
APPENDIX A: 

APPRAISAL OF PLANNING STATEMENT RELATED TO PLANNING 

APPLICATION NE/00151/FUL LAND EAST OF HALDENS PARKWAY, 

THRAPSTON. 

INTRODUCTION 

This Appendix fully supports with detailed and technical evidence 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 

The applicant’s key reasons for a major, strategic departure from an approved development 

plan. 

1. Economic, environmental, and social credentials. 

• the alleged scale of economic benefits needs to be tested (by the 

Council), but it is true to say that they could be equally delivered from 

another site within the A14 corridor and compliant with policy. They are 

not therefore, uniquely deliverable from this site, which is outside a 

small market town and is blatantly in conflict with National and Local 

Policies. The alleged economic benefits in themselves, do not therefore, 

provide a compelling reason to set aside approved policy and cause 

significant harm to the intrinsic value, beauty, open and landscape 

character in this location.  

• The alleged environmental benefits pale in comparison to the loss of 

some 75h of gently undulating open countryside providing essential 

character to the countryside setting of the Market Town of Thrapston 

and Conservation Village of Titchmarsh and currently providing a range 

of well-established habitats. The historic character of the Market Town 

of Thrapston, and its community feel would be lost - dwarfed by this 

proposed industrial expansion. Its status as a Market Town would be 

lost forever usurped by an ad hoc application. The proposed mitigation 

measures of earthworks and alleged ‘bunds’ said to be to heights of 

7/10m are in themselves so substantial, a direct result of the huge scale 

of development proposed, to be out of place and incongruous and even 

within a period of 15 years would fail to mitigate the impact. The 

alleged bunds are in effect, embankments. Given the build platform 

level set at 10m below road level, to mitigate the dramatic height of the 



buildings, they propose an embankment sloping down from Islington 

Lane. So, from Islington Lane, a public viewpoint, there would be a 

planted, downward sloping embankment. The potential impact of 

planting diminishing given the downward slope. From the proposed 

roundabout access, there would be clear, open, substantial views of the 

full scale of the development. Damage and loss of countryside and open 

views, that cannot be justified by the alleged benefits of the scheme 

would be clearly visible. 

• The social benefits given would be available from any such, more 

compliant site and are aspirational rather than guaranteed deliverable. 

Thrapston has no levels of deprivation and certainly no high levels of 

unemployment to make a specific compelling case to justify a 

departure. The highway improvements are development led and, in any 

event, do not appear to be adequate.  

 

2. The JCS is out of date and no longer relevant. 

• The applicant argues (ref para 5.124) that the employment land 

supply policies in the JCS are out of date and that the niche market 

area of East Northants and Thrapston have fallen behind in the 

supply of employment land elsewhere in NN.  

• The applicant relies on the Thrapston Economic and Market 

Assessment (EMA)document. The EMA appears to concede that the 

council is delivering against the employment policies in the JCS. This 

reflects the Councils own assessment in the latest Annual 

Monitoring Report (2019/2020) which explains that 2,000 new jobs 

were created in the monitoring year to 2018 and 6,000 to 2019, 

against an average annual requirement of 1,555. Moreover, it 

appears from the evidence base underpinning the new East 

Northamptonshire Local Plan: part 2, that the Council is in fact on 

track to exceed its total figure for East Northamptonshire (7,200) by 

some 3,382 jobs by 2031. Given that the Part 2 has been submitted 

for Examination, retaining the job supply figures, it would be 

perverse for the Council to depart from the figures in the JCS and 

suddenly accept through a planning application to meet a higher 

figure. 

• This argument is confirmation of the success of the JCS in delivering 

a constant stream of sites, in sustainable, well located to the 

strategic road network and major urban areas. Thrapston was never 

supposed to match the growth areas, for a range of well evidenced 

reasons. To argue that Thrapston has fallen behind in its 

employment supply compared to policy driven growth areas, is like 



arguing the Lake District has failed to keep pace with the policy 

driven growth housing growth in Manchester. 

• There are serious weaknesses in this assessment. The market 

assessment has a flawed methodology as it focusses on Thrapston 

and East Northants rather than the strategic market area of NN. It 

also proposes a new forecasting model that is unproven, untested at 

inquiry, and not recommended for use by Councils in plan 

preparation. 

