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STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 
 

Wellingborough East – Land East of Eastfield Road 
Development Brief  

 
Background  
 
In view of the strategic significance of Wellingborough East (WEAST) to the 
Borough, the Council set up a dedicated WEAST Project Team. During 2001 the 
team established a process of working with stakeholders to agree on the core 
guiding principles for developing the site. In November 2001 this culminated in a 
3 day intensive ‘Enquiry by Design’ event, which resulted in an illustrative series 
of development principles and broad terms of an agreed way forward. In March 
2002 there was a follow up ‘Technical Planning Event’ which supplemented other 
technical studies being undertaken. In April 2002 Bovis Homes Ltd was 
appointed by the landowners group as the preferred principal developers to work 
with the other on-site developers Hallam Land Management and William Davis 
Ltd. In September 2002 Bovis organised a consultation event with invited 
participants and this was followed by a public exhibition in the Swansgate Centre 
in December 2002. This collaborative and inclusive approach has lead to the 
production of the Wellingborough East – Development Framework SPG. This 
was adopted by the Council in November 2003. Taking this strategic set of 
principles as the starting point, a series of development briefs are being prepared 
to set out in more detail the planning and design requirements for specific areas. 
The Council commissioned Matrix Partnership in June 2003 to work with the local 
community and other interested parties to establish the preferred way forward.  
 
Consultations Undertaken On Planning Guidance  
 
Wellingborough Officers and the landowners of the East of Eastfield Road area 
were consulted during the development of the draft. 
 
Members of the Economic and Environment Committee approved the draft 
Supplementary Planning Guidance for consultation at its meeting on 12th 
November 2003. Members agreed that consultation should take place with the 
general public, businesses and other interested parties.  The consultation period 
ended on 20th February 2004. 
 
Copies of the draft Supplementary Planning Guidance were sent to: 
 
- Landowners and Allotment owners on East of Eastfield Road 
- Northamptonshire County Council 
- Derek Lovejoy Partnership 
- WBC Consultants – Hewtisons, Matrix and Arup 
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Letters were also sent to a wider range of stakeholders notifying them of the 
publication of the Supplementary Planning Guidance, and inviting comment. The 
consultation draft was available on the Council’s website, for inspection in all of 
the libraries in the borough and in the Council office’s reception. It was also 
available free on a CD. Letters were sent to: 
 
- Individuals who had made representations on the Local Plan 
- Mr Paul Stinchcombe, MP 
- Ambury 
- Aaron and Partners 
- Anglian Water Services 
- Bedford Borough Council 
- Bidwells 
- Blacklee Smith 
- Bovis Homes 
- Bowden Land 
- Brian Barber Associates 
- Cig Mon Group 
- Clifton’s 
- Corby Borough Council 
- Corton Developments Projects 
- CPRE 
- Daventry District council 
- Davis Langdon & Everest 
- De Pol Associates 
- Drake & Partners 
- East Midlands Electricity 
- East Midland Housing Association 
- East Northamptonshire District Council 
- East Northants Housing 
- EMDA 
- English Heritage 
- English Nature 
- Environment Agency 
- Excel Polymers 
- Finedon Parish Council 
- Forum for the Future 
- Friends of the Earth 
- GOEM 
- Hallam Land Management 
- Hanson Aggregates 
- Hanson Quarry Products  
- Henry H Bletsoe & Son 
- Highways Agency 
- House Builders Federation 
- Housing Corporation 
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- Irchester Parish Council 
- K G Laurence Group 
- Kettering Borough council 
- Leicester Housing Association 
- Little Harrowden Parish Council 
- McCann Homes 
- Midland Mainline 
- Milton Keynes Borough Council 
- Network Rail 
- Northampton Borough council 
- Northamptonshire County Council 
- Northamptonshire Heartlands PCT 
- Northamptonshire Police 
- Northern Trust Co Ltd 
- Ramblers Association 
- RSPB 
- Samuel Rose 
- Scott Bader 
- Serco Gulf Engineering 
- SITA 
- Smith Stuart Reynolds 
- South Northamptonshire District council 
- Sport England 
- Stagecoach 
- Strutt & Parker 
- The Countryside Agency 
- The Princes Foundation 
- The Strategic Rail Authority 
- The Wildlife Trust 
- URC Northamptonshire CD 
- Wellingborough Chamber of Commerce 
- Wellingborough Civic Society 
- Wellingborough Cycle Forum 
- Weston Allison Wright 
- Whitworths Holdings Ltd 
- William Davis Ltd 
- W J Redden & Sons Ltd. 
 
A community consultation event took place on 23

rd 
January 2004 at the 

Professional Development Centre on Stanley Road Wellingborough. This took 
the form of an open session from 4pm to 6pm and a formal presentation from 
6pm until 8pm. Over 100 people attended this event, to listen, make comments 
or ask questions. Following this, the display materials were on view in the 
Swansgate shopping centre.  
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This consultation process produced some helpful and constructive comments. A 
total of 19 bodies and individuals responded, many in detail. The comments have 
been summarised in the tables included as Appendix I. They are broadly 
arranged under the sections contained in the Consultation Draft of the 
documents.  The officers’ response to each of the comments is included in the 
same table together with a list of the proposed amendments. Amendments are at 
the end of each section in a grey box.  
 
These proposed amendments in Appendix 1 have been made to the 
Development Briefs, as have the amendments which were required as a result of 
the technical reports done on East of Eastfield Road, which are identified in 
Appendix 2. These changes were agreed by the Economic and Environment 
Committee on 6th July 2005 and endorsed by the Council on 26th July  
 
Since work commenced on this planning brief there have been major changes to 
the planning system. A consequence of these changes is that supplementary 
planning guidance (SPG) have now been replaced with supplementary planning 
documents (SPD’s).  SPDs are required to be accompanied by a Sustainability 
Appraisal, which appraises the social, environmental and economic effects of the 
document. In order to allow for consultation on the sustainability of the proposals 
and the changes already made it was decided to have a further consultation 
period of 4 weeks. All of the organisations and individuals who were consulted on 
the initial draft of the Development Brief, together with the statutory consultees, 
were re-consulted. The draft SPD, Sustainability Appraisal and this Consultation 
Statement were made available for inspection at the Council Offices, the Library 
and be published on the Council’s website. A notice by local advertisement was 
also made in accordance with the Regulations. 
 
The consultation version of the Development Brief was again sent to the above 
people for comment from the 30th September until 28th October 2005.  
Consultation materials were made available in other formats such as large print 
and community languages upon request.  
 
This consultation process produced some helpful and constructive comments. A 
total of 12 bodies and individuals responded, many in detail. The comments have 
been summarised in the tables included as Appendix 3 and 4. They are broadly 
arranged under the sections contained in the Consultation Draft of the document 
or the Sustainability Appraisal.  The officers’ response to each of the comments 
is included in the same table together with a list of the proposed amendments. 
Amendments are at the end of each section in a grey box.  
 
These proposed amendments in Appendix 3 have been made to the 
Development Briefs, and on the Sustainability Appraisal in Appendix 4.  These 
changes were agreed by the Economic and Environment Committee on 21st 
December 2005 and endorsed by the Council on 31st January 2006.  
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Following adoption the SPD, the statement of the representations and the 
adoption statement have been made available at the Council Offices. The 
Adopted SPD and adoption statement have also been published on the Council’s 
website and all those who have made comments have been sent a copy of the 
adoption statement. 
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Land East of Eastfield Road Development Brief 
 
General Comments              Appendix 1                      
 
Respondent Summary Response 
NCC Overall, the County Council welcomes the publication 

of these three Draft Development Briefs and is strongly 
supportive of both their contents and the process 
followed to produce them. 

Noted 

H.V Moreton 
Allotment owner 

Being part owner of an allotment which backs onto 
Eastfield Road, and therefore is planned to be retained 
as an allotment, will the value of it be restricted in the 
future as agricultural when the owners of allotments 
which are planned to become housing will reap a 
higher financial income.  Should they be forced to sell? 

The value of the land is not something which can be 
addressed in the SPG, this only deals with planning issues. 

English Heritage In general terms, we welcome the fact that the 
historical context of the sites has been looked at in 
each of the briefs. However, we are disappointed that 
the key principles of the WEAST SPG, referred to in 
paragraph 2.2.2 of the briefs, does not include any 
reference to protecting historic assets or for new 
development to being informed by the historic 
character of the existing built-up area, in order to 
achieve locally distinctive development with a ‘sense 
of place’. We note that the draft Milton Keynes and 
South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy lists “a ‘sense 
of place’ “as a key requirement of sustainable 
communities in the sub-region. 

A key principle of the brief is “a strong sense of local 
identity based on distinctive design” (4.6). This is amplified 
in para. 4.6.2, to take “cues from the best of 
Wellingborough’s local vernacular and building traditions 
and applying these in a contemporary way.” 

English Heritage The briefs provide some useful statements that do in 
fact acknowledge the need to create “a strong sense 
of local identity based on local design” (p. 44 of the 
Wellingborough East Brief). Also, para. 4.7.2. P. 56 of 
the Station Island Brief urges developers to take “cues 
from the best of Wellingborough’s local vernacular and 
building traditions and applying these in a 
contemporary way”. English Heritage supports this 

The brief establishes key principles, includes best practice 
photographic references and masterplanning illustrations of 
how these principles can be applied in practice. Developing 
further detailed guidance through the use of design codes is 
a good idea, and this suggestion is welcomed. This is 
something the Council will give greater consideration to as 
the process moves forward. Developers are also required to 
prepare local character studies in support of planning 
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approach to local distinctiveness, although it notes that 
the illustrations shown in the briefs make no attempt to 
reflect this. It may be that the use of ‘design codes’, as 
being utilised at Upton, Northampton and now 
advocated by CABE (The use of Urban Design Codes, 
2004) and the ODPM, in its Winter 2003 Delivering 
Sustainable Communities magazine, should be 
considered as a way of encouraging this design 
approach. 
 

applications. 
 
 

Mark Sanders 
Local Resident 

Concern that development is taking place before traffic 
relief routes are in place resulting in: 

• Additional construction traffic 
• Additional business traffic 
• Additional commercial traffic 
• Additional residential traffic 

All current business, commercial & residential traffic 

The planning strategy is to introduce the Eastern Relief 
Road and Midland Road Crossing as early as practicably 
possible. Potential problems of construction traffic and 
access for the initial development have been recognised 
and detailed measures for alleviating these are currently 
being progressed.  
A full transport assessment will be submitted with the 
planning application for the area covered by Policy U17, 
which will be subject to public consultation. 
Additional wording is proposed for paragraph 4.1.4. 

Mr & Mrs Douglas 
Castle Residents Committee 

Strongly oppose granting outline planning permission 
for all 3 schemes unless the proposed Eastern Relief 
Road can be completed well before 2010/2011. The 
removal of heavy goods vehicles from 
Eastfield/Senwick/Midland Road and access to the 
Eastern Relief Road for new traffic using the extended 
station is pre-requisite for the safe planning for these 
new schemes. 
Concern is also raised in connection with the amount 
of heavy goods vehicles that use the Senwick/Eastfield 
road through route, and the area surrounding Saxby 
factory. 
Concern is raised regarding the management of 
increased traffic and the problems that could be 
caused if the Eastern Relief Road is delayed. 

The need to manage traffic along the Senwick Rd, Elsden 
Rd and Eastfield Rd corridor is accepted and is being 
explored. 
It is anticipated that the Eastern  Relief Road will result in a 
decrease in the HGV traffic on Senwick and Eastfield 
Roads. This is a major engineering project and the Council 
is working with the proposed developer to bring the forward 
its construction as soon as practicably possible. 
 

Mark Sanders 
Local Resident 

Concern that any reduction in traffic on Eastfield Road 
would simply be replaced by new traffic accessing the 

Traffic generation will be fully considered in the Traffic 
Impact Asssessment required. HGV traffic will be reduced 
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area via Ambron House entrance on Eastfield Road. on Eastfield Road. There will be traffic generated by the 
new residential area, but multiple access point will ensure 
dispersal onto the highway network. Traffic calming and 
streetscape improvements to Eastfield Road will enhance 
pedestrian crossing conditions. 

Mark Sanders 
Local Resident 

Applications for TPO’s have been made on the 
following: 
i. 1 deciduous tree to the left side and 2 to the right of 
the main Eastfield Road entrance to the site; 
ii. deciduous trees, 1 to the rear each of property 
numbers 63, 65 and 67; 
iii. conifers, one to the rear each of property numbers 
71, 73, 75, 79/81 

A TPO will be made. This will be referred to in section 3.2 
and the location of the trees shown on Figure 3.3. The 
housing layout in the area is likely to need amending to 
accommodate these trees. 
 
 

Lovejoys The objective of mixed use is understood and 
supported.  The indicative layout does not, however, 
reflect that aim in that much of the existing 
employment land is redeveloped for housing and 
substantial areas of existing employment use (or 
potential use) lost without explanation.  To achieve 
proper mixed use, a greater element of either retained, 
or redeveloped employment land would be 
appropriate.  In any event, the major area of 
employment use proposed on the sidings area is 
uncertain due to its railway designation and this 
uncertainty could further erode the mixed use element 
proposed in the brief. 
 
The draft SPG now indicates a potential capacity of 
322 dwellings.  It is still the developer’s and 
landowner’s view that only 200 dwellings can be 
delivered in the local plan period to 2016 given the 
landownership, environmental and technical 
constraints that apply to the site.  
 

The Local Plan Inspector considered that if future changes 
of use are sought for the employment uses, residential 
conversions or redevelopment should be preferred.  He 
recommended that the site be allocated based “primarily on 
housing and retained employment uses “. Reallocating 
certain industrial uses will have the added benefit of 
reducing HGV traffic on Eastfield Road and Mill Road 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The total amount of dwellings is felt to be realistic given the 
location and potential to raise densities. All technical, 
environmental and landownership constraints can be 
overcome during the plan period especially with the 
provision of government funding to help remediate the site. 

Lovejoys We would welcome further clarification in respect of 
indemnity issues relating to drawings and information 
within the SPG which have been provided by Bovis 

Figure 3.6 will be caveated, as in the other WEAST 
Development Briefs. The reference to MLM/Bovis will be 
deleted and replaced with “This information is based on a 
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and their consultant team.  The Council should 
appropriately acknowledge that input where 
appropriate but should state explicitly that the contents 
of the SPG are the responsibility of the Council.  
 

desktop review using information supplied by other parties. 
It provides a strategic overview and should not be relied 
upon for decision making purposes. Applicants are strongly 
advised to undertake their own geotechnical / utility search 
investigations as part of the detailed planning process. 
 

Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

In vehicular/pedestrian/cycleway the site is well 
permeated by existing access point without the 
necessity for a new access onto Finedon Road to the 
east of my clients existing land and vehicular access.  
There is a principle vehicular access to the site along 
my clients private accommodation road onto Finedon 
Road.  The need for this access needs to considered 
in relation to location and the ability to provide access 
at a later stage of the phased development site. 
 
The lower photo on page 23 shows that there is a  
considerable difference in levels between my clients 
properties fronting Finedon Road and the railway land.  
It is understood that no detailed investigation has 
taken place at the ability of any future development to 
provide access between the Eastfield Road sire and 
Finedon Road in the position shown on your illustrative 
masterplan at page 44 of your document.  The advice 
to my client by Weston Allison Wright Chartered 
Surveyors and Building Consultants is that it would be 
firstly extremely difficult and secondly extremely 
expensive to construct such a road which would link 
back to my clients private accommodation road and 
thence in a westerly direction through proposed live 
work units to join up with the residential development 
to the south of the allotment gardens.  It is not 
necessary to link such an access road to the 
remainder of the development site to serve proposed 
employment uses alongside the railway on Railtrack 
land.  It would also be extremely difficult to locate 
employment uses fronting Finedon Road and also 

The access from Finedon Rd will be amended to ensure 
that there is no through route to the residential area , but 
still retains access to the proposed employment area to the 
west of the existing properties. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to Appendix 2 which considers changes arising from 
Technical Reports 
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accessing off this link due to the typography of the site.  
Furthermore the proposal to erect small employment 
uses on my clients land to the south of Units 1, 2 & 3 is 
impracticable as that is the service yard to units 1, 2 
and 3 and in regular use. 
 
It is unnecessary, impractical and unduly expensive to 
link my clients private accommodation by way of a 
further major vehicular access to Finedon Road.  The 
need to connect to Finedon Road by vehicular access 
is not proven and the cost and ability to achieve this 
are not fully or adequately considered in relation to the 
plan. 
 
Concern that there is too much weigh given to the 
requirement to link Eastfield Road to Finedon Road in 
the long term which will prejudice the proper 
development of my client land both in th short and long 
term and could in future years lead to significant 
highway concerns revolving around the proposed mix 
of business and residential traffic around my clients 
properties. 

Wellingborough Partnership In land to the east of Eastfield Road, there seems to 
be no mention of local amenities, access to schools, 
etc.  As this is a remote part of WEAST development, 
are there sufficient existing local amenities and 
schools to meet the needs of this development? 

This issue is referred to in para. 3.7.3. 
Contributions to off site provision are likely to be required 
via a S106 agreement. 
Future residents of this site are likely to use both existing 
facilities within the town, and new facilities within the 
remainder of WEAST. Accessibility and integration with 
both is therefore important. It may therefore be helpful to 
clarify this in para 3.7.3 

Wellingborough Partnership In particular for the land east of Eastfield Road and the 
Higgins Yard development of Station Island, thought 
needs to be given to the visual impact of the new 
housing on local residents close to those areas.  This 
is particularly the case for 2/3 storey buildings that are 
close to existing bungalows.  Where there is a 
difference in height, this should be graduated to 

The impact on existing dwellings will be carefully addressed 
at the detailed application stage. 
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minimise impact. 
Wellingborough Partnership Wildlife, habitat & hedgerows.  We are concerned that 

these have not been fully surveyed before these 
Development Briefs were prepared and ask that this 
be done even though we are not aware of any 
particular protective measures necessary.  The 
maintenance and enhancement of wildlife, habitat and 
hedgerows should be included in the Development 
Briefs and not left until the planning application is 
made.  In the land to the east of Eastfield Road, 
special mention is made of allotments, some of which 
appear to be used for housing, the derelict land 
brought back into use. 

It is normal practice for detailed surveys to be undertaken 
and financed by the applicants. The Borough Council will 
require sufficient information to be submitted with the 
application to enable a proper decision to be made. 
Notwithstanding this, it is considered that an appropriate 
level of detail has been included to enable the development 
principles to be established.  
Provision for wildlife is covered in section 4.3 Green spaces 
for people and wildlife. The management requirements are 
covered in section 5.5 
 

Anglian Water Any development must tie up with the previously 
agreed drainage strategy for Wellingborough East. 
 
All sewers must be kept in Public Highway (Public 
Open Space) or will need to be diverted to keep 
accessible. 
 
Surface water Strategy – the applicant must consult 
Anglian Water to see what can and cannot be adopted 
especially with mention of SUDs. 

This should be added to the section 3.10 Infrastructure and 
Services. 
 
 
 
 
 
This should be added to section 4.8 SUDs 

AMENDMENTS 
 
• Section 3.2 – refer to the Tree Preservation Order (rear of Eastfield Road), indicate location of the trees on Fig 3.2 and amend the layout 

on Fig 4.1 to accommodate the trees. 
• Para 3.7.3, add to the end: in addition to access to existing facilities within the town. 
• Delete paragraph 3.10.2 
• Add to section 3.10 that development must be in accordance with an agreed drainage strategy for Wellingborough East and that 

sewers must be kept in the public highway or public open space. 
• Add to point 7, para 5.4.1: including long term maintenance. 
• Paragraph 4.1.4 – add reference to the Eastern Relief Road being introduced as early as is practically possible and add a new 

paragraph to read: Work is also ongoing as part of the WEAST Transport Impact Assessment preparatory process, to evaluate the 
impact of the development on the wider highways network and determine appropriate mitigating measures. This will include the need 
to manage traffic along the Senwick Rd, Elsden Rd and Eastfield Rd corridor and along Midland Road. 

• Fig 3.6. The reference to MLM/Bovis will be deleted and replaced with “This information is based on a desktop review using 
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information supplied by other parties. It provides a strategic overview and should not be relied upon for decision making purposes. 
Applicants are strongly advised to undertake their own geotechnical / utility search investigations as part of the detailed planning 
process. 

• Fig 4.1 and all consequential amendments : amend access from Finedon Road to provide no through route to residential area 
 
 
SECTION 1. Introduction 
 
Respondent Comments Response
Nathaniel Lichfield & 
Partners on behalf of CEM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In summary, the document is thorough and well-illustrated, 
however, we are concerned that the document could be 
overly prescriptive in places.  It is not always clear from the 
text and the drawings which key principles developers will 
have adhere to and where developers will have the 
flexibility to interpret those principles.  We note that, for 
example, Figure 4.2 is titled “Movement Framework” and 
Figure 4.4 is titled “Landscape Structure” which implies a 
fixed basis for taking forward development.  These would 
be better presented as indicative options for taking forward 
the key principles highlighted in the development brief, but 
that the exact future form of the development may differ 
from that illustrated. 
 
We note that paragraph 1.2.2 aims to ensure that a high 
quality development is provided by creating a clear vision 
within which developer’s creativity “can flourish”.  There is 
a need to ensure that this remains the case and that the 
key factors established by the brief do not place undue 
restrictions on development which, allied with your 
concerns regarding decontamination and planning 
obligations, may render the development of the site 
unviable.

The figures are indicative of how the planning and design 
principles can potentially be applied in practice. 
Paragraphs 1.4.1 and 1.4.2 make clear the purpose of 
the document to apply “detailed planning and urban 
design parameters and guidelines.” It is expected that 
detailed designs will evolve in relation to particular 
schemes within these parameters and guidelines as the 
planning and design process moves forward. Further 
clarification can be added to paragraph 1.2.2 
 

AMENDMENTS 
 
Paragraph 1.2.2 – add “ Illustrative figures provided in Chapter 4 provide indicative solutions that show how the planning and design 
principles can potentially be applied in practice.” 
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SECTION 2. Policy Review 
 
Respondent Summary Response 
The House Builders 
Federation 

Paragraph 2.4.3  
With regard to the text, I would draw your attention to a 
recent appeal decision concerning a reference to the 
provision of lifetime homes on land at former RAF 
Quedgeley, Gloucester. In paragraph 27 of the 
decision notice (see attached copy) the Secretary of 
State said that “it is not appropriate to include this 
matter, for the reason that the internal layout of 
buildings is not normally material to the consideration 
of planning permission. PPG3 gives advice about the 
assessment of need for housing for specific groups 
including the elderly and disabled”.  
Furthermore, dwelling access arrangements are a 
Building Regulations matter, paragraph 3.5 of PPG12 
states that local plans should not duplicate the 
provisions of other legislative regimes. Therefore, the 
policy should be deleted. 
 
The lifetime homes standard has no status as far as 
town and country planning legislation is concerned. 
Whilst PPG1 refers to authorities taking into account 
access issues, it also recognises that much of this is 
dealt with by way of Part M of the building regulations. 
Paragraph 3.5 of PPG12 specifically states that 
development plan policies should not seek to duplicate 
the provisions of other legislative regimes and it 
specifically mentions the Building Regulations as one 
such regime. Developers must, as a matter of law 
comply with the Building Regulations and they are 
subject to frequent change and update unlike local 
plans. The purpose of the reference in paragraph 3.5 
of PPG12 is to avoid confusion and potentially 
conflicting advice being given by different regulating 

It is considered appropriate for the Borough Council to seek 
to negotiate provision of Lifetime Homes. 
Notwithstanding this, paragraph 2.4.3 and 2.4.2 need 
updating to reflect the current position with regard to 
Supplementary Planning Guidance. 
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authorities.  
Thus whilst it may be appropriate for planning 
authorities to seek to negotiate with developers for a 
proportion of dwellings to be built to lifetime homes 
standards, it is considered excessive and unwarranted 
to require it. 

NCC Paragraph 2.1.4 Overview 
This paragraph should make reference to Policies 
GS4, W1, W2 and W3 of the Northamptonshire County 
Structure Plan 1996-2016 (Adopted March 2001). 
Reference should also be made to Policies 1 – 7 of the 
Northamptonshire Waste Local Plan Revised Deposit 
Draft (November 2003). 

 
Policy W3 of the County Structure Plan and Policies 1, 5 & 
7 of the Waste Local Plan are considered relevant and can 
be referred to. 
This section also needs updating as a result of the Local 
Plan Alteration now being adopted. 
 

AMENDMENTS 
 
• Paragraph 2.1.4, add Policy W3 to the list of County Structure Plan Policies 
• Paragraph 2.1.4, after the list of County Structure Plan Policies add: Waste Local Plan (Revised Deposit) 1, 5, 7 
• Paragraph 2.1.4, add Policies U14, U20, UH3, UH4, UH5 and UE1 to the Borough of Wellingborough Local Plan policies and delete 

reference to the Local Plan Alteration. 
• Paragraphs 2.4.2 and 2.4.3 - delete both paragraphs and add three new bullet points to paragraph 2.4.1: 

• Planning out crime in Northamptonshire (adopted February 2004) 
• Guidance on the use of Planning Obligations (adopted November 2003) 
• Affordable Housing (adopted July 2004) 
• Planning Obligations and LEA School Provision (adopted June 2004 

 
 
SECTION 3. Site and Context Appraisal 
Respondent Summary Response 
M W Hardy 
Local Resident 

Welcomes the 2.5 hectares of allotment land to the rear 
of Eastfield and Finedon Road.   

Noted 

Wildlife Trust Given that the brief covers building around an 
acknowledged site of nature conservation interest, and 
will therefore lead to increased disturbance of that site, 
we would have hoped that the development briefs would 

This is referred to in paragraph 5.4.1 point 6 and 
paragraph 5.5.1. It could however also be usefully 
highlighted in section 4.3 
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make reference to the instigation of a management plan 
for the nature conservation area which would maximise 
the nature conservation value of the area.  We welcome 
the reference to the possible use of the site as an 
educational resource, and to a possible resource nature 
trial, but clearly increased access and usage of the site 
needs to be taken forward in as sensitive a manner as 
possible. 

 

Nathaniel Lichfield & 
Partners 

Wellingborough Borough Council are due to carry out a 
comprehensive survey of the contamination risk on the 
site.  The availability of funding to assist with this process 
is set out at paragraph 3.4.3 of the draft document.  The 
document should include reference to the findings of this 
survey having potentially significant implications on the 
form of development for the site and possibly that the 
brief will need to be reviewed when the results are 
available. 
 

Agreed, the adoption of this brief has been delayed to 
allow this. 

Nathaniel Lichfield & 
Partners 

Commercial Estates supports the proposal in Figure 3.8 
that the current access to Ambron House will provide an 
access opportunity to the site generally. It represents the 
best solution of providing access to development of the 
central and southern part of the site whilst providing a 
potential connection to Finedon Road. 

Noted 

Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

Page 36 – only part of my clients land is included as 
employment land, with some of my clients land being 
shown as allotments and other areas of railway related 
land (see plan in file) 

Noted, Figure 3.12 will be revised to show the whole area 
referred to as employment land. 

Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

Page 38 – map incorrectly identified part of my clients 
land as in multiple private ownership referring I assume 
primarily to the allotment land. 

Noted, Fig 3.13 will be amended to reflect the boundaries 
provided. 

Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

Page 40 – part of my client land is included within an 
area referred to as a potential constraint – why? 

Refer to Appendix 2 which considers changes arising 
from Technical Reports 

Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

Page 42 – clients site in shown in multiple ownership Noted, Fig 3.15 to be amended to show the land as a 
business wishing to remain 

Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

Page 36 – the map correctly identified the permission 
granted under your councils reference WP/2002/0571/0.  

Agreed, as referred to above Fig 3.13 and Fig 3.15 will 
be amended. 
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The drawings on pages 38 and 42 do not recognise this 
area. 

NCC Section 3.1 Historic context 
It is noted that the section describing the historic context 
of the site only discusses this in relation to its 
development from the late nineteenth century onwards, 
using two historic Ordnance Survey maps and one 
unattributed sketch map to provide snapshots of the site. 
This approach focuses on the recent context of the site 
but ignores any consideration of earlier activity or 
evidence, or the area’s potential for the survival of 
evidence in the form of buried archaeological remains. 
However, in view of the extent of previously-quarried land 
within the development site, there are unlikely to be any 
significant areas of earlier surviving remains, and this 
omission is not a major one. 

