
EXAMINATION OF THE IRCHESTER, KNUSTON AND LITTLE IRCHESTER 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2011-2031 

Examiner’s comments and questions 

I have completed my initial appraisal of the submitted Irchester, Knuston and 

Little Irchester Neighbourhood Plan and I have read the written representations 

made in response to the Regulation 16 consultation.  (In view of the length of the 

full title I will use the abbreviation ‘INP’ in this note and in my report.)  From this 

appraisal I have identified a number of issues upon which I require clarification 

and to this end I pose a number of questions to which I require responses by the 

Irchester Parish Council (IPC) as the ‘Qualifying Body’ for the preparation of the 

plan. 

In this note I set out the background considerations leading to my questions by 

the use of italic script.  Where appropriate I indicate the representation which 

has given rise to a particular comment and question.  I raise an issue only 

where I consider it possible that I may need to recommend that the plan be 

modified in order that it fully satisfies the basic conditions. 

The italicised comments in this document give an indication of my preliminary 

views on the listed topics.  The questions are then posed in such a way as to 

provide the IPC with an opportunity to respond either to the questions 

themselves or to my preliminary view(s) should that be considered 

appropriate.  My final conclusions and recommendations will be given in my 

formal report to the Wellingborough Borough Council at the end of the 

examination.  It is important that the examination is undertaken in an open 

and fair manner and any important documents will be made available on the 

Wellingborough Borough Council website for this plan.  

The legislation provides that, as a general rule, the examination is to take the 

form of the consideration of written representations but an examiner must 

cause a hearing to be held should it be considered necessary to ensure 

adequate examination of an issue.  At present this seems unlikely but I will 

confirm the position following receipt of the IPC written responses to the 

questions which follow.  

John R Mattocks, BSc DipTP MRTPI FRGS 

Examiner                 29 March 2018 

  



The comments and questions which follow are presented in plan order.  

General Comments 

The IPC is to be congratulated on the production of a well written and logically 

organised document.  In particular, the inclusion of a specific section on 

Implementation (Section 5) which sets out the Core Funding Priorities for the 

community is clear recognition of the requirement that statutory planning 

policies in a Neighbourhood Plan should relate only land use matters1 and 

decisions taken by the Local Planning Authority2.  This is entirely in line with 

Planning Practice Guidance3.  As a result the main focus of my examination will 

be on the extent to which the four plan policies meet the basic conditions. 

Nevertheless, certain detailed aspects relating to the intended implementation of  

the plan policies require clarification.  As the policies are to be used by 

Wellingborough Council to inform decisions on planning applications the advice in 

the Planning Policy Guidance is that they should be ‘clear and unambiguous’4.  

Furthermore, Policies 3 and 4 relating to the two allocated sites contain detailed 

criteria.  There should be ‘proportionate, robust evidence’ 5 to support the 

approach taken in the policies.  Evidence has been presented to substantiate the 

choice of the two allocated sites rather than others put forward for consideration 

during the ‘call for sites’ exercise, albeit that some of the assumptions used to 

inform that choice are challenged in representations.  However, there is no 

explicit indication either in the plan itself or in the key evidence base documents 

listed in Appendix D of the justification for a number of the detailed policy 

criteria.  I need to be satisfied that there is the necessary evidence to support 

those criteria. 

Questions 

Policy 1.  As worded in the submitted plan this is not a land-use policy in itself 

and it somewhat lacks clarity.  The second sentence stating that there is no 

settlement boundary for Knuston is a statement of fact which would be better 

placed in the explanatory text.  The reference to the ‘purpose of defining where 

open countryside and rural settlement policies apply’ only makes sense when 

read with the penultimate (unnumbered) paragraph on page 31.  The reference 

is to policies 11 and 13 in the NNJPU Joint Core Strategy (JCS).  Also, the 

following (final) paragraph reads as policy but relates to only one part of JCS 

Policy 11 and it is not clear to what the words ‘other Development Plan Policy’ is 

intended to apply. 

Q1. Would the IPC please comment on the following suggestion for a re-

wording of Policy 1 to make more explicit reference to the JCS policies which will 

apply to land within the settlement boundaries:- 

                                                           
1
 Section 38A(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended by the Localism Act 2011)  

2
 NPPF, paragraph 183 

3
 Ref. ID. 41-004-20140306 

4
 Ref ID: 41-041-20140306 

5
 PPG, ref ID: 41-040-20160211 



Within the settlement boundaries for Irchester and Little Irchester, as shown on 

the Policy Map Insets (Figures 6 and 7), small-scale infill development will be 

permitted subject to the requirements of Joint Core Strategy Policy 11.2(b) 

together with the sites allocated in Policies 3 and 4 of this plan. 

and for the supporting text to read:- 

All areas outside the defined settlement boundaries, including Knuston village, 

will be treated as lying within the open countryside where Joint Core Strategy 

Policy 11.2(d) applies and rural exceptions will be considered under Joint Core 

Strategy Policy 13. 

