Policy TC2 enables all main town centre uses 
(defined in the NPPF) – which includes in addition to 
retail ‘leisure, entertainment facilities the more 
intensive sport and recreation uses (including 
cinemas, restaurants, drive-through restaurants, bars 
and pubs, night-clubs, casinos, health and fitness 
centres, indoor bowling centres, and bingo halls); 
offices; and arts, culture and tourism development 
(including theatres, museums, galleries and concert 
halls, hotels and conference facilities)’ provided that  
shops comprise at least 70% of the primary shopping 
frontage and main town centre uses remain 
dominant in the secondary frontages.  
 
The policy is therefore already providing the flexibility 
that the Chamber is seeking. It would be confusing 
and inconsistent with national policy to introduce new 
terms Primary Shopping and Leisure Area or Primary 
Shopping and Leisure Frontage. 
 
Policy TC 7 is a new policy introduced since the 
Emerging Draft Plan which provides a positive 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/6992/wellingborough_town_centre_and_retail_study_2016
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/6992/wellingborough_town_centre_and_retail_study_2016
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framework for redevelopment opportunities on 
existing opportunity sites or those that arise during 
the lifetime of the Plan. This will help to diversify the 
mix of uses within the town centre, recognised in 
criterion c) of the Policy. 

73 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Town Centre 
Partnership 

The development of Rushden Lakes has provided high quality 
retail development within the southern part of North 
Northamptonshire during a period when it was clear that the 
Town Centre Area Action Plan for Wellingborough would never 
be wholly or even partially delivered. Retail economics has 
changed dramatically in the recent past and it is likely to continue 
to change and evolve at a rapid rate. Market and smaller towns 
seem to be the main losers in these societal changes and the 
way that we now purchase goods but also how we use town 
centres. 

The WTCP agrees with the plan at 9.0.4 when it states ‘that town 
centres must diversify with a range of uses beyond the traditional 
retail role’ and that it ‘needs to adapt to meet the changing needs 
of the local population and to retain vitality and viability’. However, 
it considers that none of the town centre policies have 
significantly changed from the previous plan and cannot see how 
these policies will help to bring about the change and deliver the 
objectives set out in 9.1.8. The WTCP considers that the most 
important role, moving forward, for the town centre is to ‘enhance 
the cultural, entertainment and leisure offer’. 

Flexibility should be allowed for all town centre uses such that it is 
better to have occupied premises rather than empty shops on 
streets that are meant to be predominantly for A1 retail. The 
proposal to artificially maintain a high level of retail uses on 
certain streets is not the right approach or most effective strategy 

See response above. 



 

141 
 

Rep
ID 

Respondent Comments Response 

for the town centre. 
 
Modifications 

The WTCP believes that the Primary Shopping Area should be 
changed to the Primary Shopping and Leisure Area – and that 
there should be a focus on A1-A5 and D2 uses in these areas. 

Policy TC2 should be amended and made more flexible. 

The reference to permitting development provided that ‘in the 
Primary Shopping and leisure Frontages A1 uses (shops) 
comprise at least 70% of the shopping frontage;’ should be 
changed to read   

‘in the Primary Shopping and Leisure Frontages A1-A5 and D2 
uses (shops, financial and professional services, restaurants and 
cafés, drinking establishments, hot food takeaways, assembly 
and leisure) comprise at least 70% of the shopping and leisure 
frontage;’  

Policy TC7 would also need to be amended as follows 

E. do not conflict with the strategy of concentrating most retail 
and leisure uses in the Primary Shopping and Leisure Area. 

All other references to the Primary Shopping Area should be 
amended. 

Policy TC 3 The Market 

104 Historic 
England 

The positive provisions for the historic environment within this 
policy is noted and welcomed. 

Welcomed 

9.4 Public Realm and Shop Fronts 
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4 Mr Andrew 
Howard 

This Policy is good but is, clearly, not implemented by the Council 
especially with regard to shop front signage and gaudy 
advertising posters. 
 
Modifications 
Given the Council is the Town Centre's significant landlord, a 
formal complaint procedure should be included in Policy for use 
where there are perceived breaches. 

It is not appropriate to include within the local plan 
complaint procedures for the council as a landlord. 
 
Notwithstanding this, the council is making significant 
progress with improving shop fronts through the 
Heritage Lottery Fund. To date improvements have 
been made to 19 shop fronts and improvements to 
the Pagoda are underway. Works are planned for a 
further 4 properties in early 2018 and applications 
are being processed on a further 6 properties. 

Policy TC 4 Shop Fronts 

105 Historic 
England 

The positive provisions for the historic environment within this 
policy is noted and welcomed. 

Welcomed 

Policy TC 5 Public Realm 

106 Historic 
England 

The positive provisions for the historic environment within this 
policy is noted and welcomed. 

Welcomed 

Policy TC 6 Town Centre Car parking 

59 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber of Commerce disagrees that the town centre car 
parking will be adequate without further allocation of car parking 
space. 

The previous Town Centre Area Action Plan envisaged that 
additional parking should be created to the north of the town 
centre area to compensate for the loss of space which would 
occur through the development of the High Street/Jacksons Lane 
site. It is likely that this site will be developed and a significant 
number (if not all) of these public car parking spaces will be lost. 
If Tresham are to retain their presence on part of their existing 
site and the market is to be reconfigured (market trader vans will 
need to be parked somewhere) it is essential that a public parking 
facility is developed to the north so that vehicles come from 
Glenvale Park and the northern suburbs of the town do not have 

A Car Parking Study was undertaken by the 
Highways Authority which included an analysis of the 
current baseline conditions and a prediction of future 
demand based on anticipated growth in car 
ownership. The study also took account of 
anticipated diversion of trade as a result of Rushden 
Lakes and the loss of car parking spaces due to the 
redevelopment of the High Street/ Jackson Lane 
area (Policy TC9). The study estimates that there will 
continue to be sufficient car parking, although the 
capacity will be reduced.  As the situation, 
particularly with regards to the effects of Rushden 
Lakes, is uncertain the council has set out at para 
9.5.2 that it will continue to monitor the situation.  
 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/download/2812/borough_council_of_wellingborough_car_parking_report_september_2017
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to go around the one-way system to find parking. There might be 
additional current capacity at the multi-storey car park adjacent to 
the Swansgate, however, this is possibly due to its unpopularity 
and the fact it does not have Park Mark accreditation.    

Policy TC9 is also not achievable as a planning permission 
already exists for development proposals which remove the vast 
majority of the public car parking. 
 
Modifications 

Policy TC6 should be amended. 

There should be no net loss of off-street parking in the town 
centre unless it can be clearly demonstrated that there is no long 
term demand for parking at the site. 

New development within the town centre should seek to meet the 
Council's agreed parking standards on site. 

New opportunities for replacement car parking for that lost in the 
development of High Street/Jacksons Lane development will be 
sought to the north of the town centre. 

Notwithstanding this, the Town Centre Area Action 
Plan envisaged additional parking to the north of the 
town to accompany significant new retail floorspace. 
This floorspace is no longer planned as a result of 
Rushden lakes so it is considered unlikely that 
significant new parking will be required. 
 
Policy TC 6 therefore takes a reasonable and 
pragmatic approach based on the evidence to not 
lose any more parking within the town centre and to 
ensure new developments provide appropriate 
parking on site. 
 
It is noteworthy that the Highways Authority supports 
Policy TC 6. 

65 Northamptons
hire County 
Council 
Highways 

Northamptonshire Highways supports Policy TC 6 that there 
should be no net loss of off-street parking in the town centre 
unless it can be clearly demonstrated that there is no long term 
demand for parking at the site and welcomes BCW’s commitment 
to regularly monitor car parking demand within the town centre. 

Welcomed 

74 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug

The Town Centre Partnership disagrees that the town centre car 
parking will be adequate without further allocation of car parking 
space. 

See response to Wellingborough Chamber of 
Commerce response (Rep 59) above. 
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h Town Centre 
Partnership 

The previous Town Centre Area Action Plan envisaged that 
additional parking should be created to the north of the town 
centre area to compensate for the loss of space which would 
occur through the development of the High Street/Jacksons Lane 
site. It is likely that this site will be developed and a significant 
number (if not all) of these public car parking spaces will be lost. 
If Tresham are to retain their presence on part of their existing 
site and the market is to be reconfigured (market trader vans will 
need to be parked somewhere) it is essential that a public parking 
facility is developed to the north of the town centre so that 
vehicles coming from Glenvale Park and the northern suburbs of 
the town do not have to go around the one-way system to find 
parking. There might be additional current capacity at the multi-
storey car park adjacent to the Swansgate, however, this is 
possibly due to its unpopularity and the fact it does not have Park 
Mark accreditation.    

Policy TC9 is also not achievable as a planning permission 
already exists for development proposals  which remove the vast 
majority of the public car parking 
 
Modifications 

Policy TC6 should be amended. 

There should be no net loss of off-street parking in the town 
centre unless it can be clearly demonstrated that there is no long 
term demand for parking at the site. 

New development within the town centre should seek to meet the 
Council's agreed parking standards on site. 
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New opportunities for replacement car parking for that lost in the 
development of High Street/Jacksons Lane development will be 
sought to the north of the town centre. 

Policy TC 7 Town Centre Opportunity Sites 

107 Historic 
England 

The positive provisions for the historic environment within this 
policy is noted and welcomed. 

Welcomed 

Policy TC 8 Former Post Office Sorting Depot/BT Exchange , Midland Road 

12 Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Anglian Water has made an initial assessment of the implications 
of this site for our existing infrastructure and considers that there 
is a need for foul sewerage network improvements to enable the 
development of this site. We have no objection to the principle of 
re-development of this site for a mix of uses. 

The adopted North Northamptonshire Core Strategy includes 
Policy 5 (Water Resources, Resources and Flood Risk 
Management) which requires applicants to demonstrate that 
water and wastewater infrastructure is available or will be made 
available prior to occupation. Similarly this policy requires 
developments to consider the incorporation of SUDs wherever 
practicable. As the Local plan policies are intended to be read as 
a whole we do not consider that it is necessary to duplicate these 
requirements in the Part 2 Local Plan. 

