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31st January 2018 
 
Policy and Regeneration 
Borough of Wellingborough 
 

By email only to policyandregeneration@wellingborough.gov.uk 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Irchester Neighbourhood Plan: Regulation 16 Consultation January - February 2018 
 
We are objecting to the above Plan on behalf of Barwood Strategic Land II LLP and Miss J.P. and 
Mr. R. Redden, who control land to the west of High Street, Irchester, as shown on the attached red 
line plan.  
 
This land was within option 1 of the zones for development (the northern zone) described in the 
Neighbourhood Plan Stage 1 consultation in 2014. Residential development of the land for up to 59 
dwellings was the subject of a dismissed appeal in January 2017. 
 
Notwithstanding this appeal decision, we have four main objections to the Plan: 
 

1. Both of the locations now proposed for housing development have previously been shown 
to have significant constraints and we therefore question whether they are sustainable or 
suitable, available and achievable/viable as housing sites, as required by the National 
Planning Policy Framework (the NPPF). Furthermore, the evidence base to justify these 
proposed development locations instead of our clients’ land is inadequate; 
 

2. The MOLA heritage report which forms part of the evidence base is flawed and it has led 
the Neighbourhood Plan into error in excluding our clients’ site from the Plan. The first round 
of consultation, whilst inconclusive, ruled this site in, not out. We ask for it to be included 
again and we are happy to work with the Neighbourhood Plan Group to clarify heritage 
matters; 
 

3. The merits of our clients’ proposals for sustainable housing development of their land have 
not been understood in the Neighbourhood Plan process. In particular, the scheme for 59 
dwellings, although dismissed at appeal on particular heritage grounds, had in fact 
specifically addressed the only objections raised by an earlier appeal Inspector and 
furthermore it attracted no objection from Historic England, yet these factors appear to have 
been disregarded; and 
 

4. The Plan is not in conformity with the adopted Joint Core Strategy which allows for more 
than 150 dwellings to be allocated to Irchester. 

 
In more detail, our objections are described below. 
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1. The Constraints of the Proposed Locations 
 
The locations now proposed for development within the Plan are flawed in that they have the 
following constraints, many of which were identified in the previously published background 
documents listed below and which cast doubt on whether they are sustainable or suitable, available 
and achievable/viable as housing sites: 
 

 The Site Specific Proposals DPD Background Paper ‘Rural Housing Sites’, prepared by the 
Borough Council of Wellingborough in 2010; and  
 

 The Highways Assessment prepared for the Neighbourhood Plan Group by 
Northamptonshire County Council, as highway authority, in 2014. 
 

Furthermore, whilst we are aware of the 2017 evidence base documents on the Neighbourhood 
Plan website, to our knowledge there is no publicly available site specific evidence base to 
demonstrate that the sites are technically unconstrained in terms of landscape and visual impact, 
archaeology and heritage, access, ecology, noise, drainage, ground conditions or utilities. 
 
Policy 3 land off Austin Close 
 
The above background documents indicate this site has the following constraints: 

 The loss of significant amounts of dense vegetation, offering significant habitat potential for 
a variety of species; 

 High levels of background noise from the nearby railway line; 

 The loss of a formal public open space and grassed playing field with skateboard ramps, 
which we understand is owned and maintained by Irchester Parish Council; 

 Potentially significant visual impacts on users of the open space and public rights of way 
crossing the site; 

 Concern about the gradient of the only possible vehicular access, off Austin Close; 

 Austin Close is also part of an already large cul-de-sac development (Arkwright Close, off 
Station Road); and 

 Potential archaeological importance, with medieval finds having been made just outside it. 
 
Policy 4 land south of James Street 
 
The first of the above background documents notes that this site has extensive archaeology which 
does not appear to have been investigated. 
 
The second of the background documents confirms that road access improvements are required 
and indeed that a relief road around the south of the village may be required if it is developed. 
 
Development of this site also has the potential to affect existing public views of the St Katherine’s 
Church spire and thereby potentially affect the setting and significance of this designated heritage 
asset. It will also extend the built up form of the village in a piecemeal fashion – the site is not 
visually or functionally integrated with the adjoining development and there are no existing footpath 
links to ease such integration. 
 

