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Hollins Strategic Land – Delivery Track Record 
 

February 2021 
 

The table below provides examples of HSL sites with outline consent which are completed or under 
construction.  It takes on average around 12 months to submit a reserved matters (RM) application from outline 
consent, but in some instances only 2 or 5 months. On average, more recently, building is starting within 2 years 
from outline consent. 

 
SITE HOUSEBUILDER STATUS OUTLINE 

CONSENT 
RM APP 
SUBMITTED 

BUILD 
START 

Wingates Lane, 
Westhoughton, Lancashire (58 
dwellings) 

Hollins Homes Under 
construction 

30/10/18 05/08/19 APR ‘20 

Patterdown, Chippenham, 
Wiltshire (72 dwellings) 

Wainhomes Under 
construction 

09/03/18 03/01/19 AUG ‘20 

New Road, Mistley, Essex (67 
dwellings) 

CALA Homes Under 
construction 

12/04/19 24/01/20 AUG ‘20 

Bank Hall Farm, Broughton, 
Lancashire (97 dwellings) 

Watkin Jones Under 
construction 

03/04/18 12/08/19 JAN ‘20 

Woodlands Close, Newton-
with-Scales, Lancashire (50 
dwellings) 

Hollins Homes Under 
construction 

18/08/17 13/12/17 JUN ‘19 

Dowbridge, Kirkham, 
Lancashire (170 dwellings) 

Story Homes Under 
construction 

23/01/17 6/3/19 JULY ‘19 

Oxford Road, Calne, Wiltshire 
(83 units) 

David Wilson Homes Completed 04/7/16 8/7/17 JUNE ‘18 

Hill Lane, Blackrod, Bolton 
(110 units) 

Rowland Homes Completed 26/4/16 19/12/16 NOV ‘17 

The Street, Bramley, 
Hampshire (65 units) 

Taylor Wimpey Completed 25/5/16 05/02/18 SEP ‘18 

Southwell Road, Farnsfield, 
Nottinghamshire (48 units) 

Bellway Completed 12/4/16 24/2/17 DEC ‘17 

Hoyles Lane, Preston (48 units) Jones Homes Completed 02/10/15 03/01/17 OCT ‘17 

Chester Road, Whitchurch, 
Shropshire (57 units) 

Hollins Homes Completed 17/12/14 10/12/15 APR ‘18 

Kepple Lane, Garstang (130 
units) 

Barratt Completed 11/12/14 11/08/15 DEC ‘16 

Hathern Road, Shepshed, 
Leicestershire (270 
units) 

Persimmon Completed 07/11/14 12/04/17 OCT ‘17 

Cookes Lane, Northwich (74 
units) 

Stewart Milne Completed 23/10/13 03/11/14 NOV ‘17 

Forest Grove, Barton, Preston 
(65 
units) 

Rowland Homes Completed 13/7/13 05/12/13 OCT ‘14 

North of Eastway, Preston (140 
units) 

Barratt Completed 13/03/14 10/06/16 JUL ‘17 

Eastway, Fulwood, Preston (22 
units) 

Hollins Homes Completed 5/12/13 29/10/14 JAN ‘16 

Lightfoot Lane, Preston (70 
units) 

Persimmon (Charles 
Church) 

Completed 27/10/11 06/07/12 APR ‘14 

Crewe Road, Alsager, Cheshire 
(65 units) 

Miller Homes Completed 18/01/13 28/3/13 MAY ‘15 

Wheelock, Sandbach (41 units) Taylor Wimpey Completed - - - 
Hesketh Bank, Lancashire (35 
units) 

Rowland Homes Completed - - - 

Grove Farm, Chorley (75 units) Bellway Completed - - - 
 
 

In addition, HSL can contractually or legally oblige housebuilders to submit RM much quicker than would 
normally be the case if the housebuilder gained the outline consent themselves. This can be for several 
reasons: open marketing is a much more competitive process and performance is key as well as 
landowners seeking a return sooner.  
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It is in HSL’s interest to have reserved matters submitted as quickly as possible, either ourselves through our 
sister company Hollins Homes or by contractual arrangement with a chosen housebuilder. HSL will also oversee 
and input our expertise into any RM application so the process is smoother and faster.  
 
Recent Land Market Transaction Timescales  
Below is an example of a recent land transaction made by HSL in 2020 during a period of uncertainty. This 
shows that there is a clear appetite for deliverable outline consents particularly in locations with pent up demand 
for new homes. The example below illustrates the timescale from outline consent to securing a preferred house 
builder along with anticipated dates for submission of RM and build start. The purpose of this example is to 
demonstrate that marketing a site from outline stage is not necessarily a drawn-out process and relatively quick 
timescales can be achieved with the right site and a deliverable consent in place. HSL is a key facilitator of 
deliverable sites and therefore its approach can appropriately boost deliverable supply in sustainable locations 
where housing need is greatest. 
 

SITE HOUSEBUILDER STATUS OUTLINE 
CONSENT 

SITE SOLD 

Staveley (400 dwellings) Barratt  RM prep / 
Submission 
March 2021 / 
build start 
expected 
June 2022 

Aug 2020 FEB 2021 
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ENGIE 
Callflex Business Park 
Golden Smithies Lane 
Wath-upon-Dearne 
Rotherham          
South Yorkshire      
S63 7ER 

engie.co.uk 

 

ENGIE is a trading name of the ENGIE Regeneration Limited, which forms part of the ENGIE Group,  

with company number 1738371 whose registered office address is at Q3 Office, Quorum Business Park, Benton Lane, Newcastle Upon Tyne, 

NE12 8EX. All of these companies are registered in England and Wales.    (Gate 1 – Jan 2019 Rev 0) 

Christian Orr 
Land & Planning Executive 
Hollins Strategic Land 
Suite 4, 1 Kings St 
Manchester 
M2 6AW 
 
13th May 2021 
 
For the attention of Christian Orr 
 
By email only: 
 
Dear Christian, 
 
Site at Lower Rd, Milton Malsor, Northampton – Planning Application S/2020/0599/MAO 
 
I write regarding the above 5.1 hectare site that I note was refused planning by South 
Northamptonshire last year for a 65 dwelling development. 
 
We are actively seeking new development opportunities in this location and surrounding areas for 
several of our end user clients. This site in particular is of interest to one of our Registered Providers, 
East Midlands Housing Group, who are a consortium member with Homes England Strategic Partner 
status. They have a strong presence in the Northamptonshire region with existing stock nearby and 
recognise the huge demand for affordable housing in this area. 
 
If this is of interest subject to gaining planning support, we would be very happy to explore the 
opportunity further with you.   
 
Should you have any questions or queries on the above please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
for and on behalf of ENGIE 
 

 
 
Andy Patchitt 
Senior Land & Partnerships Manager 
 
Mobile: 07970 351722 
Email: andy.patchitt@engie.com 
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Matthew Homes Limited 
 

Matthew House 
45-47 High Street, Potters Bar, Hertfordshire, EN6 5AW 

Tel: 01707 655550 
Web Site: www.matthew-homes.com 

 
Christian Orr  
Land & Planning Executive 
Hollins Strategic Land 
Suite 4 
1 King Street 
Manchester 
M2 6AW. 
 

 
 

  

                 6th May 2021 
 
Dear Christian, 
 
Land East of Lower Road Milton Malsor 
 
Further to our recent correspondence and offer for the development opportunity in 
Bodicote, we are actively seeking opportunities in Northamptonshire and note that 
Hollins Strategic Land are promoting a site off of Lower Road in Milton Malsor for up 
to 65 dwellings. We are aware that there is a strong demand for housing within the 
area and it is an attractive place to live. Therefore, I would like to formally register 
Matthew Homes interest in purchasing the site once planning permission has been 
granted. 
 
I would be pleased to meet with you to discuss the opportunity and a subsequent 
sale to Matthew Homes. 
 
I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Nathan Hutchings MRICS 
Land Manager 
Matthew Homes Ltd 
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T: 01932 640104       M: 07788 921762       E: gary@elare.co.uk       www.elare.co.uk  
Suite 110 Wey House, 15 Church Street, Weybridge, KT13 9NA 

 
Elare Ltd is registered in England & Wales Company No. 10911184 Registered Office: 1 Park Road, Hampton Wick, Kingston-Upon-Thames, KT1 4AS 

Hollins Strategic Land LLP 
3rd Floor 
1 King Street 
Manchester 
M2 6AW 
 
5TH May 2021 
 
DearSir/Madam, 
 
Re: Site at Lower Road, Milton Malsor for up to 65 dwellings 
 
I write to you today to introduce myself, my company and regarding the above mentioned site. 

Elare is a completely independent company which I started based on the values of integrity, 
professionalism and enthusiasm.  

I am delighted to have clients of all types and sizes across the full spectrum of the land and real 
estate industry. These include developers and investors whom I assist in the sourcing and 
acquisition of sites in various sectors including residential, mixed use and care as well as land 
and development site owners looking to maximize the value of their asset. 

I currently have a number of clients who are well funded, actively looking to purchase sites and 
able to expedite matters in a timely manner. 

With the above in mind I would like to enquire whether you would consider selling your site now 
on a conditional basis, subject to gaining planning consent or alternatively once planning has 
been granted? 

If you would consider either of the above I would very much welcome the opportunity to have a 
no obligation, confidential conversation with you or alternatively please do email me. 

I am fully retained by my clients at the stage of acquisition thus avoiding any payments to Elare 
on your part. 

My contact details are listed below and I would be very happy to answer any questions that you 
might have. 

I look forward to hearing from you should my letter be of interest. 

Yours sincerely, 

 
Gary Emanuel 
Founder 
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Christian Orr 
Hollins Strategic Land 
Suite 4, 1 King Street, 
Manchester, M2 6AW.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Land at Lower Road, Milton Malsor, Northants.  
 
Dear Christian,  
 
As a housebuilder based in Northampton, we are always seeking development 
opportunities in the area. Consequently, we have noticed that you are currently 
working on a potential opportunity for 65 units in nearby Milton Malsor.  
 
Being one of the largest developing Housing Associations in the country, we are 
excited by the potential opportunity to provide a significant number of affordable 
homes in an area which has seen very little affordable housing provision in the last 
10 years. Due to the popularity of our Shared Ownership product in the area, we 
welcome the opportunity to deliver a minimum of 50% of the scheme for affordable 
tenures.  
 
Both our Housing and Asset Management teams approve of the scheme in principle 
and would fully support a land offer. In summary, please accept this letter as 
confirmation of our support for the scheme in principle and please note our formal 
interest in the acquisition of the site, subject to the receipt of a planning approval.  
 
 
We look forward to discussing this opportunity with you in further detail in due 
course.  
 
Best regards,  
 
 
Steve 
 

  Britten 
  

Land Buyer 
 

Land & New Business – Orbit Homes Midlands 
 

M: 07790843897 
 

E: Steve.Britten@orbit.org.uk 
 

W: www.orbithomes.org.uk  

 

 
 
 

 

 

Orbit Homes 
Suite 8, Quadra 
500 Pavillion Drive 
Northampton 
Northamptonshire 
NN4 7YJ 
 
www.orbit.org.uk 
 
25th May 2021 
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1 BACKGROUND AND SCOPE OF REPORT 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 Croft were commissioned during 2018 by Hollins Strategic Land to produce a Transport 

Statement to support a planning application relating to proposals to develop a site for 

residential use off Lower Road  in  the village of Milton Malsor  in  the district of South 

Northamptonshire. 

1.1.2 The proposed development comprises the erection of up to 65 dwellings, public open 

space  and  various  off‐site  highway  works  in  and  around  Milton  Malsor.  Outline 

planning permission was originally sought with all matters other than access reserved 

for future determination (Application ref: S/2020/0599/MAO). 

1.1.3 The location of the site is shown on Plan 1. 

1.1.4 All  highways  issues  relating  to  the  planning  application  were  resolved  to  the 

satisfaction of the local highway authority, Northamptonshire County Council (NCC). 

