
APPENDIX A: 

APPRAISAL OF PLANNING STATEMENT RELATED TO 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 policy flaws, omissions, and factual errors. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The applicant has failed to provide a compelling case that the approved policies ‘most 

important’ to the determination of this application are out of date or no longer relevant. 

Indeed, they argue that the proposal in their view accords with the Development Plan as 

whole and therefore do not argue that there are “material considerations which would 

indicate otherwise.” It would not therefore be justified for a decision maker to apply a 

tilted balance (para 11(d)of the NPPF) in favour of the proposal which is in fundamental 

conflict with several policies in the approved Joint Core Strategy. 

The site is outside the defined Market Town boundary of Thrapston (Fig 12 p34 JCS). 

Indeed, it is within the rural parish boundary of Titchmarsh. Accordingly, it is beyond the 

“Urban Area” as shown in the JCS and is therefore in the “Rural Area”. Being clearly 

within the “Rural Area” there are different policies to be applied. Policy 11 in the JCS 

makes quite clear the very limited nature of development acceptable in the “Rural Area”. 

Policy 13 of the JCS allows for some rural exceptions, but a major strategic logistics site of 

some 58 hectares does not fit within those local needs exceptions.  Whilst it has a 

minimal co-terminus boundary with the rear of the Haldens Parkway development it is 

clearly not just serving a local need. It is to provide for strategic employment across NN 

and the scale itself is clearly not appropriate to its surroundings and is not meeting the 

local needs imperative of Policy 13(1((a).   

 

Another important element of the Development Plan is the East Northamptonshire Local 

Plan Part 2 (ENLP Part 2) which is at an advanced stage in its approval process having 

been Examined and awaiting the Inspectors Report. This Local Plan should be awarded 

substantial weight in the decision-making process. In its submission the Council has, 

whilst properly considering changes in circumstances relating to Covid and the needs of 

the logistic industry, retained the employment need requirements from the JCS and 

demonstrated that employment provision more than meets those targets. Indeed, those 

targets are evidenced to be exceeded within the plan period, facts accepted by the 



applicant, and demonstrating that the JCS targets were never ceilings. There can be no 

reason therefore for the Council to depart from the JCS figures during the consideration 

of this (or indeed the Castle Farm application) and accept that it should now be planning 

to meet a higher figure. The Council is expected to be consistent in this regard. 

The Council in its recently produced Scope and Issues consultation document as part of 

the ongoing review of the JCS states that “North Northamptonshire (NN) has a significant 

oversupply of employment land”. It is assumed that this statement is fully evidenced and 

is clearly at odds with the applicant’s contention for even greater employment land 

supply. The employment supply side is nuanced within the review of the JCS by a clear 

strategic desire to attract and grow high value innovative business activity so as to 

provide a diverse employment base not one centred on logistics which is now dominating 

the NN employment offer as well as its skyline.  

The applicants’ submissions in respect of environmental and highway surveys are 

inadequate and downplay the true value of this site and the permanent damage this 

development would cause. Mitigations are speculative at best and in reality, 

inconsequential when the scale of impact is truly considered.  

ANALYSIS OF CHAPTER SIX OF PLANNING ASSESSMENT 

At para 6.1 the applicant rightly makes clear the legal position that this application should 

be determined in accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations 

indicate otherwise. The applicant does not argue that there are such ‘material 

considerations’ despite being prompted to do so during pre-application discussions. 

At para 6.2 under the heading Principle of Development the applicant claims that the JCS 

provides a positive platform and policy support for the application. This claim will be 

examined closely and strongly refuted. Again, in this para the applicant recognises that 

the Plan has an urban focus, including Thrapston as a Market Town. The list of Strategic 

Sites may not be exhaustive and other sites may be considered, but critically “SUBJECT TO 

COMPLIANCE WITH THE PLAN”. This application does not comply with the Plan as a 

whole, or even in part. 