There is an existing sewer in Anglian Water’s ownership within 
the boundary of the site and the site layout should be designed to 
take these into account. This existing infrastructure is protected 
by easements and should not be built over or located in private 
gardens where access for maintenance and repair could be 
restricted. The existing sewer should be located in highways or 
public open space. If this is not possible a formal application to 
divert Anglian Water’s existing assets may be required. 
 

The council would support a proposed main 
modification adding supporting text to explain the 
presence of the existing sewer and the implications 
of this as set out in the response. 



 

146 
 

Rep
ID 

Respondent Comments Response 

Modifications 

It is therefore suggested that the following wording be added to 
Policy TC 8: 

‘C. that suitable access is safeguarded for the maintenance of 
foul drainage infrastructure.’ 

48 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber of Commerce believes that the redevelopment of 
the Post Office and BT Exchange site on Midland Road is 
commercially unviable at the present time and that unless there is 
a strategy to allow for its delivery it will not be delivered and 
therefore should be taken out of the plan. 

The Post Office site was part of the previous TCAAP. The 
requirement to retain the façade (it is not a listed building) will 
make the redevelopment of the site even more unviable. The BT 
Exchange has switching gear within it which cannot be moved 
unless at great cost. 
 
Therefore the proposals is not effective or deliverable. 
 
Modifications 
Policy TC8 should be deleted. 
 
If redevelopment proposals were to come forward and were 
viable at some point during the plan period these could be 
assessed on their merits against existing general policies and 
what might be achievable in development terms.  

It is recognised at para 9.6.1.5 that this is a difficult 
site to deliver, but that the council will seek to work 
pro-actively with the owners to bring forward a 
suitable scheme. This could include the 
consideration of a Local Development Order for the 
site. The council will also seek potential funding from 
other sources to support delivery of the site. The site 
remains a key redevelopment opportunity for the 
town centre and therefore one which ought to be 
included in the plan. 

67 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug

The Town Centre Partnership believes that the redevelopment of 
the Post Office and BT Exchange site on Midland Road is 
commercially unviable at the present time and that unless there is 
a strategy to allow for its delivery it will not be delivered and 

See response above 
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h Town Centre 
Partnership 

therefore should be taken out of the plan. 

The Post Office site was part of the previous TCAAP. The 
requirement to retain the façade (it is not a listed building) will 
make the redevelopment of the site even more unviable. The BT 
Exchange has switching gear within it which cannot be moved 
unless at great cost. 

Therefore the proposals is not effective or deliverable. 
Modifications 

Policy TC8 should be deleted. 

If redevelopment proposals were to come forward and were 
viable at some point during the plan period these could be 
assessed on their merits against existing general policies and 
what might be achievable in development terms 

108 Historic 
England 

The retention of the former Post Office frontage as set out in the 
policy and Para 9.6.1.3 is supported. 

Welcomed 

Policy TC 9 Former Post Office Sorting Depot/BT Exchange, Midland Road 

13 Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Anglian Water has made an initial assessment of the implications 
of this site for our existing infrastructure and considers that there 
is a need for water supply and foul sewerage network 
improvements to enable the development of this site. We have no 
objection to the principle of re-development of this site for 
residential development. 

The adopted North Northamptonshire Core Strategy includes 
Policy 5 (Water Resources, Resources and Flood Risk 
Management) which requires applicants to demonstrate that 
water and wastewater infrastructure is available or will be made 
available prior to occupation. Similarly this policy requires 

The council would support  a proposed main 
modification  as suggested together with the addition 
of supporting text to explain the presence of the 
existing sewer and the implications of this as set out 
in the response. 
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developments to incorporate SUDs wherever practicable. As the 
Local plan policies are intended to be read as a whole we do not 
consider that it is necessary to duplicate these requirements in 
the Part 2 Local Plan. 

There is an existing sewer and water main in Anglian Water’s 
ownership within the boundary of the site. This existing 
infrastructure is protected by easements and should not be built 
over or located in private gardens where access for maintenance 
and repair could be restricted. The existing sewer should be 
located in highways or public open space. If this is not possible a 
formal application to divert Anglian Water’s existing assets may 
be required. 
Modifications 

It is therefore suggested that the following wording be added to 
Policy TC 9: 

‘D. that suitable access is safeguarded for the maintenance of 
water supply and foul drainage infrastructure.’ 

109 Historic 
England 

It is not clear how the historic environment has been considered 
in relation to the Listed Buildings and setting within and adjacent 
to the site, in addition to the Conservation Area. 
 
Modifications 

It is recommended that the second sentence of Para 9.6.2.3 
include ‘conserved or enhanced’ in place of ‘respected’ in line 
with NPPF terminology for the avoidance of doubt. 

In addition it is recommended that the proposals criteria 
contained in Policy TC9 are expanded with a historic environment 

The council would support a proposed main 
modification as suggested. 
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related one as follows: 

 “…Proposals should include: 

 A  a Heritage Impact Assessment which will be used to inform 
the Masterplan for the site; 

 B an active frontage ….. 

 C car parking ….. 

 D a relatively …. “ 

Policy TC 10 Alma Street/Cambridge Street 

14 Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Anglian Water has made an initial assessment of the implications 
of this site for our existing infrastructure and considers that there 
is a need for foul sewerage network improvements to enable the 
development of this site. We have no objection to the principle of 
re-development of this site. 

The adopted North Northamptonshire Core Strategy includes 
Policy 5 (Water Resources, Resources and Flood Risk 
Management) which requires applicants to demonstrate that 
water and wastewater infrastructure is available or will be made 
available prior to occupation. Similarly this policy requires 
developments to consider the incorporation of SUDs wherever 
practicable. As the Local plan policies are intended to be read as 
a whole we do not consider that it is necessary to duplicate these 
requirements in the Part 2 Local Plan. 

There is an existing sewer and water main in Anglian Water’s 
ownership within the boundary of the site. This existing 
infrastructure is protected by easements and should not be built 

The council would support a proposed main 
modification as  suggested together with the addition 
of supporting text to explain the presence of the 
existing sewer and the implications of this as set out 
in the response. 
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over or located in private gardens where access for maintenance 
and repair could be restricted. The existing sewer should be 
located in highways or public open space. If this is not possible a 
formal application to divert Anglian Water’s existing assets may 
be required. 
 
Modifications 

It is therefore suggested that the following wording be added to 
Policy TC 10: 

‘D. that suitable access is safeguarded for the maintenance of 
water supply and foul drainage infrastructure.’ 
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Section 10. Site Specific Policies 

5 Northamptons
hire County 
Council 

Summary 
 
It is noted that the PBW makes reference to but does not include 
a specific SuDs policy. Although the PBW assesses nine sites for 
future development, the SFRA is not specifically mentioned but 
the site-specific comments have been incorporated within PBW, 
which is fully welcomed. The PBW does however refer to the 
JCS, which also refers to the SFRA. 
 
Section 10 Site Specific Policies 
 
Paragraph 1.0.15 of the North Northamptonshire JCS('part 1' of 
the local plan) deals with strategic issues such as the overall 
spatial strategy, level of growth required and its distribution. 

The council would support  a main modification to 
section 10.6 (Leys Road/Highfield Road) which adds 
in additional text which explains as set out in the 
SFRA that flooding has been experienced on the site 
or within close proximity due to blockage of a culvert. 
This may be a maintenance issue, but will require a 
detailed assessment by the landowner. 
 
The council would support  a main modification  to 
section 10.8 (Sywell Aerodrome) which adds in 
additional text which explains that flood risk incidents 
have been recorded in this location and that these 
should be addressed in accordance with JCS Policy 
5. 
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These issues are, therefore, not addressed within this plan. The 
JCS also sets out a set of core policies which relate to protecting 
and enhancing assets (such as the historic environment, 
landscape and biodiversity) and ensuring high quality 
development. This plan does not replicate any of these policies, 
but provides greater local detail in relevant areas to ensure that 
the development vision for the area is delivered. The PBW covers 
the entire area of the Borough of Wellingborough for the period 
2011 to 2031. This plan period is the same as part 1 of the local 
plan. 
 
Paragraph 3.59 of the NNJCS states that developers should 
manage flood risk on site for a 1% (1 in 100) annual probability 
flood with an allowance for climate change without increasing risk 
to others. Piecemeal flood-mitigation measures should be 
avoided by implementing strategic flood risk management 
infrastructure projects through partnership schemes that will 
benefit the main towns of North Northamptonshire and the wider 
area downstream, taking climate change into account. 
Developers should demonstrate how their schemes are informed 
by local studies including the relevant Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessments (SFRA’s), Surface Water Management Plans 
(SWMPs) and the Northamptonshire Local Flood Risk 
Management Strategy (LFRMS), and where applicable, design to 
a higher standard of protection 
 
Section 10 of the PBW details site specific policies. A total of 16 
Sites were reviewed by the SFRA and nine (including 2 SUE 
sites) have been included within the PBW. The SFRA is not 
specifically linked within section 10. However where general 
comments were made within the SFRA , i.e. where a site specific 
flood risk assessment required, and these sites are included 
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within the PBW those comments made have generally been 
incorporated within PBW, excluding: Policy Site 7 Leys Road, 
which the PBW makes no mention of risk. 
 
Modifications 
Policy Site 7 Leys Road, which the PBW makes no mention of 
risk, it is therefore recommended that this is included. 
 
The SFRA states “Flooding has been experienced on the site or 
within close proximity due to blockage of a culvert. This may be a 
maintenance issue, but will require a detailed assessment by the 
landowner”. 
 
It is also noted that Policy site 9 (Sywell aerodrome), has not 
been included within SFRA and has therefore not been assessed 
through the sequential testing process. It should be noted that 
flood risk incidents have been recorded in this location. 

