
APPENDIX G: 

APPRAISAL OF DETAILED PLANNING SUBMISSION RELATING TO UNIT 

1 AND THE EMERGENCY/CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC ACCESS TO 

ISLINGTON SUBMITTED AS PART OFT PLANNING APPLICATION 

NE/00698/OUT LAND ADJACENT TO HALDENS PARKWAY, 

THRAPSTON. 

INTRODUCTION 

This Appendix fully supports with detailed analysis and technical 

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

identify detailed reasons relating to impact, highway dangers, and 

the gross inadequacy of Islington to cope with such an increase in the 

type and volume of traffic proposed. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

• The construction of Unit 1 as a relocation and expansion of an existing 

business needs to be assessed against Policy EN20 of Part 2 of the Local 

Plan, environmental policies in the JCS and a suite of policies local and 

national. The conclusion will be is that it fails all policy tests. 

• The bulk and sheer scale of the building on the highest part of the site is 

a matter of fact and its damaging intrusion into a high value rural 

landscape is of the highest order. No justification has been even 

attempted by the applicants for this inappropriate site selection. 

• The use of an access to Islington for construction traffic for any period of 

time is highly dangerous for all other users of this rural road which is in 

effect single carriageway for large vehicles.  

• The use of Islington as an emergency access for an employment site of 

this size is entirely inappropriate given its single carriageway width 

which any risk assessment will identify as a ‘high risk’ of obstruction. 

DETAILED APPRAISAL OF UNIT 1 AND ACCESS TO ISLANGTON 

Unit 1: 

Whilst Unit 1 has been submitted in detail it remains an integral part of the 

overall application for a strategic warehouse development outside the spatial 

strategy of the JCS, the Part 2 Local Plan, National policy, substantially 



damaging to the environment, objected to by Historic England, and Highways 

England and must therefore fall alongside the whole scheme. 

As a detailed submission it can and must be appraised individually. 

The proposal is for a non-descript, standard design very large shed with no 

architectural features or design flair.  

It has been sited on the highest and most prominent part of the site from 

where it will have the most damaging visual impact from all directions, short 

and long-distance views and be dominant on the horizon to the east when 

viewed from the internationally recognised Nene Valley. Being candid the 

applicant couldn’t have chosen a more prominent and damaging location.  

The proposed unit 1 shed is some 418.6m long and 18.7m high. This creates a 

huge volume/mass of a non-descript building dominating the rural road of 

Islington and the approach to the Titchmarsh conservation village. Its 

dominance and visual impact will be of the highest order in both short and 

long-distance views.  

The bulk of the building and the industrial character of the site is further 

emphasised by 64 dock leveller bays and 16 level access doors together with 

the HGV vehicles that will occupy them. The yard facing Islington will be some 

52m wide with a planting strip alongside the road of a mere 20m. Such a 

massive building cannot be mitigated by a narrow planting strip in either short 

or long-distance views. It will remain forever ‘a proverbial blot on the 

landscape’ and fundamentally change the character of the approach/setting of  

a Conservation Area from rural to industrial thereby inflicting serious damage 

on the quality of that conservation area. 

At night the building will be illuminated as will the working yard area 

destroying the current very low nighttime light intrusion in this rural area. Its 

visual impact will be severe and its effect on wildlife extreme.  

Noise levels from the warehouse and its working yard areas will be 

significantly higher than the current low rural levels which will impact upon on 

the areas current rural ambience and wildlife will become non-existent. No 

longer will bats forage at night, no longer will badgers move along their trails 

and night owls will be lost to this environment. 

Even if Unit 1 had been submitted as a standalone application for the 

relocation of an existing business to be considered under policy EN 20 of the 



Local Plan Part 2 it would have to have been refused. Why was it not located 

on a lower platform alongside the A605? There clearly is an alternative site for 

it which could be assessed. Even during public consultation events the 

applicants refused to provide any answer to that question.  

The only arguable reason for its highly damaging location is that it is their as 

leverage to justify, in a perverse way, the use of the rest of the site for a 

strategic warehousing development outside of National and Local Policies. The 

Council must be alert to this ploy. 

Emergency/construction traffic access to Islington: 

Islington is a narrow rural road, with no footways and grass verges. It is an 

approach road to the small village of Titchmarsh and is principally used by 

cars, cyclists, and pedestrians. It has no passing places, and its road width is 

limited allowing two cars to pass with care. Large construction vehicles, or 

farm machinery cannot pass one another, and the grass verges often suffer 

damage due to vehicle overruns. 

It is simply unsuitable for construction vehicles and would prove highly 

dangerous to other road users. These concerns apply just as strongly for  a 

temporary period, which could be in excess of 5 years, as it would to any 

permanent access. 

The emergency access to a site of this size, with the scale of risk to life from 

fire or accidents, from a narrow rural road with high risk of obstruction, is not 

justifiable. Strategic warehousing sites need good and safe access to the 

strategic road network, and this must include emergency access to a standard 

appropriate to a strategic site. Islington cannot provide that standard of safety 

or a low risk assessment. To even consider it would be irresponsible. 

CONCLUSIONS 

This hybrid application should also be refused for reasons relating to the 

details of Unit 1 and the emergency/construction vehicle access as set clearly 

above. 

 

 

David Bailey (MRTPI retd)    September 2022 

 



 

 

 

 

 


