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Summary of main findings 

0.1 It is a requirement of the Localism Act that this report should contain a 

summary of its main findings.  The reasons for each of the recommendations are 

given in the following sections of the report. 

0.2 The principal findings in this report are that the draft plan, subject to the 

modifications recommended in this report, meets the basic conditions as set out 

in the Town and Country Planning 1990 Act (as amended), does not breach and 

is otherwise compatible with EU obligations and is compatible with Convention 

Rights. 

0.3 It is recommended that the plan, as modified, be submitted to a 

referendum and that the referendum area need not be extended beyond that of 

the neighbourhood area.  Six recommendations are made for modifications to 

the plan policies and text.  The main points in summary are:- 

 Policy 1 should include a summary of the policy provisions including that 

applying for previously developed land in Irchester with revisions to the 

supporting text;  

 Policy 2 to distinguish between designated and non-designated heritage assets 

and to include reference to a new plan showing the roads and footpaths from 

which views of St. Katharine’s Church spire are obtained indicating the 

sensitivity to change;  

 Certain criteria in both Policies 3 and 4 should be amended to be somewhat 

less prescriptive, to clarify the status of Figures 8 and 9 and the application of 

individual policy requirements; 

 To add a text reference to flood risk.   
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Section 1 - Introduction 

Appointment 

1.01 I have been appointed by the Borough Council of Wellingborough (BCW), 

acting as the Local Planning Authority (LPA), under the provisions of the Town 

and Country Planning Act 1990, as amended by the Localism Act 2011, to carry 

out an independent examination of the Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester 

Neighbourhood Plan 2011-2031 (INP) as submitted to the LPA on 21st December 

2017.  The BCW carried out publicity for the proposed plan for a period of 6 

weeks between 10th January and 23rd February 2018 giving details of how 

representations might be made, in accordance with Regulation 16 of the 

Neighbourhood Plans (General) Regulations 2012 (‘the 2012 Regulations’)1.  I 

was sent the documentation required under Regulation 17 on 1st March 2018 

including copies of all of the representations received under Regulation 16.  The 

examination commenced formally on 13th March 2018.  I have taken that 

documentation and all of the representations into account in carrying out the 

examination, along with additional material submitted during the examination as 

listed in Appendix 3 to this report. 

1.02 I am a Chartered Town Planner (Member of the Royal Town Planning 

Institute) with over 45 years post-qualification professional experience in local 

and central government and latterly as a sole practitioner specialising in 

development plan policy work.  I am independent of the Irchester Parish Council 

(‘the Parish Council’ – IPC) and of the Local Planning Authority.  I have no land 

interests in any part of the plan area.  

  

                                                           
1
 All subsequent reference to a Regulation followed by a number is a reference to the 2012 Regulations. 
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My role as an examiner 

1.03 The terms of reference for the independent examination of a 

Neighbourhood Development Plan are statutory.  They are set out in the 

Localism Act 2011 and in the 2012 Regulations. As an examiner I must consider 

whether the plan meets what are called ‘the basic conditions’2.  In summary, 

these require me to consider:- 

 whether, having regard to national policies and to advice contained in 

guidance issued by the Secretary of State, it would be appropriate to 

make the plan; 

 whether the making of the plan would contribute to the achievement of 

sustainable development; 

 whether the making of the plan would be in general conformity with the 

strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area; 

and to ensure that:- 

 the making of the plan would not breach, and would otherwise be 

compatible with EU obligations relating to Strategic Environmental and 

Habitats Assessment and that the plan would be compatible with 

Convention rights, within the meaning of the Human Rights Act 1998; and 

 that ‘prescribed conditions’ would be met and ‘prescribed matters’ would 

be complied with in plan preparation and submission.   

1.04 Legislation requires that my report on the draft plan should contain one of 

the following recommendations:- 

 a)   that the draft plan is submitted to a referendum, or 

 b)   that modifications are made to the draft plan and the modified plan is 

submitted to a referendum, or 

c) that the proposal for the plan is refused. 

I may make recommendations for modifications which I consider need to be 

made to secure that the plan meets the basic conditions or for compatibility with 

EU obligations and (Human Rights) Convention Rights.  The only other 

modifications which I may recommend are those to correct errors. 

                                                           
2
 These are set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as introduced 

in Schedule 10 of the Localism Act 2011) 
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Section 2 – Statutory compliance and procedural matters 

2.01 After a six-week consultation period, the Borough Council of 

Wellingborough formally designated the Parish of Irchester as a Neighbourhood 

Area on 4th December 2012.  The submitted plan relates solely to the designated 

area and has been submitted by the IPC as the ‘qualifying body’.   

2.02   The title of the plan is given on the front sheet as the Irchester, Knuston 

and Little Irchester Neighbourhood Plan 2011-2031 with a sub-title ‘Submission 

Version’ and date of December 2017.   The statutory requirement3, that the plan 

‘must specify the period for which it is to have effect’, has been met.   The plan 

does not include provision about development which is ‘excluded development’.   

A plan showing the area to which the Neighbourhood Plan relates has been 

submitted as required by Regulation 15(1)(a). 

2.03  The legislation states that the ‘general rule’ is that the examination of 

the issues by the examiner should take the form of the consideration of written 

representations.  However, an examiner must hold a hearing ‘for the purpose of 

receiving oral representations about an issue’ where he or she considers a 

hearing ‘is necessary to ensure adequate examination of the issue or a person 

has a fair chance to put a case’4.   Before deciding whether a hearing would be 

required, on 29th March 2018 I issued a list of written questions seeking 

clarification and further information by way of justification for the plan policies. I 

received an initial response from the plan steering group by email on 19th April 

confirmed at a meeting of the Parish Council on 25th April.  On the basis of those 

responses I confirmed by email dated 23rd April that a public hearing would not 

be required.  I will be referring to my questions and the written responses to 

them throughout this report which is structured along similar lines. 

2.04 I visited Irchester on Monday 16th April 2018, approaching through Little 

Irchester.  I walked around the village looking at each of the allocated housing 

sites and used public footpaths to obtain a full appreciation of the nature of the 

area and of the setting of Irchester including views into and out of the village 

and those of St. Katharine’s church spire from Chester Road.  Unfortunately, the 

closure of the railway bridge meant that I was unable to view Knuston but no 

issues have been raised in respect of the plan policy relating to that village.  