30 Natural 
England 

Pedestrian and cycle routes 

Natural England welcomes the inclusion footpaths and cycle 
routes within these policies, a network of improved pedestrian 
and cycle routes linking these sites to existing settlements, towns 
and wider countryside can encourage more sustainable modes of 
travel and provide informal recreation opportunities, helping to 
improve the health and well-being of residents. Green corridors 
throughout developments will improve connectivity enabling the 
movement of both people and wildlife across the site. 

Welcomed 

66 Northamptons
hire County 
Council 
Highways 

Policy Sites 1 to 8 have been discussed on a number of 
occasions with Northamptonshire Highways and the general 
access principles established, the design of which will be required 
to comply with the requirements of the Local Highway Authority. 

Welcomed 
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115 Gladman 
Developments 

Site Allocations 

In allocating sites the Council should be mindful that to maximise 
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. Whilst some SUEs may have 
multiple outlets, in general increasing the number of sales outlets 
available means increasing the number of housing sites. So, for 
any given time period, all else been 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. 

A significant shortfall of housing has been observed against the 
annual requirement since the beginning of the plan period and it 
is important that this is addressed in a manner that does not 
simply add to the number of outlets within the urban area, where 
significant levels of growth are already planned. It must instead 
seek to ensure that a wider mix of site types and products are 
made available to meet the Borough’s housing needs by planning 
for a meaningful level of sustainable growth across a wider range 
of settlements. 

Paragraph 55 of the Framework states that “housing should be 
located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural 

See response to main issues (h) and (i). 
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communities.” This highlights the need for local plans to enable 
sustainable development in rural areas and locate housing where 
it will enhance and maintain the vitality of rural communities. The 
Local Plan should also avoid the creation of a sustainability trap 
whereby rural communities are considered as unsustainable in 
principle. The Plan must therefore include mechanisms by which 
a settlement that is assumed to function at a lower level within a 
hierarchy can enhance its sustainability and in doing so improve 
the ability of the population to easily access better quality 
facilities, retail, employment and housing.  

The JCS allows Part 2 Local Plans in North Northamptonshire to 
give consideration to higher levels of growth to address local 
needs and opportunities to enhance the vitality of rural 
communities (JCS, Paragraph 9.20). It is therefore concerning 
that this Plan has not sought to develop an approach that builds 
on the local evidence base in this regard and has failed to 
consider any reasonable alternatives, such as those that would 
lead to improved levels of services, facilities and overall vitality 
within settlements across its rural area (as confirmed at 
paragraph 9.3.1 of the Sustainability Appraisal Report, June 
2017). Indeed, the Council’s Settlement Hierarchy Background 
Paper (April 2016) identifies a baseline position of services and 
facilities (at table 8) which could form the basis of a local 
approach to growth that would demonstrably support the 
maintenance and improvement of the sustainability of settlements 
across the settlement hierarchy over the plan period. 

With the above in mind, this element of the Local Plan is not 
considered to have been positively prepared, is not justified and 
is not consistent with national policy. Furthermore, Gladman is of 
the view that the associated assessment contained within the SA 
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is defective, as it goes against the advice of the Planning Practice 
Guidance. In particular, it fails to demonstrate why the proposals 
in the Local Plan are the most appropriate as it does not consider 
all reasonable alternatives and assess them in the same level of 
detail as the option the plan maker proposes to take forward in 
the Local Plan as the preferred approach.   

10.1 Sustainable Urban Extensions 

80 Sport England 10.1 SUE developments we consider that active design Should 
feature in the relevant policies to help meet deliver the health and 
wellbeing agenda. 

Active design - Sport England, in conjunction with Public Health 
England, has produced ‘Active Design’ (October 2015), a guide to 
planning new developments that create the right environment to 
help people get more active, more often in the interests of health 
and wellbeing. The guidance sets out ten key principles for 
ensuring new developments incorporate opportunities for people 
to take part in sport and physical activity. The Active Design 
principles are aimed at contributing towards the Government’s 
desire for the planning system to promote healthy communities 
through good urban design. Sport England would commend the 
use of the guidance in the master planning process for new 
residential developments. The document can be downloaded via 
the following link: 

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-
sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/ 

The principles of active design are fully supported. 
The master planning process for both SUEs has 
already been completed and consent granted 
therefore there are limited opportunities for any 
fundamental changes. Notwithstanding this, both 
schemes already take on board all of the ten 
principles of active design: 

1. Activity for all 
2. Walkable communities  
3. Connected walking & cycling routes 
4. Co-location of community facilities 
5. Network of multifunctional open space 
6. High quality streets and spaces 
7. Appropriate infrastructure 
8. Active buildings 
9. Management, maintenance, monitoring and 

evaluation 
10. Activity promotion & local champions 

These are then reflected in the site specific 
development principles in Policy Site 1 and Policy 
Site 2. In particular through the provision of 
significant green infrastructure, footpaths and cycle 
routes, and sports and community facilities. 
 
The principles of active design are also covered by 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/E7L9BTL10Mu3
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/E7L9BTL10Mu3
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Policy 8 of the JCS and will be further reflected in the 
Place Shaping SPD that is currently being prepared 
for North Northamptonshire. This will ensure these 
principles are considered in all scales of 
development and not just the SUEs. 

69 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Town Centre 
Partnership 

The Town Centre Partnership supports the rapid delivery of 
Stanton Cross and Glenvale Park. These 2 urban extensions 
have been planned since the early 2000’s but no housing delivery 
has been achieved. The WTCP is concerned that the Council’s 
land within Wellingborough North has still not been released and 
sold to the developer which must be delaying the process of 
developing the site out. Only 1500 houses can be completed for 
Phase 1 of Glenvale Park without the delivery of the 
Wellingborough to Kettering Link Road (IWIMP). The WTCP 
considers that it is vital for funding to be confirmed for this key 
piece of infrastructure which will be critical for the development of 
further phases at Wellingborough North but also for the 
connectivity for existing businesses and residents to the A14 and 
the general capacity of the road network around Wellingborough. 

It is felt that the delivery of the SUEs at the rate set out in the 
supporting 5 year housing land supply document is not 
achievable and therefore additional sites will need to come 
forward to support the plan for the short to medium term. 

Employment land in Wellingborough North should also be 
reserved/allocated for smaller B1/B2 business units and not 
allowed for large scale B8 uses. 
 
Modifications 
The WTCP supports Policy Site 1 Wellingborough East and 
Policy Site 2 Wellingborough North and their delivery as soon as 

See response to main issue (g) and (h). 
 
The change proposed to Policy Site 2 (E) is 
considered unnecessary. The policy as currently 
worded provides maximum opportunity to respond to 
market demands. Notwithstanding this, consent for 
the site has already been granted. The agreed 
master plan and accompanying design and access 
statement envisages a business village with a series 
of buildings which would not be suitable for large 
scale B8. The main site identified for B8 within the 
borough is Appleby Lodge. 



 

157 
 

Rep 
ID 

Respondent Comments Response 

possible. 

However, the WTCP also believes that further smaller sites will 
need to be allocated to ensure an adequate 5 year housing land 
supply in the short to medium term. 

 Policy Site 2 should be changed as follows; 

E. A significant contribution to the provision of new jobs in the 
borough including an extension to the Park Farm Industrial Estate 
for smaller B1 and B2 industrial and commercial premises. 
 

Policy Site 1 Wellingborough East 

16 Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Reference is made to the need for a comprehensively planned 
and developed site with contributions to infrastructure for the 
scheme as a whole. We support this requirement as it is 
important that this sustainable urban extension is aligned with 
water and water recycling infrastructure which is required to serve 
new development.  
  
The adopted North Northamptonshire Core Strategy includes 
Policy 5 (Water Resources, Resources and Flood Risk 
Management) which requires applicants to demonstrate that 
water and wastewater infrastructure is available or will be made 
available prior to occupation. Similarly this policy requires 
developments to incorporate SUDs wherever practicable. As the 
Local plan policies are intended to be read as a whole we do not 
consider that it is necessary to duplicate these requirements in 
the Part 2 Local Plan. 

Welcomed 

29 Natural 
England 

Natural England is pleased to see the change of wording in part K 
of the policy, following our previous advice, whereby proposals 
must ensure that there is no adverse impact either alone or in 

Welcomed 
 
It is not clear what is required regarding wildlife sites. 
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combination on the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special 
Protection Area and Ramsar site. 

However, we reiterate that there are a number of wildlife sites in 
the site 1 area, which should also be included in the policy. 

These are covered by Policy 4 of the JCS. 
 

44 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber of Commerce supports the rapid delivery of 
Stanton Cross and Glenvale Park. These 2 urban extensions 
have been planned since the early 2000’s but no housing delivery 
has been achieved. The Chamber is concerned that the Council’s 
land within Wellingborough North has still not been released and 
sold to the developer which must be delaying the process of 
developing the site out. Only 1500 houses can be completed for 
Phase 1 of Glenvale Park without the delivery of the 
Wellingborough to Kettering Link Road (IWIMP). The Chamber 
considers that it is vital for funding to be confirmed for this key 
piece of infrastructure which will be critical for the development of 
further phases at Wellingborough North but also for the 
connectivity for existing businesses and residents to the A14 and 
the general capacity of the road network around Wellingborough. 

It is felt that the delivery of the SUEs at the rate set out in the 
supporting 5 year housing land supply document is not 
achievable and therefore additional sites will need to come 
forward to support the plan for the short to medium term. 

Employment land in Wellingborough North should also be 
reserved/allocated for smaller B1/B2 business units and not 
allowed for large scale B8 uses. 
 
Modifications 
The Chamber supports Policy Site 1 Wellingborough East and 
Policy Site 2 Wellingborough North and their delivery as soon as 

See response to main issues (g) and (h). 
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possible. 
 
However, the Chamber also believes that further smaller sites will 
need to be allocated to ensure an adequate 5 year housing land 
supply in the short to medium term. 