1.1.5 The  site will  be  served by  a new  vehicular  access off Lower Road,  shown on Plan  2 

(Drawing Number: 2476‐F01 Revision C), enclosed with this Statement. The vehicular 

access incorporates an uncontrolled pedestrian crossing, with dropped kerbs and tactile 

paving incorporated into a traffic calming build‐out. This will ensure vehicle speeds are 

low,  whilst,  also  providing  a  safe  place  for  pedestrians  to  cross  Lower  Road.  The 

proposals would also be a measure outlined in the Milton Malsor Parish Plan (adopted 

by  South  Northamptonshire  Council,  December  2013)  which  undertook  local 

consultation  and  noted  aspirations  for  highway  safety measures  to  help  slow  traffic 

entering the village. The proposal has been subject to a Road Safety Audit and agreed 

with NCC. 
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1.1.6 A proposed highway  improvement scheme has also been developed at the junction of 

Towcester  Road/Lower  Road.  This  scheme  takes  the  form  of  red  bar  and  ‘slow’ 

markings  on  Towcester  Road  on  the  approach  to  the  Lower  Road  junction  and 

incorporates a pedestrian refuge island to assist pedestrians crossing Towcester Road. 

This improvement scheme has not been requested by Highways Officers as mitigation 

but has again, been  informed by  issues outlined by the community  in the Parish Plan 

which noted this junction as a ‘Traffic Danger Spot’. The proposals can be seen on Plan 

3 (Drawing Number: 2476‐F02 – Rev B) and are considered to provide a wider public 

benefit  in  light  of  Parish  Plan.  The  proposals  have  been  welcomed  by  Highways 

Officers. 

1.1.7 During  the  application  process,  the  applicant  also  offered  a  proposed  highway 

improvement in the form of a new uncontrolled crossing point on Green Street, in the 

centre of Milton Malsor  village  in order  to  improve  sustainable  access  to  the nearby 

primary  school.  The  proposed  improvement  is  shown  at  Plan  4  (Drawing Number: 

2476‐F05B), enclosed with this report. 

1.1.8 The proposal shown  in Plans 2 and 3 were subject to a Road Safety Audit and agreed 

with NCC, whilst the proposals shown in Plan 4 were considered to be deliverable via a 

Section  106  contribution  or  via  a  Section  278.  All  highways  issues  were  therefore 

resolved to the satisfaction of NCC, subject to conditions and a range of improvements 

and off site contributions, which are listed later in this Section. 

1.1.9 With  respect  to  highways matters,  the  following  conclusions were made within  the 

Committee Report: 

 Para 7.3 of the Committee Report –  ‘NCC HIGHWAYS: no objections subject to s106 

contributions concerning public transport contributions and highway improvements.’ 

 Para 9.35 of  the Committee Report –  ‘It  is acknowledged  that  there are number of 

concerns  regarding  traffic and highway  safety as a  result  of  the development  from 

020



Page 3   

Proposed Residential Development – Lower Road, Milton Malsor 

Appeal Accessibility Statement 

 

   

local residents. However, as the development meets all required technical standards in 

terms  of  access with no  objection  from  the  Local Highway Authority,  and will  also 

provide off‐site  improvements,  it  is not considered that there are significant highway 

issues with the development and certainly none that are  ‘severe’ enough  to warrant 

refusal under paragraph 109 of the NPPF.’ 

 Para 9.36 of the Committee Report –  ‘In  light of Highway Authority advice, there  is 

no evidence  to demonstrate that a safe and suitable access cannot be achieved and 

that  the development would  result  in  significant  or  severe  impacts  on  the highway 

network  or  an  unacceptable  impact  on  highway  safety.  Therefore  the  proposal 

complies with the relevant policies and paragraphs 108‐109 of the NPPF.’ 

1.1.10 It  is also worth noting that NCC did not object to the site on the basis of  its  locational 

sustainability. 

1.1.11 The  planning  application was  then  refused  for  three  reasons  in October  2020.    The 

three reasons are as follows: 

1) ‘The  application  sites  lies  outside  the  settlement  confines  of  Milton  Malsor  as 

designated  in  the  adopted  South  Northamptonshire  Local  Plan  (Part  2)  and  is 

therefore  in  open  countryside.  The  adopted Development  Plan  seeks  to  focus  new 

development  within  the  settlement  boundaries  of  settlements  and  be  of  an 

appropriate  scale  to  the  existing  settlement.  The  development  proposed  would 

therefore  conflict with  an  up  to  date  and  adopted Development Plan,  in  particular 

Policy  R1(e)  and  R1(g)  of  the  adopted West Northamptonshire  Joint  Core  Strategy 

2014 and Policies SS1 and LH1 of  the adopted South Northamptonshire Local Plan 

(Part 2). In addition, to permit the development would conflict with paragraphs 12 and 

47 of the National Planning Policy Framework.’ 
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2) ‘A development of the scale proposed would comprise a substantial new development 

that  would  erode  the  rural  setting  of  Milton  Malsor  and  adversely  change  the 

character of the village. The development would therefore conflict with Policy R1(b) of 

the  2014  West  Northamptonshire  Joint  Core  Strategy,  Policy  SS2  of  the  South 

Northamptonshire Local Plan (Part 2), and paragraph 170 of the NPPF.’ 

3) ‘Policies  INF1 and  INF2 of  the West Northamptonshire  Joint Core Strategy 2014 are 

concerned with infrastructure and developer contributions, and state that 'developers 

will be expected,  in negotiation with the Local Planning Authority to make provision 

for related  infrastructure and community facilities the need for which arises from the 

development’. This is consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework. In the 

absence  of  a  signed  legal  undertaking  the  Council  S/2020/0599/MAO  cannot  be 

satisfied  that  the development proposal would make sufficient provision  to mitigate 

the  impacts  of  the  development  on  existing  community  services  and  infrastructure 

serving  the development  including early years and primary education  infrastructure; 

affordable  housing;  public  open  space  and  facilities  (including maintenance);  public 

transport and off site highway improvements; refuse/recycling infrastructure; libraries 

and primary healthcare infrastructure. The application is therefore contrary to Policies 

H2,  INF1 and  INF2 of the West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy 2014, Policies 

LH8,  INF1  and  GS1  of  the  South  Northamptonshire  Local  Plan  (Part  2)  and  the 

adopted  Supplementary  Planning  Document  ‘Developer  Contributions’  (December 

2010).’ 

1.1.12 The  reasons  for  refusal were on  the principles of development and  landscape  related 

grounds and are not transport related, however, in respect of the Reasons for Refusal, 

the  Council’s  Statement  of  Case  references  the  accessibility/sustainability  of Milton 

Malsor. 
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1.1.13 As part of the appeal process, this Statement will provide a more detailed consideration 

of  the  sustainable  credentials  of  the Appeal  site  to  provide  the  Inspector with more 

comprehensive  information  to  demonstrate  that  the  site  is  indeed  appropriately 

sustainable. 

1.2 Site Location 

1.2.1 The Appeal site is located to the north east of the centre of the village of Milton Malsor.  

1.2.2 The site is bordered to the south by existing residential properties off Stockwell Road, 

to the north by vacant land, to the east by the West Coast Railway Line and to the west 

by Lower Road and residential properties. 

1.2.3 Lower Road runs along the western boundary of the site and runs between High Street 

to the south‐west of the site and Towcester Road to the north of the site. 

1.2.4 Lower Road is between 5.1 ‐ 6.9  metres wide in the vicinity of the site with a verge on 

the eastern side along the site  frontage with a  footway commencing  from the south‐

eastern corner of the site.   On the western side of the road  is a  footway and a verge. 

The road has a 30mph speed limit and has street lighting. 

1.3 Summary of Proposals 

1.3.1 It  is  proposed  to  develop  the  site  to  provide  up  to  65  residential  dwellings,  with 

associated car parking and landscaping.   

1.3.2 Car  parking  across  the  site  will  comply  with  the  Council’s  residential  car  parking 

standards. 
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1.3.3 The  internal  site  layout  is  a  reserved matter  but will  be  designed  to  provide  a  safe 

environment for pedestrians and cyclists with clearly defined walkways, crossing points 

and speed reducing features where appropriate. 

1.3.4 Vehicular access, as  shown  in Plan 2,  is proposed directly off Lower Road and  shows 

that  visibility  splays  of  2.4 metres  by  43 metres  can  be  achieved  in  both  directions 

which are commensurate with traffic speeds of 30mph, as set out in Manual for Streets.   

1.3.5 The proposed site access will provide a new footway link on the northern side of Lower 

Road across the site frontage to the nearby bus stop and existing footway in the vicinity 

of Stockwell Road.  This will provide the local highway network with around 70 metres 

of additional footway to assist not only pedestrians travelling to and from the Appeal 

Site but also the existing residential properties along the southern side of Lower Road 

and off Chestnut Close who will benefit  from  improved access and crossing points  to 

reach the existing bus stop on the northern side of Lower Road.   This will improve the 

general accessibility of this part of the village. 

1.3.6 In addition to the above,  it  is worth noting that the proposed new crossing point and 

traffic  calming  feature  with  dropped  kerbs  and  tactile  paving  will  enhance  existing 

pedestrian infrastructure in the area and aim to reduce traffic speeds on Lower Road in 

line with Parish Council aspirations, as published  in  the Parish Plan,  thus providing a 

safe environment conducive to walking trips. 

1.3.7 The proposals will also provide the following contributions to improve the sustainability 

of the site:  

 Section  106  contribution of £1,000 per dwelling  for  improvements  to  local bus 

services, which will benefit local residents. 

 Section  106  contribution  to  provide  a  4  week  Stagecoach  Travel  Card  per 

dwelling, providing unlimited travel for new residents. 
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 Section 106 contribution for off‐site highway works, which will provide a number 

of significant transport benefits within the village, including: 

o Towcester Road junction ‐ traffic calming and signage improvements; 

o Towcester Road safe pedestrian crossing point; 

 

o Lower  Road  –  new  pedestrian  crossing  point  and  traffic  calming 

feature; 

o Local bus stop upgrade; 

o Potential  pedestrian  crossing  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Milton  Malsor 

Parochial Primary School; 

o A robust Travel Plan to encourage sustainable travel from the site.  

 Section  106  contributions  towards  early  years  and  primary  education 

infrastructure;  affordable  housing;  public  open  space  (including maintenance); 

playing  pitch  facilities  (including maintenance);  refuse/recycling  infrastructure; 

libraries;  and  primary  healthcare  infrastructure,  and;  the  Council’s monitoring 

costs, which will benefit existing residents and sustainability. 

1.3.8 These  proposals  would  improve  safety  and  attractiveness  to  pedestrians  and  will 

provide a wider public benefit. The proposals also respond to long‐standing recognised 

issues and aspirations within the community of Milton Malsor 

1.4 Scope of Report 

1.4.1 This Statement will deal specifically with the  issues of transport sustainability relating 

to the appeal proposals.   

 

 

025



Page 8   

Proposed Residential Development – Lower Road, Milton Malsor 

Appeal Accessibility Statement 

 

   

1.4.2 Section  2  considers  in  detail  the  accessibility  of  the Appeal  Site  by  non‐car modes, 

including walking, cycling and public transport.   Section 3 of the Transport Statement 

that  accompanied  both  planning  applications  also  considered  this  issue  but  this 

Statement  will  provide  more  detail  and  information  to  assist  the  Inspector  at  the 

forthcoming Hearing. 

1.4.3 Section 3 draws together the findings and conclusions of this Statement. 
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2 ACCESSIBILITY BY NON CAR MODES 

2.1 Introduction  

2.1.1 In  order  to  accord  with  the  aspirations  of  the  National  Planning  Policy  Framework 

(NPPF), any new proposals should extend the choice in transport and secure mobility in 

a way that supports sustainable development. 

2.1.2 The  presumption  in  favour  of  sustainable  development  is  a  central  theme  running 

through  the  framework and  transport planning policies are  seen as a key element of 

delivering sustainable development as well as contributing to wider sustainability and 

health objectives.   One of the core principles of the NPPF  is to  ‘ensure opportunities to 

promote walking, cycling and public transport use are identified and pursued.’ 

2.1.3 To achieve this objective, paragraph 108 of the NPPF states when making decisions  it 

should be ensured that:  

"Appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be ‐ or have been ‐ 

taken up given the type of development and its location." 