Notwithstanding, the applicants claims for the principal of development being supported 

by the policies relating to urban growth the applicant has ignored the fundamental issue 

in that the site is in the rural Parish of Titchmarsh within the Rural Area for policy 

application. Their claims for policy support are therefore not credible and based on a false 

policy premise. Simply by wrongly using a misleading Thrapston address does not change 

the fact of actual location. 

At Para 6.3 Policy 24 and para 8.9 of the JCS relating to Logistics is cited. Para 8.9 in its 

opening remarks makes clear that such opportunities should be appropriately located, 

consistent with the need to protect environmental assets, and recognise infrastructure 

capacity. This site fails to meet any of these criteria. Policy 23(e) makes very clear that 

within the rural area, which this site clearly and factually is, new employment should be 



of an appropriate scale and type and consistent with Policy 25. This site does not meet 

those criteria. Para 8.21 goes on to say, although ignored by the applicant, that the 

benefits of B8 developments must be weighed against their significant land take , HGV 

movements on the strategic and local highway network alongside the visual landscape 

and amenity impacts. Even a cursory examination of this scheme can conclude that the 

damage caused to those material considerations far outweigh the alleged benefits. 

Benefits that could be equally gained from alternative sites that had better more 

sustainable locations and on less sensitive sites. 

Policy 24 states unequivocally that proposals for large scale logistics will be supported 

where they comply with the spatial strategy and of the highest standards of 

sustainability. This site cannot for factual reasons of geography meet such criteria. Policy 

24 then requires compliance with all seven criteria.  There are serious questions as to 

whether this scheme fully complies with criteria (b), (c), (e), (f), and (g).  it is unarguable 

that this site does not have good access to local labour supply and be accessible to the 

local workforce by public transport, walking, and cycling. (criteria c). as for criteria (e) its 

environmental, community, and landscape impacts are substantial, irreversible, and 

incapable of reasonable mitigation. 

The applicants argue that the site has been promoted through the Local Plan Part 2 

examination. That is true. However, the Part 2 Plan does not have within its remit the 

legal duty to allocate extra sites of a strategic scale in direct conflict with the spatial 

strategy within an approved JCS. The correct vehicle for such consideration is the ongoing 

review of the JCS.  Furthermore, the applicants claim of urgency ignores completely the 

available pipeline supply of some 8+ years (confirmed by the applicants) from existing 

approvals and allocations.  

The applicant’s reliance on saved policy THR4 is contrived, ignores the rural location and 

the sheer scale of this proposal. At para 6.7 the applicant makes great play of the issues 

relating to DSV. However, this is clearly not a standalone scheme for DSV and is primarily 

a strategic very large-scale logistics site. The case submitted by DSV as to why this is the 

only suitable site for their relocation within NN is, to be kind, weak, unconvincing, and 

clearly opportunistic. Having a named occupier is not in itself a material consideration to 

set aside sound and relevant policies in the Development Plan and has no basis for 

support in policy terms. Consider as well that the chosen location for the DSV unit is at 

the highest point of the site, alongside the most sensitive rural boundary and the most 

damaging visually and you have a list of failings all of which justify a refusal of Unit 1 

itself. 

The applicant cites in para 6.9 policy EN20 in the Local Plan Part 2 which related to the 

relocation and expansion of existing businesses. This scheme does not fall within the 

scope of Policy EN20. Even if it was considered to it fails to meet the laid down criteria.  

• (a) unit 1 is not adjacent to an existing built-up area. It will have the most 

significant impact on the countryside and the character of the surroundings. 



• (b) it will have an unacceptable impact on countryside, ecology (with the direct loss 

of several populations of species), highways, character of the surroundings and the 

amenity of neighbouring properties. 

• (c) the suitability of access to the highway network is highly questionable and 

increase in HGV and other vehicle movements cannot be adequately mitigated by 

the limited proposed highway improvements. 

