
APPENDIX B 

APPRAISAL OF THRAPSTON ECONOMIC + MARKET ASSESSMENT (JAN 

2022) BY AVISON YOUNG RELATED TO PLANNING APPLICATION 

NE/00151/FUL LAND EAST OF HALDENS PARKWAY, THRAPSTON. 

INTRODUCTION 

This Appendix fully supports with detailed and technical comment 

the reasons for refusal set out in our letter of objection. We identify 

omissions, factual errors and flawed methodologies that require 

additional submissions and/or repeat surveys.  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This document and its credibility are critical to the applicant’s key policy justification for a 

departure from the JCS, being that the land supply policy 23 of the JCS is out of date, no 

longer relevant and should be set aside, thereby triggering the tilted balance in NPPF policy 

11(d).  

It is to be noted that this key supporting document concentrates on the economic need and 

economic benefits of the scheme, rather than the land supply issue. Not surprising, given 

that their own analysis of logistics land supply for the next 20 years in North 

Northamptonshire shows a need for 423,000sqm of warehouse floorspace, and 106h of 

land. (Table 6.1 para 6.19). Some 10% of this demand would be proportioned to East 

Northamptonshire, equating to some 42,300sqm of floorspace and some 10.6h of land. This 

is before such demand figures are again proportioned to the Market Town of Thrapston 

within East Northamptonshire. By their own assessment the proposed scheme for 

200,000sqm and some 75h is not justified.  

Whatever the agreed economic needs and benefits might prove to be, it is unarguable that 

they could be equally provided on an alternative site within North Northamptonshire. 

These alternative sites would be within the policy approved growth areas, would be far 

more sustainable, closer to rail links and large labour supply areas and be less damaging to 

the environment. The applicants in their lengthy submissions have made no attempt to 

assess alternative sites within the growth areas of North Northamptonshire. A critical 

omission and one that the Secretary of State would expect to have been done.  

Notwithstanding the economic benefits case and the land supply case, the applicant will 

still have to provide compelling evidence to set aside all other relevant policies in the JCS 

that are important to the consideration of this application. The approved policies relating to 



the spatial growth strategy and environmental protection policies as set out. (Ref: Peel 

Investments v Secretary of State).  

KEY POINTS 

1. Title of the assessment gives immediate cause for concern as it has a narrow focus 

on Thrapston and East Northamptonshire which indicates a flawed methodology 

constructed to make the client’s case and skewed against the policy principles of the 

JCS. 

 

2. The principal policy document - the JCS and policy 24 re logistics are clear. Such 

schemes will be supported where they comply with the spatial strategy and a range 

of key criteria. This site does not. It does not comply with policy, makes no provision 

for smaller units and has no proximity to a rail connection. There is no locally 

available pool of labour, substantial HGV movements will adversely impact local 

roads and the strategic network and there is no provision for overnight/rest over 

HGV outside the site. The 24-hour operation will also, bring a range of impacts to the 

local area. 

 

 

3. They recognise logistics development is underway in NN and that delivery has been 

successful, and there remains some 6 years supply of logistics land in the pipeline, 

but that the EN (submarket as they describe it) has limited pipeline development and 

fallen behind in comparison with the policy driven growth areas.  This is a false 

comparison. As a result, they argue that there is a significant and urgent need for 

new land to be provided, in this, contrived and policy light, submarket. This argument 

ignores the policy purpose and success of the JCS. By Policy, Thrapston was never 

intended to accommodate strategic logistic hubs to rival the growth towns. Such a 

fundamental change to its policy status and inherent character cannot and should 

not be changed by an ad hoc development proposal outside the Plan process. 

  

4. Their interpretation of current travel to work patterns fails to recognise that 

Thrapston has a low take up of logistic jobs and that a simple extrapolation of a 

current work pattern is flawed. There are no high levels of unemployment and no 

recorded levels of deprivation in the thriving Market Town of Thrapston. 

 

5. The study accepts it has focussed on the economic need and benefits of the 

proposed development, including increased business rates, all of which can be 

provided on policy compliant sites. 

 

  

6. Para 1.6.  Misinterprets the policy regarding Market Towns in the JCS by omitting 

that any expansion desired, should be at a scale and compatible with the status of a 



Market Town. A 75-hectare logistics park outside the confines of Thrapston is 

patently not compatible with the character and status of a Market Town. 

 

7. The assessment fluctuates in its use of EN and Thrapston as a further submarket, 

confusing its conclusions to identify Thrapston as a preferred site and ignoring other 

policy compliant opportunities in EN or indeed within NN. 

 

8. Table 3 at para 3.21 of their report shows a very healthy supply of logistic sites both 

under construction and proposed. It concludes that, in comparison, whilst EN has a 

high proportion of logistics stock at 83%, it has a severe shortage of pipeline 

development. Given the purpose of policy in the JCS to ensure sustainable 

development, this only serves to show the continuing success of those policies (as 

EN, let alone Thrapston) is not intended for solid policy reasons, to accommodate 

strategic scale logistics development.  