2.1.4 Paragraph 103 of the NPPF states that: 

"The  planning  system  should  actively manage  patterns  of  growth  in  support  of  these 

objectives.   Significant development should be  focused on  locations which are or can be 

made  sustainable,  through  limiting  the  need  to  travel  and  offering  a  genuine  choice  of 

transport modes.” 

“However,  opportunities  to maximise  sustainable  transport  solutions will  vary  between 

urban  and  rural  areas,  and  this  should  be  taken  into  account  in  both  plan‐making  and 

decision‐making”. 
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2.1.5 Paragraph 104 states the need to “minimise the number and  length of  journeys needed 

for employment, shopping,  leisure, education and other activities”.   This recognises that 

where  journeys  are  required, minimising  the  length  of  journey  is  also  an  important 

factor, particularly in locations closer to large urban areas compared to others. 

2.1.6 New  proposals  should  therefore  attempt  to  influence  the  mode  of  travel  to  the 

development  in  terms of gaining  a  shift  in modal  split  towards non‐car modes,  thus 

assisting in meeting the aspirations of current national and local planning policy.   

2.1.7 To  confirm  that  the  Appeal  Site  is  sustainable  in  transport  terms  this  section  will 

consider its accessibility by the following modes of transport: 

 Accessibility on foot. 

 Accessibility by cycle. 

 Accessibility by bus. 

 Accessibility by rail. 

2.2 Accessibility on Foot 

2.2.1 It  is  important  to create a choice of direct, safe and attractive  routes between where 

people  live  and  where  they  need  to  travel  in  their  day‐to‐day  life.  This  philosophy 

clearly  encourages  the  opportunity  to walk whatever  the  journey  purpose  and  also 

helps to create more active streets and a more vibrant neighbourhood. 

2.2.2 Existing footways are located on Lower Road on both sides of the road from the south‐

eastern corner of the site with widths of around 2 metres. North of the bus stop there is 

one  footway on  the western  side of Lower Road. These  footways provide pedestrian 

links  throughout Milton Malsor and provide direct  linkages  to  the nearby day  to day 

amenities within the village. 
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2.2.3 The  Chartered  Institute  of Highways  and  Transportation  (CIHT)  published  in  2015  a 

document entitled  ‘Planning for Walking’.  In paragraph 2.1,  it states that  in 2012 that 

79% of all journeys made in the UK of less than a mile (1.6 kilometres) are carried out on 

foot. 

2.2.4 The Institute of Highways and Transportation (IHT) document 'Guidelines for Providing 

for Journeys on Foot', provides information on acceptable walking distances.  Table 3.2 

suggests  distances  for  desirable,  acceptable  and  preferred maximum walks  to  ‘town 

centres’, ‘commuting/schools’ and ‘elsewhere’.  The ‘preferred maximum’ distances are 

shown below in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1 ‐ IHT ‘Providing for Journeys on Foot’ Walk Distances 

2.2.5 The  Government  introduced  advice  on  walking  distances  in  the  2001  revision  to 

Planning  Policy  Guidance  (PPG)  13  Transport,  now  withdrawn,  which  advised  that 

'Walking  is  the most  important mode of  travel at  the  local  level and offers  the greatest 

potential to replace short car trips, particularly those under two kilometres.'  

2.2.6 Manual for Streets (MfS) continues the theme of the acceptability of the 2,000 metre 

distance  in  paragraph  4.4.1.  This  states  that  ‘walkable  neighbourhoods  are  typically 

characterised by having a range of facilities within 10 minutes’ (up to about 800m) walking 

distance of  residential areas which  residents may access comfortably on  foot. However, 

this  is not an upper  limit and PPS13 states  that walking offers  the greatest potential  to 

replace short car trips, particularly those under 2 km’. 

2.2.7 Table 2.2 below summarises this guidance in tabular form. 

Suggested Preferred Maximum Walk 

Town Centre  Commuting/School  Elsewhere 

800m  2,000m  1,200m 
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Table 2.2   Manual for Streets Walk Distances 

2.2.8 More specific guidance on the distances that children will walk to school is found in the 

July 2014 document published by the Department for Education  (DfE) entitled  ‘Home 

to School Travel and Transport’ statutory guidance document. This suggests  that  the 

maximum walking distance  to schools  is 2 miles  (3.2 kilometres)  for children under 8 

and 3 miles (4.8 kilometres) for children over the age of 8.  This is summarised below in 

Table 2.3. 

Table 2.3   DfE Walk Distances to Schools 

2.2.9 Further evidence that people will walk further than the suggested ‘preferred maximum’ 

distances  in  the  IHT  ‘Providing  for  Journeys  on  Foot’  is  contained  in  a WYG Report 

entitled  ‘Accessibility  –  How  Far  Do  People Walk  and  Cycle’.  This  report  refers  to 

National  Travel  Survey  (NTS)  data  for  the  UK  as  a  whole,  excluding  London,  and 

confirms the following 85th percentile walk distances: 

 All journey purposes – 1,930 metres; 

 Commuting – 2,400 metres; 

 Shopping – 1,600 metres; 

 Education – 3,200 or 4,800 metres; 

 ‘Comfortable’ Walk  ‘Preferred Maximum’ Walk 

800m  2,000m 

Children under 8 Walk Distances  Children over 8 Walk Distances 

3,200m  4,800m 
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 Personal business – 1,600 metres. 

2.2.10 Overall,  in  Table  5.1,  the  document  states  that  1,950  square  metres  is  the  85th 

percentile  distance  for  walking  as  the  main  mode  of  travel.  Table  2.4  below 

summarises  the various 85th percentile walk distances suggested as guidelines  in  the 

WYG Study. 

Table 2.4   WYG Report/NTS Data Walk Distances 

2.2.11 In  summary,  the  distance  of  1,950  metres,  or  around  2  kilometres,  represents  an 

acceptable maximum walking distance  for  the majority of  land uses although  clearly 

the DfE guidance for walking to school is up to 3.2 kilometres. 

2.2.12 Section 3.1 of the CIHT guidance ‘Planning for Walking’ mentioned earlier in this report 

provides a useful reminder of the health benefits of walking.  This states that: 

‘A brisk 20 minute walk each day could be enough to reduce an individual’s risk of an early 

death.’ 

2.2.13 A 20‐minute walk equates to a walking distance of around 1,600 metres. 

2.2.14 In light of the above review, a pedestrian catchment of 2 kilometres from the centre of 

the developable  site, using all usable pedestrian  routes, has been provided  in Plan 5 

and  provides  an  illustrative  indication  of  the  areas  that  can  be  reached  based  on  a 

leisurely and comfortable walk from the site.   

85th Percentile Walk Distances 
Overall 

Recommended 

Preferred Max All Journeys  Commuting  Shopping  Education  Personal 

1,950m  2,100m  1,600m  3,200m/4,800m  1,600m  1,950m 
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2.2.15 In addition to the pedestrian catchment plan, a review of the proximity of local facilities 

has  been  undertaken.  The  locations  of  such  facilities  in  relation  to  the  site  are  also 

shown in Plan 5. 

2.2.16 The 2,000 metre pedestrian  catchment  illustrates  that  the majority of Milton Malsor 

can be accessed along with various amenities, such as, Milton Malsor Village Hall, The 

Greyhound Public House, Milton Malsor Baptist Church, The Compass Public House, 

Milton  Parochial  Primary  School, Milton Malsor  Village  Park, Milton  Football  Club, 

Milton Park MX, Milton Business Park and Flowercraft Garden Nurseries. 

2.2.17 Table 2.5 below, shows the walking distance from the centre of the developable site to 

several of the local key amenities in the vicinity of the site.  

Amenities within 2,000m 

Shops & Day to day 
facilities 

(m)  Education/Community  (m) 
Health/Leisure/ 

Employment 
(m) 

Existing Bus Stop  180 
Milton Malsor Village 

Hall 
460 

The Greyhound Public 
House 

470 

Milton Malsor 
Convenience Store 

400 
Milton Malsor Baptist 

Church 
480 

The Compass Public 
House 

470 

Post Box 
(Stockwell Road) 

410 
Milton Parochial Primary 

School 
520  Village Tennis Court  480 

   
The Parish Church of 

Holy Cross 
640 

Milton Malsor Village 
Park 

750 

        Milton Football Club  750 

Table 2.5   Distance from Centre of the developable Site to Local Facilities 

2.2.18 As can be seen, there are a number of    ‘local facilities’ within 2 kilometres of the site. 

These  include Milton Malsor  Convenience  Store, Milton Malsor  Village  Hall, Milton 

Malsor Baptist Church, The Greyhound Public House, Milton Malsor Village Park and 

Milton Football Club.  
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2.2.19 Also  included within  the  2,000 metre  catchment  is Milton Parochial Primary School. 

Abbeyfields  Secondary  School,  although  located  outside  of  the  2km  pedestrian 

catchment,  is accessible via an 11 minute  journey on bus service 88 and a short walk, 

equating to a total journey time of approximately 17 minutes. 

2.2.20 The various walking distances have been measured by using the footways along Lower 

Road, Stockwell Road, Stockwell Way, Collingtree Road, High Street and Green Street. 

As shown on Plan 5, existing Public Right of Way also radiate out from Milton Malsor 

providing  links  to  the edge of  the  village and  to  the neighbouring  village Collingtree 

where additional amenities can be accessed. 

2.2.21 To further consider the accessibility of the site for pedestrians, the walking routes to a 

selection of destinations has been provided, as follows; 

 Schools (primary); 

 Local retail facilities; 

 Healthcare and Leisure; 

2.2.22 The walking route for each of the above routes are provided in the following plans: 

 Schools (primary and secondary) ‐ Plan 6; 

 Local retail facilities ‐ Plan 7; 

 Healthcare and Leisure Facilities ‐ Plan 8; 

2.2.23 These are also described in more detail in Appendix 1.  
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2.3 Assessment of Distances to Amenities Against Guidance 

2.3.1 To provide some qualitative analysis to the exercise set out in the previous section and 

to consider the Appeal Site when judged against the guidance contained in the various 

reference  documents,  Table  2.6  sets  out  a  number  of  local  facilities  and  assesses 

against the walking distance criteria detailed in the previous paragraphs. 

2.3.2 For ease of reference the compliance with the various guidance documents is shown in 

green  for  ‘complies  with’,  orange  for  ‘just  outside’  and  red  for  ‘outside  guidance 

distance’. 

2.3.3 A  summary  table  is  provided within Appendix  2 which  shows  each  of  the  key  local 

amenities, together with their accessibility by foot, by cycle or by public transport.  
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Facility  Name 
Walk 

Distance 
Walk 
Time 

Compliance with… 

Nursery 
Collingtree Day 
Nursery 

2,100m  25 mins 

IHT – outside 2km distance 
MfS ‐ outside 2km distance 
DfE ‐ complies with 3.2km distance 
WYG – complies with 3.2km distance 

Primary 
School 

Milton Parochial 
Primary School 

520m  6.2 mins 

IHT – complies with 2km distance 
MfS ‐ complies with 2km distance 
DfE ‐ complies with 3.2km distance 
WYG – complies with 3.2km distance 

Secondary 
School 

Abbeyfield School   3,900m 
46.4 
mins 

IHT – outside 2km distance – Accessible 
by bus 
MfS ‐ outside 2km distance – Accessible 
by bus 
DfE ‐ complies with 4.8km distance 
WYG – complies with 4.8km distance 

Local Services 
The Greyhound Public 
House 

470m  6 mins 
IHT – complies with 1.2km distance 
MfS ‐ complies with 2km distance 
WYG – complies with 1.6km distance 

Local Services 
Milton Malsor 
Convenience Store 

400m  5.2 mins 
IHT – complies with 1.2km distance 
MfS ‐ complies with 2km distance 
WYG – complies with 1.6km distance 

Post Box 
Post Box 
(Stockwell Road) 

410m  5.3 mins 
IHT – complies with 1.2km distance 
MfS ‐ complies with 2km distance 
WYG – complies with 1.6km distance 

Amenity/Open 
Space 

Milton Malsor Village 
Park 

750m  9.3 mins 
IHT – complies with 1.2km distance 
MfS ‐ complies with 2km distance 
WYG – complies with 1.6km distance 

Key Empl Area 
Gayton Road 
Industrial 

1,470m 
17.5 
mins 

IHT – complies with 1.2km distance 
MfS ‐ complies with 2km distance 
WYG – complies with 1.6km distance 

Table 2.6 – Distance/Journey from Centre of Site and Comparison to Guidance 

2.3.4 As can be seen  from  the above  table,  the Appeal Site complies with  the distances  to 

each of the key amenities ‘areas’ contained within the various guidance documents. 
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2.3.5 The table also confirms that the majority of local facilities are within a 15 minute walk 

of  the  centre  of  the  Appeal  Site,  including  Milton  Malsor  Convenience  Store  (5 

minutes),  Milton  Malsor  Village  Park  (9  minutes),  The  Greyhound  Public  House 

(6minutes)  and  Milton  Parochial  Primary  School  (6 minutes).  As  such,  there  are  a 

number  of  local  services  around  a  15  minute  walk  which  meets  with  the  ‘broad 

accessibility target’ of the various guidance reference documents. 

