
APPENDIX D 
 

Appraisal of Visual Impact and Heritage Assets Submissions 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: 

As the applicant’s Topography plan (Figure 8.3) demonstrates, the Castle Manor Farm site is 

on a site which slopes gently downhill from west to east, on the western side of the valley 

of the Thorpe Brook (a tributary of the river Nene), which passes through the village of 

Titchmarsh, 1 kilometre north of the site boundary. As the topography plan makes clear, on 

the western side of the site is a ridge that runs north-south from Titchmarsh southwards to 

the A14, and beyond, which is aligned with Ranway (the road that runs southwards from 

Titchmarsh to the Halden’s Parkway industrial estate, which is mis-identified as “Islington 

Lane” in the application documents).  

As the applicants’ own analysis of the development’s “Zone of Theoretical Visibility” (ZTV) 

(figure 8.35 in FPCR’s Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment) explains, the four logistics 

buildings proposed for the Castle Manor Site will be visible from a long way away. The map 

given in figure 8.35 shows the area roughly 4 kilometres around the site, extending as far 

afield as the villages of Clopton, Lowick, Bythorn, and Ringstead. But in many places the ZTV 

(shown as a shaded colour) extends right to the border of the map (particularly to the north 

and east), which indicates that the development will be visible from many places way 

beyond it. A bigger map, showing the full extent of the ZTV, needs to be provided.  

Methodology for applicants’ selection of viewpoints 

It is clear, from any basic examination of the local topography, that development of the site 

will be mostly invisible from locations to the west of Ranway, in the Nene Valley itself, as 

the ridge will obscure views. The biggest impact on views will be on views from the north 

and east – looking across the valley of the Thorpe Brook (and its sub-tributaries) towards 

the site.  

The applicant’s Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment is based on 17 viewpoints, which 

are shown and numbered in figure 8.4. A similar (though not identical) set of 18 locations, 



identified as “Visual receptors”, is listed in figure 8.5, designated by the letters A-P. The 

separate text gives a 19th visual receptor, Q, but this is not marked on the map and its 

exact location is unclear. 

Several of these viewpoints are, the developers argue, of little importance. Viewpoints 15, 

16 and 20 (respectively the footpath between Ranway and the A605, the A605 itself 

between the Oundle Road roundabout and the Titchmarsh turn, and from near Wadenhoe 

church) are ones from which the new development will, apparently, be less visible. If so, the 

reasons for their inclusion, without photomontages, are unclear. If the development really 

will be largely invisible from the west, where are the photomontages to prove it? 

Conversely, there are few viewpoints from the north-east and east, from which the Castle 

Manor Farm development will be most visible. Of the 17 viewpoint photographs, only 7 

have been taken from locations to the east of the site: numbers 6, 8, 9, 14, 17, 18 and 19. 

Only one of these – number 9 – has had a photomontage done.  

Views with photomontages 

Most importantly, only five of the 17 viewpoints have been analysed in any great detail. 

Only viewpoints 1, 5, 6, 9 and 10 have had photomontages done, with a visualisation of the 

proposed development superimposed on the current view. The reasoning behind this 

selection of five viewpoints is not explained, and it seems to have been deliberately made 

to downplay the landscape impact of the development. 

Of the five viewpoints that have been properly analysed, it is clear that the visual impact 

will be considerable.  Views 1 and 5 show that the visual impact on eastward views from 

Islington Lane (i.e., Ranway) will be considerable. The glare of the sun in view 5 disguises 

the real impact: if this view had not been done looking into direct sunlight the visualisation 

would be much starker. Appendix 8D of FPCR’s report argues that the effect on views from 

Ranway will only be “moderate/minor adverse” in the long term, because “the new 

employment buildings will be seen in context to the Halden’s Parkway employment 

development to the west”. This is nonsense, as Ranway currently functions as a frontier 

between the Halden’s Parkway industrial estate to the west and pen countryside to the 

east. The two sides of the road are currently very different and making the “context” of the 

east side the same as the west does not reduce the impact: it only increases it.  

Viewpoint 6 shows that the horizon when looking southwards from a footpath to the south 

of Titchmarsh will be occluded by new warehouse buildings. The appendix acknowledges 

that the new development will be considerably higher than existing trees and hedgerows, 

and that the proposed bunds and planting will only “partially obscure the lower sections of 

the buildings”. 

Viewpoint 9 (from The Leys westwards into the site) amply shows how the warehouse 

buildings would be highly visible from the east, standing much higher than the mounding 

which is designed to shield them. Even if new trees on this mounding grow to their full 

height of ten metres, the warehouse buildings would still be clearly visible above them.  