                                                           
3
 These statutory requirements are to be found in Section 38B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 

amended by the Localism Act 2011),   
4
 Paragraph 9 of Schedule 4B to the 1990 Act (as in reference 1 above) 
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2.05 The IPC have submitted a Basic Conditions Statement in accordance with 

the Regulations5.  It includes a section on conformity with the statutory 

requirements for Neighbourhood Plans and, in Section 4, an assessment against 

the basic conditions including tables detailing conformity of the four plan policies 

with national policies (the NPPF) and the North Northamptonshire Joint Core 

Strategy (NNJCS) which represent the ‘strategic policies of the development 

plan’.  There are also tables to show compatibility with the economic, social and 

environmental strands of sustainable development drawing attention to the 

Sustainability Assessment undertaken for the plan. This is a helpful analysis 

which I have taken into account although it is necessary for me to consider the 

implications and effectiveness of plan policies in rather more detail especially in 

terms of individual elements of Government policy.  

The Human Rights Act and EU Obligations 

2.06 Paragraphs 4.10 and 4.11 in the Basic Conditions Statement deal only 

with compatibility with Environmental Assessment and Habitats Directives and 

Regulations.  There is no reference to the European Convention on Human 

Rights, as incorporated into UK law by the Human Rights Act 1998.  I, therefore, 

raised the matter with the IPC and received the following statement by e-mail on 

the 23rd March 2018:- 

The plan has been prepared having regard to the European Convention on Human Rights 

and it is considered that the plan in no way breaches and is compatible with human 

rights obligations. The plan has a land use focus and does not affect the specific rights 

and freedoms guaranteed under the convention and has assisted in ensuring fair and 

equal treatment through inclusive and open consultation as set out in the Consultation 

Statement. The plan does not discriminate against any groups within the community. 

No representations have been made concerning this aspect.  Furthermore, from 

my own assessment I have no reason to disagree with the IPC statement as 

above.  I conclude that the approach taken in the plan is fully compatible with, 

and does not breach, Convention Rights. 

2.07 The position with regard to screening under the Environmental 

Assessment Regulations6 is a little complicated.  Draft screening reports were 

consulted upon in February and March 2017, after the Regulation 14 draft plan 

consultation.  The draft determinations were that it was unlikely that there would 

be significant environmental effects arising from Neighbourhood Plan and that 

                                                           
5
 Regulation 15(1)(d) 

6
 The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 
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there was no requirement for full Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) to 

be undertaken.  However, Historic England, in their consultation response7 

expressed the view that the proposed development of land to the south of James 

Street (Policy 4) would be likely to have a significant effect on the environment, 

specifically its effect on the setting of the Grade I listed St Katharine’s Church 

and that an SEA would be required.  As a result further Heritage Assessment 

work was undertaken, discussions took place and changes made to the wording 

to draft Policy 4 in consultation with Historic England.  By letter dated 11 October 

2017 Historic England stated that they had ‘no further comments to make’.  The 

final determination under Regulation 9(1) of the Environmental Assessment 

Regulations is given in paragraph 3.17 of the Screening Report (Doc. SUB3) in 

the same terms as the draft determination.  That document, dated December 

2017, relates to the plan as submitted under Regulation 15 of the 2012 

Regulations. 

2.08   Although there is no specific requirement for a Neighbourhood Plan to be 

subject to full SEA it is, in my experience, unusual for a plan which includes site 

allocations for such as assessment not to be undertaken.  I have, therefore, 

scrutinised the approach taken, particularly the conclusions reached as stated in 

Table 3 under paragraph 3.8 in the Screening Report.  The scale of housing 

development proposed accords with that stated in the Joint Core Strategy (JCS) 

which was itself subject to SA/SEA.  Also the two sites proposed in this plan may 

reasonably be regarded as determining ‘the use of a small area at local level’8.   

A Sustainability Appraisal (Doc. HIS4) with a Heritage Update (Doc. SUB3, 

Appendix 6) informed and assisted in the determination that there would be no 

significant environmental effects arising from the plan.  On this basis, I am 

satisfied that the EU Obligation9 for Environmental Assessment has been met. 

2.09 Initial screening under the Habitats Regulations10 was undertaken at the 

same time as that for the Environmental Assessment and the conclusions and 

formal determination are contained in part 4 of the ‘screening opinion’ 

document.  The Neighbourhood Plan area includes a small part of the Upper 

Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special Protection Area (SPA) with other sections to the 

north and west within 15 km. of the area boundary.  The plan does not propose 

                                                           
7
 Letter dated 2 May 2017 

8
 Environmental Assessment Regulations 2004, Regulation 5(6)(a) 

9
 European Directive 2001/42/EC 

10
 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010, Regulation 102 
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any housing or other development in excess of that provided for in the adopted 

Joint Core Strategy which itself was subject to an Appropriate Assessment under 

the Habitats Regulations.  JCS Policy 4 provides a mitigation strategy through 

financial contributions to provide a package of measures to mitigate impact.  A 

more detailed mechanism is set out in a Supplementary Planning Document 

(SPD)11. 

2.10  Natural England responded to the Regulation 14 consultation on the draft 

neighbourhood plan by proposing revisions to both INP Policies 3 and 4 to 

include reference to the provision of a financial contribution towards mitigating 

impacts on the SPA in accordance with JCS policy 4 and the SPD.  It is on that 

basis that Natural England responded12 to the consultation on the screening 

report stating that ‘the plan would not be likely to result in a significant effect on 

any European Site, either alone or in combination and therefore no further 

assessment work would be required.’  The formal determination contained in 

paragraph 4.19 of the screening report does not repeat the statutory wording 

concluding only that ‘there is no need for further Appropriate Assessment’ cross-

referencing to the Natural England consultation response.  Nevertheless, it is 

clearly the case that any possible effect on the SPA relates to the quantum of 

development within the plan area rather than any location-specific considerations 

and that the mitigation strategy should ensure there would be no likely 

significant effect on the SPA.  Accordingly, I am satisfied that the submitted plan 

is compatible with EU environmental obligations and meets the basic condition 

prescribed by section 1 of Schedule 2 to the Habitats Regulations.   

  

                                                           
11

 The Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special Protection Area SPD 
12

 Letter dated 4 April 2017 
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Section 3 - Preparation of the plan and the pre-submission consultation  

processes 

3.01 As required by legislation13, the IPC have submitted a Consultation 

Statement.  It sets out in detail the chronology of plan preparation from 2012 

onwards, with the first community consultation events held in April and May 2013.  