2.3.6 The above table demonstrates that the Appeal Site complies with the various distances 

contained within IHT, MfS, DfE and WYG. 

2.3.7 Just  on  the matter  of Milton  Parochial  Primary  School,  the  ‘heat map’  showing  the 

catchment  for  the  school,  as  included  at Appendix  3,  indicates  that  a  proportion  of 

pupils originate from Bilsworth. The proximity of the proposed development site to the 

school has the potential to reduce the distances  families are required to travel to this 

primary school. 

2.3.8 Key  amenities  that  fall  outside  these  guidance  distances  are  located  outside  of  the 

village  of  Milton  Malsor  but  are  located  in  neighbouring  settlements  or  within 

Northampton town centre which are accessible by bus or by cycle. Northampton town 

centre is located around 5km from the site which would be a relatively short journey by 

car,  bus  or  cycle.  These  amenities  include  the  nearest  secondary  school,  doctor’s 

surgery and dental practices, for example. 

2.3.9 Clearly, pedestrians will  travel  further  to get to a specific destination but generally,  it 

could be considered that Bilsworth, East Hunsbury and Wootton would be accessible by 

cycle and certainly by bus, thus enabling the  level of vehicular travel to be minimised.  

This can be seen in Plan 9 and Plan 10, which show the cycle and bus catchment areas 

respectively. 
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2.3.10 Bilsworth, East Hunsbury and Wootton can be accessed via a short bus  journey  from 

the site, as detailed below. The 88 service travels through Bilsworth and areas of East 

Hunsbury, making amenities such as the Tesco Extra store and Abbeyfield Secondary 

School  accessible despite being situated outside the 2 kilometre walking catchment. 

2.3.11 Bilsworth contains a number of amenities which are likely to be well used by residents, 

including Bilsworth Surgery and Post Office. In this regard, the Milton Malsor ‘Options 

for  a  neighbourhood  Plan’  consultation  (2013)  states  that:  ‘The  doctors  surgery  at 

Bilsworth is used by most residents and can be reached by bus’. 

2.3.12 Additionally,  the main  ‘day  to day’ amenities  such as  schools,  shops, bus  stops, post 

boxes and employment opportunities are all within the ‘preferred maximum’ distances 

(2 kilometres) from the centre of the site. 

2.3.13 It  should  be  noted  that  the Northampton Gateway  rail  freight  interchange  site was 

approved by the Secretary of State for Transport on 10 October 2019 and  is currently 

under  construction.  This  consent  will  provide  a  significant  employment  hub  within 

walking distance of Milton Malsor and will rely on housing to support around 7,500 jobs 

with a gross value added to the economy of around £348 million annually.  Therefore, it 

is  considered  that  the  proposed  residential  development will  help  support  this  new 

employment site in terms of locating new homes as close to jobs as possible. 

2.3.14 The above confirms that the site benefits from good accessibility when judged against 

these widely accepted walking distances criteria. Walking and cycling will be promoted 

and  encouraged  through  the Travel Plan which will  assist  in  delivering  a  sustainable 

development. Furthermore, as already  stated, additional pedestrian  links and off  site 

works and contributions will be implemented as part of the Appeal proposals. 
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2.4 Suitability of Walking Routes 

2.4.1 Within the CIHT document entitled ‘Planning for Walking’, there is reference within this 

document to the  ‘5Cs of Good Walking Networks’  that were defined by Transport  for 

London (TfL) in their document entitled ‘Improving Walkability’ from 2005.  

2.4.2 A description of the walking routes to various amenities within the vicinity of the site is 

included at Appendix 1. This demonstrates that the routes accord with the 5Cs, which 

are as follows: 

 1. Connected: Walking  routes  should  connect all areas with key  “attractors”  such as 

public  transport stops, schools, work and  leisure destinations. Routes should connect 

locally  and  at  district  level,  forming  a  comprehensive  network.  The  location  of  the 

existing and proposed pedestrian routes to and from the Appeal Site are ‘connected’ 

as  they  ensure  that pedestrians  can walk  reasonably directly  from  the  site  to  the 

nearby bus stops and the local primary school and shop, for example. 

 2. Convivial: Walking  routes  and  public  spaces  should  be  pleasant  to  use  and  allow 

walkers and other road users to interact. They should be safe, inviting and enlivened by 

diverse  activities.  Ground  floors  of  buildings  should  be  continuously  interesting.  In 

terms  of  ‘conviviality’,  the  existing  primary  pedestrian  routes  in  the  village  are 

pleasant to use and are, generally, lit and well overlooked to ensure a safe passage 

for all pedestrians. 

 3.  Conspicuous:  Routes  should  be  clear  and  legible,  if  necessary,  with  the  help  of 

signposting  and  waymarking.  Street  names  and  property  numbers  should  be 

comprehensively provided. The  routes proposed are clear and  legible  to allow easy 

choices to be made at key junction points. 
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 4.  Comfortable:  Comfortable  walking  requires  high‐quality  pavements,  attractive 

landscapes and buildings and as much freedom as possible from the noise, fumes and 

harassment of vehicles. Opportunities for rest and shelter should be provided. Each of 

the walking routes to and from the site will offer ‘comfortable’ routes.  The surfacing 

of the existing routes  is of a good standard and the new footways will be surfaced 

with high quality materials.  Some of the pedestrian routes to and from the site are 

also  free  from  ‘noise,  fumes  and  harassment  of  vehicles’  as  they  are  lightly 

trafficked. 

 5. Convenient: Routes should be direct and designed  for  the convenience of  those on 

foot,  not  those  in  vehicles.  This  should  apply  to  all  users,  including  those  whose 

mobility is impaired. Road crossings should be provided as of right and on desire lines. 

Each of the routes are reasonably direct and follow existing roads within the village. 

Enhanced road crossings are proposed as part of the development proposals.   

2.4.3 As such,  the existing and proposed pedestrian  infrastructure meets  the aspirations of 

each of these criteria and ensuring that the pedestrian routes to and from the Appeal 

Site are connected, convivial, conspicuous, comfortable and convenient. 

2.4.4 In light of the above, it has been demonstrated that the Appeal proposals will be in line 

with  the guidance contained within  local and national guidance and allow pedestrian 

travel to and from the site to be maximised.  
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2.5 Accessibility by Cycle 

2.5.1 An alternative mode of travel to the site could be achieved by bicycle.  

2.5.2 An acceptable and comfortable walk distance for general cycling is referenced as being 

up  to  5  kilometres  in  the  DfT  Local  Transport  Note  2/08.  The  same  guidance  also 

includes a reference to commuting cycling with distances of up to 8 kilometres.  A cycle 

route plan is enclosed as Plan 9. 

2.5.3 A distance of 5 kilometres  is generally accepted as a distance where  cycling has  the 

potential to replace short car journeys. This distance equates to a journey of around 25 

minutes  based  on  a  leisurely  cycle  speed  of  12  kilometres  per  hour  and  would 

encompass Blisworth, Upton, Collingtree and Hardingstone. 

2.5.4 Milton  Malsor  and  the  surrounding  area  is  broadly  flat,  with  Towcester  Road 

accommodating a footpath along its length into Northampton (as shown in the image 

below) and is therefore conducive to a comfortable and safe cycle journey.   
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Image of Route along Towcester Road 

2.5.5 This is a benefit of the location of Milton Malsor, being close enough to the urban area 

of  Northampton,  between which  lies  a  pedestrian  footway  along  the  full  length  of 

Towcester Road, and where a wide range of additional amenities can be reached. 

2.5.6 The  site  is  located within 2 kilometres of  the Northampton Arm of  the Grand Union 

Canal, which provides an off‐road cycle route leisure  opportunity. 

2.5.7 National  Cycle  Route  539  is  located  approximately  2.4  kilometres  from  the 

development  site. This  cycle  route  is an  18‐mile  circular  route around Northampton, 

which connects residential areas with areas of employment and education, such as the 

University of Northampton, Brackmills and Moulton Park. 
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2.5.8 National Cycle Route 536 is located approximately 3.1 kilometres from the centre of the 

site.  This  cycle  route  connects  Banbury  with  Thrapston  via  Towcester  and 

Northampton. 

2.5.9 National Cycle Route 6  is  located approximately 4 kilometres  from  the  centre of  the 

site. This cycle  route connects Watford, Luton, Milton Keynes, Northampton, Market 

Harborough,  Leicester,  Derby,  Nottingham,  Worksop,  Sheffield,  Manchester, 

Blackburn, Preston and Lancaster. 

2.5.10 The Appeal site can, therefore, be considered as being accessible by cycle. 

2.5.11 In considering the Appeal Site’s accessibility by cycle, Table 2.7 sets out a number of 

local  facilities and assesses against  the cycling distance criteria detailed  in paragraph 

2.6.2 above. 
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Facility  Name 
Cycle 

Distance 
Journey 

Time 
Compliance with… 

Nursery  Collingtree Day Nursery  2,100m  11 mins 
Complies with 5km LTN and 8km 
NTS distances 

Primary 
School 

Milton Parochial 
Primary School 

520m  3 mins 
Complies with 5km LTN and 8km 
NTS distances 

Secondary 
School 

Abbeyfield School   3,900m  20.1 mins 
Complies with 5km LTN and 8km 
NTS distances 

Local Services 
The Greyhound Public 
House 

470m  2.4 mins 
Complies with 5km LTN and 8km 
NTS distances 

Local Services 
Milton Malsor 
Convenience Store 

400m  2 mins 
Complies with 5km LTN and 8km 
NTS distances 

Post Office  Bilsworth Post Office  3,030m  15.3 mins 
Complies with 5km LTN and 8km 
NTS distances 

Supermarket  Tesco Extra   3,240m  16.4 mins 
Complies with 5km LTN and 8km 
NTS distances 

Doctor’s 
Surgery 

Danes Camp Surgery  3,300m   17 mins 
Complies with 5km LTN and 8km 
NTS distances 

Pharmacy  Tesco Pharmacy  3,240m  16.4 mins 
Complies with 5km LTN and 8km 
NTS distances 

Dentist  Rowtree Dental Care  3,350m  17.3 mins 
Complies with 5km LTN and 8km 
NTS distances 

Amenity/Open 
Space 

Milton Malsor Village 
Park 

750m  4.2 mins 
Complies with 5km LTN and 8km 
NTS distances 

Key Empl Area 
Pineham Industrial 
Estate 

5,000m  25.3 mins 
Complies with 5km LTN and 8km 
NTS distances 

Key Empl Area 
Brackmills Industrial 
Estate 

6,000m  30.3 mins 
Outside 5km LTN and complies with 
8km NTS distances 

Key Empl Area  Grange Park  3,300m  17.1 mins 
Complies with 5km LTN and 8km 
NTS distances 

Table 2.7 ‐Distance from Site and Cycle Times to Local Facilities 
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2.5.12 As  can  be  seen  above,  the Appeal  Site  has  been  demonstrated  to  be  accessible  by 

cycle.  The  above  table  shows  that  the  site  lies well within  accepted  cycle  distance 

criteria to all nearby ‘day to day’ amenities and employment areas. 