 
 
A desk top archaelogical survey has been undertaken  –
see Appendix 2 
 

NCC Paragraph 3.2.8 Landscape and townscape assessment 
3 The former quarry pit in the centre of the site 
The draft brief identifies this pit as being “designated as a 
Site of Nature Conservation Value”. It is noted that 
national guidance issued by Defra on the naming of local 
designations advises that all locally designated sites 
should be known as “Wildlife Sites”.  The brief could be 
revised in line with this advice. 

For clarity it is considered that the site should have the 
nomenclature used in the Local Plan. 
 
 

NCC Paragraph 3.4.5 Ground conditions 
This paragraph states that no archaeological records are 
known to exist relating to the area. As a point of detail it 
is noted that the Northamptonshire Sites and Monuments 
Record details two known sites: 8416/2 (the nineteenth-
century Ironstone workings) and 8426 (the former 
Brickworks). However, the County Council confirms that 
neither of these records are likely to have significant 
implications for development of the site. 

 
For clarification it would be helpful to refer to no 
‘significant’ records  
 

NCC Paragraph 3.10.2 Infrastructure and services 
It is noted that the individual utility bodies have not yet 
been consulted on this Draft Development Brief. The 

The draft brief was sent to the utility bodies as part of the 
consultation process and their comments have been 
included. 
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County Council urges that steps be taken as soon as 
possible to ensure that these bodies’ views are 
incorporated into these proposals. 

 
 

Anglian Water At this time our water assets have sufficient capacity to 
deal with current needs.  It is possible that some capacity 
exists within the system however such detail cannot be 
fully addressed until firm proposals and the type/nature of 
the development are provided such as number and size 
of dwellings, whether any large water users are expected 
amongst the land earmarked for employment, where the 
access points to the site will be, where the development 
is likely to start first and what sort of development this is, 
time scale for construction/completion etc. 
 
An Investigation such as this is costly both in terms of 
finance and time and would not normally be carried out 
until the firm proposals listed above are received. 
 
It is clear through that given the scale of the development 
and the fact that it is predominantly positioned in an area 
that is currently just fields there is likely to be a significant 
amount of investment to be made on the existing 
infrastructure. 
 

Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Additional wording can be added to section 3.10 to reflect 
the need for further investigation in respect of 
infrastructure investment. 

AMENDMENTS 
 
• Add a new paragraph to section 4.3 highlighting the need for a management plan to be prepared for the Site of Nature Conservation 

Value. 
• Section 3.4 add reference to any findings as a result of the ground investigations study. 
• Paragraph 3.4.5 add ‘significant’ before archaeological. 
• Fig 3.12 amend to show the land owned by Hilton Property as ‘employment’. 
• Fig 3.13 amend to show the land owned by Hilton Property as ‘individual private landholdings’ 
• Fig 3.15 amend to show the land owned by Hilton Property as ‘Land where business owners wish to remain’ 
• Add to section 3.10 “Anglian Water advises that significant investment in water and sewerage infrastructure will be required and that 

an investigation of requirements will be undertaken once firm proposals are received. This will be undertaken as part of the Outline 
Planning Application review process.” 
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SECTION 4. Planning and Design Principles 
 
Respondent Comments Response 
Mark Sanders 
Local Resident 

The area between Ambron House and the rear of 
Eastfield Road properties no: 63 – 81 is currently a bank 
with brambles etc.  This growth affords a certain amount 
of security to the houses in this stretch.  It would be a 
shame to see this cleared away. 

The brief does not currently specify the type of boundary 
treatment, as this would be dealt with at the detailed 
planning application stage. However additional wording 
can be added: “Developers should give consideration to 
retaining a natural feel to the rear garden boundaries of 
Eastfield Road properties where these abut the proposed 
back gardens of new adjacent properties through the use 
of hedges and where possible retaining the existing bank 
and vegetation.” Notwithstanding this it may not be 
practical to retain the brambles. Security should not be 
an issue as the back gardens should be enclosed. 
 

Sue Sanders 
Local Resident 

Currently at no: 73, we enjoy a private rear garden with 
thick boundary planting and only factory warehousing to 
the rear.  However, the outline plans indicate a three 
storey building is proposed to the rear of the property.  
The design of the three storey buildings will encourage a 
community aspect, however privacy will be lost to no: 73.  
If the property was to be only 2 storeys, we could cope. 

3 storey development was proposed to frame the 
adjacent formal open space. This can still be achieved 
with 2 or 2½ storey and the Fig 4.9 can be amended 
accordingly. 
 

Mark Sanders 
Local Resident 

Concern over 3-storey houses overlooking previously 
private gardens below Ambron House 

The impact on existing dwellings will be carefully 
considered at the detailed application stage. 
Notwithstanding this Fig 4.9 will be amended.

M W Hardy 
Local Resident 

The report calls allotment land, land for food production.  
This is a short-sighted definition, as to local residents 
food production is merely part of a very valuable asset. 

Agreed, Principle 4 (page 45) and heading 4.4 (page 55) 
should be changed to ‘Quality Allotments’ and reference 
to “food” deleted. 
 

M W Hardy 
Local Resident 

The idea of setting up a trust to compulsory purchase 
land and then rent it back to present owners is ridiculous.  
Present workers of the land do so without need or use of 
a trust to regulate their activities.  As for vacant plots, 
these could be put into use.   

The requirement to consolidate allotments is necessary 
to ensure the efficient use of land. The current situation 
can not provide for maintenance of parking, shared 
areas, water, storage etc. It may be possible to still have 
freehold ownership, but would need to have certain 
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conditions for management of allotments. The aim is to 
ensure allotment holders have better facilities than 
currently. 

M W Hardy 
Local Resident 

The footpath shown for new housing to Finedon Road via 
Church headland entrance would need to be properly 
fenced in order to prevent unlawful access for theft or 
misuse. 
Motor vehicle access is needed for plot holders, tractors 
etc. 

Paragraph 4.4.2 refers to the need for the allotments to 
be secure, and the need for a servicing and parking area. 
 
 

Mr Hardy 
Local Resident 

Security of allotment land is important. Agreed, this is referred to in paragraph 4.4.2. 

Mr & Mrs Chalmers 
Local Residents 

There should be access for cars and trailers/tractors, 
also there is a need for car parking at the rear of the 
allotments.  This will also be useful for fire units as well. 

Agreed, the need for servicing and parking is referred to 
in paragraph 4.4.2 
 

S Pelling 
Local Resident 

Access to the rear of properties in Mill Road and 
Eastfield Road would relieve parking problems and 
improve the look of the outside of the properties.  Traffic 
“calming” should not cause the traffic to jam up Eastfield 
Road, it will still be a main route for the town. 

Para. 4.2.16 could be revised to include: “During the 
detailed design process developers will be encouraged to 
explore ways of relocating car parking from Mill Road to 
the rear of houses to better serve residents. Though 
more difficult to achieve, consideration should also be 
given to applying this to Eastfield Road properties.” 
Detailed traffic calming measures will be worked up in 
consultation with residents to confirm the preferred 
approach. 

Nathaniel Lichfield & 
Partners 

In terms of the urban structure, it is not clear whether 
developers will be required to exactly follow the pattern of 
streets and spaces shown on the drawings.  The 
principles of a hierarchy of streets and spaces (section 
4.2) with a main formal ‘avenue’ through the site are 
consistent with current design advice, however, there 
needs to be the flexibility for developers to vary the 
layout and position of local streets, mews, squares, etc.  
The same applies to the specific location of the LEAP.  It 
would be sufficient to indicate size and general location 
(i.e. easily accessible to proposed residential areas). 
Flexibility can be provided to developers without 
compromising the design principles and the document 

The principle of the proposed urban design approach - 
the overall layout shown, approach to street typology and 
general location of the LEAP are to be applied and have 
been subject to consultation / participation with a range 
of stakeholders. As expressed in para 1.2.2 it is intended 
that flexibility be applied to enable a high quality scheme 
to come forward.   
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could be better worded to enable this. 
Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

The illustrative masterplan shows the private access road 
to the east of my client’s property which also serves the 
adjoining industrial property to the south of my clients 
land then continuing to serve residential property.  I am 
instructed that that area of land on which residential 
property is located does not have a right way to access 
across my client’s private accommodation road.  
Furthermore the location of the existing access is 
significantly improved to form an adoptable highway and 
serving both residential and business use would 
inevitably cause problems of highway safety caused by 
heavy goods vehicles turning and manoeuvring in close 
proximity to existing industrial units and a conflict 
between such movements and residential traffic. 

 
As referred to above this will be amended 

Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

The illustrative masterplan fails to recognise their outline 
permission referred to above including part of my clients 
land as live/work.  Clearly this is part of the masterplan 
cannot be accommodated as a part of the site has an 
outline consent for an additional employment unit and the 
remainder of the land is used to access both the northern 
side of my clients premises for heavy goods vehicles. 

Agreed, Figure 4.1 needs to take account of the existing 
consent.  

Nathaniel Lichfield & 
Partners 

Figure 4.1 Illustrative Masterplan indicates footpaths 
between the LEAP and open space around pond that 
may not be achievable due to changes in level.  It is 
however noted that these links are not shown on the 
Figure 4.2 Movement Framework 

This will be revised following topographical survey. 

NCC Paragraph 4.1.4 Strategic route network 

It is noted that protecting the existing and future 
community from extraneous traffic, particularly HGVs 
along Eastfield and Elsden Roads, will be critical, 
therefore ensuring a sustainable layout to maximise the 
benefits of the Eastern Relief Road will be an important 
consideration. 

 
Noted 

NCC Paragraphs 4.1.5 and 4.1.6 Pedestrian and cyclist  

Page 21 of 62



 

circulation 
The County Council supports the proposed north-south 
cycle/pedestrian link between Mill Road and Finedon 
Road, and upgraded link to the station. The improved 
links on desired lines through the development are also 
supported. 
 
Road layouts should be designed to be cycle friendly, 
and should be subject to cycle audit. 

 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NCC Paragraph 4.1.8 Public transport 
There are likely to be some areas towards the east of the 
site which are more than 300 metres walk from a bus 
stop; it is therefore critical that Eastfield Road itself is re-
integrated into the bus network, and it may be preferable 
to have an urban route through the site which would 
necessitate careful design of the avenue/ local street 
hierarchy in the area. 
 
The County Council would like to see this paragraph 
expanded to read: 
 
“In areas of significant development, developers need to 
work with the bus operators and the County Council’s 
Sustainable Transport team at an early stage to ensure 
the highway network serving the development is 
designed to accommodate bus routes which are capable 
of becoming commercially viable at a reasonable 
frequency, at least during Monday to Saturday daytimes. 
Such routes will need to: 
 
• Serve the maximum possible catchment area and link 

appropriate origins and destinations in the shortest 
possible time to attract the maximum possible 
revenue 

• As short and quick as possible to reduce operating 
costs 

• Funded through developer contributions during the 

 
If the bus route on Eastfield Road is reinstated, as 
proposed in para 4.1.8, then all of the development will 
be within 300m of a bus stop (Figure 4.2 will be revised 
to show this). It is therefore not considered necessary to 
route a bus service through the site.  
 
 
 
Agreed 
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period the development is being constructed and 
patronage is building up. 

 
During the construction period, the road network should 
be constructed so that public transport can serve each 
area of the development before any of that area is 
occupied.” 

NCC Section 4.2 A framework of streets and squares 
The proposed width of Avenues at 5.5m would not be 
sufficient for HGV’s accessing Work place areas – a 
width of 7.3m is necessary. There are also concerns 
about how deliveries are to be made to ‘Live-Work’ units 
accessed from 4.8m local roads. Unfortunately, deliveries 
are often made by large vehicle and it would be 
impossible for two such vehicles to pass one another on 
a road of this width. It would also be difficult for vans or 
trucks up to 7.5 tonnes GVW as well as people carriers 
and off-road vehicles etc. The width of lorries and buses 
from wing mirror to wing mirror is usually 3.0m and that 
of vans & minibuses about 2.6m. If these minimum 
widths are not met road users tend to drive over kerbs 
and on to verges etc, with consequences for long term 
maintenance and structural integrity of the carriageway. 
 
The problem of very large vehicles trying to deliver to 
‘Live-Work’ units could be overcome by having a local 
transhipment area associated with the nearest 
employment area. 

 
 
Further discussions have taken place with the County 
Council. It is necessary to seek an appropriate balance 
between meeting the needs of highway users and 
ensuring layouts are not overly dominated by highways. 
The widths of the avenue cross sections will be amended 
to 6m. 

NCC Paragraph 4.2.13 Construction Access 
The County Council would support the management of 
construction traffic through the development of a routing 
plan for lorries for each phase of the development. This 
plan will need to show routes that have to be followed 
into and out of the site extending out to the Strategic 
Road Network (i.e. the A45, M1 and A14). It will also 
need to be referred to in contracts let for bulk haulage of 

 
Agreed this is an important issue. Suggest a sentence is 
added to end of para 4.2.13 “The preparation of a routing 
plan for construction-related lorries for each phase of the 
development will be required showing ingress/egress and 
extending to the strategic road network.” 
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soil, for supplies of construction materials, bringing plant 
to the site and for any businesses that are established as 
part of the development.

Nathaniel Lichfield & 
Partners 

There are a number of issues in relation to the provision 
of parking that, whilst seeking to achieve the desirable 
objective of reducing the dominance of parked cars and 
garages within the streetscene, are overly restrictive.  To 
insist that garages are set on the rear property line is too 
onerous.  It is sufficient to say that all garages should be 
recessed by at least 1m from the front elevation, this 
would give developers and their architects greater 
flexibility in the design of their house types and an 
opportunity to create continuous frontages and maintain 
enclosure.  It is noted that the image at Figure 4.8 does 
not show garages set back on the rear property line.  
Many new developments successfully incorporate 
garages within the streetscene using colour and 
materials to minimise visual impact.  The option of in-
curtilage parking (accessed from rear parking courts) 
should also be included. 

It is considered that the Brief should maintain a strong 
line of guidance on parking and garages and the look of 
frontages. It is suggested that paragraph 4.2.20 is 
expanded to clarify the situation. 
 
Para. 4.2.20 (third bullet – first sentence) to be revised: 
“All garages must be set well back from the front 
elevation of the adjacent house. Design Bulletin 32 and 
supporting documents suggest that normally driveways 
serving garages should be long enough to accommodate 
a car parked in front of a garage and allow the garage 
door to be opened without the car having to project 
beyond the curtilage onto a footway.  The length should 
preferably be 6m or at least 5.5m. However, this needs to 
be carefully handled to create continuous frontages and 
maintain street enclosure. The use of devices such as 
archways can help in this respect.” [*include new photo] 
 
To add a seventh bullet point “in curtilage parking where 
accessed from rear parking courts only – on land that 
would otherwise be the back garden.”