Q2. In the final paragraph on page 31 there is reference to previously 

developed land.  Although priority is given to the development of ‘brownfield’ 

sites in JCS Policy 6 in line with national policy there is no reference to it in JCS 

Policy 2.  Are there areas of previously developed land within the settlement 

boundaries which it is envisaged might be brought forward for development 

within the plan period which would be of a larger scale than ‘small-scale 

infilling’? 

Policy 2.  The introduction to this policy refers to both JCS policies 2 and 3 (there 

is an error in the text:  Policy 2 deals with the Historic Environment and Policy 3 

with Landscape Character, not the other way around).  The first part of INP 

Policy 2 relates to heritage assets but from the reference to ‘historic landscape 

views’ in part ii. it is not clear whether these are of significance for landscape 

character (JCS Policy 3) or the setting of the heritage assets (JCS Policy 2).  In 

representation 018 it is suggested that there should be a separate policy on 

landscape setting. 

Q3. Are there any ‘key views and vistas’ into and out of the settlement which 

are not included in those mentioned in part ii. of INP Policy 2?  Would it be 

possible to provide a plan, which might be included within the INP, to show 

where are all of the views and vistas to be protected under the policy?  Might 

those which are of landscape significance be distinguished from those of historic 

significance (setting of heritage asset)? 

Q4. Is it considered that the submitted studies (Historic Landscape Assessment 

and Landscape Character Appraisal) provide adequately robust and 

proportionate evidence to justify the degree of specification of the views and 

vistas?  

Q5. The point is made in representation 018 that there is a distinction in the 

NPPF between designated and non-designated assets.  What regard has been 

had to that aspect of national policy?  The list in part I of INP Policy 2 relates 

mainly to designated assets but are the ‘archaeological remains’ to which the 

last bullet point relates designated or non-designated?   Related to that, would it 

be possible to include in the plan a list of non-designated heritage assets as 

suggested by the NCC Archaeological Service)?  Is it considered appropriate to 



include non-designated assets in the monitoring measure listed in paragraph 

3.2.2 at the bottom of page 28? (Rep. No. 021) 

Policies 3 and 4.   These are highly prescriptive policies with a number of the 

criteria reading more as planning conditions than policies. As I indicate in the 

introduction to this note I require further information on the justification for 

these criteria.  This is in the light of Government guidance that policy provisions 

should not impose such requirements or restrictions on development that they 

might have a negative effect on the viability and deliverability of development.  

This is irrespective of the representations submitted in support of the plan on 

behalf of the landowners and developers. (Rep. Nos. 013, 016, 017, 019) 

Q6. The first part of both policies commence with the words ‘The development 

shall be laid out in accordance with the zonal drawing provided at Figure ..’.  In 

view of that requirement is it necessary for the first two bullet points in Policy 3 

and the first point in Policy 4 to repeat in words those elements which are clearly 

shown on the relevant drawings?  Related to the above:- 

a. What is the basis for requiring, in the first bullet point of Policy 3, that the 

access from Austin Close should continue in a straight line across the existing 

POS to the field beyond? 

b. The County Highways department state that to serve the development 

Austin Close and Arkwright Road would need to have a carriageway width of 5.5 

m. with two 1.8 m. footways.  Would that involve any land acquisition beyond 

existing highway limits?  Has the possibility of a second access to Station Road 

been discounted?  (The zonal drawing appears to preclude this possibility, even 

in the longer term) 

c. What is the justification for requiring provision to be made in the layout 

(Policy 3, criterion i., bullet point 7 and criterion x.) for possible further 

development to the south?   Has the acceptability of access by way of a very 

long cul-de-sac been investigated?  If there was to be such development might it 

not be better accessed from Station Road?  

Q7. Provision of Public Open Space.  The third bullet point in both Policies 3 and 

4 is that ‘Public Open Space shall be provided on site in accordance with adopted 

standards published by the Borough Council of Wellingborough.’  To what 

document is that intended to refer?  If it is the document included in the 

evidence base: ‘Open Space Assessment and Strategy’ that is not an ‘adopted’  

planning document and, therefore, a statutory plan policy cannot require 

compliance with it.   It appears that the statutory standards for open space 

provision are in ‘saved’ Wellingborough Local Plan Policy L7 although these are 

to be replaced in due course by the emerging Part 2 Local Plan Policy GI4.  

Moreover, even that policy uses the term ‘based on’ the standards in Table 5.1.  

Those plan standards are yet to be subject to testing at examination.  In the 

circumstances, for this aspect to meet the basic conditions, would the QB be 

content with a wording such as: ‘Public Open Space shall be provided on site in 

terms of its quality, quantity and accessibility to meet the needs of the 



population generated by the development’?  Such a wording would provide 

flexibility for interpretation in the light of standards pertaining at the time of any 

decision on a planning application. 

Q8. Policy 3 criterion i., fifth bullet point. This refers to management of the land 

by the Parish Council.  Who manages land is not a land-use matter.  Might this 

not state, simply, that access should be provided from the access road off Austin 

Close?  It could be stated in the supporting text that this is to enable ongoind 

maintenance of the Public Open Space. 