2.6 Accessibility by Bus 

2.6.1 An effective public transport system is essential in providing good accessibility for large 

parts  of  the  population  to  opportunities  for work,  education,  shopping,  leisure  and 

healthcare in the town and beyond. 

2.6.2 The  nearest  bus  stop  is  located  adjacent  to  the  south‐western  corner  of  the  site  on 

Lower Road and has a shelter and timetable information. There are also additional bus 

stops located further along Lower Road. All the nearest bus stops to the site are shown 

on Plan 4.   

2.6.3 The nearest bus  stops  to  the Appeal  site and  their associated walking distances and 

times are summarised in Table 2.8 below; 

Bus Service  Location  Distance  Walk Time 

88 
Lower Road – adj Stockwell Road 

(southbound) 
175m  2.1 mins 

88 
Lower Road – opp Stockwell Road 

(northbound) 
240m  2.9 mins 

Table 2.8 – Bus Stop Distances and Walking Times from Centre of Appeal Site 

2.6.4 The above bus stops are identified in Plan 5, which show the walking routes to all local 

transport nodes. As part of the development proposals, the nearest bus stop to the site 

is proposed  to be upgraded. The existing bus stops are accessed via Lower Road, via 

the existing and proposed footway.  
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2.6.5 A  summary  of  the  current  service  frequency  from  the  nearest  bus  stops  from  the 

development site is provided in Table 2.9 below. 

Table 2.9   Existing Bus Provision in the Vicinity of the Appeal Site   

2.6.6 As  can  be  seen  from  Table  2.9,  the  nearest  bus  stops  to  the  site  provide  services 

between Silverstone and Northampton  town  centre. Northampton  is  likely  to be  the 

main area of employment for potential residents of the development. 

2.6.7 The  frequencies  set  out  above  reflect  the  fact  that  Stagecoach  (operator  of  the  88 

service) are currently running a reduced frequency service (one service every two hours) 

on the 88 route. This is reflective of the reduced overall current passenger levels due to 

COVID  19 on  the  route and due  to  social distancing  capacity  constraints which have 

resulted in the operator having to redeploy resources based on demand pressure.  

2.6.8 Stagecoach have  confirmed  that  it  is  their  intention  to  restore  the previously hourly 

service on this route when the COVID restrictions subsides and demand levels return to 

pre‐COVID  levels  as  the  route  previously  generated  adequate  demand  for  an  hourly 

service. The previous timetable is set out in Appendix 4 for information. 

 

 

 

Service 

No 
Route 

Monday – Friday 
Frequency per hour 

Sat  Sun 

AM 
Peak 

Midday 
PM 

Peak 
Eve 

88 
Silverstone ‐ Towcester ‐ 
Blisworth ‐ Northampton 

0.5  0.5  0.5  0  0.5  0.5 
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2.6.9 Additional  patronage  generated  along  the  route,  such  as  that  which  might  be 

generated  by  new  residential  development  on  the  route,  is  also  welcomed  by 

Stagecoach and may influence further improvements to route frequencies in the future. 

The relevant correspondence with Stagecoach is contained within Appendix 5. 

2.6.10 It should be noted that a 4 week Stagecoach Travel Card will be offered to each new 

dwelling  to help  encourage  sustainable  travel  from  the  site. This  should  also  have  a 

positive impact on bus patronage levels to facilitate the delivery of an improved service. 

Along with the proposed general S106 contribution towards an improved bus service, it 

is considered that this will benefit all residents in Milton Malsor and, in accordance with 

the Select Committee Report on the Rural Economy titled  ‘Time  for a Strategy on the 

rural  economy’  (April  2019),  will  help  reverse  any  declining  public  transport  service 

provision. 

2.6.11 Based on the current COVID‐restricted timetable, the first northbound bus service from 

the  nearest  bus  stops  between Monday  to  Saturday  departs  at  08:27  and  arrives  in 

Northampton Town Centre at  08:50, whilst the first bus service travelling southbound 

departs  at  08:05  arrives  in  Silverstone  at  08:49  hours.  The  last  bus  to  depart 

Northampton Town Centre from Monday to Saturday  is at 17:40 whilst the  last bus to 

depart Silverstone is at 17:14.  

2.6.12 Based on  this,  it can be concluded  that  the  local bus  service provides an appropriate 

option  for  commute  trips  to  and  from  Northampton,  which  is  the  main  area  of 

employment  for  potential  residents  of  the  development  and  this  service  has  the 

potential to be improved as a result of the development proposals and once patronage 

levels return to pre‐COVID levels. 

2.6.13 This provides a good level of bus provision to allow all residents at the site to travel to 

and from the area by bus, and  in particular those visiting the town centre which could 

include all types of journey purpose but in particular commuting.  
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2.6.14 The  site  is  just  a  19‐minute  bus  journey  from Northampton  Town  Centre  and  a  35‐

minute  bus  journey  from  Silverstone.  As  such,  the  bus  service  facilitates  access  to 

numerous other  services  and amenities,  including  the Tesco Extra at East Hunsbury, 

which  is a 9‐minute bus  journey  (and benefits  from a bus stop within  the curtilage of 

the site). 

2.6.15 It is important to note that as part of the appeal proposals the Appellant is proposing to 

contribute towards public transport and upgrade the nearest bus stops.  

2.6.16 With  the provision of  these  improvements,  this will  further  improve  the existing bus 

service  provision in the vicinity of the site and it can be concluded that the site is highly 

accessible by bus.  

2.7 Access by Rail 

2.7.1 The nearest train station to the Appeal Site is Northampton train station. Although this 

is located outside of the recommended 2 kilometre walking distance, it is accessible via 

a 2 minute walk to the nearest bus stops, a 20 minute bus journey from the site (using 

the 88 service) and an 8 minute walk, equating  to a combined  journey  time  from  the 

site of around 30 minutes. 

2.7.2 Northampton station provides frequent, regular and direct services to destinations such 

as  Crewe,  Birmingham  New  Street,  London  Euston  and  Liverpool  Lime  Street 

throughout the week. 

2.7.3 The  station provides  up  to  4  services  per  hour  to Milton Keynes  (approx.  16 minute 

journey), Coventry  (approx.  32 minute  journey), Birmingham New Street  (approx. 66 

minute journey) and London Euston (approx. 1 hour 18 minute journey. 
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2.7.4 It  is also worth noting  that  the  station provides a car park with 813  spaces and cycle 

storage  facilities  for up  to  85 bicycles which provides opportunities  to park  and  ride 

from the station. 

2.7.5 It is therefore concluded that the proposed development site is accessible by rail. 

2.8 Car Ownership 

2.8.1 The development  is proposed to provide car parking  in  line with the Council’s current 

parking standards. Cycle storage facilities will also be provided at a rate to be agreed 

with NCC. 

2.8.2 As detailed earlier,  the site  is confirmed as being accessible by non‐car modes with a 

number of key amenities and public transport nodes  located within close proximity to 

the site. This will cater for needs of the development’s residents and assist in promoting 

a choice of travel modes other than the private car.   

2.8.3 In  order  to  confirm  this,  a  review  of  the  car/van  ownership  statistics  has  been 

undertaken  using  the  2011  Census  data  for  the  built  up  area  of  Milton  Malsor.  A 

summary of the car availability is summarised in Table 2.10 below. 

No. of Cars/Vans   Milton Malsor  South Northamptonshire 

No cars/vans in household  13%  9% 

1+ car/van in household  87%  91% 

Total  100%  100% 

    Table 2.10 ‐ Car Ownership Data (2011 Census) 
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2.8.4 As  can  be  seen  above,  the  current  car  ownership  statistics  show  that  at  present, 

approximately  13%  of  households  in  Milton  Malsor  do  not  own  a  car.  As  such,  if 

occupation  at  the  proposed  development  site  were  to  follow  the  trends  already 

established in Milton Malsor, it is clear that not all residents will rely on a private car for 

their day to day activities and there is potential for sustainable travel from the site. 

2.8.5 It  should be noted  that  the development proposals  also  seek deliver  50%  affordable 

housing  provision  in  accordance  with  LH8  of  the  LPP2.  Typically,  tenants  of  these 

properties are more likely to be younger, single person households, on a lower income, 

with lower than average car ownership.  

2.8.6 In addition to the above, further consideration of the census data has been undertaken 

in regard to the distance that existing residents residing in the ward travel to work. 

2.8.7 A summary of the distances currently travelled are presented in Table 2.11 below. 

Distance Travelled   % 

Less than 2km  5 

2km to less than 5km  16 

5km to less than 10km  28 

10km to less than 20km  11 

20km to less than 30km  10 

30km to less than 40km  5 

40km to less than 60km  3 

60km and over  5 

Work mainly at or from home  18 

Total  100% 

       Table 2.11 – Distance Travelled to Work (2011 Census) 
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2.8.8 As  can be  seen above, at  the moment approximately 5% of existing  residents  in  the 

ward travel  less than 2 kilometres to their place of work, 16% of residents travel more 

than 2 kilometres, but less than 5 kilometres and around 18% mainly work from home. 

2.8.9 In  total  this  equates  to  approximately  39%  (5%  +  16%  +  18%)  of  residents  at  the 

development who could either walk, cycle or travel by public transport (bus) or have no 

requirement  to  travel at all  i.e. work  from home.  It  should be noted,  that work  from 

home  proportions  are  generally  expected  to  increase  following  the  COVID  19 

pandemic,  with  many  work  places  adopting  more  flexible  working  from  home 

approaches.  All  households  at  the  development  site will  have  access  to  broadband 

services enabling working from home, and home delivery services to be easily adopted. 

2.8.10 Given the close proximity to the main village public transport node (bus route) and the 

fact  that  the  Stagecoach  have  confirmed  that  the  frequency  of  service  is  largely 

demand  led,  it  is  also  reasonable  to  assume  that  some  commuting  trips  by  bus will 

occur  involving  longer  distances,  say between  5  kilometres  and  10  kilometres which 

equates to 28% of commuting journeys. Such distances are representative of a journey 

between Milton Malsor and Northampton. 

2.8.11 As such, this brings the potential of non‐car users at the development to approximately 

67%, including those who mainly work from home.  

2.8.12 All of the above sustainable modes of travel will be encouraged and promoted through 

the Travel Plan. 
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2.9 Compliance with Policies  

2.9.1 The proposals are therefore consistent with NPPF as follows: 

 Paragraph  34  states  that  ‘developments  that generate  significant movement are 

located  where  the  need  to  travel  will  be minimised  and  the  use  of  sustainable 

transport modes can be maximised’.  The Appeal proposals include a positive level 

of  sustainable  transport  improvements  to  ensure  that  the  use  of  sustainable 

transport modes are maximised and the need to travel by car minimised. 

 Paragraph 38 states  that within  large scale developments  ‘Where practical...key 

facilities such as primary schools and  local shops should be  located within walking 

distance of most properties’. The improvements proposed for the Appeal Site will 

ensure  that  the  ‘key  facilities’  detailed  in  Paragraph  38  of  the  NPPF  will  be 

located ‘within walking distance of most properties’. 

 Paragraph 70 states that planning policies and decisions should, amongst other 

things,  ‘ensure  an  integrated  approach  to  considering  the  location  of  housing, 

economic  uses  and  community  facilities  and  services’.  This  Statement  has 

demonstrated that this will be the case. 

 Paragraph 72 states that  ‘The Government attaches great  importance to ensuring 

that a sufficient choice of school places  is available  to meet  the needs of existing 

and new communities. Local planning authorities should take a proactive, positive 

and collaborative approach to meeting this requirement, and to development that 

will widen choice in education’. This Statement has demonstrated that the Appeal 

Site has been demonstrated to be within the various national guideline walking 

distances  and  well  within  the  DfE  maximum  walking  distances  for  primary 

schools. 
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2.9.2 In terms of the local policy referred to in the reasons for refusal this relates to Policy R1 

of the adopted West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy 2014 and Policies SS1, SS2 

and LH1 of the adopted South Northamptonshire Local Plan (Part 2). 