• (e) there is no availability of a local workforce and very poor public transport. 

 

At 6.11 the applicant starts to make the case that there is an urgent need for employment 

development in NN. That there is a need to fully review employment demand over the 

coming years beyond the current plan period is not denied. That it is so urgent as to 

justify setting aside the spatial strategy or the environmental policy in the approved plan 

is not made. With 8+ years supply available, and the plan review commenced, and the 

need to concurrently review the spatial strategy, infrastructure provision and to test the 

pros and cons of alternative sites there is no compelling case to approve a scheme 

(indeed schemes) not in accordance with the development plan and one which would 

cause such extreme environmental damage. 

Compliance with para 8 of the NPPF is also claimed as the development is ‘sustainable’.  It 

has already been evidenced that the scheme is not sustainable as it does not comply with 

the JCS. 

(a) Economic Objective. This is not land of the right type, it’s a greenfield site with over 

half the site classified as BMV agricultural land, with substantial environmental and 

ecological assets. This land is not in the right place, its outside the spatial strategy, 

in a rural area, and would cause damage of the highest order to the character and 

appearance of the locality. This is not the right time. The Development Plan is 

approved, sound and relevant. It is being reviewed. It cannot be sustainable to 

allow as a departure from the approved plan such a damaging unjustified scheme 

that would undermine the Plan led system. 

(b) Social Objective. The communities directly affected by this scheme are opposed to 

its approval. It will not make those communities stronger, healthier nor vibrant. It 

will make those communities cynical and disbelieving of a plan led system.  

(c) Environmental Objective. The NPPF objectives in this regard are completely ignored 

by the applicant. They offer no fair assessment of the damage which will be caused, 

the ecology to be lost, the visual impact, the agricultural impact, and the highest 

order of environmental harm.  

THIS SCHEME IS NOT SUPPORTED BY THE NPPF AT ALL. 

At para 6.14 their initial conclusions in assessing the overall planning balance in that the 

there are material considerations that significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 



disbenefits of the proposal is hollow, not borne out by the policy facts and not a 

conclusion that any objective observer could reasonably be expected to agree with. 

A full critique of their Land requirement, labour supply and economic benefits report is 

set out at Appendix B in our submission. 

The JCS was approved in 2016 but its key policies remain sound and relevant today and 

the applicant make no case that the JCS is out of date.  

That the employment land need evidence does and will be reviewed as part of the JCS 

review process which has commenced is not in dispute. That market signals should also 

be taken into account “along with other considerations” but not in isolation, as promoted 

by the applicants is also not in dispute. That the Policies should be flexible to enable a 

rapid response to changes in economic circumstances is also not in dispute indeed JCS 

policies do just that where other sites are proven to be urgently needed, but not 

unreasonably the JCS requires those sites to be in compliance with the spatial strategy.  

This site does not comply with that reasonable policy requirement nor is it urgent given 

some 8+ years of sites in the supply pipeline. 

The applicant’s assessment of market signals including COVID and Brexit are limited as 

market signals have moved on. The current economy is beset by high rates of inflation, 

increasing borrowing rates, the war in Ukraine, agricultural shortages, and a genuine 

labour supply shortage. Such market signals will also have to be considered and the 

review of the Plan is best placed to do that. Such signals will throw doubt on the 

credibility or their forecasting model which relies heavily on extrapolating previous 

growth rates into the future. Such figures are likely to be unreliable and must be tested.  

Their labour supply assessment is again flawed in that areas of deprivation within NN are 

not in Thrapston, and available sources of labour will be primarily outside of Thrapston 

and indeed outside of NN. Public transport is very poor and won’t cater for shift patterns 

in any event. 

The economic benefits alleged need to be tested by the Council.  Any such benefits where 

proven could be equally provided on more sustainable, policy compliant sites, with less 

environmental damage. For any economic benefits to be given more weight than other 

material considerations the development itself needs to be sustainable, of the right type, 

in the right place and at the right time to be justified. This scheme is clearly not such a 

scheme. 