The only other viewpoint that has been analysed in any detail is Viewpoint 10, more than 

500 metres to the south of the site on the other side of the A14. The photomontage shows 

that the new development would be almost invisible from this point. This would be obvious 

to anyone with a basic knowledge of the local topography, as a thick line of trees and 

hedgerow on both sides of the A14 in this area blocks views of the existing Haldens 

Parkway industrial estate and would also block views of the proposed development. Why 

has a view that will clearly not be affected by the proposed development been analysed in 

such detail, when many other views that WILL be greatly affected by the development have 

not been analysed at all?  

Why were only these five locations chosen to be properly analysed, and none of the other 

12, particularly view locations further to the east and north-east? Why is there no analysis 

at all the impact of views from Titchmarsh’s Playing Fields, an area of elevated ground well-

used by dogwalkers, sports teams, and families using the playground there? Our analysis 

suggests that the development will badly effect views southwards and south-eastwards 

from this location.  

Views without photomontages 

For the other 12 viewpoints (numbers 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17) there are 

only photographs of existing views, with no visualisations of the development. If this work 

has been done, it has certainly not been uploaded to the North Northamptonshire Council 

planning website along with all the other planning documents. Instead, we only have 

written analysis of the impact of the development on these views, without any 

photographs.  

In some cases, FPCR’s report (at appendices 8C and 8D) acknowledges that the effect on 

these 12 other views will be considerable. In all cases it states that the effects will be 

“permanent” – in other words the development will still be visible even after new planting 

around the site perimeter reaches full maturity. In Appendix 8C, FPCR acknowledges that 

the long-term impact on the landscape in and around the site will be “moderate adverse, 

with “substantial change” to the local landform, because a flat “development plateau” will 

need to be formed on what is, at present, a sloping site.  

But in other cases, FPCR’s report seriously understates the impact. It claims that from 

Viewpoint 14 “the proposed development will not introduce a new element into this view”, 

as it will be “in front of the existing Haldens Parkway buildings”, “the site is at a distance” 

and the new buildings “will be part of a larger view”. In fact, Viewpoint 14 is only 700 

metres from the site boundary – less than half the distance from the existing Haldens 

Parkways buildings. A distant view of an industrial estate will be replaced by a close-up one 

of even larger warehouse buildings.  

The report claims that the impact on distant views from near Clopton (Viewpoints 18 and 

19) will be low or negligible, because these views already include “electricity pylons, wind 

turbines and the settlement of Titchmarsh”. But the pylons are barely visible, the wind 



turbines are only on the distant horizon, and the buildings of Titchmarsh are all (apart from 

its church tower) far lower than the 25-metre-high warehouse buildings that are proposed.  

Throughout, the applicant’s reports imply that the proposed development is a logical 

extension of the existing Haldens Parkway industrial estate, and thus unobjectionable. In 

fact, the proposed site is, at 71 hectares (175 acres), double the size of Haldens Parkway, 

which would effectively triple in size if consent was granted. If the adjacent Glebe Land 

development is also granted planning permission, Haldens Parkway would quadruple in 

size.  

The missing views 

Crucially, there has been no proper analysis of the impact of views from higher ground to 

the north and east of the site, from which the development will be most visible. As the 

application documents explain, the site will be made level, so that the two warehouses to 

the west of the site will be excavated below current ground levels, thereby reducing the 

potential visual impact on views from Ranway. While this is to be welcomed, this level 

surface is not terraced downwards to the west, meaning that the base of the two western 

warehouses will be several metres higher than current ground levels on the western 

boundary, near The Leys (the road that runs from Polopit to the A14). This is made very 

clear in Cross-section C (fig 8.39 in FPCR’s report).   

There is no assessment of west-facing views towards from the site from the A14. It is 

important to remember that the A14 is an important gateway into Northamptonshire. If the 

development is built, the first thing people arriving on the county boundary will see will be 

four large warehouses on a raised development plateau, much higher than the surrounding 

countryside, and having a much greater impact than the current Haldens Parkway industrial 

estate. 

Above all, no visual assessment has been made of the impact on views from two important 

locations to the east and north-east of the site, namely: 

1 The summit of Town Hill (marked as Townhill Coppice on OS maps) - an area of higher 

ground to the immediate east of Titchmarsh, on a public footpath popular with walkers. It is 

very surprising that the Visual Impact Assessment includes no visualisations of this crucial 

viewpoint from higher land less than 1 kilometre to the north-east of the site boundary. 