89 Define 
Planning & 
Design Ltd on 
behalf of Bovis 
Homes Ltd & 
Stanton Cross 
Land Owners 
Group 

The development of the committed Stanton Cross scheme has 
commenced, with significant infrastructure works underway and 
residential development expected to start early in the New 
Year.  Stanton Cross forms a large proportion of the committed 
site referred to as “Wellingborough East” in the Publication Plan 
that is the subject of Policy Site 1 and makes up a very 
substantial part of the committed housing and employment land 
supply in the Borough. It is absolutely fundamental to meeting the 
overall housing and employment needs identified in the plan 
period to 2031 and there is also a significant reliance on it for the 
maintenance of a 5-year housing land supply. Bovis Homes Ltd 
and the Stanton Cross Landowners Group, therefore, support 
Policy Site 1 and the continued allocation of Wellingborough East. 

 Indeed, Bovis Homes Ltd and the Stanton Cross Landowners 
Group also control a substantial area of land east of the 
committed Stanton Cross scheme that extends to Sidegate Lane 
and Ditchford Road.  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.  It should be noted that a substantial part of ESC is located 
within the Wellingborough East allocation site shown on 
Publication Plan Policies Map.  

 The long term development of ESC is supported by the JCS 
which states at paragraph 1.16 that “the spatial strategy set out in 

The progress on the site and the commitment to 
future delivery is welcomed.   
 
As set out in paragraph 10.1.1.7 of the plan, given 
the strategic nature of this site, future expansion of 
the area is a matter for the next review of the JCS.  
The option needs to be appropriately tested 
alongside other reasonable alternatives. Given the 
scale of the already committed site it is also clear 
that East of Stanton Cross (ESC) will not deliver 
within this plan period, it is therefore a matter for the 
next review. 
 
It is entirely accepted that Policy Site 1 should not 
seek to reinvent matters that have already been 
approved through the determination of the various 
Stanton Cross applications, or reopen matters that 
have already been addressed in the JCS and that it 
should simply seek to facilitate the determination of 
future applications, revisions or variations based on 
the established principles. There are however areas 
covered by Policy Site 1 which do not currently have 
planning permission. 
 
A. The housing trajectory estimates that 3024 of the 
3650 dwellings with consent are expected to be 
completed within the plan period. It is therefore 
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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 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 
approach was supported by all of the studies undertaken by the 
Joint Planning Unit (e.g. the Urban Extensions Study and 
Environmental Sensitivity Assessment) in the preparation of the 
previous Core Strategy.  In respect of the Wellingborough East 
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.  That acknowledgement in the 
adopted JCS was 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 within the remaining parts of the 
Wellingborough East allocation site and beyond. 

anticipated that ESC, if determined to be the most 
sustainable option, will be delivered beyond the 
current plan period. If expansion was required earlier 
then this would be a matter for the review of the JCS. 
 
B. This criterion does to some extent duplicate Policy 
30 of the JCS, but it is considered helpful to clarify 
that a mix of housing will be required across the site. 
A mix of housing is a key development principle for 
the SUEs and it is considered that it would look like a 
significant omission if not referred to in the site 
specific policy. As referred to in the representation, 
Bovis and the Stanton Cross Owners Group do not 
control all of the land covered by Policy Site 1 and 
there are still pockets of land without consent. It is 
considered entirely appropriate that these areas are 
fully covered by the JCS policies even though the 
outline for the majority of the site was granted in 
advance of the adoption of the JCS. Similarly any 
alternative applications or amendments would be 
expected to comply with the more up-to-date 
policies. 
 
C. The council would support main modifications as 
proposed.  
 
D. Noted 
 
E. It is considered that links to the wider countryside 
and Rushden Lakes are needed as part of the 
committed scheme. It would not be appropriate to 
wait until a decision on ESC. 
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 The further expansion of Stanton Cross is undoubtedly the most 
sustainable and deliverable longer-term development option for 
the town.  The ESC Masterplan prepared by Bovis Homes Ltd 
and the Stanton Cross Landowners Group demonstrates how the 
development of ESC 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 the entire 
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 plan period 
and beyond, any additional requirements that result from the 
completion of an up to date assessment of housing needs in the 
Housing Market Area, or could potentially address a shortfall in 
provision that arises elsewhere in the Borough / North 

 
F. It is considered that this criterion simply reflects 
the approved master plan 
 
G. Noted 
 
H. Noted 
 
I. Noted 
 
J. Noted 
 
K. A net gain in biodiversity is required by Policy 4 of 
the JCS and through Section 40 of the Natural 
Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 and 
paragraph 109 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 
 
Policies Map – The area to the north follows the 
planning application boundary and also includes the 
adjacent existing brownfield sites. It does not include 
land previously allocated in the adopted local plan 
under Policy U19 as the ELR identifies that there is 
sufficient employment land and there is therefore no 
need to allocate further employment sites. 
 
At the southern extent, the boundary follows the 
boundary of Flood Zone 2. Whilst it is accepted that 
there is consent for greenspace and flood 
compensation below this line, there is concern that 
including it in the allocation could imply that it is 
suitable for built development. The masterplan 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/file/7912/stanton_cross_approved_masterplan_2016
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Northamptonshire area during the plan period. 

 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 and beyond.  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 Publication Plan. 

In that light whilst Bovis Homes Ltd and the Stanton Cross 
Landowners Group support Site Policy 1, much greater weight 
should be given within the policy and the explanatory text to the 
development of ESC as the appropriate direction and logical 
focus for future growth to further support the delivery of 
development to meet the needs of the Borough and reflect the 
emphasis in the JCS. 

Policy Criteria 

 As noted above, the implementation of the committed Stanton 
Cross scheme is progressing based upon the 2015 Masterplan 
that was approved as part of the planning permission 
WP/15/00605/VAR; with the construction of core highway 
infrastructure and strategic landscape areas underway.  Site 
Policy Site 1 should not, therefore, seek to reinvent matters that 
have already been approved through the determination of the 
various Stanton Cross applications, or reopen matters that have 
already been addressed in the JCS.  It should simply seek to 
facilitate the determination of future applications based on the 

includes a number of other lakes and flood alleviation 
works along the Nene Valley and none of these are 
included in the proposed allocation – this therefore is 
a consistent approach. 
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established principles.  

 With regard to the development criteria set out within Site Policy 
1, and the Stanton Cross Landowners Group Homes Ltd and the 
Stanton Cross Landowners Group would, therefore, like to 
highlight the following specific matters in relation to the terms of 
the policy. 

 Part A appropriately highlights the potential for further expansion 
to the east, but unnecessarily refers to a timescale beyond the 
plan period.  Expansion could come forward earlier should new 
evidence of need be identified and/or a need to address potential 
shortfalls arise, and would be the subject of separate planning 
applications. 

 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 Policy 30 in the Joint Core Strategy deals with 
mix and tenure of development and the Stanton Cross scheme 
already has the benefit of a planning permission at which point 
these matters were determined (there is no legal basis upon 
which to seek to control housing mix at reserved matters 
stage).  In terms of future applications, Bovis Homes and the 
Stanton Cross Landowners Group would in any case be 
concerned if the proposed policy in relation to housing mix 
specifically was unduly prescriptive as that needs to reflect needs 
and demand that exist at the time in the light of the specific nature 
of the site and its context.  Moreover, these matters can have 
significant implications for the viability of the scheme that needs 
to be carefully considered.  Part B should be removed to avoid 
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duplication or conflict between policy criteria. 

 Part C omits reference to all the committed employment areas 
within the approved Stanton Cross scheme  and should be 
amended to state: 

“…The committed areas north and south of Finedon Road and at 
Irthlingborough Road should be developed for employment uses. 
…”  Reference to “rail related uses should be provided alongside 
Neilson’s Sidings” should be deleted as this area was removed in 
the approved 2015 Masterplan due to Network Rail’s requirement 
to retain this land for operational purposes.  The part relating to 
Station Island should states “High quality employment uses 
including offices will be supported in the Station Island Area”. 

Part D is considered acceptable. 

Part E should include reference to … “an enhanced cycle and 
pedestrian network”.  Any new infrastructure linking to other areas 
further afield in the Nene Valley should be considered as part of 
the development of ESC. 

 Part F of the policy requires a provision of significant Green 
Infrastructure network, with GI corridors provided throughout the 
development.  This is acceptable in principle and the approved 
Stanton Cross Masterplan has incorporated GI as an integral 
element of the development within the proposed public open 
space network that permeates the site.  Indeed, the approved 
scheme will provide substantially more public open space than 
the required standards set out in Table 5.1.  Given that the 
Stanton Cross scheme is now being implemented, these matters 
should be specifically recognised and reflected in the Publication 
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Plan, in terms of the nature and scale of provision sought in the 
further development of the Wellingborough East allocation area 
and the land beyond to the east (please refer to the 
representation submitted in relation to Policies GI 1, 2 and 4). 

 Part G in relation to the delivery of a multi-modal interchange is 
considered acceptable and its delivery is committed as part of the 
approved development. 

 Part H is considered acceptable in relation to the commitment to 
provision of a site for a new secondary school, but delivery will be 
subject the provision of funding including appropriate 
contributions from other developments coming forward in 
Wellingborough as referred to in the response to Policy H 1. 

 Part I is considered acceptable. 

 Part J is considered acceptable. 

 Part K is accepted in principle, but the requirements to improve 
biodiversity goes beyond the requirement NPPF (para 114), and 
the wording should be revised accordingly. 

 The Policies Map 

The precise site allocation is broadly supported except for where 
it departs from committed Stanton Cross scheme at the northern 
and southern extents of the site, and it should be revised 
accordingly. 

 Soundness: 
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Whilst Bovis Homes Ltd and the Stanton Cross Landowners 
Group support Policy Site 1 and the continued allocation of 
Wellingborough East, objection is raised to the specific terms 
which render the unsound on the basis that it: 

-       is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy 
and has not properly considered against reasonable alternative 
strategies; and 

-       is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully 
reflect the Government’s priorities and policies in terms of 
enabling sustainable development. 
 