Good design should be agreed on any policy compliant site and is a general requirement 

not unique to this development. The design, location and impact of Unit 1 is unacceptable 

and should be refused in its own right. An important local company DSV is being used by 

the applicants as a badly designed, poorly concealed Trojan Horse to usurp the planning 

process and prop up an unjustified application. 



The applicants planning assessment continues with a review of other considerations. 

These are subject to detailed criticism in other Appendices. What is consistent throughout 

the assessment is that the impacts are underplayed, the mitigation proposals are 

exaggerated, and the residual impacts subsequently minimised. They conclude naively 

and erroneously, that this development can be “successfully integrated into the receiving 

landscape”.  

PLANNING POLICY. 

The applicants rely heavily on their contention that the scheme complies with the Plan as 

a whole. The schemes failure to comply with the key principles and policy guidance in 

NPPF has already been established. It is necessary to test the scheme against the most 

important policies in the JCS which are sound, relevant and remain up to date.  

➢ Policy 1: Presumption in favour of sustainable development. Requires an application 

to be in accordance with the NPPF and this scheme is not. It requires an application 

to improve the social and environmental conditions. This scheme would cause 

substantial permanent damage to the environment incapable of mitigation. Several 

important, protected ecosystems would be lost forever or damaged. The loss of 

species populations many of them protected or rare would be caused by this 

scheme. 

➢ Policy 3: Landscape Character. The location of this development cannot be sensitive 

to its landscape. To pretend so is disingenuous. The policy requires the scheme to 

retain and even enhance the distinctive qualities of the landscapes character. This 

scheme fails to do so. There are five general criteria to guide decision makers and 

this scheme fails them all. The direct and individual impact of Unit 1 on the highest 

part of the site next to the most sensitive rural boundary and destroying short and 

long distance views over the site and Nene Valley to the west highlights the 

applicants complete disregard for the landscape and rural setting and direct conflict 

with Policy 3. 

➢ Policy 4: Biodiversity and Geodiversity. The policy requires development to be 

refused where significant harm to an asset cannot be avoided, mitigated, or 

compensated. The impact on Nene Valley Gravel Pits and Ramsar site are 

particularly sensitive, and this sites proximity puts at serious risk the importance of 

those sites. Development of this scale should be directed away from such sensitive 

habitats. Preventing disturbance of sensitive habitats is fundamental and this 

scheme would destroy several populations of species as evidenced in other 

Appendices. The applicants claim of biodiversity nett gain are a desk top exercise 

using unsubstantiated assumptions and having no regard for the reality of species 

habitat and their ability to deal with disturbance.  Their claims are even less credible 

as they have not yet secured the legal ability to deliver the land to be set aside.   

➢ Policy 10: Provision of Infrastructure. The timely provision of infrastructure is critical 

and can only be delivered strategically through the Plan process. The location of 



major employment sites close to areas of population growth, areas of economic 

deprivation, and good public transport links enables a cohesive programme of 

infrastructure to be delivered. The Plan process is best placed to deliver. Adhoc 

major schemes at odds with the spatial strategy undermine that delivery and are in 

serious conflict with the Plan. 

➢ Policy 11: The network of urban and rural areas. This policy setting out the Plans 

spatial strategy and delivery of its vision is critical. To undermine its key principles 

undermines the Plan as a whole. The application quite blatantly and knowingly sets 

out to do just that. it then claims to be in accordance with the Plan as a whole. The 

site is not within or adjacent to a Growth Town indeed its formally within the policy 

defined Rural Area. It has a proximity to a Market Town, Thrapston, but when 

judged against the policies guiding new development it fails to meet any of the 

approved criteria. The strategic scale and environmental damage of the proposal 

cannot be hidden (or mitigated away). It is the brutal reality of the scheme. . 