Instead, the assessment only includes a viewpoint (number 14) from a different footpath 

more than a kilometre to the south, from which the proposed development will be less 

visible, and Viewpoint 17, from a footpath at the base of Town Hill, not its summit. 

Appendix 8D claims that this view will be “filtered and obscured in places by intervening 

vegetation”. This may be true of this low-lying viewpoint, but it certainly is not true of views 

from the summit of Town Hill. Appendix 8D includes an assessment of Visual Receptor Q, 

which is not shown on any map, and appears to have been added to the report as an 

afterthought, it apparently relates to footpath NZ22, which runs from Titchmarsh to the 

summit of Town Hill and then south-eastwards to the Cambridgeshire border. The appendix 



text claims that views of the proposed development will be “filtered and obscured in places 

by intervening vegetation and rising landform”. This is certainly not true of views from this 

right of way at the summit of Town Hill, from which the “rising landform” will make the 

development much more visible, not less. 

2 Fayway, the unclassified road from Clopton to Titchmarsh - which follows the course of 

Via Devana, the Roman Road from Godmanchester to Leicester – and Warren Lane, the 

public by-way that runs north-south between Clopton and Bythorn, about 4km due east 

of the site. These offer very long-range views due westwards towards the Nene Valley, 

which will be badly impacted by the development. But there is no discussion of such distant 

views in the Visual Impact Assessment.  

Our analysis shows that the impact on these cherished local views would be very great.  

 

 Landscaping 

Appendix 8C acknowledges that all “hedgerows and trees” in the “centre of the site” (in 

other words, the whole site apart from its perimeter) will have to removed. This means the 

destruction of Important Historic Hedgerows which cannot be mitigated. These hedgerows 

are protected legally, and the Council have been required to act to ensure their 

preservation.  The effects of the construction phase will be “major adverse”, and it is not 

clear why these effects are predicted to reduce to “moderate adverse” in the long-term 

given that changes to land levels will be permanent, and the proposed mounding and 

planting will be considerably lower than the warehouse buildings themselves. Given these 

claims, it is even more surprising that there are no photomontages of long-range views 

from higher ground to the east and north-east of the site. 

For each of the five viewpoints with photomontages, the Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment gives three photographs: a first one of the existing views, a second with a 

“Photomontage on Completion”, and a third with a photomontage… on completion [with] 

planting at ten metres”. This suggests that by the time the development is complete, newly 

planted trees and bushes will have magically grown to a height of 10 metres, shielding 

much of the bulk of the warehousing from view. In fact, in appendices 8C and 8D it is 

explained that the trees and bushes will only reach 10 metres in height 15 years after 

completion. Given that the ‘bund’ is in fact an embankment, the mitigating impact of new 

tree planting will be substantially reduced. 

Local experience suggests that it will in fact take considerably longer than that: the adjacent 

warehouse at the eastern end of Haldens Parkway (built originally for IKEA and now 

occupied by DHL/Primark) was constructed in the mid-2000s, amid many promises of 

mounding, tree planting, and screening. The top of the mounding was so far above the 

water table that most of the trees planted died, and there is little screening of the north 

side of the development (the east side is only screened somewhat thanks to an existing 

hedgerow along Ranway itself, which was retained). The example of the DHL/Primark 



building – which is considerably lower than the four warehouses proposed at Castle Manor 

Farm – shows that promises made about landscaping are often worthless.  

Worryingly, Barry Chinn Associates’ “Soft Landscaping Works Maintenance and 

Management Proposals” only contains details for maintenance of new planting for five 

years after completion of the development – not beyond – and only for “Plot 1” (the south-

western warehouse): the report is silent on later phases of development. The report 

suggests that planting will only be maintained “by the landscape contractor responsible for 

the implantation of the works” for one year after “practical completion” of the 

development. Thereafter, responsibility will rest with “maintenance contracts… organised 

by facilities management on an annual basis”. The prospect of the original contractor 

walking away after only a year, to be followed by maintenance contracts which might 

change annually, is a recipe for confusion, buck-passing – and a lot of dead and dying trees 

which never reach 10 metres in height.  