2.9.3 In relation to sustainability, the pertinent Policies are: 

South Northamptonshire Part 2 Local Plan (LPP2) 
 

▪  SS1 – The settlement hierarchy 
 

▪  SS2 – General development and design principles 
 

▪  LH1 – Development within town and village confines 
 

2.9.4 The  appeal  site  is  outside  and  directly  adjoins  the  settlement  boundary  of  Milton 

Malsor, named as a Secondary Service Village  (B)  in Policy SS1 of the adopted South 

Northamptonshire  Local  Plan  (Part  2).    As  the  proposal  is  situated  outside  of  the 

settlement boundary,  in the open countryside, the Council  refused the application on 

the basis that the proposal is in conflict with Policies S1 and R1 of the WNJCS and SS1 

and LH1 of the LPP2. 

2.9.5 Local authorities use  ‘sustainability assessments’ to score settlements on the range of 

services  available  there or  in  close proximity. Villages  are  then placed  in  a hierarchy 

according to their score, with the Local Plan allocating new housing to those towards 

the  top of  the hierarchy. This process has  informed Milton Malsor being named as a 

Secondary Service Village (B) in Policy SS1. 
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2.9.6 The  Country  Land  and  Business  Association  (CLA)  released  a  Policy  briefing  Note 

‘Strong Foundations: Making  rural communities  fit  for  the  future’  in which  they  set out 

recommendations  to  address  the  challenges  that  rural  communities  face  in  the  21st 

Century.  The  report  focuses  on  the  housing  crisis  in  rural  areas  and  how  outdated 

sustainability  assessments  and  a  static  approach  to  rural  planning  have  led  to  the 

stagnation of thousands of rural communities. 

2.9.7 The report states: 

 ‘More  than  2,000  villages  across  England  are  overlooked  by  the  local  planning 

process as they are judged to be ‘unsustainable’ due to a lack of public services like a 

post office. 

 ‘Unsustainable  villages  are  not  allocated  housing  and  have  very  limited 

development  options  to  improve  their  sustainability,  leaving  them  in  a  cycle  of 

decline. 

 Sustainability  assessments  measure  villages  against  a  range  of  services  and 

amenities more akin to how previous generations lived and used services. 

  Local authorities should factor in how advances in technology have helped to shape 

modern life and consider how emerging technology will change rural England. Only 

18% of  local authorities analysed by the CLA  include the availability of broadband 

in their sustainability assessments. 

 Central  government  should  address  the  housing  needs  of  unsustainable 

communities by  requiring and  funding  local authorities  to conduct Housing Needs 

Assessments  in  any  community  not  allocated  housing  in  the  Local Development 

Plan. 
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2.9.8 Furthermore, the Taylor Review (2008) questions a narrow approach to rural housing: 

“Planning must  not  determine  the  future  development  of  rural  communities  against  a 

narrow tick‐box approach to sustainable development, assessing communities as they are 

now  and  not  what  they  could  be.  In  too  many  places  this  approach  writes  off  rural 

communities in a ‘sustainability trap’ where development can only occur in places already 

considered  to  be  in  narrow  terms  ‘sustainable’.  The  question  planners must  address  is 

“how will development add to or diminish the sustainability of this community?” taking a 

better  balance  of  social,  economic,  and  environmental  factors  together  to  form  a  long 

term vision for all scales of communities. A mix of housing and employment opportunities 

are essential for the sustainability of rural communities.” 

2.9.9 The  Appeal  proposals  have  been  demonstrated  within  this  Statement  as  being 

development that reduces the need to travel and which encourages sustainable travel 

options and they therefore accord with Policy  in terms of transport and accessibility. 

2.9.10 In  terms  of  the  sustainability  of Milton Malsor  and  settlement  on  the  edge  of  the 

village, a previous appeal decision  in relation to minor residential development on the 

edge of the village (Appeal Ref: APP/Z2830/W/20/3264294), concluded in paragraph 35, 

that;  

 ‘Although  the  site  is  outside  the  settlement  boundary,  it  is  in  a  location  that  is 

within a  reasonable distance of a  range of day‐to‐day  services. Future occupants 

would be able to reach these on foot, providing them with transport choice and not 

an  over‐reliance  on a  car.  It would also  result  in  biodiversity  gains. These are all 

factors in the schemes favour.’ 

 

 

 

054



Page 37   

Proposed Residential Development – Lower Road, Milton Malsor 

Appeal Accessibility Statement 

 

   

2.9.11 As has been demonstrated earlier in this Statement, the Appellant will provide off‐site 

improvements  and  contributions  to  additional  off  site  works  to mitigate  transport 

impacts of the development, many of which have been directly  informed by the  long‐

standing aspirations of the parish as published in the Parish Plan. 

2.9.12 Furthermore, this Statement has demonstrated that the proposals facilitate the use of 

public  transport,  walking  and  cycling  which  support  reductions  in  greenhouse  gas 

emissions and reduce congestion. 

2.9.13 As  has  been  demonstrated with  this  Statement,  the  Appeal  Site  is  well  located  to 

services and facilities and will provide the necessary  infrastructure through a range of 

on site and off site highways works and contributions, as agreed with NCC. 

2.9.14 In light of the above, it is clear that the Appeal Site is appropriately accessible and will 

cater  for needs of  the development’s  residents and visitors and assist  in promoting a 

choice of  travel modes other  than  the private  car.   The proposals,  therefore,  accord 

with  the  relevant  parts  of  Policies  in  terms  of  transport  and  accessibility  and  the 

National Planning Policy Framework. 
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3 CONCLUSIONS 

3.1.1 This  Statement  has  considered  the  sustainable  credentials  of  the  Appeal  Site.  The 

following lists the conclusions of this Statement: 

 The Appeal Site has good accessibility on foot and by cycle and the proposals will 

provide a range of  improvements and contributions to  improve the accessibility 

of the proposals on foot, by cycle and by public transport. 

 The Appeal Site  is within a short walk of a number of  local services and day  to 

day amenities such as the  local convenience store, the  local primary school and 

other ‘day to day’ facilities. 

 The Appeal Site meets with  the walking distance criteria set out  in  the various 

guidance documents. 

 The Appeal Site will also be accessible by public transport and the provision of an 

upgraded bus stop on Lower Road will enable residents to access the bus services 

which operate  in the vicinity of the site and serve areas  including Northampton 

Town Centre. 

 The Appeal Site provides potential for travel by rail, with the nearest bus services 

traveling  into Northampton Town Centre,  just a  short walk  from Northampton 

train station. 

 The Appeal Site  accords with  the general principles of  the pertinent  local  and 

national planning policies in relation to the sustainability of the site. 

 The  Appeal  proposals will  also  improve  the  general  accessibility  and  highway 

safety of Milton Malsor as a village with the  improvements proposed which can 

be enjoyed by all residents, current and future. 
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3.1.2 This Statement has confirmed  that  the  site  is  in a  sustainable  location,  is  reasonably 

close  to  key  local  services,  including  a  shop,  a  church,  public  houses,  a  post  box, 

recreation and sports grounds and a primary school; whilst secondary education and a 

large  supermarket  are  accessible  by  bus  and  by  cycle  in  nearby  settlements.  These 

facilities and would result in a development where future occupiers would have access 

to a  range of sustainable alternatives to the private car  for day to day needs and this 

has been  further demonstrated  via a  review of 2011 Census data  for Milton Malsor  .
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APPENDIX 1 – WALKING ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS 

Walking Routes to Schools/Nurseries 

The following provides details of the walking route to Milton Parochial Primary School. 

In  addition  to  the  walking  route  descriptions,  consideration  has  also  been  given  to  the 

‘attractiveness’  of  the  routes, whether  they  are  considered  safe  and  pleasant.  This will  assist  in 

determine the usability of the routes and likelihood for encouraging trips on foot between the site 

and neighbouring facilities and amenities. 

Table  1  describes  the  walking  route  to Milton  Parochial  Primary  School  and  the  route  is  also 

identified on Plan 6.   
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Walking Route to Milton Parochial Primary School  Footway  Lit?  Surface 

1 
From within the site, walk in a south western direction 

towards Lower Road (170 metres) 
2m  Y  Tarmac 

2 

Turn  left  onto  Lower  Road  and  continue  along  the 

proposed footways, for approximately 30 metres until 

you meet  its  junction with  Stockwell Road,  cross  at 

this junction (10 metres). 

1.5m 
Partially & 

Overlooked 
Tarmac 

3 

From here, continue along High Street for around 20 

metres  and  cross  the  High  Street/Green  Street 

junction (20 metres)  

1.5m 
Partially & 

Overlooked 
Tarmac 

4 

From  this  junction,  continue  along High  Street  in  a 

south  western  direction  for  approximately  130 

metres,  then  follow  the  footways onto Green Street 

for  around  120  metres,  where  you’ll  be  situated 

opposite the primary school. 

1.5m 
Partially & 

Overlooked 
Tarmac 

5 
Cross outside the primary school (10 metres) and then 

head towards the pedestrian access point (10 metres) 
1.5m 

Partially & 

Overlooked 
Tarmac 

6  Arrive at Milton Parochial Primary School  ‐  Y  Tarmac 

‐  Total Distance – 520m  ‐  ‐  ‐ 

 

Table 1 – Walking Route to Milton Parochial Primary School 
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Route Conditions and Attractiveness  

 

The walking route along High Street is identified in Photograph 1 below. 

 

 
 

Photograph 1 – A section of the walking route along High Street to Milton Parochial Primary 

School 

As  shown  above,  the  walking  route  along  High  Street  provides  a  pleasant  environment  for 

pedestrians.  There  is  an  adequate  footway  on  both  sides  of  the  carriageway,  along with  street 

lighting and lighting from overlooking properties, further enhancing pedestrian safety.  This route is 

also very direct.  
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As  such,  this  route meets  the  criteria  of  the  5  bullet  points  referenced  in  the  CIHT  document 

‘Planning  for Walking’,  known  as  the  ‘5Cs  of  Good Walking  Networks’,  it  that  it  is  Connected, 

Convivial, Conspicuous, Comfortable and Convenient.  

Walking Routes to Local Retail Facilities 

The  following  table  includes  the detailed walking  routes  from  the Appeal Site  to  the  local  retail 

facilities.  This is also shown on Plan 7. 

Table 2 describes the walking route to Milton Malsor Convenience Store on High Street. 

Walking  Route  to  Milton  Malsor  Convenience  Store 
(High Street) 

Footway  Lit?  Surface 

1 
From  within  the  site,  walk  in  a  south  western 

direction towards Lower Road (170 metres) 
2m  Y  Tarmac 

2 

From  the  access  point,  turn  left  and  used  the 

proposed footways to walk towards the existing bus 

stop, around 20 metres from the access.  

1.5m 
Partially & 

Overlooked 
Tarmac 

3 

At this point, cross over Lower Road (10 metres) and 

walk in a south western direction along the footways 

on High Street for around 200 metres. 

1.5m 
Partially & 

Overlooked 
Tarmac 

4  Arrived at Milton Malsor Convenience Store  ‐ 
Partially & 

Overlooked 
Tarmac 

‐  Total Distance – 400m       

 

Table 2 – Walking Route to Milton Malsor Convenience Store 
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Route Conditions and Attractiveness  

 

The  walking  route  along  High  Street  located  to  the  south  west  of  the  site  is  identified  in 

Photograph 2 below. 

 
 

Photograph 2 – A section of the walking route along High Street to Milton Malsor Convenience 

Store 

As can be seen above, pedestrians would walk along High Street, which is overlooked by residential 

properties on both sides of the road. High Street also provides help  in the form of signposting, as 

referred to in bullet point 3 of the ‘5Cs of Good Walking Networks’ document. As this route is very 

similar  to  the  primary  school  route,  it  also meets  the  criteria  for  all  5  bullet  points  in  the  CIHT 

document. 
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Walking Routes to Leisure Facilities 

Table 3 describes the walking route to the local Milton Malsor Village Hall, as shown on Plan 8. 