NCC Paragraphs 4.2.28 Lorry Parking 
In relation to employment areas, consideration needs to 
be given to setting aside small scale, secure lorry parking 
areas for the use of vehicles calling early at factories. 
These might be combined with transhipment areas for 
the small businesses.

A secure lorry parking area is proposed north of Finedon 
Road. It is considered in this location that roadside 
parking bays or laybys would be sufficient. This should 
be added to paragraph 4.2.28. 
 

Nathaniel Lichfield & 
Partners 

Paragraphs 4.5.7 to 4.5.13 consider the provision of 
affordable housing on the site and state that the 
percentage to be provided will be determined in 
accordance with the forthcoming Affordable Housing 
SPG.   
 
We are concerned that the wording of this section is 

This section will be amended to ensure consistency with 
the Affordable Housing SPG, which recognises that 
affordable housing provision needs to be negotiated 
taking into account the details relevant to individual sites.  
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unduly onerous in that it does not make reference to the 
need for affordable housing provision on individual sites 
to be sought by way of negotiation and on up to date 
housing needs information (as set out in the draft 
Affordable Housing SPG).  It will be important to 
emphasise that the mix of housing types and phasing 
should be considered as part of the determination of 
planning applications to ensure that the best use is made 
of available land and that site specific constraints are 
taken into account.  The suggestion for “pepper potting” 
for example, may not provide the best possible solution 
for the development of the Eastfield Road site and may 
not be acceptable to Registered Social Landlords.

The House Builders 
Federation 

4.5.12 - LE 
It is stated that there will be a requirement for a 
proportion of the affordable housing to meet the needs of 
the black and minority ethnic population and key workers. 
It is not clear what exactly is meant by this reference. 
Affordable housing provision normally seeks to address 
the various housing requirements of the wider general 
population, which will include people from many different 
ethnic backgrounds, together with those with different 
types of disabilities and needs. 
 

 
It is proposed to increase the supply and availability of 
affordable housing in the east of the town to meet the 
specific locational and support needs of the black and 
minority ethnic population. Whilst it is the aim of the 
Council to secure affordable housing for the needs of this 
element of the population and key workers within 
WEAST, it is not intended that provision should be 
exclusive of the need to meet the various housing 
requirements of the general population but to highlight 
priority areas within the general requirement. 
 

The House Builders 
Federation 

4.5.6 & 4.5.10 - LE  
The text states that the Council’s Affordable Housing 
SPG will, once adopted, determine the affordable 
housing requirements for Wellingborough East’s 
neighbourhood Centre. Interestingly, policy H8 in the 
Council’s Adopted Local Plan refers to the fact that the 
Council will seek to negotiate the provision of an element 
of affordable housing paying due regard to matters 
including site and market conditions. The whole purpose 
of Supplementary Planning Guidance is to amplify and 
expand upon the content of policies in an Adopted Local 
Plan. Therefore, it’s content must fully accord with the 

The Development Brief should accord with the relevant 
policies in the adopted Local Plan, as supplemented by 
the SPG on Affordable Housing. Policy H8 of the Local 
Plan indicates that provision should be negotiated having 
regard to a number of factors, including site and market 
conditions. The Development Brief will therefore be 
amended to be consistent with Policy H8 of the Local 
Plan and the supporting SPG on Affordable Housing.  
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relevant policy in the Adopted Plan which it relates to. In 
this case, the applicable policy on affordable housing in 
the 2001 Adopted Local Plan is policy H8. It is quite clear 
that the Council has made no attempt to do so.  
 
In relation to the provision of social rented and shared 
ownership housing it is stated that the Council’s preferred 
option is for the developer to build the dwellings before 
transferring the land to one of the Consortium of 
Registered Social Landlords. The HBF believes that 
these requirements are unacceptably inflexible.  

 
Reference is made to a requirement that “affordable 
housing must be provided either as individual units 
scattered throughout the development or else in small 
clusters of no more than ten to twelve units…”. With 
regard to affordable housing being provided as individual 
units, this is likely to be completely unacceptable in terms 
of maintenance provision. Many RSL’s will not want 
groupings of less than about 6 dwellings due to the costs 
and difficulties of managing housing units provided.  

 

 
 
 
The preferred option outlined in para 4.5.10 of the 
Development Brief is taken from the draft SPG on 
Affordable Housing dated October 2003. Prior to the 
adoption of that document in July 2004, changes were 
made in order to increase the degree of flexibility by 
deleting the reference to the need for housing to be 
transferred to one of the Consortium of RSLs. The 
Development Brief is therefore to be amended to be 
consistent with the SPG on Affordable Housing. 
 
 
The difficulty of managing individual units is appreciated 
and the Development Brief therefore indicates that 
groupings of up to 12 units will be appropriate.   
 
 

The House Builders 
Federation 

4.5.11  
It is stated that in terms of its affordable housing 
requirement, the Council requires 75% social rented 
accommodation and 25% shared ownership housing. 
These requirements are contrary to the guidance set out 
in Circular 6/98 and the proposed changes to PPG3, 
which emphasise the importance of avoiding tenure 
prescription. 
The precise requirements seem at complete variance 
with paragraph 3.10.1 of the Station Island Draft 
Development Brief which states that “a significant need 
has been established for different types of 
‘affordable housing’, whether social rented, shared 
ownership of low-cost market housing”. 

Tenure prescription is contrary to Circular 6/98, although 
the consultation paper on PPG3 does indicate that it will 
be appropriate to specify tenure where to do so would 
address an identified need that would not be met by 
other types of affordable housing. The SPG on 
Affordable Housing indicates that the 75% and 25% 
figures reflect the priority needs of the borough and, does 
not put these forward as a requirement. In contrast, the 
draft  Development Brief indicates (para 4.5.11) that 
these figures must be adhered to and does therefore 
seek to specify tenure, contrary to Circular 6/98. The 
wording of the Development Brief is therefore to be 
amended to eliminate conflict with the SPG on Affordable 
Housing and paragraph 4.5.11 will be deleted. 
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Housing Strategy Officer 4.5.11 – Table needs amending to read 14% flat and 
86% houses outside the table.  The figures inside should 
be 12% for 1 bed, 39% for 2 bed, 44% for 3 bed and 5% 
for 4/5 bed this is for both houses and flats. 

As referred to above this table will be deleted. The 
breakdown of provision will be negotiated based on the 
housing needs information. 
 

Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

Page 52 & 53 refer to a wildlife corridor or nature 
conservation area.  The nature conservation area of 
wildlife corridor referred to at paragraph 4.3.2 in its 
northern most part follows the line of your proposed new 
access road.  I can therefore see the point of a cycleway 
link through such an area as designated in your Local 
Plan and referred to at page 30 but I can see no nature 
conservation interests being protected by forming a new 
vehicular access through this area.  It is perhaps worth 
noting at paragraph 4.3.6 that is an important part of your 
Local Plan that you respect the typography of the site.  
You specifically refer to roads being aligned to minimse 
environmental impact and cut and fill.  This does not 
equate with a line for such a vehicular access route as a 
detailed site inspection would show. 
 
There is also the question of impact and it would appear 
from your own document that there are substantive 
reasons why such an access road should not be 
considered and other alternatives considered. 
 
Secured by Design – through roads in development 
make crime easier to commit – “they provide choice of 
alternative escape routes from the scene of the crime, 
rather than obliging the offender to return by the way he 
came.  The opportunity to take a different route given him 
the anonymity and safety he seeks, as opposed to the 
dangers of returning the same way, here he may have 
already been noticed.  The more alternative routes there 
are, the more confident the wrongdoer feels, and the 
easier it is to commit crime” 

The nature conservation area identified in Figure 4.4 
follows the route of the railway embankment. Local 
residents consulted have strongly expressed the need for 
a cycleway and this is included as a commitment in the 
Local Plan. The exact alignment can be reviewed but in-
principle must link Finedon Road to the north east and 
Mill Road (railway station).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Guidance on this issue is include in the Planning out 
Crime in Northamptonshire SPG.  
 
 

NCC Paragraphs 4.5.14 and 4.5.15 Density 
The County Council notes that reference is made in 
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these paragraphs to “gross” density calculations. In 
accordance with paragraph 58 of PPG3 Housing (March 
2000) and Policy H6 of the Northamptonshire County 
Structure Plan 1996-2016 (Adopted March 2001), these 
paragraphs should refer to “net” density. 

Agreed. The word “gross” in paras 4.5.14 and 4.5.15 to 
be replaced with “net site.” To add footnote, for the 
definition of “net site density” applicants are referred to 
Annex C of PPG 3: Housing.” 

Nathaniel Lichfield & 
Partners 

Figure 4.9: Building heights indicates that 3-4 storey 
buildings are acceptable in the key, although these are 
not shown on the plan itself. 

Agreed the layout should be revised 

NCC Paragraph 4.7.2 Promoting recycling and Paragraph 
3.10.4 Infrastructure and services  
The reference to a recycling facility should be expanded 
to reflect Policies 4, 6 and 7 of the Northamptonshire 
Waste Local Plan Revised Deposit Draft (November 
2003). Reference should be made to facilities for on-site 
or nearby treatment of local waste generated and 
neighbourhood waste management facilities that 
minimise the generation of waste by providing for the 
separation, storage and collection of waste for re-use, 
recycling and treatment. 

 
Paragraph 4.7.2 could usefully be expanded 
 
 
 
 

The House Builders 
Federation 

4.7.2  
It is stated that a centrally placed neighbourhood 
recycling facility should also be provided. It is considered 
reasonable for the Council to stipulate external space 
requirements for the storage of wheelie bins and 
recycling infrastructure, as this is to do with the use of 
land and so within the remit of the town and country 
planning acts. However, internal layouts and standards 
are not. 
 
Circular 1/97 sets out various tests of reasonableness 
and what is necessary in order for development to 
proceed as these sorts of requirements are usually 
sought through the use of planning obligations. 
 
If the Council is actually requiring the provision of the 
actual recycling equipment itself or funding towards the 

 
Para. 4.7.1 requires that the need to store recycling 
storage containers (bins/boxes provided by the Council) 
are designed-in from the outset. Para. 4.7.2 requires  a 
neighbourhood recycling facility sensitively designed-in to 
the core area. Further clarification is proposed as an 
amendment to paragraph 4.7.2   
 
S106 can provide for things that are negotiated. 
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operation of recycling schemes, the HBF firmly considers 
that these are more properly matters for the Waste 
Authority. Again, 1/97 applies in terms of what is 
necessary, relevant to planning, directly related to the 
development proposed, fairly and reasonably related in 
scale and kind to the development proposed and 
reasonable in all other respects. Also, PPG12 applies 
(paragraph 3.5) which stipulates that development plans 
should not duplicate the provisions of other legislative 
regimes if these things are more properly the 
responsibility of the Waste Authority. 
 
The provision of actual recycling equipment is the 
responsibility of the Waste Authority who has a duty to 
provide it. Indeed, the waste legislation means that no 
one else can be responsible for it.  

Nathaniel Lichfield & 
Partners 

There is a requirement for a centrally located waste 
recycling facility to be provided.  The central areas of the 
site are indicated as being for residential and recreational 
use and there is an apparent conflict in terms of 
residential and visual amenity.  A better location may be 
within the existing/ proposed employment area which, 
although not centrally located, may be more suitable and 
is only 4-500m from the southernmost part of the site. 

Agreed, the actual location would be negotiated. The 
principal aim will be for it to be conveniently located. 

The House Builders 
Federation 

4.7.4 - LE  
With regard specifically to sustainable use of energy, the 
HBF would make the following points:  
 
Stipulation of Design Criteria 
 
The house-building industry is supportive of the need to 
consider energy efficiency, or the incorporation of energy 
efficient technologies (where relevant) as part of the 
design process. Indeed HBF is pleased to see Planning 
encourage proper consideration of energy efficiency to 
be made within development design. However, HBF do 
not consider that stipulations of investigation, and / or 

Draft PPSI recognises that sustainable development and 
design includes resource efficiency Para 1.27 states that 
design policies should “make efficient and prudent use of 
natural resources”. 
 
One of the intrinsic benefits of the BREEAM ratings 
scheme is that the developer is given flexibility to 
determine what environmental measures are 
incorporated to attain the necessary minimum “very 
good” Ecohomes rating (as set out in Appendix B). 
Whereas it is acknowledged that Part L of the Building 
Regulations encourages energy efficiency, the 
‘Ecohomes’ concept embraces a wider definition of 
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incorporation of certain types of technologies (e.g. 
combined heat and power schemes or condensing 
boilers) should be made within planning legislation.  
 
Stipulations of design criteria (for example: on the use of 
insulation, triple glazing or low emissivity glazing or on 
the construction, usage and heating of conservatories) 
should be avoided, as they are invariably all Building 
Regulation matters. 
 
Regulations for new homes have recently been subject to 
review and will continue to be updated in line with the 
country’s carbon reduction targets.  
 
Stipulations of the incorporation of certain types of 
technologies should also be avoided, as other 
development design criteria, or supply industry issues, 
may hold greater importance and make the technology’s 
use unviable or impossible for inclusion. Global 
stipulation might also be seen as preventing market 
competition, innovation and improvement! 
 
HBF would also argue against any request for 
sustainability reports for new development within the 
planning process for new homes, as it considers that the 
review and conflicts raised by discussions over the 
numerous issues associated will slow down the planning 
process for no good purpose, given that the regulatory 
responsibilities for carbon savings and energy efficiency 
are contained within the building control system. 

environmental sustainability – relating to transport and 
external open space. There is no evidence this will delay 
deliverability of the scheme. On the contrary, there is 
every likelihood that this will lead to a more successful, 
attractive and marketable place. 
 
Given this flexible approach focused on attaining 
environmental outcomes, specific measures relating to 
detailed building design are not specified as essential 
pre-requisites. The Council is, however, keen to 
encourage best practice and has therefore adopted the 
“Building Better Places” SPG which details how this can 
be attained. Appropriate cross-references are made to 
this document. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A key aim of the planning system is to contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable development.  A concise 
report provided by developers would help to speed up 
the system by providing all relevant information upfront 
 

Wellingborough Partnership In terms of energy reduction, mention is made of both 
solar power and building energy efficiency.  It is possible 
to include requirements on the efficient use of energy 
within buildings, in particular the choice of boilers. 