Modifications 
Site Policy 1 should be amended as set out in the objection 
reasoning above. 
 

86 Bidwell on 
behalf of St 
Modwen 

The Local Plan Part 2 will give effect to the North 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (JCS). Policy 23 of the 
JCS supports the employment growth within the sustainable 
urban extensions, including Wellingborough East. St Modwen will 
be delivering the employment areas at Wellingborough East 
which benefit from the extant Outline Planning Permission 
WP/15/00605/VAR. On behalf of St Modwen, we make the 
following comments on the PBW and evidence base.   

Draft Policy Site 1: Wellingborough East  

The site benefits from an extant Outline Planning Permission, the 
most up to date consent being WP/15/00604/VAR granted in 
February 2017.  

The council would support  proposed main 
modifications as suggested.  
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Limb C of the draft Policy Site 1 highlights the area north of 
Finedon Road for employment uses. This is supported. However, 
the policy fails to recognise the other employment areas defined 
in the approved parameter plans which include land to the south 
of Finedon Road and at Irthlingborough Road.  

Suggested Change: Insert "The area north and south of 
Finedon Road and Irthlingborough Road should be developed 
for employment uses"  

The draft Policy Site 1 also states that high quality employment 
uses including offices should be provided in the Station Island 
Area. There is no clarity within the policy or supporting text on 
how this will be applied to detailed proposals at a future reserved 
matters stage. Whilst there is an aspiration for Grade A office 
space at Station Island within Paragraph 6.0.6 of the draft PBW, 
its delivery will depend upon demand going forward. The 
approved Parameter Plans identify the Station Island area for 
mixed uses, including office space and the policy should maintain 
sufficient flexibility to bring forward this area. to be effective, the 
policy should be changed to align with JCS Policy 23 and NPPF 
paragraph 21.  

Suggested Change: "High quality employment uses including 
offices should be provided will be supported in the Station 
Island Area"  
 
Modifications 

Limb C Suggested Change: Insert "The area north and south 
of Finedon Road and Irthlingborough Road should be 
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developed for employment uses"  

Limb C Suggested Change: "High quality employment uses 
including offices should be provided will be supported in the 
Station Island Area"  

These changes will better reflect the JCS and the NPPF (para 21) 
to make the PBW effective (i.e. deliverable) and Consistent with 
national economic policies (i.e. flexible) 

Policy Site 2 Wellingborough North 

17 Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Reference is made to the need for a comprehensively planned 
and developed site with contributions to infrastructure for the 
scheme as a whole. We support this requirement as it is 
important that this sustainable urban extension is aligned with 
water and water recycling infrastructure which is required to serve 
new development.  
  
The adopted North Northamptonshire Core Strategy includes 
Policy 5 (Water Resources, Resources and Flood Risk 
Management) which requires applicants to demonstrate that 
water and wastewater infrastructure is available or will be made 
available prior to occupation. Similarly this policy requires 
developments to incorporate SUDs wherever practicable. As the 
Local plan policies are intended to be read as a whole we do not 
consider that it is necessary to duplicate these requirements in 
the Part 2 Local Plan. 

Welcomed 

45 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber of Commerce supports the rapid delivery of 
Stanton Cross and Glenvale Park. These 2 urban extensions 
have been planned since the early 2000’s but no housing delivery 
has been achieved. The Chamber is concerned that the Council’s 
land within Wellingborough North has still not been released and 
sold to the developer which must be delaying the process of 

See response to main issues (g) and (h). 
 
The change proposed to Policy Site 2 (E) is 
considered unnecessary. The policy as currently 
worded provides maximum opportunity to respond to 
market demands. Notwithstanding this, consent for 
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developing the site out. Only 1500 houses can be completed for 
Phase 1 of Glenvale Park without the delivery of the 
Wellingborough to Kettering Link Road (IWIMP). The Chamber 
considers that it is vital for funding to be confirmed for this key 
piece of infrastructure which will be critical for the development of 
further phases at Wellingborough North but also for the 
connectivity for existing businesses and residents to the A14 and 
the general capacity of the road network around Wellingborough. 

It is felt that the delivery of the SUEs at the rate set out in the 
supporting 5 year housing land supply document is not 
achievable and therefore additional sites will need to come 
forward to support the plan for the short to medium term. 

Employment land in Wellingborough North should also be 
reserved/allocated for smaller B1/B2 business units and not 
allowed for large scale B8 uses. 
 
Modifications 

The Chamber supports Policy Site 1 Wellingborough East and 
Policy Site 2 Wellingborough North and their delivery as soon as 
possible. 

However, the Chamber also believes that further smaller sites will 
need to be allocated to ensure an adequate 5 year housing land 
supply in the short to medium term. 

 Policy Site 2 should be changed as follows; 

E. A significant contribution to the provision of new jobs in the 
borough including an extension to the Park Farm Industrial Estate 

the site has already been granted. The agreed 
master plan and accompanying design and access 
statement envisages a business village with a series 
of buildings which would not be suitable for large 
scale B8. The main site identified for B8 within the 
borough is Appleby Lodge. 



 

170 
 

Rep 
ID 

Respondent Comments Response 

for smaller B1 and B2 industrial and commercial premises. 
 

110 Historic 
England 

It is appreciated that the two SUE’s are included in the JCS and 
have relevant information pertaining to them in the Part 1 
Plan.  However, on the basis that this Part 2 Plan reflects more 
local information it is recommended that reference to heritage 
assets and their setting be included in development principle B 
text e.g. “…separate character and setting of the village and 
heritage assets is maintained” or a similar appropriate alternative. 
 
Modifications 
It is recommended that reference to heritage assets and their 
setting be included in development principle B text e.g. 
“…separate character and setting of the village and heritage 
assets is maintained” or a similar appropriate alternative. 

It is considered that the historic environment is 
adequately covered by Policy 2 of the JCS. 
 
Notwithstanding this, the masterplan has been 
agreed having regard to the historic assets in the 
area. 

Policy Site 3 Windsor Road 

18 Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Anglian Water has made an initial assessment of the implications 
of this site for our existing infrastructure and considers that there 
is a need for water supply and foul sewerage network 
improvements to enable the development of this site. We have no 
objection to the principle of the development of this site for 
housing. 

The adopted North Northamptonshire Core Strategy includes 
Policy 5 (Water Resources, Resources and Flood Risk 
Management) which requires applicants to demonstrate that 
water and wastewater infrastructure is available or will be made 
available prior to occupation. Similarly this policy requires 
developments to incorporate SUDs wherever practicable. As the 
Local plan policies are intended to be read as a whole we do not 
consider that it is necessary to duplicate these requirements in 

The council would support  a proposed main 
modification together with the addition of supporting 
text to explain the presence of the existing sewer and 
the implications of this as set out in the response. 
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the Part 2 Local Plan. 

There is an existing sewer and water main in Anglian Water’s 
ownership within the boundary of the site. This existing 
infrastructure is protected by easements and should not be built 
over or located in private gardens where access for maintenance 
and repair could be restricted. The existing sewer should be 
located in highways or public open space. If this is not possible a 
formal application to divert Anglian Water’s existing assets may 
be required. 
 
Modifications 

It is therefore suggested that the following wording be added to 
Policy Site 3: 

‘G. that suitable access is safeguarded for the maintenance of 
water supply and foul drainage infrastructure.' 

137 DLP Planning 
Consultants on 
behalf of 
Hampton 
Brook Ltd 

Importance of development on the site 

It is noted in paragraph 10.2.1 that the land is currently 3.8 
underutilised and subject to an element of fly tipping and 
antisocial behaviour. This emphasises the need for development 
at this site to come forward in a timely manner, to improve the 
amenity of the area as well as reduce antisocial and illegal 
behaviour. 

Existing Biodiversity 

Also acknowledged is the importance of the eastern edge of the 
site for particular flora as well as the green infrastructure link 
existing at the west of the site. It is envisaged this green corridor 

As explained at para 3.1 of the Wellingborough Town 
Housing Allocations Background Paper following site 
selection, several of the more complex sites 
(including Windsor Road) were subject to further 
more detailed assessment as part of a design team 
review. This involved officers from planning, urban 
design, highways, crime prevention, landscape and 
policy backgrounds and included the production of 
indicative layouts.  
 
Paragraphs 3.2 – 3.4 of that paper explain the 
findings for this site. In summary the team 
considered that vehicular access from Bourton Way 
and Aldsworth Close would be unacceptable. With 

http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/download/2796/plan_for_the_borough_of_wellingborough_town_housing_allocation_methodology_background_paper_publication_version-_september_2017
http://www.wellingborough.gov.uk/downloads/download/2796/plan_for_the_borough_of_wellingborough_town_housing_allocation_methodology_background_paper_publication_version-_september_2017
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can link up from the west to the east of the site, with a semi 
natural open space area to the east of the site. A buffer will run 
around the perimeter of the development to help mitigate noise 
and views from the A45. This buffer can incorporate existing trees 
and hedgerows in this area, where practical. 

Vehicular Access 

It is understood that the Council is still in ownership of four semi-
detached properties along Windsor Road which are to be 
demolished to make way for two different access points. The site 
also has readily available access from Bourton Way. It is 
acknowledged that the PBW states that vehicular access should 
only be taken from Windsor Road. This is against the general 
principles of urban design as well as the specific principles of JCS 
Policy 8 as it effectively limits the connectivity of the new 
development. JCS Policy 8 states that development should; 

“Create connected places by ensuring that it connects to the 
maximum number of local streets, avoiding dead ends, to allow it 
to integrate into the wider settlement and to connect to existing 
services and facilities” (JCS Policy 8 a) i.).” 

Therefore DLP strongly suggest that vehicular access should also 
be taken off Bourton Way, to provide a better connected 
development and conform with JCS Policy 8. 