Consultants were appointed and a site search and assessments undertaken in the 

first part of 2014.  Significantly there were two consultation stages in May 2014 

and September 2015 leading to the choice of preferred housing sites.  From this I 

can see that the public consultation processes were very thorough and have led on 

the whole, to a fair degree of consensus within the community about the contents 

of the plan. 

3.02 A formal consultation14 on the draft plan took place between 16th September 

and 28th October 2016 and included two ‘drop-in’ sessions at Irchester library.  In 

accordance with the requirements of Regulation 15, the Consultation Statement 

includes a list of those consulted (Table 2).  Responses by the Parish Council to 

the representations submitted during the consultation indicating how they were 

addressed in preparing the plan for submission to the local planning authority for 

examination is included as Appendix D to the Statement.   The statutory 

requirements for the preparation of the Consultation Statement have been met.    

  

                                                           
13

 The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012,  Regulations 15(1)(b) and 15(2) 
14

 In accordance with Regulation 14 
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Section 4 -  The Plan, meeting the basic conditions 

4.01  This section of my report sets out my conclusions on the extent to which 

the submitted plan meets those basic conditions which are set out in the first 

three bullet points in paragraph 1.03 above.  If I conclude that the inclusion of a 

policy in the plan means that, as submitted, it does not meet one or more of the 

basic conditions, I recommend a modification to the plan policy in order to 

ensure that the plan, taken as a whole, does meet those conditions.  Where such 

a recommendation is made this is identified by the use of bold text followed by 

the recommendation number.  The recommendations themselves are listed in 

Appendix 1 to this report.  

4.02  As indicated in section 2 above I posed a number of questions about 

aspects of the plan which required clarification or further comment and 

justification by the Parish Council.  From this I have identified two main issues.  

The first is whether the evidence in support of the choice of two allocated 

housing sites in comparison with other suggested sites, in particular a site to the 

north of Irchester off Chester Road (IR16), is proportionate and sufficiently 

robust and whether the sites are likely to be deliverable within the plan period in 

order to satisfy the requirements of the NNJCS.  The second main issue is 

whether the plan policies are sufficiently clear and unambiguous for them to be 

applied consistently and with confidence in the determination of planning 

applications15 and, linked to that, whether the specific and detailed requirements 

set out in the policy criteria have been adequately justified.  

THE MAIN PLANNING ISSUES          

Main planning issue 1 – The evidence to support the allocation of housing sites in 

Policies 3 and 4 and the consideration of alternative sites.   

4.03  The planning policy context for the scale of housing development 

considered appropriate for Irchester is set by the adopted NNJCS.  The village 

lies within a rural area where the strategy is to limit development to meet locally 

arising needs16.  Irchester is one of the four largest villages in Wellingborough 

Borough17. Table 5 on page 137 of the JCS shows a requirement for 150 

dwellings over the plan period of 2011-31.  That is linked to Policy 29 wherein it 

                                                           
15

 PPG reference ID: 41-041-20140306 
16

 NNJCS paragraph 5.12 and Policy 11.2(c) 
17

 NNJCS Table 1: Spatial Roles 
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is stated that housing development in excess of identified requirements will only 

(my emphasis) be permitted where tested and supported through Part 2 Local 

Plans or Neighbourhood Plans.  It is also stated in JCS Policy 29 that 

neighbourhood plans may contain phasing policies to ensure that development 

plan opportunities are not used up early in the plan period. 

4.04 BCW have indicated their acceptance of the plan as being in general 

conformity with the strategic policies in the adopted Development Plan.  Contrary 

to the views expressed as part of representation 00618, I agree.  It might well be 

the case, as suggested in a 2016 appeal decision19, that a marginal over-

provision of housing above a strategic requirement which is stated to be a 

minimum20 would not seriously undermine the objectives of the JCS.  However, 

the fact of the matter is that the local community in Irchester have not 

evidenced a local housing need over and above that provided for in the NNJCS.  

Indeed, I am informed21 that the figure of 150 dwellings over 20 years is derived 

by rolling forward the need for 39 dwellings identified in the 2013 Local Housing 

Needs Survey.  The neighbourhood plan does not ‘support’ a higher housing 

provision figure.  Moreover, national policy22 provides only that neighbourhood 

plans should not promote less development than that set out in the Local Plan.  I 

find no conflict with any basic condition in that regard. 

4.05 The formal determination that an Appropriate Assessment under the 

Habitats Regulations was not required for this plan23 was taken at least in part 

on the basis that such an Assessment had been undertaken at the strategic level 

taking account of the potential effects on the nearby SPA of pressures arising 

from the development of 150 houses in Irchester, in combination with other 

developments proposed in the NNJCS.  The mitigation package put in place is 

related to the overall scale of proposed development.  I consider that if the level 

of housing development in Irchester was to be increased by as much as 40%, as  

suggested by representation 006, then further HRA work would almost certainly 

be required.  That would be best undertaken as part of the local plan review 

process looking at all options for development beyond 2031. 

  

                                                           
18

 By Peter Brett Associates on behalf of Barwood Strategic Land II LLP and Miss J P and Mr R Redden 
19

 PINS ref. APP/H2835/W/15/3136236  (Evidence Base APP3) 
20

 NNJCS paragraph 9.8 but not in Policy 28 itself 
21

 In the IPC response to my questions 
22

 NPPF, paragraph 184 
23

 See paragraphs 2.11 in this report 
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4.06 In terms of the suitability, availability and deliverability of the two allocated 

sites is concerned, it is necessary for there to be proportionate, robust evidence to 

support the choices made24 and to establish that the sites are deliverable.25  

Representation has been made that to the effect that a site to the west of Chester 

Road to the north of the village (given the reference IR16 in analysis work) has 

been excluded on the basis of a flawed methodology26 for an assessment of the 

effect of development on the setting of the listed St Katharine’s Church.  In 

particular it is claimed that there has been no robust site comparison using an 

approach recognised in national policy and guidance on the balancing process for 

judging the potential effect of development on heritage assets. 