This issue is considered in the Building Better Places 
SPG and in the minimum requirement to attain a BRE 
“very good” rating additional text will be added. 
 

Wellingborough Partnership Street, etc. lighting – has consideration been given to the 
light pollution effect from these developments?  The 
choice of lighting should minimise this impact and be 

Agreed, this issue is considered in the Building Better 
Places SPG appropriate cross references will be 
included by the inclusion of a new paragraph. 
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energy efficient. 

Wellingborough Partnership When considering SUDS provision, consideration should 
be given to the collection of rain water for later irrigation 
of green spaces 

This can be added to para 4.8.4 
 

Environment Agency Sustainable Urban Drainage 
 

1. The overall surface water runoff strategy should 
incorporate SUD’s solutions wherever possible 

2. All SUD’s solutions adopted should be to the latest 
best practice as noted in CIRIA documents C522 & 
C523 entitled SUD’s, Design Manual for England 
and Wales and SUDS, Best Practice Manual 
respectively. 

3. The Environment Agency shall seek to ensure that 
strategic maintenance and legal agreements are in 
place for all SUD’s asset prior to any development 
commencing on site. 

4. The legal agreements for the SUD’s will have to 
implemented via heads of terms in any S106 
agreement for the development site(s) 

Agreed, this should be added to section 4.8.  

The House Builders 
Federation 

Paragraphs 4.3.2 & 4.8  
The HBF and its member companies are keen 
supporters of the concept of SUDS and seek to 
implement them wherever this is practicable. However 
the implementation of SUDS and their adoption are 
processes that involve separate bodies and consequently 
this is where the problem arises.  
Most Planning Authorities require the integration of 
SUDS into developments, however it is the adoption 
which is controlled under Building Regulations (and/or 
other relevant Construction/Public Health legislation). 
 
If the Planning Authority imposes conditions which 
require developers to provide SUDS, and Local Building 
Control, Highway Authority and or the Water Company 

It is an essential pre-requisite of development that 
sustainable urban drainage techniques are adopted. It is 
acknowledged that adoption is a complex issue requiring 
agreement of a number of parties. Case studies 
elsewhere show how successful solutions can be 
implemented. We agree that this requires thorough 
consultation and good communication. Section 4.9 will be 
re-drafted to emphasise this. Adoption procedures will 
need to be confirmed prior to planning permission being 
granted. 
 
 
SUDS are “required” by Policies AR8 of CSP. 
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are reluctant to adopt SUDS. It is clear that this will leave 
developers in a situation where although Planning 
requirements have been satisfied, the SUDS will not be 
adopted by water companies and local authorities. 
 
In view to the practical problem it is clear that to require 
provisions in all circumstances would frustrate 
development. Developers should not be expected to deal 
with the long-term management and administration 
systems involved in the successful operation of SUDS. 
Until such a time as a suitable mechanism for dealing 
with the adoption of SUDS schemes is established 
policies should require either to; 
 

(i) “encourage” the use of SUDS; or 
(ii) “seek the implementation of sustainable 

drainage systems wherever practicable” 
 
rather than require in all circumstances. 
 
As such the HBF consider Authorities planning system 
should promote better communication channels, and 
early communication and liaison between all parties to 
aid the incorporation of SUDS. Any guidance issued 
should encourage the use of SUDS but should not 
impose the use of SUDS until such time as other 
stakeholders, especially those agencies who will be 
responsible for their long-term maintenance, accept 
them. 

AMENDMENTS 
 
• Figure 4.1 redesign the northern area currently shown as live work to an employment area to take account of existing consents. 
• Figure 4.1 review footpaths shown around the LEAP following topographical survey and ensure consistency with Fig 4.2 
• Figure 4.2 amend to show development within 300m of a bus stop. 
• Add after paragraph 4.1.8: “Developers need to work with the bus operators and the County Council’s Sustainable Transport team at 

an early stage to ensure the highway network serving the development is designed to accommodate bus routes which are capable of 
becoming commercially viable at a reasonable frequency, at least during Monday to Saturday daytimes. Such routes will need to: 
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• Serve the maximum possible catchment area and link appropriate origins and destinations in the shortest possible time to attract 

the maximum possible revenue 
• As short and quick as possible to reduce operating costs 
• Funded through developer contributions during the period the development is being constructed and patronage is building up. 
During the construction period, the road network should be constructed so that public transport can serve each area of the 
development before any of that area is occupied.” 

• Figure 4.3 amend cross section of the avenue to 6m. 
• Paragraph 4.2.13 add to end “The preparation of a routing plan for construction-related lorries for each phase of the development will 

be required showing ingress/egress and extending to the strategic road network.” 
• Add to section 4.3: “Developers should give consideration to retaining a natural feel to the rear garden boundaries of Eastfield Road 

properties where these abut the proposed back gardens of new adjacent properties through the use of hedges and where possible 
retaining the existing bank and vegetation.” 

• Amend principle 4 (page 45) and title 4.4 to read: Quality Allotments 
• Para. 4.2.16 revise to include: “During the detailed design process developers will be encouraged to explore ways of relocating car 

parking from Mill Road to the rear of houses to better serve residents. Though more difficult to achieve, consideration should also be 
given to applying this to Eastfield Road properties.” 

• Para. 4.2.20 (third bullet – first sentence) to be revised: “All garages must be set well back from the front elevation of the adjacent 
house. Design Bulletin 32 and supporting documents suggest that normally driveways serving garages should be long enough to 
accommodate a car parked in front of a garage and allow the garage door to be opened without the car having to project beyond the 
curtilage onto a footway.  The length should preferably be 6m or at least 5.5m. However, this needs to be carefully handled to create 
continuous frontages and maintain street enclosure. The use of devices such as archways can help in this respect.” [*include new 
photo] 

• Paragraph 4.2.20 add a seventh bullet point “in curtilage parking where accessed from rear parking courts only – on land that would 
otherwise be the back garden.”  

• Paragraph 4.2.28 add “within the employment areas provision should be made for roadside parking bays or lay-bys”. 
• Paragraph 4.4.2, 2nd sentence, delete ‘food’ 
• Paragraph 4.5.8 – replace with: Affordable Housing shall be provided in accordance with Policy H8 of the Local Plan as supplemented 

by the Supplementary Planning Guidance on Affordable housing. 
• Paragraph 4.5.9 – add reference to the Wellingborough East Housing Needs Study 2004 and delete ‘draft’ after reference to the 

Development Brief. 
• Paragraph 4.5.10 – delete the first two sentences from ‘The percentage….Affordable homes’ and replace with ‘Supplementary planning 

Guidance on Affordable Housing includes a target for the provision of affordable housing that will be sought by the Borough Council. 
These homes…’ 

• Paragraph 4.5.10 - delete last sentence and replace with “It may, however, be appropriate to exceed this limit where, for example, 
sheltered accommodation is proposed or mixed tenure within a block of flats is problematic.” 

• Paragraph 4.5.11 – delete paragraph and table 
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• Paragraph 4.5.13 – replace ‘A proportion….is also’ with ‘The Borough Council will negotiate for at least 10% of affordable housing …’ 
• Paragraphs 4.5.14 and 4.5.15 The word “gross” to be replaced with “net site.” To add footnote, for the definition of “net site density” 

applicants are referred to Annex C of PPG 3: Housing.” 
• Figure 4.9 show 3-4 Storey development on the plan 
• Figure 4.9 show buildings rear of 68-81 Eastfield Road as 2 or 2½storey 
• Expand paragraph 4.7.2 to read: A neighbourhood recycling facility should also be provided. This should enable items to be brought 

for later recycling and include the traditional bottle bank as well as the possibility of local composting and should complement the 
kerbside system in operation. Detailed design, size and location will need to be discussed with the Borough Council. It should be 
integrated into the public space landscape and have suitable HGV access. 

• Section 4.7 - add a new paragraph to read: Energy efficiency As set out in Chapter 5.1, the Council will require high standards of 
energy efficiency to be applied by seeking to attain a minimum ‘very good’ BREEAM rating. The Council’s “Building Better Places: 
How to Contribute to Sustainable Development”, adopted as Supplementary Planning Guidance, provides further advice to applicants 
on how to achieve high standards. This not only covers building layout and specifications, but also advice on energy efficient street 
lighting, for instance. 

• Add to end of section 4.8: The Borough Council will seek to ensure that strategic maintenance and legal agreements are in place for 
all SUDs assets prior to any development commencing on site. All SUDs solutions adopted should be to the latest best practice as 
noted in CIRIA documents C522 & C523 entitled SUDs, Design Manual for England and Wales and SUDS, Best Practice Manual 
respectively. Negotiations regarding adoption of SUDs is likely to involve the Borough Council, Environment Agency and Anglian 
Water. 

• Paragraph 4.8.4 – refer to rainwater being used for irrigation of green spaces. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SECTION 5. Proposed Development Process 
 
Respondent Comments Response 
Nathaniel Lichfield & 
Partners 

Section 5.7 outlines the range of issues on which 
developers will be required to contribute by way of a 
Section 106 Agreement.  There is a need to ensure that 
these are fairly and reasonably related to the phase and 

Agreed, this is clearly stated in paragraph 5.7.1and in the 
SPG on Planning Obligations 
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scale of development to which they relate. 
NCC Paragraph 5.7.2 Outline of planning obligations 

The County Council would support the inclusion of an 
additional criterion in the list of matters set out in 
Paragraph 5.7.2 that requires developers to provide new 
homes with composting bins and information on how to 
use them, the bins being replaced as necessary for the 
first five years. 
 
The inclusion of Archaeology as one of the matters to be 
dealt with through a legal agreement is to be welcomed. 
However, in view of the extent of previous development 
and quarrying within the area covered by this Draft 
Development Brief, it is unlikely that the development will 
have significant historic environment implications or that 
further archaeological measures would be required as a 
planning obligation.  Archaeology could, therefore, be 
removed from the list of matters. 

 
 
Agreed, a new waste management item will be added to 
paragraph 5.7.2 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 

AMENDMENTS 
 
• Paragraph 5.7.2 add waste management 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDICES 
 
Respondent Comments Response 
NCC Appendix A – National Guidance 

Reference should be made to PPG 10: Planning and 
Waste Management (September 1999). 

 
Whilst this may well be relevant, it is not considered to be 
one of the key PPGs affecting this site. 
 

Wildlife Trusts In essence, two of the briefs seem to be inaccurate in two The comment incorrectly interprets Appendix B, which 
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thirds of the points they allocate for ecology. Further to 
that, in all three briefs the sum of the land use and ecology 
section is given as a maximum of 27, despite the fact that 
only 15 points are actual listed, of which 6 are spurious. 

merely replicates the BRE Ecohomes checklist and 
indicates the weightings that BRE apply to each criterion. 
It is not a WEAST-specific scoring exercise. Specifying 
the environmental design measures required to attain the 
minimum “very good” rating is the developer’s 
responsibility. 

AMENDMENTS 
 
None 
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Land East of Eastfield Road Draft Development Brief          Appendix 2 
 
Proposed Changes Arising from Technical Reports 
 
 
 REPORT KEY TECHNICAL ISSUE PROPOSED CHANGE ARISING 
1 Ground Engineering & Geo 

Environmental Assessment 
(Nichols Colton) 
 

• Significant levels of soil contamination have been 
identified at several locations within the site. 

• Results of contamination should be highlighted in the 
Development Brief. It is clear that the whole area will need 
ground remediation. However, although this study usefully 
provides a further level of understanding of the existing 
contaminants, the need for remediation of the whole site was 
suspected prior to publishing the Draft Brief and the planning 
proposals premised on this basis. No change to the planning 
proposals and indicative layout are therefore required. 

2 Ground Engineering & Geo 
Environmental Assessment: 
Interpretive Report (Bullens) 
(August 2004) 
 

• The report identifies three “locations where 
construction may affect slope stability” 
- the top of the slope to the west of the pond 
- the proposed ‘landmark building’ site to the 
north-east of Plumbco, south of the Finedon 
Road roundabout 
- a small parcel south of the former quarry pit 

• The area east of the pond is identified as 
requiring “piles up to 10m deep” due to the 
geotechnical conditions.  

• Significant levels of soil contamination have been 
identified at several locations within the site. This 
includes potentially harmful concentrations of 
contaminants found in some of the allotment land.  

• It is proposed to leave these three identified locations free 
of development, to be included as part of the landscaped 
public open space network. All development briefs showing 
the indicative layout should be changed accordingly. 

•  In this area where deep piling is necessary it is proposed to 
locate flats (instead of houses) to offset the increased 
construction costs. All development briefs showing the 
indicative layout should be changed accordingly. Higher 
density development in this location will also offset the 
elimination of development identified in the point above. 

• Results of contamination should be highlighted in the 
Development Brief. However, although this study usefully 
provides a further level of understanding of the existing 
contaminants, the need for remediation of the whole site was 
suspected prior to publishing the Draft Brief and the planning 
proposals premised on this basis. No change to the planning 
proposals and indicative layout are therefore required. The 
presence of significant levels of contamination in the allotment 
land does lend further justification for the need to upgrade the 
existing allotments, including the land where retention for 
allotment cultivation is proposed. 

3 Flood Risk Assessment 
(Posford Haskoning) 

• The study confirms that there is no direct flood 
risk to the site itself.  

• A combination of on-site storage and ‘thin layer’ 
SUDS is suggested as the most robust and 
sustainable drainage solution. This is compatible 
with the strategy outlined in the report, which 
includes use of the pond as drainage retention.  

• Figure 3.6 needs to be revised to show the up-to-date 
flood risk area. However, this has no material affect on the 
proposals. No other change is therefore proposed apart from 
refinement of the text explaining the proposed drainage 
strategy. 
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4 Archaeological Assessment 
(NCC) 

• No evidence of archaeological remains has been 
found within the site. 

• No change is therefore proposed. 

5 Topographical / Buried 
Services Surveys (On Centre 
Surveys)  

• This verifies the existence of a major sewer 
cutting across the north-easternmost part of the 
site, as indicated in Figure 3.14. Without further 
engineering verification we understand this is the 
only service routing within the site that poses a 
significant constraint.  

• No change is therefore proposed. 

