
 

21 April 2016 
 
Our Ref: L/EDP1270/ES/er 
 
Sent by Email/Post: parishclerk123@gmail.com  
 
Nikki Daft  
Administrator and Co-ordinator 
Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester Neighbourhood Plan 
45 Park Road 
Irthlingborough 
Northants 
NN9 5PW 
 
 
Re: Land at Irchester, Wellingborough 
 
Dear Ms Daft 
 
This letter has been prepared by EDP on behalf of Barwood Strategic Land II 
LLP, Miss J.P. Redden and Mr R.E. Redden, in respect of the revised 
Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester Neighbourhood Plan Group Historical 
Landscape Assessment produced by MOLA (dated March 2016).  
 
This letter registers my clients’ ongoing concern regarding the Historical 
Landscape Assessment, in terms of the robustness and applicability of the 
methodology employed by MOLA; and (in light of that concern) identifies 
that only limited weight can be attributed to the document as an evidence 
base to support the neighbourhood planning process.  
 
From the outset it should be noted that EDP previously produced a detailed 
commentary (report ref. EDP1270_17) addressing an earlier draft of the 
Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester Neighbourhood Plan Group Historical 
Landscape Assessment, dated September 2015, and it should be read in 
conjunction with this letter addressing the revised version of the report. 
 
The Neighbourhood Planning Group state (on their website) that the 
purpose of the Historical Landscape Assessment document is to:  
 
“…identify which potential development sites are the most sensitive to 
change and therefore where development would have the most and least 
impact on the village’s heritage assets”. 
 
It is clear from a review of the March 2016 Historical Landscape Assessment 
that the document has been revised in an attempt to correct the numerous 
flaws which were identified by EDP’s detailed commentary on the previous 
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draft. Nonetheless, it is considered that, overwhelmingly, the deficiencies previously identified 
by EDP, and set out in EDP1270_17, remain valid.  
 
Most strikingly, the revised document fails to take account, in its assessment of sites’ ‘sensitivity’ 
in heritage terms, of the more detailed position that has been established for a number of the 
proposed development sites at Irchester; not least for IR16, where detailed assessment work, to 
support the current outline planning application, has been informed by the detailed comments 
of a Planning Inspector in their Decision Notice in respect of an earlier application. Their 
comments clearly set out the way in which residential development could be brought forward 
without having any adverse effects on heritage assets.  
 
More recently, a consultation response from Historic England – the Government’s statutory 
advisor on heritage matters; has identified no objection in respect of the current application.  
 
As such, it remains the case that the March 2016 Historical Landscape Assessment produced by 
MOLA is still not fit for purpose, does not reflect the requirements of either Government policy 
or best practice guidance, and is not robust in its assessment or conclusions when measured 
against an evidence base that comprises detailed assessment, the Historic England consultation 
responses and the commentary of a Planning Inspector. 
 
While MOLA attempt to identify sites according to their ‘sensitivity to change’ in very limited 
terms, Government planning policy (the National Planning Policy Framework or NPPF) makes it 
very clear that a ‘balanced judgement’ should be struck between the benefits of a particular 
development proposal and the harm to heritage assets that would derive from its 
implementation. Although “great weight” should be given to a heritage asset’s conservation, 
and “clear and convincing justification” provided for any harm, it is clear that even proposals 
resulting in ‘substantial harm’ would not in themselves preclude development.  
 
Given that there are no predictions of such levels of harm in respect of any proposed 
development site, and indeed across the board no attempt whatsoever has been made to 
quantify the levels of harm that the development of various identified sites would potentially 
generate, the decision by MOLA to identify sites that are considered to be ‘highly sensitive to 
change’ - in order to influence the direction of future growth within the parish - cannot be 
robust without understanding the wider planning policy context and the benefits that could 
potentially be delivered through the sites’ implementation. 
 
Indeed, whilst Historic England appear to have endorsed the general thrust of the assessment’s 
conclusions with regard to those sites where development could potentially affect the Grade I 
listed Church of St Katherine, it is clear from their formal consultation response, to the planning 
application addressing the proposed development of IR16, that development could be delivered 
on this ‘sensitive’ site without adversely affecting (causing harm to) the listed church.  
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Historic England’s response to the most recent application for IR16 for example, where they 
raise no objection, illustrates precisely how the MOLA report does not present a robust basis for 
the removal of ANY site from the Neighbourhood Planning process. 
 
Once again, we would welcome any further opportunity to comment on or discuss this matter 
in more detail, should you require. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Edmund Stratford BA (Hons) 

Senior Archaeologist 
Email: eddys@edp-uk.co.uk  
 