4.07 Almost identical arguments were made in representations on the plan at 

the Regulation 14 consultation stage and were fully considered by the Parish 

Council.  I consider that the IPC were justified in relying, in part on the revised, 

March 2016, MOLA Historic Landscape Assessment because it had been ‘signed 

off’ by Historic England as representing a robust assessment.  Furthermore, a 

Sustainability Appraisal dated February 2017 includes an assessment of all of the 

possible sites for housing development (referenced IR1-16, some combined) 

against a wide variety of objectives, not simply the effect on heritage assets 

although there is an April 2017 update relating to those specific aspects.  It 

supports the choice of the allocations made on wider sustainability grounds. 

4.08 A basic condition is that the plan should contribute to the achievement of 

sustainable development.  In that regard, in so far as the protection of heritage 

assets is an important objective, whatever methodology is used it would be 

difficult to conclude other than that the two chosen sites will have less of an 

impact on the setting of the listed church than the Chester Road site if only as a 

result of its proximity to the church.  To my mind that would apply whatever site 

layout might be devised.  To require detailed consideration of every possible 

layout on each proposed allocated site in order to make proper comparison 

would simply not be feasible and far from a ‘proportionate’ approach.  

Furthermore, ensuring that views of the church spire are retained or even 

enhanced, falls more within the realms of protecting the character of the village 

and the part those views play within it.  On my site visit I paid particular 

attention to the approach to the village from the north along Chester Road and 

as seen from the footpath leading from the Country Park.  From that I have no 

                                                           
24

 PPG, Reference ID: 41-040-20160211   
25

 PPG, Reference ID: 41-005-20140306 
26

 Historic Landscape Assessment MOLA (Doc HIS1) and Heritage Update (Doc. HIS4) 
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doubt that development on site IR16 would have a harmful effect on that special 

village setting where a scatter of cottages forms the foreground to views of the 

imposing church tower.  I am in full accord with the conclusion of the Inspector 

in the most recent (January 2017) appeal decision in that respect (Doc. APP4). 

4.09 Deliverability.   I am aware that the plan steering group has been in on-

going discussions with site owners to establish that there is a reasonable 

prospect that the sites allocated under Policies 3 and 4 of the plan will be 

developed over the plan period in order to deliver the NNJPU requirement for 

150 dwellings 2011-31.  It is to be noted in that regard that there were 19 

housing completions between April 2011 and March 2017 as shown in Table 1 on 

page 25.  The site owners and agents with an interest in the two allocated sites 

have confirmed in representations that the sites are available and can be 

delivered.  Additional studies have been undertaken to establish that there are 

no major constraints which would prevent the development of the sites, for 

example on highways and access requirements.  Also, there appears to be no 

strategic policy requirement for the sites to be developed within the first five 

year period other than the general desirability of meeting locally identified 

housing need.  Flexibility is achieved through the commitment to monitoring and 

plan review as clearly stated in plan paragraphs 3.5 and 3.6. (Rep. No. 018)  

4.10 Taking all of the above factors into account, I am satisfied that the 

housing allocations in the plan are deliverable; that they will contribute to 

sustainable development consistent with the statutory development plan and 

national policy guidelines.  In other words, the plan meets the basic conditions in 

these respects.    

Main planning issue 2 – The clarity of policy wording and the justification for the 

detailed requirements in the criteria under Policies 3 and 4. 

4.11   The context for my consideration of this issue in relation to the basic 

conditions rests largely on the need for the plan, taken as a whole but with a 

focus on the policies themselves, to have had regard to national policies and 

advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State.  As stated in 

paragraph 183 of the NPPF the policies in a neighbourhood plan are used to 

make decisions on planning applications, that is by both the Local Planning 

Authority and by Inspectors or the Secretary of State on appeal.  Although the 

policies may also be used by the Parish Council in responding to consultations by 

the LPA that is not their primary purpose.  That means that policies phrased in 

terms that development will be ‘supported’ provided certain criteria are met can 
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only mean, in practice, that permission will be granted if that is the case.  That is 

why clarity in the policy wording is important. 

4.12 The policy criteria need to be fully justified by the evidence produced in 

support of the plan.  That evidence should be proportionate and robust27.  This is 

especially so where a policy sets detailed requirements which seek to control the 

nature, scale and form of development on a site.  As stated in paragraph 173 of 

the NPPF there should not be such policy burdens as to threaten the viability of a 

development. 

4.13 In the following paragraphs I consider the detailed wording of each of the 

four plan policies in turn.  In so doing I will take account of the responses made 

by the IPC to my written questions on relevant aspects. 

4.14 Policy 1: Settlement Boundary Policy. The identification of settlement 

boundaries is a long-established tool in planning for development within rural 

areas.  It provides certainty in decision-making and is clearly provided for within 

the adopted NNJCS.  Indeed, it is difficult to envisage the successful operation of 

the rural exceptions sites policy, JCS 13, without such a boundary.  For these 

reasons, I do not regard the drawing of such boundaries as representing an 

‘arbitrary’ restriction on sustainable development as suggested in Representation 

018. 

4.15 It is a matter of good practice that development plan policies should be 

self-explanatory and should not depend, for their interpretation, upon reference 

to other documents or policies.  It is also not necessary to say that one policy is 

subject to the provisions of another.  As the neighbourhood plan is part of the 

statutory development plan it is read alongside all other applicable development 

plan policies, in this case the NNJCS and saved Local Plan policies.  When it is 

adopted, those will be replaced by those in the Plan for the Borough of 

Wellingborough (PBW).  However, for the sake of completeness and general 

understanding there is no reason why attention should not be drawn to other 

relevant policies in the explanatory text to the plan. 

4.16 As explained in my comments on this policy related to written Question 1, 

Policy 1 is worded more as an explanation of how JCS policies are intended to be 

applied rather than being a policy statement in its own right.  I consider it 

important that, even if the intention is that JCS policy should be applied, the 

essence of that policy should be re-stated rather than simply cross-referenced, 

for the reasons given above. 

                                                           
27

 PPG, Reference ID: 41-040-20160211 
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4.17  I am obliged to the IPC for clarifying that there is a potential brownfield 

site (previously developed land) in Irchester village which would be more than 

small-scale infilling but that does require specific reference because JCS Policy 6 

applies only in urban areas and Policy 11(2) makes no reference to brownfield 

sites.  It is totally appropriate that a neighbourhood plan should add detail to 

existing policy and this is a case in point but it needs to be explicit.  Given the 

fact that Irchester is a large village I am content that such provision may be 

regarded as in general conformity with the strategic (JCS) policies.  In addition,  

national policy looks to prioritise the development of previously developed land.  