Walking Route to Milton Malsor Village Hall   Footway  Lit?  Surface 

1 
From  within  the  site,  walk  in  a  south  western 

direction towards Lower Road (170 metres) 
2m  Y  Tarmac 

2 

From  the  access  point,  turn  left  and  use  the 

proposed footways to walk towards the existing bus 

stop, around 20 metres from the access.  

1.5m 
Partially & 

Overlooked 
Tarmac 

3 

At this point, cross over Lower Road (10 metres) and 

walk in a south western direction along the footways 

on High Street for around 230 metres. 

1.5m 
Partially & 

Overlooked 
Tarmac 

4 

Cross  the  High  Street/Greyhound  Pub  Access 

junction  (10 metres)  and  walk  towards  the  Village 

Hall (20 metres) 

1.5m 
Partially & 

Overlooked 
Tarmac 

5  Arrive at Milton Malsor Village Hall  ‐ 
Partially & 

Overlooked 
‐ 

‐  Total Distance – 460m  ‐  ‐  ‐ 

 

Table 3 – Walking Route to Milton Malsor Village Hall 

 

 

Route Conditions and Attractiveness  

 

The  walking  route  to  Milton  Malsor  Village  Hall  involves  walking  along  High  Street  and  then 

crossing at the High Street/Greyhound Pub access, as illustrated in Photograph 3 below. 
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As  shown  below,  an  additional  signpost  is  provided,  along  with  a  bus  stop,  which  provides 

opportunities  for  rest  and  shelter,  as  referred  to  in  bullet  point  4  (Comfortable)  of  the  CIHT 

document.  As mentioned  previously, High  Street  is  overlooked  by  residential  properties, which 

enhances pedestrian safety and also has a good standard of footways. 

 

Photograph 3 – A section of High Street used as the walking route to Milton Malsor Village Hall 

 

Table 4 shows the walking route to Milton Malsor Village Park. 

Walking Route to Milton Village Park  Footway  Lit  Surface 

1 
From within the site, walk in a south western direction 

towards Lower Road (170 metres) 
2m  Y  Tarmac 

2 

Turn  left  onto  Lower  Road  and  continue  along  the 

footways  for approximately 30 metres until you meet 

its junction with Stockwell Road 

1.5m 
Partially & 

Overlooked 
Tarmac 
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3 

From  here,  cross  this  junction  (10 metres),  onto  the 

southern  footway  of  Stockwell  Road  and  follow  its 

alignment  in  an  eastern  direction  for  around  200 

metres, at its junction with Stockwell Way. 

1.5m 
Partially & 

Overlooked 
Tarmac 

4 

From  here,  continue  in  a  southern  direction  along 

Stockwell  Way,  for  approximately  170  metres,  until 

you  reach  the  Collingtree  Road/Stockwell  Way 

junction. 

1.5m 
Partially & 

Overlooked 
Tarmac 

5 

At  this  junction,  cross  in  an  eastern  direction  (10 

metres)  and  continue  along  the northern  footway on 

Collingtree  Road,  for  around  130  metres,  until  you 

reach the park entrance. 

1.5m 
Partially & 

Overlooked 
Tarmac 

5 
Walk  in a northern direction  through  the entrance  for 

around 30 metres. 
1.5m  Y  Tarmac 

6  Arrive at destination   ‐  ‐  ‐ 

‐  Total Distance – 750m  ‐  ‐  ‐ 

 

Table 4 – Walking Route to Milton Malsor Village Park 

 

 

Route Conditions and Attractiveness  

 

The walking route to Milton Malsor Village Park  involves walking along Stockwell Road, Stockwell 

Way and Collingtree Road before arriving at the Village Park access, as illustrated in Photograph 4 

below. 
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Photograph 4 – Milton Malsor Village Park Pedestrian Access 

 

Stockwell Road, Stockwell Way and Collingtree Road all have a good standard of footway. They are 

also overlooked by residential properties and has street lighting, which enhances pedestrian safety. 

The route to the Village Park can be classed as direct and also a pleasant route for pedestrians. As 

such, this route meets the criteria of the 5 bullet points referenced in the CIHT document.  
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Walking Routes to Transport Nodes 

The local transport node is located at the nearby bus stops on Lower Road, immediately adjacent to 

the site. These are served by the 88 bus service, and the route to this bus stop  is described  in the 

Table 5, below. 

Walking Route to Bus Service 88  Footway  Lit  Surface 

1 
From  within  the  site,  walk  in  a  south  western 

direction towards Lower Road (170 metres) 
2m  Y  Tarmac 

2 
Turn  left  onto  Lower  Road  and  continue  along  the 

footways for approximately 10 metres 
1.5m 

Partially & 

Overlooked 
Tarmac 

3  Arrive at destination   ‐  ‐  ‐ 

‐  Total Distance – 180m  ‐  ‐  ‐ 

Table 5 – Walking Route to Bus Service 88 Stop 

 

Route Conditions and Attractiveness  

 

The walking route to the nearest transport node involves using the existing and proposed footways 

along Lower Road. The local Transport Node is shown in Photograph 5 below. 
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Photograph 5 – Nearest Transport Node 

Summary 

All of the above amenities are within the 2 kilometre catchment, thus demonstrating that the site is 

within walking distance of a number of key everyday facilities.  

It is therefore considered that the existing and proposed pedestrian infrastructure will facilitate safe 

and direct pedestrian linkages between the site and local destinations.   

081



 

APPENDIX 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

082



Key Local 

Amenities 
Name 

Distance 
from Site (m) 

Walking 
Accessibility 

Cycling 
Accessibility 

Bus Accessibility 

Nursery 
Collingtree Day 

Nursery 
2,100m       

Primary School 
Milton Parochial 
Primary School 

520m       

Secondary 
School 

Abbeyfield School  3,900m       

Local Shop 
Milton Malsor 

Convenience Store 
400m       

Supermarket  Tesco Extra  3,240m       

Local Pub 
The Greyhound 
Public House 

470m       

Amenity/Open 
Space 

Milton Malsor 
Village Park 

750m       

Post Box 
Post Box 

(Stockwell Road) 
410m       

Post Office 
Bilsworth Post 

Office 
3,030m       

Doctor’s 
Surgery 

Danes Camp 
Surgery 

3,300m       

Doctor’s 
Surgery 

Bilsworth Surgery  3,230m       

Pharmacy  Tesco Pharmacy  3,240m       

Dentist 
Rowtree Dental 

Care 
3,350m       

Employment 
Area 

Northampton 
Gateway Site 

1,500m       

Employment 
Area 

Gayton Road 
Industrial 

1,470m       

Employment 
Area 

Pineham Industrial 
Estate 

5,000m       

Employment 
Area 

Brackmills 
Industrial Estate 

6,000m       

Employment 
Area 

Grange Park  3,300m       

Town Centre 
Northampton 
Town Centre 

5,500m       

Table A – Distance from Centre of Site and Comparison to Guidance 
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88
Stagecoach	Midlands

Silverstone	- 	Northampton

	
	 Mondays	to	Fridays

Silverstone,	adj	Copse	Corner dep 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 17:14 	 	
Biddlesden,	Opp	Silverstone	Park 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 17:17 	 	

Silverstone,	adj	Cattle	End 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 17:19 	 	
Silverstone,	o/s	56	High	Street 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 17:20 	 	
Silverstone,	adj	Home	Close 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 17:21 	 	

Silverstone,	opp	White	Horse	PH arr 	 	 	 09:54 10:54 11:54 12:54 13:54 14 :54 	 17:22 18:36 19:36
Silverstone,	opp	White	Horse	PH dep 	 	 08:57 09:57 10:57 11:57 12:57 13:57 14 :57 16:27 17:22 18:37 19:37
Silverstone,	o/s	New	Rookery	Farm 	 	 08:57 09:57 10:57 11:57 12:57 13:57 14:57 16:27 17:23 18:37 19:37

Towcester,	adj	Wordsworth	Close 	 	 09:04 10:04 11:04 12:04 13:04 14 :04 15:04 16:34 17:32 18:4 4 19:4 4
Towcester,	adj	Byron	Close 	 	 09:04 10:04 11:04 12:04 13:04 14:04 15:04 16:34 17:32 18:44 19:44
Towcester,	adj	Keats	Drive 	 	 09:05 10:05 11:05 12:05 13:05 14:05 15:05 16:35 17:33 18:45 19:45

Towcester,	Silverstone	Brook	(SE-bound) 	 	 09:05 10:05 11:05 12:05 13:05 14:05 15:05 16:35 17:33 18:45 19:45
Towcester,	opp	Balmoral	Close 	 	 09:06 10:06 11:06 12:06 13:06 14:06 15:06 16:36 17:34 18:46 19:46

Towcester,	o /s	Health	Centre 	 	 09:07 10:07 11:07 12:07 13:07 14 :07 15:07 16:37 17:35 18:4 7 19:4 7
Towcester,	adj	Sponnes	Road 	 	 09:07 10:07 11:07 12:07 13:07 14:07 15:07 16:37 17:35 18:47 19:47

Towcester,	opp	Hesketh	Crescent 	 	 09:08 10:08 11:08 12:08 13:08 14:08 15:08 16:38 17:36 18:48 19:48
Towcester,	adj	Oat	Hill	Road 	 	 09:09 10:09 11:09 12:09 13:09 14:09 15:09 16:39 17:37 18:49 19:49

Towcester,	adj	Oat	Hill	Road	(South	End) 	 	 09:10 10:10 11:10 12:10 13:10 14:10 15:10 16:40 17:38 18:50 19:50
Pot terspury,	adj	Homestead	Way dep 	 07:35 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	

Towcester,	adj	Vernon	Road 	 07:48 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	
Towcester,	o/s	White	Bear	PH 	 07:48 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	
Towcester,	adj	Marlow	Road 	 07:48 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	

Towcester,	opp	Brick	Kiln	Close 	 07:49 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	
Towcester,	o /s	Burcote	Park 06:4 6 07:50 09:12 10:12 11:12 12:12 13:12 14 :12 15:12 16:4 2 17:4 0 18:52 19:52
Towcester,	adj	Brick	Kiln	Close | | 09:12 10:12 11:12 12:12 13:12 14:12 15:12 16:42 17:40 18:52 19:52

Towcester,	opp	Marlow	Road | | 09:14 10:14 11:14 12:14 13:14 14:14 15:14 16:44 17:42 18:54 19:54
Towcester,	opp	White	Bear	PH | | 09:14 10:14 11:14 12:14 13:14 14:14 15:14 16:44 17:42 18:54 19:54
Towcester,	opp	The	Lindens | | 09:15 10:15 11:15 12:15 13:15 14:15 15:15 16:45 17:43 18:55 19:55

Towcester,	opp	Brave	Old	Oak	PH | | 09:17 10:17 11:17 12:17 13:17 14 :17 15:17 16:4 7 17:4 5 18:57 19:57
Towcester,	opp	Oat	Hill	Road	(South	End) 06:47 07:51 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	

Towcester,	opp	Oat	Hill	Road 06:48 07:52 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	
Towcester,	adj	Hesketh	Crescent 06:49 07:53 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	

Towcester,	opp	Sponnes	Road 06:49 07:53 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	
Towcester,	opp	Health	Centre 06:51 07:55 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	

Towcester,	adj	Balmoral	Close 06:51 07:55 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	
Towcester,	Silverstone	Brook	(NW-bound) 06:52 07:56 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	

Towcester,	nr	Keats	Drive 06:52 07:56 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	
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Towcester,	opp	Byron	Close 06:53 07:57 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	
Towcester,	opp	Wordsworth	Close 06:54 07:58 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	

Towcester,	opp	Cemetery 06:54 07:58 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	
Towcester,	o/s	Technology	College 06:55 08:00 | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | | 	 	

Towcester,	o/s	Police	Station 06:56 08:01 09:17 10:17 11:17 12:17 13:17 14:17 15:17 16:47 17:45 18:57 19:57
Towcester,	opp	Northgate 06:56 08:02 09:17 10:17 11:17 12:17 13:17 14:17 15:17 16:47 17:46 18:57 19:57
Tiffield,	adj	Tiffield	Turn 07:03 08:13 09:23 10:23 11:23 12:23 13:23 14:23 15:23 16:53 17:57 19:03 20:03