➢ Policy 13: Rural exceptions. For policy completeness reference is made to Policy 13. 

The scale of its non-compliance is blatant. The applicant has conveniently failed to 

recognise its rural location which simply further erodes the credibility of their case. 

➢ Policy 14: Heritage Assets. This policy supports fully the NPPF in this regard. Given 

the expert view of Historic England regarding the potential significance of the 

Roman village of Tichmarsh as a heritage asset equivalent to a scheduled 

monument the application is in conflict with this policy. The application would also 

have an adverse impact on the Tichmarsh Conservation Area which can not be 

justified by any public benefit 

➢ Policy 18: HGV parking. The associated problems of off site HGV parking are well 

documented and for schemes of this scale such problems will be exacerbated. 

➢ Policy 20: The Nene and Ise Valleys. The importance of the Nene Valley is well 

documented and protected throughout the Plan. These policies are sound and 

relevant. Allowing major warehouses in close proximity to such sensitive 

environmental areas is in conflict with all the key policy principles. The loss of views, 

disturbance of species and impact on tourism.  

➢ Policy 23: Distribution of Jobs. The distribution of jobs targets reflects the spatial 

strategy. It has been successful, and the jobs targets have been met and are 

predicted to be exceeded. The pipeline supply of B8 sites is some 8+ years and are 

located in sustainable locations close to the Growth Towns and railway stations. The 

success of the spatial strategy should be recognised, and its protection of sensitive 

areas also recognised. To claim, as the applicant does, that the former East 

Northamptonshire area has been ignored by policy and the Plan is to misunderstand 

the purpose of the spatial strategy. It was not “ignored” but recognised as an area 

with inherent environmental quality and sensitivity as to be positively considered as 

an unsuitable location for strategic scale warehousing developments. Such an 

approved policy approach remains sound and up to date and is not challenged by 

the applicant.  



➢ Policy 24: Logistics. Quite rightly the Plan identifies the importance of the logistic 

sector but does not do so at all costs. The Plan requires schemes to comply with the 

spatial strategy. This scheme does not and therefore it must fail. The applicant 

makes no case for other material considerations indicating otherwise and therefore 

the   decision maker is not invited to apply the tilted balance. For completeness 

when tested against the criteria set down for this policy the scheme fails more than 

one of those criteria.  

➢ Policy 25: Rural economic development and diversification. Again, for completeness 

this proposal in the rural area does not comply in any sense with this policy. It is not 

of an appropriate scale does not respect the environmental quality and character of 

the rural area. 

The assessment of JCS policies alone demonstrates quite convincingly that this scheme 

does not comply with any relevant and important policy and far from being “in 

accordance with the Plan as a whole” it is directly in conflict with the Plan as a whole.  

 

CONCLUSIONS 

In accordance with the law this application must be determined in accordance 

with the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

as the applicant has chosen not to make that case the primacy of the 

Development Plan must prevail, and the application must be refused. 

This application and its neighbour on Castle Farm, cannot be judged on an 

employment need case alone, when case law confirms that the plan as a 

whole must be considered. An employment need case that is flawed in its 

approach, flawed in its understanding of the policy objectives of the spatial 

strategy, and seriously flawed in its claims for urgency.  

This application strikes at the very heart of what communities expect from a 

genuine plan led system and a system that promotes indeed demands 

sustainable development, expects the environment, our heritage assets and 

sensitive habitats to be protected.  

It has become clear that the objections of Historic England to the proposal are 

fundamental, the schemes impact on a potential site of national significance, 

cannot be dismissed. The scheme cannot be simply amended and should be 

withdrawn. 

There is no compelling case for the approved Plan to be set aside. There is a 

very compelling, visually obvious, and evidenced case for the approved Plan to 



be fully supported and this application firmly refused for the reasons set out in 

our primary objection. 

 

 

 

D BAILEY MRTPI (retd) on behalf of STAUNCH.             September 2022 