4.18 It is apparent that it is the intention to apply existing JCS policies and any 

which may emerge in the PBW to all areas outside the settlement boundaries, as 

‘open countryside’ which ‘designation’ washes over Knuston.  That is a matter 

which is more appropriate to the text.  JCS policy 11.2(d) is actually a cross-

reference to Policies 25 and 26.  JCS Policy 13 applying to rural exception sites is 

an important one but, again, it need not be referenced in the policy itself.  

Modifications to the wording of Policy 1 (Recommendation 1) and text 

(Recommendation 2) are recommended in order to provide the necessary 

policy clarity and thus to comply with national guidance. 

4.19 Policy 2: Heritage Policy.  This policy is given considerable emphasis in the 

plan as a whole given the importance of protecting the Grade I listed St 

Katharine’s church in particular but also the other designated assets mentioned 

in the policy.  It is stated in the introductory text to refer to JCS policies on both 

landscape character and historic landscape, which are policies 3 and 2 

respectively, not the other way round (error in text).  This has led to a 

representation that it would be better to have separate policies dealing with 

those two aspects.  The IPC have clarified, however, that the ‘key views and 

vistas’ mentioned in criterion ii of the policy are related primarily to the views 

obtained from outside the village, including gateways, towards the church spire 

and thus contributing to the significance of that heritage asset.  The roads and 

footpaths from which those views are obtained are classed as either highly or 

moderately sensitive to change and I agree that the application of the policy 

would be greatly facilitated by the inclusion of a plan, as supplied by the IPC, to 

be included in the plan in conjunction with Policy 2.  That would replace the 

description in criterion ii.  The terms ‘view’ and ‘vista’ are tautologous. 
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4.20 The policy has been criticised (Rep. No. 018) on the basis that regard has 

not been had to national policy on the consideration of development proposals 

affecting heritage assets, both designated and non-designated, as stated in 

paragraphs 132-135 of the NPPF.  That guidance applies in any event and 

crietrion i. of Policy 2 is clearly relating to the significance of the listed 

designated heritage assets.  However, the IPC have accepted that there should 

be a separate policy paragraph relating to non-designated assets, although they 

do not accept that they should be listed.  I agree that probably would be 

impracticable, as would monitoring applications affecting such assets (Rep. No. 

021).  However, for the policy to be properly applied there should be an 

indication in the text as to  where information about non-designated assets 

might be found.  It is not advisable to include specific cross-reference to NPPF 

paragraphs in policy because they are subject to change in the relatively short 

term. 

4.21 I recommend revisions to this policy to meet the points analysed above in 

order to ensure that the requirements are clear in order to meet the basic 

conditions.  Recommendation 3.   

4.22 Policies 3 and 4.   Both of these policies include lists of very specific 

requirements subject to which any development proposals will be ‘supported’.  

My comments in paragraph 4.11 above apply.  My written questions have been 

designed to ascertain whether evidence is available to justify these provisions. 

4.23 In response to my Question 6 the IPC accepted that as both policies require 

development on the sites to be laid out ‘in accordance with the zonal drawing 

provided at Figure ’ (8 or 9) those aspects shown on the diagram need not be  

repeated in words.  However, on further consideration and as discussed below, 

certain of the land-use arrangements shown on both Figures 8 and 9 cannot be 

regarded as absolute requirements.  I consider that the diagrams should be 

regarded as indicative with policy requirements as text.  Flexibility is required and I 

recommend some re-wording to achieve that.  The use of the word ‘shall’ in the 

policy is unduly prescriptive especially bearing in mind that precise areas, for 

example open space, cannot be determined at this time.  Flexibility is required.  On 

Figure 8 (Policy 3) the IPC have confirmed that the ‘proposed landscape noise 

buffer’ along the railway is but one option for mitigating railway noise whereas 

criterion ii. of the policy would provide for alternatives  and there is no mention of it 

in the policy.  As the matter is covered by criterion ii. of Policy 3 I recommend the 

wording on Figure 8 be changed to ‘noise mitigation zone’.  See also my comments 

below about the open space area shown on Figure 8, which is unduly precise. 
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4.24 The concept that there should be dwellings to the south of the access road 

facing towards the open space is within the spirit that neighbourhood plans may be 

used to shape the nature of development for the area.  However, I questioned 

(Q6a) the requirement in the first bullet point for the access road to be in a straight 

line from Austin Close.  The IPC have responded that the purpose is to retain as 

much of the existing area of open space as possible.  Bearing in mind the likely 

gradient I am not convinced that a straight road would be necessarily a feasible 

option or the best one in design terms, having regard to national policy on such 

matters.  I consider that the policy should be re-phrased in the terms of the 

intended purpose.  It would also be logical to merge the fifth criterion with this 

provision removing reference to the Parish Council because who manages the open 

space is not a planning matter.  

4.25 The third bullet point in the first criterion of both policies requires Public 

Open Space to be provided on site in accordance with ‘adopted standards of the 

Borough Council of Wellingborough’.  Whereas that may, at the present time, 

reflect the approach taken under saved Policy L7 in the Borough of 

Wellingborough Local Plan that plan, adopted in 2004, is out-of-date by some 

margin and is soon to be replaced by policies in the draft Plan for the Borough of 

Wellingborough.  The approach in the emerging plan is different in that the 

‘standards’ in Table 5.1 are phrased in terms of provision per 1000 population 

and the accompanying policy does not require compliance with ‘standards’.  So, 

contrary to the view taken by the IPC, once the PBW is adopted, the correct 

reference will be to those policy requirements rather than to standards.  There is 

no evidence to support a different approach.  I accept that as the PBW has not 

yet been adopted the wording in Policy GI4 could change and I recommend 

alternative wording to provide flexibility, avoiding the term ‘adopted standards’. 