• Their market assessment confirms 6 years plus supply of well-

located sustainable sites, all close to large urban areas allocated for 

development. Plus, two other sites in Wellingborough that may have 

a longer lead in time. Such a supply chain is sufficient to meet short 

to medium term demand and indicates no urgency for additional 

sites, certainly not sites in conflict with the fundamental strategy 

and policies in the JCS. 

• At para 6.19 their assessment shows a possible need for c 424,000 

sqm of logistics floorspace in NN by 2040 some 106h of land. They 

state that the EN share (NB: not just Thrapston) would be some 10%. 

Simply put, some c 43,000sqm and 10h of land in the whole of EN. 

Not 200,000sqm or 75h of land on Thrapston alone. There is no 

evidenced, compelling case that the employment land supply 

policies are out of date. As such the exception provided for in NPPF 

policy 11(d) does not apply. 

• It is interesting to note that their wording in the conclusions to their 

Market assessment rely heavily on the ECONOMIC case, not the out-

of-date land supply policies in the JCS. 

• Their arguments that this is the only site that can be developed for 

very large units is unproven, given the supply of land available which 

could be reconfigured, if Policy 24 of the JCS re mix of unit sizes can 

be overcome.  

• At para 6.6 they argue that their market analysis shows that the 

growth towns of East Northamptonshire can’t accommodate the 

significant current market demand. They define wrongly Raunds and 

Islip as growth towns. They are not. Only Rushden is a growth town. 

Their analysis does not assess alternative sites in Rushden and 

critically fails overall, to assess alternative, policy compliant, sites 

within the growth areas of North Northamptonshire. Their analysis is 

weak. It confirms a supply chain of six years in any event.  

 

 



3. Peel Investments v Secretary of State. July 2020 

• The applicants cite this case in support of their scheme. The 

consideration of the judges found that it was ‘the most important 

policies of the Plan for the determination of the application that had to 

be overtaken’ by national policy or events. Not just a single policy alone, 

but the Plan as a whole. The applicants do not directly argue that the 

growth strategy policies are out of date, nor the raft of environmental 

policies in the Development Plans. Their proposal remains in 

fundamental conflict with all these policies, and in any event has failed 

to demonstrate a compelling case that land supply policies are out of 

date.  

• The applicants also rely on two appeal decisions in support of their case. 

The cases in Hinkley and Bosworth relate to two greenfield sites of 16.5h 

and 21.8h with warehousing proposed. The case allowed was some 

89,200sqm (compared to applicant’s scheme for 200,00sqm) on some 

16.5h (not 75sqm). The Inspector found that both schemes caused 

significant harm to the intrinsic value, beauty, open and landscape 

character of the countryside. At some 21.8h and 144,200sqm, the first 

scheme was refused. The second, smaller scheme of 16.5h and 

89,200sqm was allowed because such a scheme could be more easily 

mitigated with bunding and landscaping. Neither scheme is directly 

comparable, but the larger scheme was found to be at the higher end of 

the scale of significant harm to the countryside. These decisions support 

our appraisal that the applicant’s scheme is at the very highest end of 

the scale of harm to the countryside, with no compelling case at all to 

justify such harm nor to set aside Development Plan policies. 

• The case in Bolton, decided by the Secretary of State, found substantial 

harm to the Green Belt. However, there were high levels of recorded 

deprivation in Bolton and further employment land would contribute 

substantially to the economic recovery and well-being of Bolton. The 

applicants were also able to demonstrate the absence of other sites in 

the M61 corridor. Bolton and Thrapston are like chalk and cheese and do 

not compare. Thrapston is a thriving market town, with no recorded 

levels of deprivation and is not in need of economic recovery. 

Furthermore, the applicants in our case, have not assessed other sites in 

the growth areas, but have confirmed a 6-year supply of committed 

sites. This case serves only to demonstrate the need for a compelling 

case to override policy and environmental damage. Such a case the 

applicants have failed to evidence.  

 



4. Sustainable development. 

• The site conflicting with the JCS spatial strategy is by default 

unsustainable.  