Pedestrian Access 

Our Client is keen to promote good access for pedestrian 3.11 
and cyclists in line with JCS Policy 8 and generally we agree with 
the text for pedestrian access in Policy Site 3. It is crucial to 

access being from Bourton Way only and needing to 
ensure a strong green infrastructure corridor and 
avoiding the areas at floodrisk, the capacity of the 
site was reduced. Housing capacity was estimated 
by the team to be between 60 to 90 dwellings. For 
the purposes of calculating 5 year supply, in order 
not to overestimate supply the lower figure of 60 
dwellings was used. This is in no way intended to be 
a cap on delivery. If a suitable layout can be 
designed which provides a higher capacity then this 
would be acceptable subject to compliance with 
relevant policies. 
 
Policy Site 3 sets the development principles for the 
site – it does not set a maximum or minimum 
dwelling requirement. 
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create a sustainable development in this location as it is bounded 
by roads on two sides. This means that access through to 
Windsor Road to get to public transport routes as well as access 
through to the existing Wilby Way estate are of paramount 
importance. There is an opportunity to provide good access 
alongside the green infrastructure corridor that would run through 
the site from east to west. This would create good connectivity 
and legibility through the site, as well as encouraging sustainable 
methods of travel such as public transport and cycling. Additional 
access opportunities for pedestrian links are available onto Valley 
Road to the east and Aldsworth Close to the south. These links 
will be exceptionally well connected, benefitting from the green 
infrastructure corridor which runs through, and around the 
perimeter of the site, as evident in Appendix 1. 

Flood Risk 

As identified in PBW paragraph 10.2.4, there is a very small 
section of the site within flood zone 3, less than 350sqm. There is 
a small watercourse running through the eastern section of the 
site. There is the advantage of using this watercourse as part of a 
sustainable drainage system, by using it the natural features of 
the land to help drainage and reduce artificial drainage in line with 
paragraph 10.2.4. A Sustainable Urban Drainage Scheme such 
as a balancing pond will be provided at the east of the site to 
reduce flood risk. 

See attachment for more information 
 
Modifications 
For the reasons outlined above, DLP submit that Policy Site 3 
should not be found sound in its current format. The under 
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estimation of the potential capacity of this site could be crucial to 
the soundness of the PBW. It should be seen as inconsistent with 
national policy and not positively prepared by failing to provide an 
adequate amount of housing on a highly sustainable land 
allocation. 

Policy Site 4 Land Between Finedon Road and Nest Lane 

19 Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Anglian Water has made an initial assessment of the implications 
of this site for our existing infrastructure and considers that there 
is a need for water supply and foul sewerage network 
improvements to enable the development of this site. We have no 
objection to the principle of the development of this site for 
housing. 

The adopted North Northamptonshire Core Strategy includes 
Policy 5 (Water Resources, Resources and Flood Risk 
Management) which requires applicants to demonstrate that 
water and wastewater infrastructure is available or will be made 
available prior to occupation. Similarly this policy requires 
developments to incorporate SUDs wherever practicable. As the 
Local plan policies are intended to be read as a whole we do not 
consider that it is necessary to duplicate these requirements in 
the Part 2 Local Plan. 

There is an existing sewer and water main in Anglian Water’s 
ownership within the boundary of the site and the site layout 
should be designed to take these into account. This existing 
infrastructure is protected by easements and should not be built 
over or located in private gardens where access for maintenance 
and repair could be restricted. The existing sewer should be 
located in highways or public open space. If this is not possible a 
formal application to divert Anglian Water’s existing assets may 
be required. 

The council would support a proposed main 
modification together with the addition of supporting 
text to explain the presence of the existing sewer and 
the implications of this as set out in the response. 
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Modifications 

It is therefore suggested that the following wording be added to 
Policy Site 4: 

‘E. that suitable access is safeguarded for the maintenance of 
water supply and foul drainage infrastructure.’ 

Policy Site 5 Park Farm Way/Shelley Road 

34 Highways 
England 

We previously responded to the emerging draft Local Plan for 
Wellingborough in May 2016 and had limited comments to 
provide. However, we 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. We 
consider that there could be some impacts at this junction as a 
result of the development of the site which would need to be 
considered as part of a Transport Assessment. Though, we also 
noted that the Pinch Point scheme implemented at the junction in 
2014 would help to offset these impacts. 

We note that there are limited changes in the current consultation 
document from the emerging draft and acknowledge that the 
largest site remains at Park Farm Way / Shelley Road for 600 
dwellings. As such, we consider that our comments from May 
2016 remain the same and that the site should be appropriately 
assessed as part of the planning process. 

Highways England has no further comments to provide and trusts 
that the above is useful in the progression of the Plan. 

Any application for this site would require a Transport 
assessment. The scheme is the subject of a current 
planning application which has an accompanying 
Transport Assessment.  

20 Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Anglian Water has made an initial assessment of the implications 
of this site for our existing infrastructure and considers that there 
is a need for water supply and foul sewerage network 

The council would support a proposed main 
modification  as suggested together with the addition 
of supporting text to explain the presence of the 
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improvements to enable the development of this site. We have no 
objection to the principle of the development of this site for 
housing. 

The adopted North Northamptonshire Core Strategy includes 
Policy 5 (Water Resources, Resources and Flood Risk 
Management) which requires applicants to demonstrate that 
water and wastewater infrastructure is available or will be made 
available prior to occupation. Similarly this policy requires 
developments to incorporate SUDs wherever practicable. As the 
Local plan policies are intended to be read as a whole we do not 
consider that it is necessary to duplicate these requirements in 
the Part 2 Local Plan. 

 There is an existing sewer in Anglian Water’s ownership within 
the boundary of the site and the site layout should be designed to 
take these into account. This existing infrastructure is protected 
by easements and should not be built over or located in private 
gardens where access for maintenance and repair could be 
restricted. The existing sewer should be located in highways or 
public open space. If this is not possible a formal application to 
divert Anglian Water’s existing assets may be required. 

Modifications 

 It is therefore suggested that the following wording be added to 
Policy Site 5: 

 ‘F. that suitable access is safeguarded for the maintenance of 
foul drainage infrastructure.’  

existing sewer and the implications of this as set out 
in the response. 

97 Marrons 
Planning on 

HLM support the proposed allocation of land at Park Farm Way / 
Shelley Road, however objection is raised to criteria C. on the 

Park Farm Way dualling is part of the infrastructure 
that is included in the 2031 Joint Core Strategy 
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behalf of 
Hallam Land 
Management 

grounds it is not sufficiently clear as to what is required and 
therefore is contrary to paragraph 154 of the Framework which 
requires that ‘only policies that provide a clear indication of how a 
decision maker should react to a development proposal should be 
included in the plan’.  

HLM have an undetermined planning application for up to 600 
dwellings and associated infrastructure (reference: 
WP/15/00727/OUT).  The application is for outline planning 
permission, with all matters reserved save for access.  The 
design for the proposed access is based on the future dualling of 
Park Farm Way, and there is no objection to the application from 
the Local Highway Authority or Highways England.  

HLM consider that criteria C. should be removed or amended in 
order to make it clear that the future widening of Park Farm Way 
has no implications on the land required for the residential 
proposals. 
 
Modifications 
HLM consider that criteria C. should be removed or amended in 
order to make it clear that the future widening of Park Farm Way 
has no implications on the land required for the residential 
proposals. 

transport modelling scenario. It is likely to be needed 
in the latter years of the plan. This is part of the 
aspiration 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. The scheme is included in the IDP for the plan, 
although as yet no funding has been secured. 
 
The criterion is intended to ensure that the design for 
the site enables future dualling of Park Farm Way. 
This is being done in the current application as 
explained in the response by designing the access 
based on the future dualling of the road. NCC has 
made a request for a contribution towards the future 
dualling of Park Farm Way from this site, but this 
remains part of the detailed negotiations on the 
planning application. There is no requirement to set 
aside any land as part of the application for future 
dualling. 
 

Policy Site 6 East of Eastfield Road 

21 Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Anglian Water has made an initial assessment of the implications 
of this site for our existing infrastructure and considers that there 
is a need for foul sewerage network improvements to enable the 
development of this site. We have no objection to the principle of 
the development of this site for housing. 

The adopted North Northamptonshire Core Strategy includes 

The council would support a proposed main 
modification as suggested together with the addition 
of supporting text to explain the presence of the 
existing sewer and the implications of this as set out 
in the response. 
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Policy 5 (Water Resources, Resources and Flood Risk 
Management) which requires applicants to demonstrate that 
water and wastewater infrastructure is available or will be made 
available prior to occupation. Similarly this policy requires 
developments to consider the incorporation of SUDs wherever 
practicable. As the Local plan policies are intended to be read as 
a whole we do not consider that it is necessary to duplicate these 
requirements in the Part 2 Local Plan. 

There is an existing sewer in Anglian Water’s ownership within 
the boundary of the site and the site layout should be designed to 
take these into account. This existing infrastructure is protected 
by easements and should not be built over or located in private 
gardens where access for maintenance and repair could be 
restricted. The existing sewer should be located in highways or 
public open space. If this is not possible a formal application to 
divert Anglian Water’s existing assets may be required.  
 
Modifications 

It is therefore suggested that the following wording be added to 
Policy Site 6: 

‘D. that suitable access is safeguarded for the maintenance of 
foul drainage infrastructure.’ 

55 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber of Commerce supports the allocation of all of 
Eastfield Road (Policy Site 6) for mixed use development (mainly 
residential) as proposed in the existing development brief 
reducing the required about of retained allotment land to 1.5ha. 
This should represent any open space requirement and can be 
provided to the west of the site adjacent to the back of housing on 

The identification as LOS of the allotments which are 
to remain is considered to provide greater certainty 
for delivery of the site. This green space will also 
provide a buffer for the existing properties to the new 
development.  
 
As correctly identified there are a large number of 
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Eastfield Road. 