 

9. Paras 2.27-2.34 of their report. The actual conclusion from the Aspinall Verdi ELR 

states:  

 

“Conclusion: strategic distribution market   

5.25 There is steady demand for logistics space in East Northamptonshire and the 
wider area. With overspill from areas closer to the M1, East Northamptonshire has 
already been able to satisfy requirements from occupiers looking in these ‘prime’ 
areas. Although the district currently has no availability, there are several sites in the 
pipeline, along with more land allocated in adjacent local authority areas, which 
should satisfy demand going forward. The development opportunity in Raunds 
should fulfil demand in the short to medium term. Logistics occupiers are notoriously 
footloose and development opportunities in adjacent Kettering should satisfy 
demand in the wider county longer term.   

  
5.26 The key constraints for occupiers in East Northamptonshire and the wider region 
have been found to be the lack of available workforce and energy capacity. If these 
can be solved in the coming years, the district has enough strategic land allocated to 
fulfil the demand for logistics over the plan period.”  

 
These conclusions confirm what is readily apparent locally, that nearly all existing logistic 
companies have great difficulty filling vacancies locally and have taken to bussing in staff, 
offering incentives and even building temporary accommodation on site. 
 

10. Table 4.1 shows some 600, 366 sqm of what they define as true availability of 

warehouse space. (They discount these sites as small and therefore not comparable 

to the large units proposed at Thrapston). This is a of course a false analysis. 

However, they also discount a further 950,000sq ft at Wellingborough due to a 



pipeline needing moving. About 95,000sqm. They conclude, based on their 

interpretation of true availability, at para 4.10, that there is still over SIX YEARS 

SUPPLY in the market. If you add in another 95,00sqm at Wellingborough this 

increases to some 7 years.  

 

11. Para 5.13 shows that Thrapston is lagging behind in employment in logistics 

compared to NN and Northamptonshire as a whole. It concludes wrongly that this 

shows a need to increase logistic jobs to retain employees and reduce out 

commuting. There is no evidence offered, that those out commuting currently 

would take up logistic jobs. Indeed, the majority of those out commuting are in 

skilled trades and professional roles. The conclusion also ignores the obvious reason 

for the difference which is that, the policy influence of the JCS is to locate strategic 

logistic sites close to the growth areas and largest population densities.  

 

 

12. At para 6.3 they argue for a different forecasting technique. This is yet to be 

formally recognised in the NPPF or the PPG (which highlights logistics) but this 

advice is clearly targeted at plan preparation not planning application 

determination. 

 

13. Table 6.1 at para 6.19 shows by their forecasting some 423,00 sqm of logistics space 

and some 106h of land is required in the period 2020 – 2040 in North 

Northamptonshire. EN would be some 10% of this need.  

SOME 10H OF LAND (NOT 75H ) AND SOME 42,300SQM OF SPACE( NOT 

200,00SQM). 

 

14. They go on to advocate the consideration of supressed demand. This is an 

unproven and untested concept that relies on the assumption that alleged 

suppressed demand in the past would be taken up in the present and into the 

future and should be added to proven forecasted need for the future. At face value 

this methodology appears at least unsustainable as it advocates a higher release of 

land above forecast need. Suppressed demand is not referred to in the current PPG 

for logistics. 

 

15. The continued false conclusion at para 6.81 of there being an acute undersupply in 

EN (note not Thrapston) in comparison to the policy successful growth areas 

ignores again the policy intention of the JCS. 

 

16.At para 8.1 the report concludes that it justifies the proposed development of 

200,000sqm of floorspace in Thrapston. It does not actually do this. It identifies at 



least 6 years of available supply and shows by their methodology at table 6.1 a need 

for some 10h of land in EN to 2040. It does not even consider a distribution across EN. 

  

17.NN has some SIX years of supply for logistics, by their own calculations, which does 

not indicate any urgent need for additional supply to be provided through an ad hoc, 

piecemeal application. Certainly not one in direct conflict with a range of policies in the 

JCS. Such a comfortable supply of committed sites also allows for progress on key 

policy documents notably the ARC SF (to be given the status of National Policy) and 

the review of the JCS without prejudicing the development of these key policy 

documents. 

18.The final para 8.13 remains of interest and should be highlighted, as the report here 

veers clearly away from the land supply argument, so critical to the applicants case for 

the tilted balance in NPPF to apply, and focuses on what they consider to be a 

‘compelling economic case, but are economic benefits that could be equally provided 

on alternative sites within the growth areas and eminently more sustainable.  

 

THE CONCLUSIONS TO BE DRAWN FROM THEIR ECONOMIC AND 

MARKET ASSESSMENT IS THAT THERE IS NO SPECIAL CASE ON LAND 

SUPPLY OR ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO JUSTIFY A DEPARTURE FROM 

THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN. THE JCS HAS PROVEN ITSELF SUCCESSFUL, 

BOTH IN DELIVERY AND COMMITMENTS WITHIN THE GROWTH 

AREAS. SELECTING OUT EAST NORTHAMPTONSHIRE AND THRAPSTON 

FROM THE TRUE POLICY REALITY OF NORTH NORTHAMPTONSHIRE IS 

A FALSE COMPARISON. THERE IS NO COMPELLING CASE FOR SUCH A 

DEPARTURE AND NO CASE TO IRREPARABLY DESTROY A SWATHE OF 

OPEN COUNTYSIDE WITH ITS INTRINSIC VALUES AND WELL-

ESTABLISHED HABITATS. 
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