6 Allotment Survey (Lambert 
Smith Hampton) 

• More accurate survey undertaken of allotment 
titles 

• Figure 3.4 can be updated to distinguish between 
‘Registered Land’ and ‘Unregistered Land’ (based on plan 
prepared 2.7.04) 

7 East of Eastfield Road Pond: 
Environmental Sampling (Royal 
Haskoning) 

• A risk assessment of contaminants found in 
samples was undertaken. This concluded that in 
relation to proposed residential development 
adjacent to the pond there is a negligible to low 
risk.   

• Glass fragments were found on the pond edge. In our opinion, 
in view of the low risks posed, the current plan, to include the 
pond as part of a public open space, is still appropriate. A 
clean up of the pond can be undertaken and landscape 
measures introduced to prevent public access to the pond 
itself. No change to the plan is therefore proposed, though 
the text can be refined to clarify the above.   

8 Traffic generation and off-site 
highways impacts (Faber 
Maunsell on behalf of NCC – to 
come) 

• Clarification and feedback is awaited further to 
the initial comments prepared 7.4.05 

• In-principle, although preliminary results have shown that the 
existing highways network is able to accommodate traffic 
generated from the development if discharging solely from 
Eastfield Road, we propose that to enhance permeability and 
to make traffic ingress-egress more diffuse, an adopted 
vehicular route is retained in the plan onto Finedon Road. This 
would require the upgrading of the current private Plumbco 
access to public adoptable standard. 
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Land East of Eastfield Road Development Brief 
 
General Comments              Appendix 3                      
 
Respondent Summary Response 
Mark Hardy 
Local Resident 

1) I was very surprised to see in the development brief 
the intention to compulsory purchase the “allotment land” 
that is earmarked for “allotment land”. 
As far back as an exhibition in the Swansgate Centre I 
was told “you won’t have to sell if you don’t want to” 
As I pointed out in the document some people have 
extended their gardens into their allotments.  I, myself 
have made many long term plans, even planting a small 
orchard.  To our community this is a much valued asset – 
individual ownership gives us protection against “future 
plans” –which I suspect might well include bulldozing flat 
for park land or infill development.  I would be interested 
to know the legal president for such a move if allotments 
are to remain allotments and the only intention is to gain 
control. 
I am perfectly capable of tending my garden without 
being “brought under control” with the associated 
bureaucratic rules, regulations and restrictions as I am 
sure are other allotment freeholders. 

The brief seeks to achieve an improved allotment area 
with increased security, servicing and water supply. It 
states in para 4.4.5 that “It is hoped that change in land 
ownership can be achieved through mutual agreement”. 
 
Change of use from allotment to garden (residential 
curtilege) needs a planning application. 

Mark Hardy 
Local Resident 

2)  Three and four storey buildings, although obviously 
desired by developers are too high and out of keeping 
with the local character, not to mention ugly.  Just look at 
the John Lea site, which is apparently proving 
undesirable.   Two storey, with possible dorma, would be 
more in keeping, and less obtrusive. 

The impact on existing dwellings will be carefully 
addressed at the detailed design stage.  A key principle 
of the brief is “a strong sense of local identity based on 
distinctive design” (4.6). This is amplified in para. 4.6.2, 
to take “cues from the best of Wellingborough’s local 
vernacular and building traditions and applying these in a 
contemporary way.”   
 
Figure 4.9 was altered to provide 2 and 2 ½ storey 
properties at the back of the existing properties. 

NCC The County Council looks forward to being consulted on 
the suite of Wellingborough LDDs and SPDs as they 

Noted 
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emerge 
English Heritage Thank you for your letter of 30 September inviting 

comments on the SPD 
and SA. As there are no significant impacts on the 
historic environment, 
I shall not be submitting a response. 

Noted 

English Nature English Nature is supportive of the draft development 
brief and has no further comment at this stage. 

Noted 

Bee Bee The requirements of the brief do not appear to have been 
fully commercially appraised and we have concerns that 
the proposals as they stand are unlikely to be viable 

WBC has done some initial viability investigations with 
English Partnerships who felt that the site was viable for 
development using the illustrative masterplan in the East 
of Eastfield Road Brief 1st Draft for phase 1. 

Bee Bee The density of development proposed does not make the 
best use of this important brownfield site close to a major 
transport node at Wellingborough station 

The total amount of dwellings is felt to be realistic given 
the location and site constraints. The brief exceeds the 
minimum densities required by the local plan. If an 
alternative scheme with higher densities was brought 
forward which still met the development principle of the 
brief, this could be acceptable.  

Bee Bee The brief is over prescriptive on building form and does 
not fully reflect the opportunities presented by the site; 

The brief clearly states areas of flexibility. Para 1.2.2  
states the purpose of the brief “it is not our aim to stifle 
the creativity of the designer – but rather set the 
parameters and express a clear vision within which 
creativity can flourish” 

Bee Bee The land use mix fails to recognize the opportunities for 
new community facilities, and is too prescriptive on the 
range of future uses 

The 350 units proposed for East of Eastfield Road are 
served by the current facilities and as it is part of WEAST 
by the facilities within the WEAST area. 

Bee Bee We do not support the infrastructure solution or access 
strategy proposed 

The access strategy is in accordance with proposals in 
the local plan and WEAST Development Framework. 
Until such time as alternative strategies are proven to be 
deliverable this access strategy is considered to be 
satisfactory. 

Bee Bee The requirements for the legal agreement should be 
indicative and not specific. 

Legal agreements will need to be negotiated on a site by 
site basis. Section 5.7 is intended to be helpful in 
amplifying the Councils expectations of the most likely 
topics. This could be clarified in para 5.7.2 

Bee Bee BBDL (Bee Bee Developments Limited) control the 
majority of land at Eastfied Road, as well as land at 

Noted 

Page 40 of 62



 

Station Island south to the east of the railway. The vast 
majority of the land controlled by BBDL has been 
acquired on a freehold basis and represents a substantial 
commitment to the long term future of Wellingborough. 
 
The development of the Eastfield Road site is one of six 
major projects BBDL are pursuing throughout the North 
Northamptonshire growth area. You will be aware of our 
ambition for the growth area, outlined in the publication 
Bound Together, which articulates a significant change in 
the scale and pace of growth, and begins to identify the 
need for the towns to work together and to develop 
particular strengths to deliver high quality growth.  Our 
comments are made in this regard, and against our plans 
for development of this land which are well underway, 
many of which we have discussed today at the 
workshop. 

Bee Bee Strategic Requirements  
The draft brief provides little explicit vision or overall 
objectives.  There is only limited statements as to what is 
sought or desired to be achieved on the site and the 
objectives this will fulfil, for the town and North 
Northamptonshire.  The brief proposes a master plan, 
which while we understand derives from extensive 
consultation with local people perhaps does not reflect 
the strategic role this site, and the land around the 
station, might now fulfil. 
 
We believe strongly that the Eastfield Road site must be 
properly integrated, particularly physically, and also 
socially and economically with Wellingborough and the 
WEAST land. Indeed the site is one of perhaps two sites 
that are critical to achieving strong connections between 
the town and WEAST.  In addition we believe it must 
 
 enhance the quality of life of existing 

communities; 

It is considered that the brief does set an appropriate 
vision within the context of the local plan. 
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 strengthen local communities; 
 create a place of distinction; 
 create development that is successful; 
 create a community where people can afford to 

live and want to   live; 
 harness site assets and resources; 
 reinforce and enhances the role of 

Wellingborough; and, 
 be sustainable and exemplary. 

Bee Bee We are concerned the brief is overly prescriptive, 
containing plans, diagrams and figures which define 
types of buildings, the location and amount of particular 
land uses, the relationship between land uses and 
between buildings, the design, scale and use of roads 
(including a network) which implies a fixed master plan 
for the site.   
 
This contradicts the main aims PPS1 and also PPS12.  It 
prevents alternative access solutions and integration 
between existing and new communities.  Requiring the 
developer to conform to the detailed requirements of the 
Brief will stifle innovation, originality and initiative. 

This is not accepted, the brief is sufficiently flexible whilst 
still setting appropriate parameters.  
 
See comments above and refer to paras 1.21-1.2.2 of the 
brief. 

Bee Bee The need to consider alternatives 
The Brief requires that any planning application must 
comply with the detailed requirements of the brief.  The 
detail contained within the brief prevents alternative 
proposals, which can comply with the main principles 
within the brief, from being prepared and submitted.  By 
enabling alternative proposals to be prepared, BCW is 
able to consider developments that can make better use 
of the site and maximise benefits to the town and to local 
communities.  As you know our view of the potential 
differs from that expressed in the brief and we wish to 
retain enough flexibility to prepare alternative proposals. 
 
Given the importance of the site (its location and its 
function) and because of the changing planning context, 

 
The Dev Brief provides some flexibility in section 4.5 to 
allow Developers to consider the densities etc.  Any 
proposals which are not in line with the Dev Brief will 
need to be submitted to WBC with reason justification of 
why the proposals are not in line with the Dev Brief for 
assessment. 
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it is vitally important that the brief avoids unnecessary 
prescription or detail. The brief must be ‘sound’ and, 
therefore, reasonably flexible to enable it to deal with 
changing circumstances (paragraph 4.23 of PPS12).  

Bee Bee Lack of Commercial Evidence 
We note that no commercial / market or development 
costing advice has been obtained in order to advise on 
the content and form of the proposed development 
solution.  While we don’t expect it to be described in the 
Brief, that would be inappropriate, as a principal owner 
we would wish to be convinced that the proposals being 
put forward are commercially realistic and deliverable 
before accepting. 
 
PPS1 and PPS12 advise that plans and policies should 
be based on analysis and a robust and credible evidence 
base.  Without this, proposals cannot be sound.  We all 
recognise that this brownfield site has numerous 
constraints that need to be overcome in order for 
successful and sustainable proposals to be developed.   

 
WBC has done some initial viability investigations with 
English Partnerships who felt that the site was viable for 
development using the illustrative masterplan in the East 
of Eastfield Road Brief 1st Draft for phase 1. 

Bee Bee  Overly Prescriptive on Heights and Form 
It would be best not to prescribe densities in the brief and 
to allow this to be determined through planning 
applications.  Minimum densities might be specified to 
ensure that proper use is made of the site but flexibility is 
needed.  In our view the brief should encourage a 
minimum density of 50 dwellings per hectare.   
 
Figure 4.9 of the Brief provides details of building size, 
location and height.  This information figure is entirely 
inappropriate for a Development Brief and cannot be 
reasonably implemented as it would almost certainly 
require developers to prepare proposals which would not 
be viable.  Alternative locations and forms of 
development need to be considered; this could be in the 
form of bigger individual buildings and different 
alignments of buildings.  These can be contemplated 

 
The local plan requires a minimum density of 35 
dwellings per hectare. Para gives sufficient flexibility. 
 
 
 
The plans are indicative and show principles which are 
considered to be viable. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Higher buildings may be acceptable in some locations as 
long as the amenities of existing residents were 
sufficiently safeguarded. This would need to be fully 
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whilst responding to the design principles that underpin 
the Brief. 
 
The building heights as shown do not respond to 
irregular topography and thus, do not respond to the 
potential of the site.  Higher buildings could be achieved 
at gateways and on low lying ground.  Heights of 
buildings should be maximised to make efficient use of 
available land with the control of the overall framework 
for the site without leading to adverse impacts.   
 
For instance buildings on low lying ground (as compared 
to dwellings on Eastfield Road and Finedon Road) and 
adjacent to the railway line could be taller.  Higher 
development at this location will not result in any adverse 
impacts on existing urban areas responds to topography.  
Higher development at this location has the advantage of 
achieving more substantial development adjacent to the 
railway line, and would reduce noise impacts from the 
railway on the existing communities. 
 
The key to Figure 4.9 indicates where landmark buildings 
should be achieved but these are not shown on the 
figure itself.  Landmark buildings need to be higher than 
adjacent buildings and this should be recognised.  The 
figure should only provide broad guidance as to where 
landmark buildings could be achieved and not specify 
exact locations. 

justified in any planning application. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The brief should not be overly prescriptive in identifying 
landmark buildings.   

Bee Bee Location and Scale of uses 
BBDL agree with the broad range of mix of land uses 
proposed but note that community facilities which should 
be provided as part of this type of development are not 
specified.  For clarity, the table should be amended and 
the text at paragraph 4.5.1 amended to allow provision of 
an appropriate range of supporting and complementary 
community uses to be provided.  These community 
facilities might also meet the needs of the existing 

 
It is not clear what these facilities might be. Schools and 
medical facilities are provided within WEAST and the 
existing town to accommodate the numbers of dwellings 
proposed in the brief. A higher density (above that 
suggested in the brief) may require additional facilities. 
These would need to be provided as part of that planning 
application. 
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community. 
 
BBDL object to the scale of uses that are specified within 
table 4.2 and the locations specified within 4.5.  Much 
more efficient use of the site can be made, achieving 
higher density development.  Whilst BBDL agree with the 
broad location of uses shown, we note that live work 
units are not located between residential areas and 
employment areas where they are best sited  Paragraph 
4.5.1 should advise that the figure is only indicative 
providing guidance on the broad disposition of land uses. 

AMENDMENTS 
 
• Amend para 5.7.2 to read “Developers will be required to enter into a legal agreement with the Local Planning Authority . It is 

anticipated that such an agreement would cover the following matters:” 
 
SECTION 2. Policy Review 
 
Respondent Summary Response 
NCC Para 2.1.4 Overview-This paragraph should make 

reference to Policies 1-6 (as in the proposed 
Modifications) of the Northamptonshire Waste Local Plan 
and which are shortly to be adopted by the county 
council. 

Noted – will be amended to refer to the Waste Local 
plan. 

NCC Para 2.4 Other local planning guidance- Although not 
formally adopted as Supplementary Planning Guidance 
this paragraph could also include the Northamptonshire 
Biodiversity Action Plan. 

Noted – include reference to Northamptonshire 
Biodiversity Action Plan. 

AMENDMENTS 
 

• Amend para 2.1.4 to refer to the Waste Local plan. 
• Amend para 2.4.1 to include reference to Northamptonshire Biodiversity Action Plan. 

 
 
SECTION 3. Site and Context Appraisal 

Page 45 of 62



 

 
Respondent Summary Response 
Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

On the illustrative master plan of your draft development 
brief you denote that the majority of my client’s land 
would remain in existing employment use or a 
mixed/employment use.  As discussed with James 
Wilson at a recent meeting, my client may be prepared to 
consider the change of the use of his land from 
employment to residential. 