The entire site has been identified as a brownfield site within the 
draft brownfield register and land would benefit from a permission 
in principle for residential uses. The confusion with the allocation 
of open space land in this location is not helpful in achieving the 
redevelopment of the site. Due to the large number of 
landowners/allotment owners it would also require the Council to 
consolidate this ownership and use its CPO powers in order to 
create a holding which could allow a comprehensive scheme to 
come forward. 

Existing employment uses to the east of the site should be 
removed from the policy area and permitted to continue their use 
and to create a sufficient buffer with any new housing to ensure 
that residential amenity is not compromised. 
 
Modifications 

Policy Site 6 should be amended as follows. 

-       The open space allocation should be removed. 

-       An allotment area of 1.5ha should be allocated to the west of 
the site which was the amount of land identified as being 
necessary in the draft local plan consultation. 

-       The employment premises and land to the east of the site to 
be taken out of the policy area. 

 Policy Site 6 

unidentified landowners of the allotments and 
retaining them in their current location will aid 
delivery of the remainder of the site, as CPO or other 
land assembly options will not be required for this 
area. 
 
The existing employment uses could continue to 
remain in their current use as part of an overall 
development of the site. There have however been 
some pre-application enquires for housing on some 
of these sites and housing is considered to be a 
suitable alternative in this location subject to the 
requirements of Policy E3.  
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East of Eastfield Road 

Residential proposals should provide for: 

A. retention of the area identified as Local Open Space allotments 
on the Policies Map; 

B. a footpath/cycle route link between Finedon Road Industrial 
Estate and the railway;and 

C. connectivity to surrounding sites.  

Any changes of use of existing employment uses in accordance 
with Policy E 3 should be for housing. 

The Council will work with landowners to bring together a 
landholding to create a comprehensive development scheme 

70 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Town Centre 
Partnership 

The Town Centre Partnership supports the allocation of all of 
Eastfield Road (Policy Site 6) for mixed use development (mainly 
residential) as proposed in the existing development brief 
reducing the required amount of retained allotment land to 1.5ha. 
This should represent any open space requirement and can be 
provided to the west of the site adjacent to the back of housing on 
Eastfield Road. 

The entire site has been identified as a brownfield site within the 
draft brownfield register and land would benefit from a permission 
in principle for residential uses. The confusion with the allocation 
of open space land in this location is not helpful in achieving the 
redevelopment of the site. Due to the large number of 
landowners/allotment owners it would also require the Council to 
consolidate this ownership and use its CPO powers in order to 

See response to Representation 55 above. 
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create a holding which could allow a comprehensive scheme to 
come forward. 

Existing employment uses to the east of the site should be 
removed from the policy area and permitted to continue their use 
and to create a sufficient buffer with any new housing to ensure 
that residential amenity is not compromised. 
 
Modifications 

Policy Site 6 should be amended as follows. 

-       The open space allocation should be removed. 

-       An allotment area of 1.5ha should be allocated to the west of 
the site which was the amount of land identified as being 
necessary in the draft local plan consultation. 

-       The employment premises and land to the east of the site to 
be taken out of the policy area. 

 Policy Site 6 

East of Eastfield Road 

Residential proposals should provide for: 

A. retention of the area identified as Local Open Space allotments 
on the Policies Map; 

B. a footpath/cycle route link between Finedon Road Industrial 
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Estate and the railway; 

and 

C. connectivity to surrounding sites.  

Any changes of use of existing employment uses in accordance 
with Policy E 3 should be for housing. 

The Council will work with landowners to bring together a 
landholding to create a comprehensive development scheme 

Policy Site 7 Leys Road/Highfield Road 

22 Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

The adopted North Northamptonshire Core Strategy includes 
Policy 5 (Water Resources, Resources and Flood Risk 
Management) which requires applicants to demonstrate that 
water and wastewater infrastructure is available or will be made 
available prior to occupation. Similarly this policy requires 
developments to consider the incorporation of SUDs wherever 
practicable. As the Local plan policies are intended to be read as 
a whole we do not consider that it is necessary to duplicate these 
requirements in the Part 2 Local Plan. 

There is an existing sewer in Anglian Water’s ownership within 
the boundary of the siteand the site layout should be designed to 
take these into account. This existing infrastructure is protected 
by easements and should not be built over or located in private 
gardens where access for maintenance and repair could be 
restricted. The existing sewer should be located in highways or 
public open space. If this is not possible a formal application to 
divert Anglian Water’s existing assets may be required. 
 
Modifications 

The council would support a proposed main 
modification as suggested together with the addition 
of supporting text to explain the presence of the 
existing sewer and the implications of this as set out 
in the response. 
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It is therefore suggested that the following wording be added to 
Policy Site 7: 

‘D. that suitable access is safeguarded for the maintenance of 
foul drainage infrastructure.’ 

Policy Site 8 Milner Road, Finedon 

23 Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

The adopted North Northamptonshire Core Strategy includes 
Policy 5 (Water Resources, Resources and Flood Risk 
Management) which requires applicants to demonstrate that 
water and wastewater infrastructure is available or will be made 
available prior to occupation. Similarly this policy requires 
developments to consider the incorporation of SUDs wherever 
practicable. As the Local plan policies are intended to be read as 
a whole we do not consider that it is necessary to duplicate these 
requirements in the Part 2 Local Plan. 

There is an existing water mains in Anglian Water’s ownership 
within the boundary of the siteand the site layout should be 
designed to take these into account. This existing infrastructure is 
protected by easements and should not be built over or located in 
private gardens where access for maintenance and repair could 
be restricted. The existing sewer should be located in highways 
or public open space. If this is not possible a formal application to 
divert Anglian Water’s existing assets may be required.  
 
Modifications 

It is therefore suggested that the following wording be added to 
Policy Site 8: 

‘E. that suitable access is safeguarded for the maintenance of 

The council would support a proposed main 
modification  as suggested together with the addition 
of supporting text to explain the presence of the 
existing sewer and the implications of this as set out 
in the response. 
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water supply infrastructure.’ 

31 Natural 
England 

We welcome the amendments made to section B following our 
previous advice, to retain as many natural features as possible. 

Welcomed 

Policy Site 9 Sywell Aerodrome 

11 Sywell 
Aerodrome Ltd 

Having reviewed the Publication Plan I wish to make further 
submissions on behalf of Sywell Aerodrome. Although the Plan 
contains a policy for Sywell Aerodrome, it does not correctly 
reflect either the importance of the airfield facility or the threat of 
large-scale housing developments on the future viability of its 
operation. 
 
Sywell Aerodrome is one of the best GA airfields in the UK. It 
provides facilities for pilot training, business corporate charter, 
aircraft maintenance and leisure flights. Sywell Aerodrome is an 
important local resource and amenity. The Aerodrome operation, 
together with the many events held each year, brings significant 
inward investment to the locality. Sywell Aerodrome is also a very 
important employment area with many centres of excellence in 
aviation, engineering and design. 
 
However, there is a significant threat to the Aerodrome operation 
on the horizon from large-scale housing developments within the 
Aerodrome's ATZ. 
 
Local planners, in responding to directives to provide extra 
housing, now see open areas within the ATZ of aerodromes as 
ideal sites, often under the extended centre line of a runway, 
which has for years been a safe, minimum noise impact area for 
the operational activities at an aerodrome. Even more 
importantly, Public Inquiry Inspectors give little weight to this 
situation. Despite us making objections recently due to the 
operational activities impacting on a proposed housing 

See response to main issue (l). 
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development at the end of our runway 15/33, the appointed 
Inspector recommended approval. 
 
Given the pace of large-scale housing developments locally and 
the further proposals being considered along the A43 from 
Moulton towards the Holcot Crossroads, the management of 
Sywell Aerodrome has grave concerns for the future viability of 
the airfield operation. If this large-scale housing is approved 
under our circuit pattern and within our Aerodrome Traffic Zone 
(ATZ) then the subsequent pressure on the local authorities from 
residents of this new housing will bring significant pressure to 
bear on the airfield operation resulting in a threat to its viability. 
Modifications 
Therefore I request that additional policies are included within the 
Local Plan to reflect the following: 
 
1. A Local Plan Policy to safeguard the aviation operation at 
Sywell Aerodrome and thereby safeguard the airfield's future 
viability by preventing, resisting or blocking large-scale housing 
developments under the airfield circuit pattern and within the 
airfield's ATZ. 
 
In the event planners of the Inspectorate ignore the first Local 
Plan Policy proposed and large scale housing is permitted within 
our ATZ, then as a consequence of the pressure on the airfield 
operation t the extent it becomes un-operable and no longer 
viable, there should be a second Local Plan Policy in place. 
 
2. Therefore a second Local Plan Policy is proposed in the event 
the first Local Plan Policy fails. In that scenario the Local Plan 
should permit the airfield area to be allocated for alternative uses, 
such as for further employment or large-scale housing. This 
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would accord with the Government's Brownfield Policy. 

15 Anglian Water 
Services Ltd 

Anglian Water has made an initial assessment of the implications 
of this site for our existing infrastructure and considers that there 
is a need for foul sewerage network improvements to enable the 
development of this site. 

The adopted North Northamptonshire Core Strategy includes 
Policy 5 (Water Resources, Resources and Flood Risk 
Management) which requires applicants to demonstrate that 
water and wastewater infrastructure is available or will be made 
available prior to occupation. Similarly this policy requires 
developments to consider the incorporation of SUDs wherever 
practicable. As the Local plan policies are intended to be read as 
a whole we do not consider that it is necessary to duplicate these 
requirements in the Part 2 Local Plan. 

Noted 

46 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Chamber of 
Commerce 

The Chamber of Commerce has previously called for the 
promotion of Sywell Aerodrome as a high tech employment area 
and therefore supports the Policy Site 9 which allows the 
development of new buildings; extensions; and changes of use, 
associated with aviation and other employment uses that 
modernise and enhance the physical environment and 
infrastructure at Sywell Aerodrome.   