4.26 In Policy 3, the third bullet under criterion i. also relates to the fourth.  

The overall quantum of open space provision will need to be consistent with 

development plan policy at the time of decision.  The role of the Parish Council 

as a landowner, legitimately seeking to replace the area of existing open space 

lost by an equivalent, is not to be confused with the planning function.  The BCW 

Open Space Assessment and Strategy, in paragraph 5.29, suggests there is a 

deficit in amenity open space provision in the rural south sub-area but any 

planning condition or obligation would have to meet the statutory tests set out in 

paragraph 204 or 206 of the NPPF. Consequently, it cannot be assumed that  

additional open space will be required to meet needs arising from the 

development and the area shown on Figure 8 should not be taken as any more 

than indicative.  I note that, in contrast, no open space is shown on Figure 9 

despite there being similar provisions in Policy 4.   
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4.27  The penultimate bullet point in criterion i. of Policy 3 requires the 

provision of a turning head or ‘other option’ to allow for future development to 

the south-east.  It might very well be desirable to keep the options open but I 

am somewhat doubtful about the desirability of extending what would already be 

a long cul-de-sac arrangement.  The option of providing an additional access to 

Station Road to the north may not be available at the present time but that may 

be the only acceptable way to provide for additional development in this locality. 

The situation may change.  A re-wording is required for clarity and also to 

remove the duplication with criterion x..  I am satisfied from the submission by 

the Highways Authority that the current change of gradient at the end of Austin 

Close and the road width (Q6b.) need not pose a major constraint on 

development of this site. 

4.28 My attention has been drawn (Rep. No. 006) to work undertaken in 2010 

for the Site Allocations DPD which did not favour the area off Austin Close owing 

to the relatively densely vegetated nature of the site in the north-western sector.  

It also mentions the presence of a rare plant ‘Grey Mouse-Ear’.  There is no 

evidence that that is still the case and the plant isn’t included on the ‘section 

41’28 list of Protected Species.  Nevertheless, I consider that the precautionary 

approach of criterion iv. of Policy 3 is justified and which would be unlikely to 

present a major constraint on development; re-wording is not required.  An 

identical criterion is in Policy 4.  The approach is in line with national policy on 

biodiversity.   

4.29 Criterion v. of Policy 3 and in Criterion v.. of Policy 4 is identically worded 

and was inserted at the request of Natural England in response to their 

comments on the Habitats Regulation work.  Although it is not strictly necessary 

to repeat a policy requirement which is already in JCS Policy 4 and implemented 

through SPD provisions, the matter is clearly of importance within this area 

generally and would apply to any site. 

4.30 I have questioned (Q13) the extent to which criterion vi. of Policy 3 will 

apply.  It is a laudable objective but there would appear to be limited scope to 

achieve it.  Rather than delete it altogether I recommend less specific wording.  

If pedestrian access to Station Road is only to be ‘explored’ it suggests it may 

not be achieved and cannot be set as a requirement but may be mentioned in 

the text. 

                                                           
28

 Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006   
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4.31 Turning to Policy 4 and Figure 9, it is notable that Figure 9 shows much 

less detail on the internal site layout than Figure 8 even though many of the 

policy provisions are similar.  The key also refers to the land uses as ‘indicative’.  

To my mind that emphasises the point I have raised above about the status of 

the diagrams.  A similar re-wording of the introductory section to criterion i. of 

the policy is required. 

4.32 In my Questions 16 and 17 I raised several points about the intended 

access(es) and road widening proposals for Farndish Road.  The IPC have 

helpfully clarified that there would not necessarily need to be a single vehicular 

access with a cul-de-sac layout with a secondary access only for pedestrians and 

or emergency access.  There is no evidential basis to support such a prescriptive 

approach and the re-wordings proposed by the IPC would provide greater 

flexibility.  The IPC have also accepted that criterion x.. of Policy 4, which 

requires ‘consideration’ to be given to the mitigation of highways impact, is 

imprecise.  For clarity, I recommend the re-wording suggested by the PC. 

4.33 The comments I have made in paragraph 4.26 above about the application 

of development plan policies on open space provision applies equally to the 

James Street site.  It cannot, therefore, be presumed that there will be 

justification either for land reserved for the community hall or for the land 

crossed by the water main to become ‘Public Open Space’.  Also, the term  

‘Public Open Space’ has legal meaning29 which may not be appropriate.  On 

balance, I accept the IPC statement in response to my Question 18 about the 

need and suitability of the James Street site for the location of a new community 

hall, given the recognition that the statutory requirements for planning 

obligations will need to be satisfied.  I have to stress that ‘reserving’ a site for a 

hall, and thus requiring it to remain undeveloped, would not be a proper use of 

planning powers unless the need was the direct result of the development 

proposed on that site, not related to existing need or taking account of 

development elsewhere in the plan area. 

4.34 Any requirement for an ‘easement’ covering the water main and the 

reference in criterion vi. to the Water Industry Act are not planning matters and 

the IPC have accepted that these provisions should be mentioned in the 

supporting text rather than in planning policy. 

                                                           
29

 The Open Spaces Act 1906 remains in force 
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4.35 The sixth bullet in criterion i. of the policy refers to the requirements for a 

5 m. wide landscape buffer on all four sides of the site.  The IPC accept that 

there is no evidential basis for requiring this to be 5 m. wide.  The purposes of 

the buffer are set out in the criterion and allow for interpretation according to 

appropriateness on the ground.  On my site visit I observed that the very oblique 

views towards the spire are already partially obscured by small trees on the road 

frontage.  Such views would be totally obscured by a landscape buffer on the 

western side and, to a degree, on the southern unless the development was to 

be sited well back in the site, which is not suggested in Figure 9.  I note also that 

a buffer is not shown on the western side of the site in Figure 9.  References in 

policy to the cardinal points are not essential and the policy would be clarified if 

they were omitted with a merger of the first two sentences.  Only the northern 

boundary need be mentioned owing to the different function of the buffer on that 

side.  The screening of development may not be the only way to enhance views 

and I recommend the insertion of the qualification ‘where appropriate’ for that 

reason.  There is clearly a relationship with the following (seventh) criterion and 

I consider it to be particularly important that the planting, once mature, should 

not undermine the objective behind the final bullet point in criterion i. of 

preserving the views of St Katharine’s church spire across the site from Farndish 

Road looking north, provisions which have been added to the policy as the result 

of the initial reservations of Historic England.   

4.36 As with the identical criterion in Policy 3, criterion ix. in Policy 4 should be 

clarified.  It cannot be assumed that ‘future growth’ will necessarily be after 

2031 because it will be subject to a review of overall housing requirements at 

the strategic level and choice of future options. 

4.37 Modifications to both Policies 3 and 4 are recommended (Recommendations 

4 and 5) in Appendix 1 in order to ensure that the plan fully meets the basic 

conditions, for the reasons given above. 