This is a matter of detail which could be accommodated 
as part of a future planning application.   It is suggested 
that some text is added stating that the incorporation of 
this area within a residential scheme might be 
appropriate in future. The suitability of this would need to 
be proven as part of a planning application. 

Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

Following a recent meeting with my client and his 
advisors I am able to confirm that my client would be 
content to put the land denoted ‘E’ on your land 
ownership drawing for residential purposes.  No doubt 
this is a matter that you will now wish to consider as an 
amendment to the Draft Development Brief, such that 
when you produce the final document my client’s wishes 
are reflected in that document. 

Noted – see above 

Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

On the question of land ownership and tenure, it is noted 
that my client’s ownership refers to area “E” which is 
noted as being 1.55 hectares.  I am instructed that my 
client’s area of land is 1.83 hectares.  I am also informed 
that the Bonham site is 0.8 of a hectare, not 0.61 of a 
hectare. 

Noted – amend Figure 3.13 and Table 3.1. 

Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

Figure 3.8, site access, also appears to show an access 
from Finedon Road linking into my client’s compound 
site.  There is no access from Finedon Road to the rear 
of the Midland Business Units referred to as a minor 
vehicle site access. 

Noted – amend Figure 3.8 to reflect that there is no 
access from Finedon Road to the rear of Midland Road 
Business Units. 

GOEM Overall, both the SPD and sustainability Appraisal 
adhere to guidance set out in PPS12 The Town and 
Country Planning (Local Development) (England) 
Regulations 2004 and ‘Creating Local Development 
Frameworks’.  The Government Office for the East 
Midlands therefore has no comments. 
May I take this opportunity to remind you that following 
community consultation on SPD you must satisfy the 
requirements set out on P121 of ‘Creating LDF’s and 

Noted 
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Regulations18 and 19 before formally adopting the 
document.  The adopted document must be reviewed on 
a regular basis alongside reviews of the local plan 
policies to which it relates in accordance with PPS12. 

Anglian Water We have no further comments to make on this document 
however we wish to be consulted on other documents 
within the local development network. 

Noted 

J Morrisroe 
 

I have viewed your development brief on your website 
and must say it all looks very impressive. 

Noted 

Environment Agency The Environment Agency are pleased that our earlier 
comments regarding sustainable urban drainage have 
been included within the Draft Development Brief, and 
that all other topics within our remit are adequately 
addresses. 

Noted 

Network Rail Network Rail notes the identification of land within our 
ownership for mixed/employment development 
The land in question is a strategic freight site.  This gives 
the site special regulatory protection to retain it for freight 
purposes.  There are occasions where it is acceptable for 
such sites to be lost or replaced.  However, in this 
instance there is interest from GB railfreight and EWS to 
take operational use of the site.  Both users would be 
transporting aggregates for rail use and this would 
involve storage of these materials across much of the 
site.  
Were alternative facilities to be provided elsewhere that 
matched the suitability of the existing, there is a 
possibility that the indicative development layouts shown 
on the railway land could be realised.  However, given 
the difficulties in finding alternative locations and the long 
term nature of the work involved, it would be prudent for 
the document to recognise that in all likelihood a rail 
freight facility will remain in situ for the foreseeable 
future. 
In this context the comments in para 3.5.10, that there 
may be potential in the longer term but at present the site 
is reserved for rail freight uses, are correct and should be 

Noted – no change required. 
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retained 

NCC Paragraph 3.10.4 Infrastructure and Services and 
Paragraph 4.73 Promoting recycling –The reference to a 
recycling facility should be expanded to reflect policies 4 
and 6 of the Northamptonshire Waste Local Plan 
Proposed Modifications (January 2005).  Reference 
should be made to neighbourhood facilities for the 
separation, storage and collection of waste to increase 
the efficiency of its subsequent re-use, recycling and 
treatment. 
 
This paragraph should also state that such local waste 
management facilities will be determined by the Waste 
Planning Authority in consultation with the Borough 
Council of Wellingborough. 

Noted – include reference to the Waste Local Plan 
policies 4 & 6. 
 
 

NCC Paragraph 3.28 Analysing landscape quality and Noted – It is normal practice for detailed surveys to be 
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characteristics- As the assessment of landscape quality 
is a subjective and often controversial issue, we would 
recommend that the assessment is carried out in line 
with established practice, and that the methodology used 
is further justified and recognised in line with relevant 
stakeholders, or that a different approach is used.  
Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
(published by the Landscape Institute and the Institute of 
Environmental Management and assessment, 2002) 
indicates that the landscape quality assessment should 
take into account the views of consultees including 
people who live and work in an area, special interest 
groups and (if possible) the public. 
Another approach would be the assessment of the 
‘condition’, rather than the quality of the landscape.  This 
is based on a judgement about the physical state of the 
landscape and its distinctiveness (this approach comes 
from Countryside Agency Landscape Character 
Assessment Guidance for England and Scotland Ch 7) 

undertaken and financed by the applicants. The Borough 
Council will require sufficient information to be submitted 
with the application to enable a proper decision to be 
made. Notwithstanding this, it is considered that an 
appropriate level of detail has been included to enable 
the development principles to be established.  
 
Include reference to the need for Developers to analyse 
the landscape quality, condition and characteristics of the 
area.  

NCC Figure 3.12 shows the County Wildlife Site immediately 
adjacent to residential development. At present, the CWS 
is surrounded by areas of shrub and grassland, which 
appear, according to Fig 3.12, to be lost. In order to 
minimise the potential adverse impact on the CWS, we 
would recommend that this buffer area is retained and 
enhanced. 

The impact on the CWS would need to be assessed in 
an ES. This would be the appropriate plan to determine 
whether a buffer was required. 

NCC Figure 3.14 illustrates that potential sustainable urban 
drainage flow would be directed into the County Wildlife 
Site – Old Brickpit Lake. Given the potential impact on 
the lake, we would recommend consultation with the 
Northamptonshire Wildlife Trust and the Environment 
Agency to assess the potential impacts of this proposal. 
Appropriate mitigation measures should be proposed in 
the case of negative impacts. A good practice code for 
Sustainable Urban Drainage is available from the 
Construction Industry Research and Information 
Association: www.ciria.org/suds. 

It is normal practice for detailed surveys to be undertaken 
and financed by the applicants. The Borough Council will 
require sufficient information to be submitted with the 
application to enable a proper decision to be made. 
Notwithstanding this, it is considered that an appropriate 
level of detail has been included to enable the 
development principles to be established.  Both the 
Northamptonshire Wildlife Trust and the Environment 
Agency have been consulted on this Development Brief. 
The impact on the CWS will need to be included in an ES 
and further consultation can take place at that stage.  
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Include the need for developers to undertaken further 
studies on SUD’s. 

Highways agency The Highways Agency is encouraging a holistic approach 
to assessing the cumulative impact of various proposed 
major developments in Northamptonshire on the trunk 
road network.  The Agency believes that this approach 
gives best value overall and minimises disruption to the 
travelling public.   
 
Northamptonshire County Council have developed the 
West Northamptonshire (Daventry) Transport model and 
the proposal should be tested in this model to help 
identify its transport impact in conjunction with other 
developments in the area. 
 
The proposal will need to be accompanied by a 
Transport Assessment (TA) when it comes forward as a 
planning application.  I would encourage the developer to 
contact the Highways Agency at an early stage to agree 
the scope of the TA.  Ideally the TA itself and any 
mitigation measures required would be agreed with the 
Agency in advance of any planning application being 
submitted. 
 
The TA should include a Travel Plan to minimise traffic 
generated by the development and encourage a shift 
from car-borne journeys to more sustainable modes.  
The Travel Plan should be robust, meaningful and 
workable. 

Noted – It is normal practice for detailed surveys to be 
undertaken and financed by the applicants. The Borough 
Council will require sufficient information to be submitted 
with the application to enable a proper decision to be 
made. Notwithstanding this, it is considered that an 
appropriate level of detail has been included to enable 
the development principles to be established.  
 
Include the requirement for a Traffic Assessment and 
Travel Plan by the developer in Section 5. 

Bee Bee Lack of Owner Consultations 
 
Although BCW and its consultants have consulted with 
local residents, they have not consulted with BBDL about 
the form and content of proposed development solution 
for the site.  As main landowner of the site this is a 
substantial and significant omission.  Without this 

WBC consulted all of the known landowners at the time 
of the first consultation on this document.  Bee Bee has 
been consulted within this second period of consultation 
when WBC had been made aware of the landownership. 
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involvement there is no evidence that proposals within 
the brief are deliverable. We welcome this and other 
opportunities to explore the potential further with the 
Council.   

Bee Bee Access and Road Network 
 
Development of land east of Eastfield Road does not 
require the Midland Road Extension.  In any event we 
are unhappy with the alignment of the MRE and the fact 
that the design does not assist in connecting Eastfield 
Road site into the station and WEAST. 
 
The brief provides a road hierarchy, which whilst helpful, 
is not necessarily the only solution or indeed the best 
solution.  An access hierarchy needs to be developed as 
part of an urban design and masterplan solution in the 
context of both a Wellingborough and sub-regional 
context.  It is not sensible for the proposed road 
hierarchy to prescribe solutions.  The brief should state 
that the hierarchy is indicative and should instead 
provide the principles of the relationship between 
vehicular movements and pedestrians and cyclists. 

The Development Brief does not identify Midland Road 
as a required road to serve East of Eastfield road it 
simply refers to the fact that these roads need to be 
managed.  The Eastern Relief road is required to reduce 
traffic from Eastfield/Senwick/Elsden Road.   
 
If there are other solutions, these will be assessed by 
WBC/NCC when submitted for comment as part of an 
application. 

AMENDMENTS 
 
• Amend figure 3.13 - include Bruce Hilton’s landownership and appropriate tables and text 
• Add some text to refer to Bruce Hilton’s site, stating that the incorporation of this area within a residential scheme might be appropriate in future. 
• Amend para 3.10.4 & 4.7.3 to include reference to the Waste Local Plan Policies 4 & 6 
• Amend para  3.28 & 5.4.1 to include reference for the need for Developers to analyse the landscape, the landscape quality, conditions 

and characteristics of the area 
• Amend figure 3.8 to reflect that there is no access to the rear of the Midland Road Business units 
• Amend para 5.4.1 to include reference to the need for developers to undertake further studies on SUD’s 
• Amend para 5.4.1 to include the requirement for a traffic assessment and travel plan to be undertaken by the developer. 
• Amend figure 3.13 & Table 3.1 to reflect land ownerships  
 

SECTION 4. Planning and Design Principles 
 
Respondent Comments Response 
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Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

Turning to the draft brief itself, I note that on the 
illustrative master plan together with the movement 
framework drawing and the proposed land use drawing 
all show the access arrangement as we have previously 
discussed.  However figure 4.9, building heights, shows 
the access as originally proposed.   

Noted – amend Figure 4.9 

Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

Also at 4.2.11 – the existing access to the Plumbco 
Centre is referred to as a minor site access point, and it 
is proposed that this no longer serves as a vehicle 
through route.  This is clearly contrary to you master 
plan. 

Noted – amend 4.2.11 in line with the illustrative 
masterplan 

Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

Also at 4.2.10 referring to drawing 4.2 reference is made 
to the existing private access serving the Bonham Lilley 
Timber premises to be upgraded to an adopted standard.  
I am instructed that although in this instance you are 
referring to my client’s private road, over which Bonham 
Lilley have right of usage, the road was actually 
constructed to adoption standards.  4.2.10 obviously is 
different from 4.2.11, unless I am misreading part of your 
Development Brief. 

Noted – amend 4.2.10 to read that this road was built to 
adoptions standards.  Need to make 4.2.10 and 4.2.11 
clearer. 

Shoosmiths on behalf of 
Bruce Hilton 

Turning to Sustainability Appraisal, 4.1.16 makes no 
mention that the access from Finedon road through my 
client’s premises is a private road.  As set out above, it 
has been constructed to County Council standards both 
in terms of design and width, although a further footpath 
would be required.  Sight lines at the junction at the 
junction of Finedon Road were agreed in principle with 
the County Council. 

This is not considered to affect the appraisal of the 
proposal. 

Network Rail Network Rail notes the identification of land within our 
ownership for mixed/employment development 
The land in question is a strategic freight site.  This gives 
the site special regulatory protection to retain it for freight 
purposes.  There are occasions where it is acceptable for 
such sites to be lost or replaced.  However, in this 
instance there is interest from GB railfreight and EWS to 
take operational use of the site.  Both users would be 
transporting aggregates for rail use and this would 

Noted – no change needed 
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involve storage of these materials across much of the 
site.  
Were alternative facilities to be provided elsewhere that 
matched the suitability of the existing, there is a 
possibility that the indicative development layouts shown 
on the railway land could be realised.  However, given 
the difficulties in finding alternative locations and the long 
term nature of the work involved, it would be prudent for 
the document to recognise that in all likelihood a rail 
freight facility will remain in situ for the foreseeable 
future. 
In this context the comments in para 3.5.10, that there 
may be potential in the longer term but at present the site 
is reserved for rail freight uses, are correct and should be 
retained 

NCC Section 4.3: Green Spaces for People and Wildlife- This 
section primarily considers biodiversity interests. 
Landscape considerations should also be borne in mind. 
Important landscape features should be retained and 
enhanced, and the existing landscape character 
enhanced, rather than destroyed. Landscape 
considerations should be explicitly considered in this 
section; at present they are not considered in satisfactory 
depth. 

It is considered that landscape has been sufficiently 
covered in section 4.3.2 on this urban site. 

Lovejoy on behalf of Bovis Our representations in respect of the previous draft 
(February 2004) highlighted our concern that the 
proposed land use mix and illustrative masterplan would 
not result in the appropriate development of this site.  
That is most of the site would be redeveloped for 
housing, and substantial areas of existing employment 
use (or potential use) would be lost without explanation.  
Our concerns persist in this respect. 
 
Indeed it is apparent now that the only area of new 
employment use proposed on the sidings area will not 
come forward in the foreseeable future, given that it is a 
strategic freight site, and statutorily protected as such.  

The Local Plan Inspector considered that if future 
changes of use are sought for the employment uses, 
residential conversions or redevelopment should be 
preferred.  He recommended that the site be allocated 
based “primarily on housing and retained employment 
uses “. Reallocating certain industrial uses will have the 
added benefit of reducing HGV traffic on Eastfield Road 
and Mill Road 
 
This Development Brief identifies the area as reserved 
for strategic freight site and if it comes forward then it 
should be used for employment.  Network Rail are happy 
with the wording of the Development Brief. 
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Moreover, Network Rail have indicated that potential 
users of the site have been identified and that they will 
seek to utilise it for the storage and transportation of 
aggregates.   
 