• The site is well outside any growth area and therefore not close to a 

large supply of local labour, inviting long journey to work times. More 

fundamentally, the site is outside the defined Market Town of Thrapston 

(Fig 12 p.34 JCS). Accordingly, it is beyond the Urban Area and is 

therefore “Rural Area” so the proposal is clearly in conflict with Policy 11 

JCS. The applicant does not seek to rely upon the Policy 13 exceptions or 

seek to justify the scheme as being in accordance with the spatial 

distribution strategy at Policy 11 JCS. 

• The proposal causes substantial damage to valued open countryside that 

cannot, because of its sheer scale, be successfully mitigated.  With no 

compelling case to set aside approved Development Plan policies the 

significant damage it would cause to the open countryside, well 

established biodiverse habitats, and important historic hedgerows would 

be high.  

• Their statement tries to convince on sustainability, but fails to address 

key criteria starting with policy compliance, green field site, labour 

supply, and environmental damage. 

. 

5. Direct connection to strategic highway network. 

• The site is currently accessed from a rural lane. Travel is then 

through a modest industrial estate, a limited mini roundabout, 

then another roundabout serving the town of Thrapston and the 

A605, which is frequently congested. Finally, another roundabout 

has to be negotiated, serving the A14, which experiences severe 

queuing causing blockages back to the Thrapston roundabout and 

onto the A14.  

• The range of highway improvements are inadequate. Their 

highway proposals are evaluated in more detail in a separate 

Appendix.  

• The potential cumulative impact on the strategic highway network 

needs strategic overview from National Highways.   

This cannot be achieved through a single application. Whilst the 

views of National Highways are awaited, a strategic overview must 

be the way forward. It is known that National Highways are in the 

process of a strategic junction review of the A14 in this location 

and this proposal, plus the I M Properties scheme, soon to be 

submitted, will individually and cumulatively prejudice that 



review. Such consideration must in any event be led by the Plan 

process and not usurped by an ad hoc application.  

• Cumulative impacts on the local highway network, particularly the 

A605 and its junctions, needs overall examination that cannot be 

achieved through a single application particularly, as it appears 

that all highway improvement works have been contained within 

the bounds of the existing highway (not within red line). That 

questions whether the highway improvements required 

cumulatively, have been purposefully constrained to the current 

limits of the highway? It is unknown to objectors what has been 

agreed between the Highway Authority, the applicant, and the 

developers of the Glebe Land, I M Properties Ltd 

 

6.  Conflict with Environmental Policies. (Further details in a separate Appendix)  

• Substantial damage to open countryside. 

• Loss of rural setting to the Market Town of Thrapston and Titchmarsh 

Conservation Village. 

• Substantial breach of the current Market Town boundary of Thrapston 

so well defined and contained by the A605 (Fig 12 p.34 JCS). It would 

also be outside, what might be defined as, the existing built-up area of 

Thrapston, being to the East of Ranway (Islington Lane) 

•  An unjustified visual and character change that would be permanently 

harmful. 

• The applicants accept moderate to major impacts on the landscape 

mitigated only to moderate after 15 years, in their view. The permanent 

loss of Important and Historic Hedgerows marking Parish Boundaries 

dating back to the Enclosure Act would suggest that the harm is even 

higher. The scheme fails to comply with Policy 3 of the JCS. 

• Loss of natural habitats and historical biodiversity contained within its 

fields, hedgerows and trees and loss of Important Historical Hedgerows 

themselves, that cannot be mitigated by some 3h of nothing other than 

‘modified’ green space.  

 

7. Flooding 

• Potential increase in localised flooding. Full details in a separate 

Appendix.  

 

 

 



CONCLUSIONS 

GIVEN THE CONFLICT WITH SEVERAL POLICIES IN THE JCS, THE 

SCHEME CONFLICTS WITH THE JCS AS A WHOLE. 

THE CASE FOR A COMPELLING OR URGENT EXCEPTION TO THE 

APPROVED DEVELOPMENT PLAN HAS NOT BEEN MADE, NOR HAS 

ANY CASE TO SET ASIDE THE SUBSTANTIAL HARM TO THE LOCAL 

ENVIRONMENT BEEN MADE, AND THE THEREFORE THE EXCEPTION 

PROVIDED FOR IN POICLY 11(D) OF THE NPPF SHOULD NOT BE 

APPLIED. THE APPLICATION SHOULD THEREFORE BE DETERMINED IN 

ACCORDANCE WITH THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND THE NPPF AND 

REFUSED.  

March    2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  