Views from homes in Titchmarsh 

FPCR’s report (appendix 8C) asserts that while the proposed buildings may be visible from 

upstairs windows of some dwellings in Titchmarsh, these views will only be “glimpses” 

because of existing vegetation, and that in the long-term the adverse effect will only be 

“minor”. As no surveys have been done of any of these dwellings, or any of their south-

facing windows, the evidence for these assertions is unclear. It is important to remember 

that many homes in Titchmarsh (particularly along the High Street, Drydens Close and St 

Andrew’s Lane) are at an elevation above the development site, because the ridge that runs 

south to north along Ranway widens when it reaches the village. The western half of the 

village is thus on a spur of land, which is higher than land to the immediate east and to the 

south, including much of the application site.  

Heritage Appraisal and Setting Assessment 

Oxford Archaeology’s report on the development’s impact on heritage assets is, at fewer 

than 20 pages, very short for a development of this scale. The report appears to have been 

given a very limited terms of reference: to establish if there is a line of sight 

(“intervisibility”) between the development site and listed buildings/designated heritage 

assets within 1 kilometre of the site’s “red line” boundary. The report makes brief reference 

to heritage assets and conservation areas in Thrapston town centre and Aldwincle (both 

more than 2 km from the site boundary), but it concludes - probably rightly - that because 

of the local topography the proposed development would not be visible from either 

Aldwincle or Thrapston town centre.  

That leaves only an analysis of whether the development would be visible from the two 

most important heritage assets in Titchmarsh – Grade 1 Listed St Mary’s Church and the 

remains of Titchmarsh Castle – A Scheduled Monument. The reports concludes that there 

will be no “intervisibility” between these assets and the development.  



Given that there are no photographs or photomontages in the report, it is impossible to 

verify the report’s assertion that the proposed development would not be visible from the 

castle site. The report claims that the proposed development will would not be visible from 

Titchmarsh’s church, but this is only true of the base of the building, and its churchyard. The 

new development would certainly be very visible from the top of the church tower, which 

will only be slightly higher than the proposed 24.5 metre warehouses, if they are ever built, 

less than 1.5 kilometres to the south of it. While the top of the church tower is not routinely 

open to the public, it is often opened on the day of Titchmarsh’s annual church fete, and it 

is used occasionally for photography of the surrounding countryside. The heritage report 

seems only to have considered views OF the church from its churchyard and the adjacent 

road and footpath – not views FROM the top of the church tower, which is clearly the 

church’s most important feature. 

Conclusion 

The applicants’ documents in support of their application are not comprehensive enough. 

They fail to analyse, or explain, the visual impact of this huge developments from several 

important viewpoints. Where verified views have been given, these are based on a very 

optimistic expectation of how soft landscaping around the site will grow over the next 

fifteen years. Even under these very optimistic expectations, the development would be 

highly visible from several places, especially to the north and east, for at least 15 years and 

probably well beyond.  

• Likewise, the heritage impact report is very cursory. It must be pointed out that 

Titchmarsh is a Conservation village with 34 listed properties. It is located on an 

important Roman road network linking Fosse Way with Ermine Street, with evidence 

of pre-Roman and Roman settlement and is mentioned in the Domesday Book as a 

sizable Saxon village. Titchmarsh is associated with key events in English history, 

especially the Civil war and was boyhood home of the first poet laureate, John 

Dryden. 

• It only analyses whether the development would be visible from the two most 

important heritage assets in Titchmarsh – St Mary’s Church, a thirteenth century 

church: ‘the finest tower outside Somerset.’, and the remains of Titchmarsh castle. It 

concludes that there will be no “intervisibility” between these assets and the 

development site in other words there is no line of sight between them. While this 

may be true, this fails to appreciate that heritage assets – and the proposed 

development – sit in a wider rural landscape, and there are many panoramic views 

that will encompass the proposed development, Titchmarsh’s Parish Church, other 

listed churches, and heritage assets in other villages. Many of these will be badly 

affected by the proposed development. 
 

From the Northants Joint Core Strategy 2011-2031 

Villages 



• The local plan may identify villages that have a sensitive character or conservation 

interest in which new development will be strictly managed. 

• Open countryside development will be carefully managed to safeguard the intrinsic 

character and beauty of the countryside and to maintain distinctive and separate 

settlements by ensuring that development does not result in coalescence. 

• Preservation role. A living working countryside providing the green setting for the 

network of settlements and supporting the areas self-reliance and resilience through 

food production, leisure and tourism, biodiversity resources, renewable energy, flood 

risk management and carbon capture. 

 

This detailed assessment lays bare the inadequacies of the applicant’s submissions on 

these critical topics, and supports the general view of the community that the applicant 

has not taken the quality of this area and its wide-open views seriously. All too often the, 

applicants dismiss the visual impact as moderate. These detailed assessments support the 

reasons for refusal as set out in our covering letter. 
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