Q9.  Policy 3 criterion i., final bullet.  There are statutory procedures for the 

closure or diversion of public footpaths.  Is it necessary to say this? 

Q10.  Policy 3 criterion ii.  I read in representation nos. 016 and 017 that an 

acoustic study has been carried out and established that noise from the railway 

can be adequately mitigated.  Exactly how that is done would be a matter for 

consideration at planning application stage. Why then is a ‘proposed landscape 

noise buffer’ shown on the Zonal Drawing Figure 8 along the base of the railway 

embankment?  There is no mention of this in the policy.  

Q11.   Policy 3 criterion iii. and Policy 4 criterion ii.  The 2013 Rural Housing 

Needs Survey identified a housing need for only 39 dwellings in Irchester Parish.  

The JCS Policy 28 allocation of 150 dwellings appears to be more of a strategic 

nature meeting wider rural housing needs not exclusively those of Irchester.  

Bearing that in mind, what is the justification for relating the mix of housing to a 

parish housing needs survey rather than the criteria of JCS Policy 30? 

Q12.  Policy 3 criterion iv.  My attention has been drawn through representation 

006 to the site assessment work published in October 2010 for the Preferred 

Options Stage of the abandoned Site Allocations DPD.  This site includes IR11 for 

which, in Appendix 3(e), it is stated that there are dense bushes, shrubbery and 

trees and that the site contains the protected flowering plant ‘Grey Mouse Ear’, 

although I note it is not a ‘European Protected Species’ as listed in Schedule 5 of 

the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010.  In view of the 

above, would criterion iv. result in an undue constraint on the development of 

the site? 

Q13.  Policy 3 criteria vi. and vii.  Are there any opportunities to ‘link’ to the 

wider settlement other than by the pedestrian access along the farm track?  Is 

criterion vii. not more of an informative note than a policy in itself?  It is not 

worded to suggest that permission should not be given if such access is not 

feasible.  

Q14.  Policy 3 criterion ix.  The first sentence in this criterion is a statement of 

fact, not policy.  Is there evidence on the use of the storage hut and the 

implications for the community should the hut not be re-located.  Has an 

alternative site been identified?  If not, would this result on a constraint on 

development? 

Q15.  Policy 3 criterion x.  See Q6(c).  Might this be combined with criterion i.? 



Q16.  Policy 4.  Highways requirements.  Criterion x. is vaguely worded.  Giving 

consideration to something is not a policy requirement.  The initial consultation 

response from the County Highways Authority suggested that a widening of 

Farndish Road would be a requirement and also expressed concerns about the 

effect of traffic flows through the village, suggesting that a relief road to 

Wollaston Road might be required.  Has the further work undertaken by Turley 

Associates demonstrated that any highways requirements can be satisfactorily 

met?  If so, might criterion x. include specific policy provision for any required 

highway improvement works as a pre-requisite of permission? 

Q17.  What is the justification for specifying in the second bullet point in criterion 

i. of Policy 4 that a secondary access point should be only for emergency access?  

What is the basis for there being only a single access point thus creating a cul-

de-sac development?  Does that not conflict with criterion ix. and, more 

generally, street design guidance which does not favour culs-de-sac? 

Q18.  Policy 4 criterion i., bullet point 4.  What is the justification for this 

provision?  How is it to be secured?  Such a requirement would not appear to 

meet the statutory requirements for a planning obligation because it is likely to 

be related in either scale or kind to the development to take place.  Is there 

evidence that a new community facility is likely to be required during the plan 

period?  If so, what consideration has been given to alternative sites? 

Q19.   Policy 4 criterion i., bullet point 5.  The provision of easements around  

water mains is subject to legislation other than the Town and Country Planning 

Acts.  What is the justification for this criterion in planning terms?  This also 

appears to overlap with criterion vi. to which the same comment applies.  Should 

this be relegated to an informative note in the text? 

Q20.  Policy 4 criterion i., bullet point 6.  What is the evidence to support the 

requirement for, specifically, a 5 m. wide landscape buffer?  How would the 

provision of such a buffer around three sides of the site, as shown on Figure 9, 

help to integrate it with the existing community?  Does it not conflict with 

criterion vii? 

Q21.  Policy 4 criterion x.  Is it considered sufficiently clear as to how this 

criterion is expected to be interpreted by a developer?  Is this considered a 

reasonable requirement when other options may present themselves? 

Other matters arising from representations.  Although it is not generally 

necessary or appropriate for the Qualifying Body to respond directly to the 

representations made at the Regulation 16 stage, in the interests of fairness I 

consider that the IPC should be given an opportunity to respond to any points 

which were not raised, and therefore could not be considered by them, during 

the Regulation 14 consultation.  In that respect, it appears that 

Northamptonshire County Council as the Local Flood Authority has only now 

made representation (No. 008) suggesting the inclusion of an additional policy 

on flood risk.  In view of that:- 



Q22.  Would the IPC wish to respond to the representation by the Local Flood 

Authority?               