2. The Evidence Base 
 
A key part of the evidence base is a Heritage Report written by MOLA. A summary of our concerns 
about the document is as follows (and for more detail also see the letter from EDP of 21 April 2016, 
copy attached): 
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 From the outset, it is clear that the MOLA report has not been prepared in accordance with 
either current national policy or guidance addressing the conservation and management of 
the historic environment; 

 

 Indeed, the methodology employed in its production is irrelevant to the heritage issues it 
attempts to address and does not follow the correct industry standards pertaining to the 
historic environment and setting issues in England - instead it uses a methodology devised 
for the assessment of registered landscapes in Wales (ASIDOHL2) in combination with 
inappropriate Environmental Impact Assessment criteria; 

 

 Further to this, the Report’s conclusions with respect to our clients’ land are at odds with 
Historic England’s (HE) own response to the appeal scheme described above, where no 
objections to the proposals were raised by HE. On this basis, it is likely that the Report 
presents a similarly flawed assessment of all the locations proposed for housing in the Plan; 

 

 Therefore, the Report is far from being an objective assessment that provides a robust 
evidence base to determine the direction of residential growth in Irchester Parish; 

 

 As a result of inherent weaknesses in the methodologies employed – and therefore clear 
deficiencies in the conclusions reached insofar as they relate to the historic environment - it 
is apparent that little or no weight should be attributed to the document as an evidence base 
to support the neighbourhood planning process; and 

 

 The Neighbourhood Plan Group’s reliance upon the MOLA Heritage Report in making its 
decisions on strategic growth directions is unsound and should be re-examined. 

 
3. Our Clients’ Proposals 

 
We are disappointed that the merits of our clients’ proposals for housing development of their land 
have not been properly understood in the Neighbourhood Plan process. Whilst the most recent 
appeal was dismissed there are alternative residential schemes which would address the concerns 
raised by the appeal Inspector and which could be considered in discussion with the 
Neighbourhood Plan Group.  
 
We consider our clients’ land could accommodate sustainable development which would provide 
significant benefits for the village and meet the requirements of the NPPF for housing sites to be 
suitable, available and achievable/viable.  
 
It is clear through Barwood’s proactive stance in relation to this site that housing  
would be provided on this land if it is chosen as one of the allocated sites. The same cannot be said 
of the currently proposed housing sites due to the constraints listed above, the lack of active 
promotion by any developer of those land parcels and the continued absence of any planning 
applications for their development. The Neighbourhood Plan process is redundant if it chooses 
locations which are not deliverable. 
 

4. Conformity with the Core Strategy 
 
Even if the two sites allocated for housing in the Plan are found to be deliverable and viable, the 
Joint Core Strategy (policy 29) allows for more than 150 dwellings in Irchester and there is no 
evidence to suggest that a higher number (inclusion of the 59 dwellings most recently proposed on 
our clients’ site would only result in 209 dwellings in total) would be unsustainable. Such a 
conclusion was also reached by the Inspector who determined the recent appeal in Irchester for 
150 dwellings at Station Road. A copy is attached and the Inspector’s relevant findings are at 
paragraph 20. 
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Indeed, there is evidence, in the form of Cristina Howick’s proof of evidence from 2014 (a copy of 
which is also attached) that the allocation of a higher number than 150 dwellings would be more 
sustainable and have significant socio-economic benefits for the village in addressing the following, 
all of which are evident from comparison of 2001 and 2011 Census data: 

 A declining and ageing population; and 

 A decline in the working age population and a decline in the number of school age children. 
 
The Plan is therefore not in conformity with the Core Strategy.  
 
Conclusion  
 
For all the above reasons the draft Plan fails to have proper regard to national policies and advice, 
including NPPF paragraphs 16 and 184. It also fails to contribute fully to the achievement of 
sustainable development and is not in conformity with the adopted Joint Core Strategy. 
  
The Plan does not therefore meet all the ‘basic conditions’ required of it under the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 and should be revised to allow for the inclusion of our clients’ site for 
housing development. 
 
We trust our objections will be duly considered and that the Plan will be revised accordingly.  
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Tim Coleby 
Senior Associate 
 
For and on behalf of 
PETER BRETT ASSOCIATES LLP 
 

 