4.38 Finally, the Northamptonshire County Council, acting as the Lead Local 

Flood Authority have made representation (ref. No. 008) on the submitted plan. 

A concern is expressed that Irchester is the seventh of fifteen most at risk wards 

in Northamptonshire based on overall combined risk of flooding.  As these points 

appeared not to have been made at earlier stages in the plan preparation stages 

I asked (Q22) the Parish Council to respond. 
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4.39 The Parish Council rightly point to the terms of JCS Policy 5 which covers a 

requirement for SuDS.  This might be accommodated within any on-site open 

space provision but I do not consider there to be a need for that to be specified.  

The requirements for local flood risk assessments are also clearly set out in 

paragraph 103 of the NPPF and footnote 20.  It is not necessary for such 

provisions to be repeated as policy.  However, in view of the relative sensitivity 

of the area to flood risk and the need to offset the effects of climate change to 

have full regard for Government policy on such matters I consider that there 

should be a textural reference to flood risk mitigation measures, JCS Policy 5 and 

the NPPF, within the supporting text to follow Policy 4.  (Recommendation 6) 

4.40 The correction of errors.  The report has been carefully drafted and there are 

very few errors.  Apart from that on page 34, mentioned in paragraph 4.19 above, 

the County Council (Rep. No. 021) draw attention to the fact that the 

Northamptonshire Archaeological Service has been sold to MOLA (Museum of 

London Archaeology) necessitating a correction in Policy 4. (Recommendation 7)   
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Section 5 -   Formal conclusion and overall recommendations including 

consideration of the referendum area  

Formal Conclusion 

5.01 I conclude that the draft plan, subject to the modifications recommended 

in this report, meets the basic conditions as set out in Schedule 4B to the Town 

and Country Act 1990 (as amended), does not breach and is otherwise 

compatible with EU obligations and is compatible with Convention Rights.   

Overall Recommendation A. 

I recommend that the modifications listed in Appendix 1 to this report 

be made to the draft Irchester, Knuston, Little Irchester Neighbourhood  

Plan 2011 - 2031 and that the draft plan as modified be submitted to a 

referendum. 

The referendum area  

5.02   As I have recommended that the draft plan as modified be submitted to a 

referendum I am also required under s10(5)(a) of Schedule 4B to the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990 to recommend whether the area for the referendum 

should extend beyond the neighbourhood area. 

5.03 There have been no representations seeking an extension of the referendum 

area.  The fact that the neighbourhood area covers a single parish suggests a 

strong commonality within the group of settlements.  No cross-boundary issues 

have been identified.  Consequently, I find there to be no justification for extending 

the referendum area beyond the designated neighbourhood area. 

Overall Recommendation B. 

The area for the referendum should not extend beyond the 

neighbourhood area to which the plan relates. 

Signed: 

John R Mattocks 

JOHN R MATTOCKS BSc DipTP MRTPI FRGS                                     1 May 2018 
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APPENDIX 1 – LIST OF RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS TO THE PLAN 

The following modifications are recommended in order that the plan meets the 

basic conditions.   

1. Replace Policy 1 by the following revised policy:- 

Settlement boundaries for Irchester and Little Irchester are shown 

on the Policy Map Insets (Figures 6 and 7).  Within these 

boundaries, in addition to the development proposed under Policies 

3 and 4 in this plan, small-scale infill development or development 

on previously developed land will be permitted where this would 

not materially harm the character of the settlement and residential 

amenity or exceed the capacity of local infrastructure and services. 

2. Amend the last two paragraphs of the text on page 31 of the plan to 

read as follows:- 

This policy applies the principles of Joint Core Strategy 11.2(b) to any 

development proposal within the identified settlement boundaries.  The 

sites allocated for housing and associated development under Policies 3 and 

4 in this plan have been included within the settlement boundary for 

Irchester.  The policy also allows for the possible redevelopment of 

previously developed land within the settlements subject to the same 

criteria.  Other statutory development policies will also apply. 

All land outside the settlement boundaries, which includes the whole of the 

settlement of Knuston, is designated as open countryside.  Within that area 

Joint Core Strategy Policies 11.2(d), 13, 25 and 26 apply.  On land 

adjoining the settlement boundaries ‘exception sites’ may be identified to 

meet identified local needs in accordance with the Joint Core Strategy Policy 

13(1). 
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3. In the first part of Policy 2, first line, insert the word ‘designated’ 

between ‘significance of’ and ‘heritage assets’ and delete the final 

bullet point relating to archaeological remains. 

Insert the following as a new criterion ii:- 

Have regard to national policy guidelines in assessing the potential 

effect of a proposal on the significance of non-designated heritage 

assets including the potential for archaeological remains.  

Include a reference in the plan text to a source for information on 

the non-designated heritage assets identified in the Parish. 

Amend criterion ii of Policy 2 and re-number to read:- 

iii.   Protect and, where possible, enhance key views into and out of 

the settlement towards and from heritage assets.  Roads and 

footpaths from where views of the Church of St. Katharine are 

obtained and which are highly or moderately sensitive to change 

are shown on Figure X 

Insert Figure X (X denotes a number in series) to follow Policy 2 in the 

plan.  (The supplied figure is appended) 

(Criterion iii will become criterion iv.) 

4. Modify Policy 3 as follows:- 

In criterion i, introductory text, replace ‘shall‘ by ‘is’ and insert 

‘general’ between ‘in’ and ‘accordance’ 

In the first bullet point under criterion i., delete all after ‘Austin 

Close’ in the second line and insert ‘and shall be designed so as to 

ensure the retention of as much of the existing area of open space 

as possible with a suitable vehicular access to that area provided 

for maintenance purposes.’    

Delete the third and fourth bullet points in criterion i. and replace 

them by the following criterion:- 

Public Open Space should be provided on site in terms of its quality, 

quantity and accessibility to meet the needs of the population 

generated by the development. An equivalent area to that of the 

existing Public Open Space which is lost to development should be 

provided to the north of the remaining area of the existing open 

space. 
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Delete the fifth bullet point in criterion i. 

Delete criterion x. and combine with a revised seventh bullet point 

in criterion i. as follows:- 

The layout should allow for the possibility in the long-term of 

further development to the south-east and for vehicular access to 

Station Road. 

In criterion vi., amend to read: ‘As far as possible, the development 

should be designed to …’ ‘Pedestrian access to Station Road should 

be provided along the existing farm access route adjoining the 

railway.’ 