Clearly this reality needs to be reflected in the SPD.  
However, it further exacerbates the issue highlighted 
above in respect of providing an appropriate and 
sustainable mix of development on this site.  Therefore, 
to achieve proper mixed use, which is clearly the most 
appropriate use of the this site in this location, requires a 
greater element of either retained, or redeveloped, 
employment land.  Consequently the potential site 
capacity of 339 dwellings, a further increase on previous 
drafts, is questioned (although this is not consistent with 
para. 4.5.15 which states 290 dwellings).   
 
It also appears that certain technical and amenity issues 
that affect site capacity have so far been ignored.  For 
example, the potential noise impact of the above 
strategic freight proposals and retained employment uses 
on the location, layout and density of the proposed 
residential development needs to be considered.  
Furthermore, there appears to be an apparent absence 
of formal adult recreation space (required to be provided 
in accordance with Local Plan Policy L7).  That too could 
significantly affect site capacity. 
 
It remains our view that only 200 dwellings can be 
delivered in the local plan period to 2016 given the 
landownership, environmental and technical constraints 
that apply to the site.  Indeed, the long timescale for 
bringing this site forward for development is illustrated by 
the slow progress of this SPD (2 years between drafts). 

 
 
 
 
 
The total amount of dwellings is felt to be realistic given 
the location and potential to raise densities. All technical, 
environmental and landownership constraints can be 
overcome during the plan period especially with the 
provision of government funding to help remediate the 
site. 
 
 
Noted – amend 4.5.15 and table 4.2 to be consistent. 
 
 
 
Noted – include a requirement for developers to 
undertake a noise assessment as part of an 
Environmental Statement. 
 
 
 
 
 
Adult space is close by in Eastfield Park and new space 
will be provided in the Ise Valley Park. It is possible that 
negotiations could seek contributions towards these 
areas.  
 
 
A new landowner is likely to accelerate progress on this 
site. 

Lovejoy on behalf of Bovis It is apparent that the appropriate development of this 
site is largely dependent on the successful development 
of the wider Wellingborough East proposals development 

Noted – add reference to the Station Interchange in to 
paragraph 4.1.10 
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to the east of the railway line.  Particularly in respect of 
the provision of social and community facilities to support 
the new development on this site.  This is acknowledged 
in paragraph 3.7.3 that highlights the need to link to the 
primary school, health centre and town park.  Elsewhere 
the SPD refers to the reliance on provision of major 
transport infrastructure such as the town traffic 
management proposals (para. 4.1.5), strategic 
pedestrian and cycle links (para. 4.1.8) and, notably, the 
strategic access routes and Eastern Relief Road (para. 
4.1.4).  The SPD should also explicitly refer to the 
proposals for the Station Interchange, which the 
development of the Eastfield Road site will rely on and 
benefit from. 

Bee Bee Insufficient density for this location 
 
The densities prescribed in the brief are ‘artificially 
constrained’ by the particular access solution that has 
been identified.  Our view is that alternatives exist that 
can unlock the greater potential. 
 
The brief gives an ambiguous position on density as it 
advocates densities of 40 dwellings per hectare 
(paragraph 4.5.15) and 290 residential units.  In contrast 
Table 4.2 (page 55) provides for densities of 32 
dwellings per hectare which achieves 339 residential 
units.   
 
The above densities do not comply with PPG3 which 
encourages densities in excess of 50 dwellings per 
hectare at places with good transport accessibility.  Land 
east of Eastfield Road is exactly this type of location, 
being located very close to a train station, that could be 
well served by buses and located reasonably close to the 
town centre and the range of facilities that it provides. 

 
 
The total amount of dwellings is felt to be realistic given 
the location and potential to raise densities. All technical, 
environmental and landownership constraints can be 
overcome during the plan period especially with the 
provision of government funding to help remediate the 
site.  Flexibility for the densities is built into 4.5.3 and if 
further studies suggest this is deliverable, then WBC 
would consider the proposals. 
 
Noted – amend 4.5.15 and table 4.2 to be consistent. 
 
 
PPG 3 gives a range of 30-50 dwellings. The brief gives 
sufficient flexibility to increase densities if appropriate. 
 
 

AMENDMENTS 
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• Amend para 4.2.10 to reflect that this road was built to adoption standards 
• Amend para 4.2.10 & 4.2.11 to  make the two paragraphs clearer 
• Amend figure 4.2.11 – amend to reflect Figure 4.1 Illustrative Masterplan 
• Amend para 4.1.10 – include reference to the Station Interchange 
• Amend para 4.5.15 & Table 4.2 amend these to be consistent 
• Amend para 5.4.1 – include a requirement for developers to undertake a noise assessment as part of an Environmental Statement 
 
SECTION 5. Proposed Development Process 
 
Respondent Comments Response 
Network Rail With this development being so close to the station and 

the development representing an intensification of the 
use of the site, there will inevitably be an increase in the 
number of people using the station.  This increase in 
association with other development within the station 
catchment area, will create are (sic) requirement for 
enhanced capacity and station facilities to cope with 
growth.  It would be appropriate for the council to pool 
planning obligations, in accordance with Circular 05/05, 
for this purpose.  To this end, ‘contribution towards 
station enhancements’ should be specifically refereed to 
in relation to Off-site transport improvements, as 
identified in para 5.7.2. 

Noted – add contribution towards station enhancement 
reference to off site transport improvement in 5.7.2 

Lovejoy on behalf of Bovis Clearly, therefore, the SPD should emphasise the 
requirement for the development of this site to 
appropriately contribute to the full costs (land and build) 
of the provision of these facilities.  Furthermore, the 
mechanism for securing these contributions should be 
clarified in Section 5.7 of the SPD. 

Noted – include reference in Section 5.7. to the need for 
discussions to be held with WBC about the S106 
contributions to the WEAST main area. 

Lovejoy on behalf of Bovis Section 5.4 refers to the Development Framework which 
applies to the whole Wellingborough east site and states 
that it sets out what would be required for an outline 
application.  Aside from a stated need for a Masterplan, 
we are not sure it does provide the necessary guidance in 
respect of this site.  Consequently, this SPD should refer 
to a potential need for an Environmental Impact 

Noted – It is normal practice for detailed surveys to be 
undertaken and financed by the applicants. The Borough 
Council will require sufficient information to be submitted 
with the application to enable a proper decision to be 
made. Notwithstanding this, it is considered that an 
appropriate level of detail has been included to enable 
the development principles to be established.  
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Assessment (to be determined in accordance with the 
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment England and Wales) Regulations 1999) and 
a Transport Assessment to consider the implications of 
the proposed development for the site and the 
surrounding area.  In respect of the EIA, the SPD could 
continue to provide an indication of the potential scope of 
assessment, which could include, inter alia, ecology, 
landscape and visual, land stability and contamination, 
transport, noise, air quality, socio-economic impact 
assessments. 

 
Include reference for the need for developers to provide 
an Environmental Impact Assessment. 
 
A scoping opinion has been provided for this site It is not 
considered necessary to include it in the brief. 

Bee Bee Overly Specific Legal Agreement Requirements 
 
Paragraph 5.7 of the brief provides a list of matters that 
need to be included within any section 106 agreement 
should BCW be minded to grant planning permission.  
However, the content including the list of matters 
contained within a section 106 agreement, can only be 
determined once a proposal is before BCW.  Items to be 
included within a section 106 agreement can only be 
defined in response to issues raised by a particular 
development proposal including its commercial viability, 
although we recognise that the concept of pooled 
contributions is being considered by North 
Northamptonshire Together, and regional infrastructure 
tariffs might be applied mirroring the approach taken in 
Milton Keynes.  This whole question is still in a state of 
flux and we believe it inappropriate to pre-empt the 
discussion by being specific at this stage.   

 
 
5.7.2 Refers to items WBC feel will be needed within 
WEAST/East of Eastfield Road.  Any proposals will 
inform the S106 requirements and negotiations.  See 
amendment suggested above  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Currently WEAST falls outside of the pilot for rood tax 
within North Northants. 

AMENDMENTS 
 
• Amend para 5.7.2 – add a requirement for a contribution towards the station enhancement 
• Amend para 5.7 – include a reference to the need for discussions to be held with WBC about the S106 contributions to the WEAST main 

area. 
• Amend para 5.7.1 – add reference to the need for an Environmental Assessment. 
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Land East of Eastfield Road Sustainability Appraisal 
 
General Comments              Appendix 4                       
 
Respondent Summary Response 
NCC The SA Key recommendations are to be welcomed however there 

are some issues regarding the meeting of the SEA directive that we 
would like to raise. There are a number of critical gaps in the 
Sustainability Appraisal; there will need to be significant additions to 
the document before the appraisal can fulfil the requirements of the 
SEA directive. A useful reference here is, ‘A practical guide to the 
Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive’ (ODPM Sept 2005). 
 
An environmental baseline is required by the SEA directive; this 
should cover the relevant aspects of the current environment, and 
their likely evolution without implementation of the plan, and the 
existing environmental characteristics of the area likely to be 
significantly affected. This baseline data is covered in landscape 
terms, but there is no baseline ecological survey. In addition, the 
evolution of the environment is assessed as an alternative – the do 
nothing option. The assessment of the evolution of the environment 
should be covered in the assessment of the baseline characteristics, 
and should not be used as both a baseline assessment and an 
alternative.  
 
In order to assess the impact on the ecology of the site, an 
ecological baseline is required. This has not been included as part of 
the SA. An ecological baseline survey should be carried out of the 
entire site, with particular attention to the County Wildlife Site, and 
any Biodiversity Action Plan habitats. 
 
In terms of alternatives, Strategic Environmental Assessment and 
Biodiversity guidance produced by the Environment Agency, English 
Nature, the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds and the 

The SA is considered to be sufficiently 
fit for purpose. The site has already 
been allocated in the local plan, and 
been assessed as part of this process. 
It will be assessed in greater detail as 
part of the Environmental Statement 
accompanying a planning application. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is considered to be an 
inappropriate level of detail for the SPD 
and best included as part of a planning 
application. The need for an ES will be 
referred to in the brief. 
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Countryside Commission for Wales indicates that alternatives should 
be checked in terms of whether they are ‘real’ or whether they are 
being used to justify the preferred alternative. In view of the overlap 
between the baseline information requirements and the ‘do nothing’ 
option, we would suggest that further alternatives are required. 
These alternatives could include the consideration of alternative 
sites, where appropriate, or they could be design alternatives. In 
environmental terms, this could include a different green space 
approach, or different treatments of the County Wildlife Site and 
associated scrub and woodland. 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal does not give any information on how 
the objectives have been assessed. Common practice is for 
indicators to be attached to objectives, as a means of assessing 
trends against these indicators. This does not appear to have been 
the case for this assessment. The SEA directive requires a 
description of how the assessment was undertaken. This information 
is therefore required to be included. Following the inclusion of this 
information, the statutory bodies should be consulted to give the 
opportunity for any concerns about the assessment methodology or 
findings to be resolved. We would also recommend consultation with 
the Northamptonshire Wildlife Trust, and appreciate consultation 
with ourselves. 
 
Many environmental problems arise from the accumulation of 
multiple small and indirect effects: secondary, cumulative effects and 
synergistic effects need to be assessed as part of the SEA.   
 
The SEA directive also requires information about the measures 
envisaged to prevent, reduce, predict and evaluate and as fully as 
possible offset any significant adverse effects on the environment of 
implementing the plan. Mitigation proposals have been suggested, 
but there is no assessment of the residual impact of the 
development after the mitigation proposals have been implemented. 
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The Regional Spatial Strategy for the  East Midlands, RSS 8, 
requires no net loss of environmental assets; thus before planning 
permission can be granted, there would need to be an overall 
assessment of the environmental impact of the proposals. This 
would best be provided as part of the SEA / SA process. 
 
Specific Issues with the Sustainability Appraisal 
 
Section 1.2.3: Green Spaces for people and wildlife. This section, 
though focussing on the landscape strategy, has most to do with 
biodiversity and green space resources. Sustainability Appraisal 
objectives for landscape include maintaining and enhancing the 
quality, character and distinctiveness of the landscape, but this is 
not reflected in the design principles. We would recommend that the 
apparent commitment to a positive landscape impact is recognised 
in the design principles. 
 
An assessment is made of the biodiversity impact. Given the 
absence of an ecological baseline, it is impossible than an adequate 
assessment can be made of the impact in biodiversity terms. We 
must therefore question the assessment of biodiversity impact. In 
addition, the assessment should additionally cover the impact on 
Red Data Book species and priority species identified in appendices 
1-5 in the Northamptonshire Biodiversity Action Plan. 
 
The water conservation and management assessment does not 
include an assessment of the impact of the development on water 
resources. Environment Agency data shows that in 
Northamptonshire, there is no additional summer water available. 
Thus in terms of water conservation and management, any 
additional development, no matter how water efficient will have a 
negative impact in terms of water resources. Therefore, short, 
medium and long term assessments of the impact on water 
conservation and management should be assessed as negative, as 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The aims of the landscape strategy as 
set out in para 4.3.1 of the brief are 
considered appropriate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As referred to above the assessment is 
considered of appropriate detail for the 
SPD. Further information will be 
required as part of a planning 
application. 
 
 
 
 
Agreed that development will impact 
upon water resources, however water 
suppliers have not responded that 
provision to the site is a problem. It 
would be prudent to include mitigation 
recommendations such as: include 
water efficiency measures in new 
properties and provide SUDs. These 
matters are adequately covered in para 
4.77 of the brief and in the Eco Homes 
assessment suggested. Therefore no 
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there is a net requirement for water that, according to Environment 
Agency data, is at full capacity. Thus the assessment and, if 
necessary, the assessment criteria should be amended to reflect 
this negative impact on water resources. 
 
We consider that the Development Brief would benefit from 
improvement, as discussed, and that the Sustainability Appraisal 
should also be modified, as discussed above, but also that it may fail 
to meet the requirements of the SEA directive. It will therefore 
require substantial additions and amendments, which and we would 
appreciate the opportunity for further comment on the amended 
Sustainability Appraisal. 
 
 

further amendments are necessary 

AMENDMENTS 
 
• No further amendments to the brief are necessary. These points are considered to be adequately covered by other changes proposed. 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 62 of 62