Welcomed 

71 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Town Centre 
Partnership 

The Town Centre Partnership supports the promotion of Sywell 
Aerodrome as a high tech employment area and therefore 
supports the Policy Site 9 which allows the development of new 
buildings; extensions; and changes of use, associated with 
aviation and other employment uses that modernise and enhance 
the physical environment and infrastructure at Sywell Aerodrome.   

Welcomed 

111 Historic 
England 

The site contains non-designated heritage assets and it is 
recommended that an additional sentence be included at the end 
of the first paragraph of the Policy such as “Any proposal should 
include a Heritage Impact Assessment, which should include 

The change proposed is considered unnecessary; 
the historic environment is covered by Policy 2 of the 
JCS.  
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assessment and recording of the historic value of the buildings on 
the site to inform the process of identifying which buildings should 
be retained and to provide a comprehensive historic record.” or a 
similar alternative. 
 
Modifications 
An additional sentence be included at the end of the first 
paragraph of the Policy such as “Any proposal should include a 
Heritage Impact Assessment, which should include assessment 
and recording of the historic value of the buildings on the site to 
inform the process of identifying which buildings should be 
retained and to provide a comprehensive historic record.” or a 
similar alternative. 
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Section 11 Delivering Infrastructure 

41 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Chamber of 
Commerce 

The delivery of the plan is reliant on the provision of infrastructure 
in order to facilitate and deliver the major growth proposals for 
Stanton Cross (WEAST) and Glenvale Park (WNORTH). Without 
this timely provision of infrastructure the rate of delivery of 
housing is unlikely to be met and access for the allocated 
employment sites will not be provided. 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan supporting the Plan for the 
Borough of Wellingborough builds on the IDP for the Joint Core 
Strategy. The funding and delivery of the IWIMP has been in 
doubt for a long time and is still in doubt. The Chamber 
understands that £25m has been secured against the LEP’s 
Growth Deal Fund for the Isham Bypass which has been 
estimated to cost £38.5m giving a shortfall of £13.5m. However, 

See response to main issues (h) and (g). 
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in order for Glenvale Park (WNORTH) to be fully delivered and 
more importantly for the employment land to be accessed the full 
delivery of the IWIMP would be necessary which is a further 
£34m and has no funding currently allocated against it. The 
dualing of Park Farm Way at £23.9m is also important 
infrastructure to provide capacity for the additional employment 
related trips from Appleby Lodge as well as the SUE. Even if the 
funding is found for the Isham Bypass to be commenced shortly 
the benefits in relation to business will not be fully felt until the full 
IWIMP route and widening Park Farm Way is completed. The 
lack of sufficient access may delay the release of this 
employment land indefinitely. 

The proposal potentially to meet this short fall through the County 
Council’s Revolving Infrastructure Fund, as has been used for the 
Daventry A45 Link Road, would require a long term funding 
agreement with Wellingborough Council. This has been achieved 
in Daventry through the allocation of CIL and New Homes Bonus 
funding over the next foreseeable future. Wellingborough does 
not have CIL receipts and the Government is currently reviewing 
the distribution and funding of the New Homes Bonus. Any 
funding arrangement reliant on local contributions would mean 
servicing this debt to the exclusion of all other infrastructure 
requirements. 

Modifications 

The Chamber of Commerce understands that infrastructure 
delivery and funding cannot be agreed in detail and totality for the 
whole length of the plan. However, it has fundamental concerns 
with the delivery of the employment elements of the plan given 
that 90% of all the employment land is linked to Appleby Lodge 
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and the SUEs. If the funding for access for the SUEs is not 
secured early enough or delayed it means that the employment 
land will not be released and therefore opportunities for local 
businesses to expand or new businesses to relocate will be lost. 

The Chamber therefore urges that the Council 

a)     Allocate more employment land, which will be accessible 
and deliverable immediately 

b)    Secure national funding for infrastructure which can 
demonstrate that employment land within both SUEs can be 
delivered early or 

c)     Consider local mechanisms which can allow for this 
employment land to be accessed and delivered ahead of the 
provision of the main infrastructure for the SUEs 

56 James Wilson 
Associates on 
behalf of 
Wellingboroug
h Town Centre 
Partnership 

The delivery of the plan is reliant on the provision of infrastructure 
in order to facilitate and deliver the major growth proposals for 
Stanton Cross (WEAST) and Glenvale Park (WNORTH). Without 
this timely provision of infrastructure the rate of delivery of 
housing is unlikely to be met and access for the allocated 
employment sites will not be provided. 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan supporting the Plan for the 
Borough of Wellingborough builds on the IDP for the Joint Core 
Strategy. The funding and delivery of the IWIMP has been in 
doubt for a long time and is still in doubt. The Town Centre 
Partnership understands that £25m has been secured against the 
LEP’s Growth Deal Fund for the Isham Bypass which has been 
estimated to cost £38.5m giving a shortfall of £13.5m. However, 
in order for Glenvale Park (WNORTH) to be fully delivered and 

See response to main issues (h) and (g). 
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more importantly for the employment land to be accessed the full 
delivery of the IWIMP would be necessary which is a further 
£34m and has no funding currently allocated against it. The 
dualing of Park Farm Way at £23.9m is also important 
infrastructure to provide capacity for the additional employment 
related trips from Appleby Lodge as well as the SUE. Even if the 
funding is found for the Isham Bypass to be commenced shortly 
the benefits in relation to business will not be fully felt until the full 
IWIMP route and widening Park Farm Way is completed. The 
lack of sufficient access may delay the release of this 
employment land indefinitely.  

 The proposal potentially to meet this short fall through the 
County Council’s Revolving Infrastructure Fund, as has been 
used for the Daventry A45 Link Road, would require a long term 
funding agreement with Wellingborough Council. This has been 
achieved in Daventry through the allocation of CIL and New 
Homes Bonus funding over the next foreseeable future. 
Wellingborough does not have CIL receipts and the Government 
is currently reviewing the distribution and funding of the New 
Homes Bonus. Any funding arrangement reliant on local 
contributions would mean servicing this debt to the exclusion of 
all other infrastructure requirements. 
 
Modifications 

The Town Centre Partnership understands that infrastructure 
delivery and funding cannot be agreed in detail and totality for the 
whole length of the plan. However, it has fundamental concerns 
with the delivery of the employment elements of the plan given 
that 90% of all the employment land is linked to Appleby Lodge 
and the SUEs. If the funding for access for the SUEs is not 
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secured early enough or delayed it means that the employment 
land will not be released and therefore opportunities for local 
businesses to expand or new businesses to relocate will be lost. 

The Town Centre Partnership therefore urges that the Council 

a)     Allocate more employment land, which will be accessible 
and deliverable immediately 

b)    Secure national funding for infrastructure which can 
demonstrate that employment land within both SUEs can be 
delivered early or 

c)     Consider local mechanisms which can allow for this 
employment land to be accessed and delivered ahead of the 
provision of the main infrastructure for the SUEs 
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 Appendix C. Policies Maps 

C5. Great Doddington 

145 DLP Planning 
Consultants on 
behalf of 
Hampton 
Brook Ltd 

Should the Inspector choose not to accept our submissions in 
relation to Policy SS1, DLP strongly objects to the identified 
settlement boundary for Great Doddington as currently proposed. 

It is acknowledged that PBW have defined Great Doddington as a 
“village” within the settlement hierarchy where “village” is defined 
as being: 

“able to accommodate some small scale infill development to 

See response to Representation 146 page120.  
 
The council would support  a proposed main 
modification as complying with criterion A of Table 
4.2. 
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meet its own need or a level of growth that has been identified in 
the JCS or a Neighbourhood Plan”. 

This principle of identifying a hierarchy and the categorisation of 
Great Doddington as a village is not disputed and is logical due to 
the size of the village. 

The Development Plan Documentation for BCW currently 
consists of the following; 

 Adopted Local Plan Saved Policies (1999 plus alterations 

2004, updated 2016) 

 Emerging Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough (PBW) 

 North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy ((NNJCS) 

2011 – 2031)) 

Great Doddington Parish Council concluded in May 2015 that a 
Neighbourhood Plan would not be the best solution for the village 
because it was considered that there was no land available for 
development.1 Therefore, the only relevant policies for Great 
Doddington will be those contained within the above development 
plans. It is therefore crucial that any boundaries that are defined 
at this stage are logical and appropriate. 

See further information in the attachment 
 
Modifications 
We submit that the amendment should be made to the settlement 
boundary for Great Doddington in the vicinity of Top Lodge Farm, 
as proposed in the attachment. 

C 6. Great Harrowden 

7 Berrys on I support the soundness of the PBW. Welcomed 
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behalf of Mr J 
Hilsdon 

 
I support the village boundary for Great Harrowden (C.6) as it 
includes all areas where buildings and curtilages which are 
contained and visually separate from the countryside. The village 
boundary mirrors that proposed in Village Boundaries - The Plan 
for the Borough of Wellingborough: Background Paper December 
2014 which extended the boundary to include Slip Barns within 
the proposed village boundary for Great Harrowden. 

C7 Grendon 

38 Henry H 
Bletsoe & Son 
on behalf of 
EXORS of J 
Bowers Dec'd 

We write to comment on the publication of the Wellingborough 
Local Plan, and in particular, the proposed village boundary for 
the settlement of Grendon. We support the proposed village 
boundary in respect of the inclusion of Hill Farmhouse, which is 
accessed off Chequers Lane, but we would suggest a further 
revision with the inclusion of the additional land edged in blue on 
the attached plan, which would represent a more logical 
boundary for the village and the inclusion of a number of buildings 
which contribute to the built form of the settlement. 
 
Modifications 

We would suggest a further revision with the inclusion of the 
additional land edged in blue on the attached plan, which would 
represent a more logical boundary for the village and the 
inclusion of a number of buildings which contribute to the built 
form of the settlement. 

See attachment 

The council would support a proposed main 
modification to the village boundary as set out below. 
This amendment would comply with criterion A of 
Table 4.2 ‘buildings and curtilages which are 
contained and visually separate from the 
countryside’. 
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