Delete criterion vii. but include supporting text to explain the 

position. 

In the key to Figure 8, replace ‘proposed landscape buffer zone’ by 

‘noise mitigation zone’ and ‘proposed green open space’ by 

‘indicative area of open space’. 

5. Modify Policy 4 as follows:- 

In criterion i, introductory text, replace ‘shall‘ by ‘is’ and insert 

‘general’ between ‘in’ and ‘accordance’. 

Amend the first bullet point under criterion i. to read:- 

Vehicular access/es should be provided to Farndish Road. 

In the second bullet point under criterion i., delete the words ‘A 

second’ before ‘Pedestrian …’ in the second sentence and insert the 

words ‘If only one vehicular access is proposed into the site from 

Farndish Road’ before ‘this access’ at the start of the third sentence 

and replace ‘will’ by ‘should also’. 

Delete the third bullet point under criterion i. and replace it by:- 

Public Open Space should be provided on site in terms of its quality, 

quantity and accessibility to meet the needs of the population 

generated by the development. 

Delete the fourth bullet point under criterion i. and replace it by:- 

An area of 0.3 ha. should be reserved as the potential location of a 

future community facility. 
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Delete the fifth bullet point in criterion i. and criterion vi.  and 

include references to the water main as an informative in the text 

and amend the key in Figure 9 to reflect this. 

Amend the first two sentences in the sixth bullet point in criterion i. 

to read as follows:- 

A landscape buffer should be provided around the site boundaries in 

order to create a strong and attractive settlement boundary.  It 

should be designed to enhance views towards the Grade I listed St 

Katharine’s Church, where appropriate by the screening of existing 

and new development. 

Amend criterion ix. to read:- 

The layout should allow for the possibility in the long-term of 

further development. 

Delete criterion x. and replace it with the following:- 

Farndish Road should be widened as necessary to provide safe 

vehicular, pedestrian and cyclist access into the site.  The 

application should be supported by a Transport Assessment to 

demonstrate that impacts on the surrounding highways network 

can be effectively mitigated. 

6. Additional text to follow Policy 4:- 

Include a reference in the text to flood risk in the plan area; to the  

measures set out in JCS Policy 5 and the requirements of the NPPF with 

regard to local flood risk assessments. 

7. The correction of errors. 

 On page 34, first paragraph, second sentence, Joint Core Strategy, Policy 2 

should read (Historic Environment) and Policy 3 (Landscape Character) 

 In criterion iii. of Policy 4 ‘Northamptonshire Archaeological Service’ should 

be replaced by ‘Northamptonshire County Council’  
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Figure X     
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APPENDIX 2 – ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THIS REPORT 

 ‘the 1990 Act’ The Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as amended 

BCW The Borough Council of Wellingborough 

CIL Community Infrastructure Levy 

DPD    Development Plan Document 

EU    European Union 

HRA    Habitats Regulations Assessment 

IPC    Irchester Parish Council 

JCS    Joint Core Strategy (see NNJCS) 

LPA    Local Planning Authority  

NNJCS   North Northamptonshire Joint Corse Strategy (also ‘JCS’) 

NPPF    The National Planning Policy Framework (‘the 

Framework’) 

PBW    Plan for the Borough of Wellingborough 

SA    Sustainability Appraisal 

SEA    Strategic Environmental Assessment 

 ‘the 2012 Regulations’ The Neighbourhood Plans (General) Regulations 2012                           

    (any reference to a Regulation number is to these 

Regulations) 

SPA    Special Protection Area 

SPD    Supplementary Planning Document 

SuDS    Sustainable urban Drainage System 
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APPENDIX 3 – DOCUMENTS LIST 

Neighbourhood Plan Documents 

Reference No Title 

SUB 1 Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester Neighbourhood Plan, 
2011-2031 Submission Version 

SUB 2 Designated Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester 
Neighbourhood Plan Area- 4

th
 December 2012 

SUB 3 Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester Neighbourhood Plan- 
Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitat Regulations 
Assessment- Screening Report 

SUB 4 Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester Neighbourhood Plan- 
Basic Conditions Statement 

SUB 5 Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester Neighbourhood Plan- 
Consultation Statement 

Evidence Base documents 

Reference No Title 

CON 1 Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester Neighbourhood Plan 
Stage 1 Consultation Results- 17.07.14 

CON 2 Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester Neighbourhood Plan 
Stage 2 Consultation Results- October 2015  

CON 3 Events day responses from events held at Irchester Village 
Hall, Little Irchester, Knuston Hall, Knuston April 2013 

ENV 1 Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester Neighbourhood Plan 
Environmental Assessment 

TRA 1 Irchester Neighbourhood Plan- Transport Assessment 

TRA 2 Irchester Neighbourhood Plan- Transport Assessment Update 

HIS 1 Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester Neighbourhood Plan- 
Historic Landscape Assessment 

HIS 2 Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester Neighbourhood Plan- 
Historical Assessment Policy 4: Land South of James Street,  

HIS 3 Irchester, Knuston and Little Irchester Character Appraisal 

APP 1 Appeal Decision dated 5 June 2013- Land west of High Street 
and Land off Alfred Street- APP/H2835/A/12/2182431 

APP 2 Appeal Decision dated 18 November 2014- Land West of High 
Street- APP/H2835/A/14/2215925 

APP 3 Appeal Decision dated 12 September 2016- Land North of 
Station Road- APP/H2385/W/15/3136236 

APP 4 Appeal Decision dated 03 January 2017- Land west of 123 
High Street Irchester- APP/H2835/W/15/3140655 

SA 1 Sustainability Assessment Report ,February 2017 
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Representations to Submission Plan (Regulation 16) 

Reference No Title 

001 Sport England 

002 National Farmers Union 

003 NCC Highways 

004 National Grid 

005 Wollaston Parish Council 

006 Barwood Strategic Land II LLP 

007 South Northamptonshire and Cherwell Council 

008 NCC Local Flood Authority 

009 Highways England 

010 Anglian Water 

011 Oxalis Planning 

012 Woodland Trust 

013 Scott Properties 

014 NCC Key Services 

015 Natural England 

016 Mr S C Leveridge 

017 WW Old & Son 

018 Gladman Developments 

019 Saxby Trust 

020 Irchester Parish Historical Society 

021 NCC Archaeology  

 