Blisworth,	opp	Wood	Cottage 07:06 08:18 09:26 10:26 11:26 12:26 13:26 14:26 15:26 16:56 18:02 19:06 20:06
Blisworth,	opp	St 	John	the	Bapt ist 's	Church 07:07 08:20 09:28 10:28 11:28 12:28 13:28 14 :28 15:28 16:58 18:05 19:08 20:08

Blisworth,	o/s	Royal	Oak	PH 07:08 08:21 09:28 10:28 11:28 12:28 13:28 14:28 15:28 16:58 18:05 19:08 20:08
Blisworth,	adj	Station	Road 07:09 08:22 09:29 10:29 11:29 12:29 13:29 14:29 15:29 16:59 18:06 19:09 20:09

Blisworth,	o/s	Business	Park 07:10 08:24 09:30 10:30 11:30 12:30 13:30 14:30 15:30 17:00 18:07 19:10 20:10
Milton	Malsor,	opp	Memorial 07:11 08:26 09:32 10:32 11:32 12:32 13:32 14 :32 15:32 17:02 18:09 19:12 20:12

Milton	Malsor,	opp	Stockwell	Road 07:12 08:27 09:32 10:32 11:32 12:32 13:32 14:32 15:32 17:02 18:09 19:12 20:12
Milton	Malsor,	opp	Spring	Farm 07:13 08:28 09:33 10:33 11:33 12:33 13:33 14:33 15:33 17:03 18:10 19:13 20:13

Milton	Crematorium,	o/s	Crematorium 07:16 08:31 09:36 10:36 11:36 12:36 13:36 14:36 15:36 17:06 18:13 19:15 20:15
Shelfleys,	adj	Ladybridge	Drive 07:17 08:32 09:37 10:37 11:37 12:37 13:37 14:37 15:37 17:07 18:14 19:16 20:16

East 	Hunsbury,	adj	Tesco	Bus	Shelter 07:20 08:35 09:4 1 10:4 1 11:4 1 12:4 1 13:4 1 14 :4 1 15:4 1 17:11 18:18 19:19 20:19
Far	Cotton,	opp	Towcester	Road	Cemetery 07:22 08:37 09:42 10:42 11:42 12:42 13:42 14:42 15:42 17:12 18:19 19:20 20:20

Far	Cotton,	opp	Cambourne	Close 07:23 08:38 09:43 10:43 11:43 12:43 13:43 14:43 15:43 17:13 18:20 19:21 20:21
Delapre,	opp	Redruth	Close 07:24 08:39 09:44 10:44 11:44 12:44 13:44 14:44 15:44 17:14 18:21 19:21 20:21

Delapre,	o /s	Telephone	Exchange 07:24 08:39 09:4 5 10:4 5 11:4 5 12:4 5 13:4 5 14 :4 5 15:4 5 17:15 18:22 19:22 20:22
Gloucester	Avenue	opp13	Gloucester	Avenue,	Delapre 07:25 08:40 09:45 10:45 11:45 12:45 13:45 14:45 15:45 17:15 18:22 19:22 20:22

Delapre,	adj	Gloucester	Avenue 07:25 08:40 09:45 10:45 11:45 12:45 13:45 14:45 15:45 17:15 18:22 19:22 20:22
Delapre,	adj	Queen	Eleanor	Road 07:26 08:41 09:46 10:46 11:46 12:46 13:46 14:46 15:46 17:16 18:23 19:23 20:23

Delapre,	adj	Forest 	Road 07:26 08:4 1 09:4 7 10:4 7 11:4 7 12:4 7 13:4 7 14 :4 7 15:4 7 17:17 18:24 19:24 20:24
Delapre,	adj	Delapre	Crescent 07:28 08:43 09:47 10:47 11:47 12:47 13:47 14:47 15:47 17:17 18:25 19:24 20:24

Far	Cotton,	adj	Old	Towcester	Road 07:29 08:44 09:49 10:49 11:49 12:49 13:49 14:49 15:49 17:19 18:27 19:25 20:25
Far	Cotton,	opp	Navigation	Row 07:31 08:46 09:50 10:50 11:50 12:50 13:50 14:50 15:50 17:20 18:29 19:27 20:27

Northampton,	opp	The	Plough	Hotel 07:32 08:47 09:51 10:51 11:51 12:51 13:51 14:51 15:51 17:21 18:30 19:28 20:28
Northampton,	Northampton	Bus	Interchange	(Bay	8) | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:35 	 	

Northampton,	Abington	Square	(Stop	A2) | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:38 	 	
Kingsley	Park,	adj	Grove	Road | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:39 	 	
Kingsley	Park,	adj	Clare	Street | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:40 	 	

Kingsley	Park,	o/s	Racecourse	Pavillion | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:41 	 	
Kingsley	Park,	White	Elephant	PH	(NE-bound) | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:43 	 	

Kingsley	Park,	opp	St 	Mat thews	Church | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:4 4 	 	
Kingsley	Park,	opp	2	Broadway | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:45 	 	
Kingsley	Park,	o/s	45	Broadway | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:46 	 	

Abington,	opp	Cedar	Road	School | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:4 8 	 	
Abington,	opp	Wheatfield	Road | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:48 	 	

Abington,	Lindsay	Avenue	(E-bound) | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:49 	 	
Headlands,	opp	Beverley	Crescent | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:50 	 	
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Headlands,	adj	Sandiland	Road | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:50 	 	
Headlands,	adj	Upland	Road | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:51 	 	

Headlands,	o/s	United	Reform	Church | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:52 	 	
Headlands,	o/s	Baptist	Chapel | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:52 	 	

Headlands,	adj	The	Headlands | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:53 	 	
Boothville,	o /s	Northampton	College | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:54 	 	

Boothville,	adj	Paxton	Road | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 18:55 	 	
Weston	Favell	Centre,	Shopping	Centre	(Stop	D) | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 19:02 	 	

Weston	Favell	Centre,	opp	Lit t le	Billing	Way | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 19:04 	 	
Lings,	opp	Wildacre	Drive | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 19:05 	 	

Lings,	opp	Cottage	Gardens | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 19:05 	 	
Blackthorn,	adj	Maidencastle | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 19:07 	 	

Blackthorn,	opp	Pig	and	Whist le	PH | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 19:08 	 	
Blackthorn,	adj	Arlbury	Road | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 19:08 	 	

Blackthorn,	opp	Spinneyside	Walk | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 19:09 	 	
Overstone	Lodge,	adj	Shire	Place | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 19:10 	 	

Rectory	Farm,	adj	Fellmead	Road arr | | | 	 	 	 	 	 	 | 19:12 	 	
Northampton,	Northampton	Bus	Interchange	(Bay	17) arr 07:34 08:4 9 09:55 10:55 11:55 12:55 13:55 14 :55 15:55 17:25 	 19:31 20:31

Notes [STCD]

[STCD]	Operates	when	Silverstone	UTC	is	open
Compiled	from	data	for	the	period	Fri	31-Jan-2020	to	Thu	06-Feb-2020.	Times	not	in	bold	are	estimated	by	using	the	distance	between	the	stops.
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88
Stagecoach	Midlands

Silverstone	- 	Northampton

	
	 Saturdays

Silverstone,	opp	White	Horse	PH arr 	 	 09:54 10:54 11:54 12:54 13:54 14 :54 15:54 	 18:36 19:36
Silverstone,	opp	White	Horse	PH dep 	 08:57 09:57 10:57 11:57 12:57 13:57 14 :57 15:57 17:02 18:37 19:37
Silverstone,	o/s	New	Rookery	Farm 	 08:57 09:57 10:57 11:57 12:57 13:57 14:57 15:57 17:02 18:37 19:37

Towcester,	adj	Wordsworth	Close 	 09:04 10:04 11:04 12:04 13:04 14 :04 15:04 16:04 17:09 18:4 4 19:4 4
Towcester,	adj	Byron	Close 	 09:04 10:04 11:04 12:04 13:04 14:04 15:04 16:04 17:09 18:44 19:44
Towcester,	adj	Keats	Drive 	 09:05 10:05 11:05 12:05 13:05 14:05 15:05 16:05 17:10 18:45 19:45

Towcester,	Silverstone	Brook	(SE-bound) 	 09:05 10:05 11:05 12:05 13:05 14:05 15:05 16:05 17:10 18:45 19:45
Towcester,	opp	Balmoral	Close 	 09:06 10:06 11:06 12:06 13:06 14:06 15:06 16:06 17:11 18:46 19:46

Towcester,	o /s	Health	Centre 	 09:07 10:07 11:07 12:07 13:07 14 :07 15:07 16:07 17:12 18:4 7 19:4 7
Towcester,	adj	Sponnes	Road 	 09:07 10:07 11:07 12:07 13:07 14:07 15:07 16:07 17:12 18:47 19:47

Towcester,	opp	Hesketh	Crescent 	 09:08 10:08 11:08 12:08 13:08 14:08 15:08 16:08 17:13 18:48 19:48
Towcester,	adj	Oat	Hill	Road 	 09:09 10:09 11:09 12:09 13:09 14:09 15:09 16:09 17:14 18:49 19:49

Towcester,	adj	Oat	Hill	Road	(South	End) 	 09:10 10:10 11:10 12:10 13:10 14:10 15:10 16:10 17:15 18:50 19:50
Towcester,	o /s	Burcote	Park 08:07 09:12 10:12 11:12 12:12 13:12 14 :12 15:12 16:12 17:17 18:52 19:52
Towcester,	adj	Brick	Kiln	Close 08:07 09:12 10:12 11:12 12:12 13:12 14:12 15:12 16:12 17:17 18:52 19:52

Towcester,	opp	Marlow	Road 08:09 09:14 10:14 11:14 12:14 13:14 14:14 15:14 16:14 17:18 18:54 19:54
Towcester,	opp	White	Bear	PH 08:09 09:14 10:14 11:14 12:14 13:14 14:14 15:14 16:14 17:19 18:54 19:54
Towcester,	opp	The	Lindens 08:10 09:15 10:15 11:15 12:15 13:15 14:15 15:15 16:15 17:20 18:55 19:55

Towcester,	opp	Brave	Old	Oak	PH 08:12 09:17 10:17 11:17 12:17 13:17 14 :17 15:17 16:17 17:21 18:57 19:57
Towcester,	o/s	Police	Station 08:12 09:17 10:17 11:17 12:17 13:17 14:17 15:17 16:17 17:21 18:57 19:57

Towcester,	opp	Northgate 08:12 09:17 10:17 11:17 12:17 13:17 14:17 15:17 16:17 17:21 18:57 19:57
Tiffield,	adj	Tiffield	Turn 08:18 09:23 10:23 11:23 12:23 13:23 14:23 15:23 16:23 17:27 19:03 20:03

Blisworth,	opp	Wood	Cottage 08:21 09:26 10:26 11:26 12:26 13:26 14:26 15:26 16:26 17:30 19:06 20:06
Blisworth,	opp	St 	John	the	Bapt ist 's	Church 08:23 09:28 10:28 11:28 12:28 13:28 14 :28 15:28 16:28 17:32 19:08 20:08

Blisworth,	o/s	Royal	Oak	PH 08:23 09:28 10:28 11:28 12:28 13:28 14:28 15:28 16:28 17:32 19:08 20:08
Blisworth,	adj	Station	Road 08:24 09:29 10:29 11:29 12:29 13:29 14:29 15:29 16:29 17:33 19:09 20:09

Blisworth,	o/s	Business	Park 08:25 09:30 10:30 11:30 12:30 13:30 14:30 15:30 16:30 17:34 19:10 20:10
Milton	Malsor,	opp	Memorial 08:27 09:32 10:32 11:32 12:32 13:32 14 :32 15:32 16:32 17:36 19:12 20:12

Milton	Malsor,	opp	Stockwell	Road 08:27 09:32 10:32 11:32 12:32 13:32 14:32 15:32 16:32 17:36 19:12 20:12
Milton	Malsor,	opp	Spring	Farm 08:28 09:33 10:33 11:33 12:33 13:33 14:33 15:33 16:33 17:37 19:13 20:13

Milton	Crematorium,	o/s	Crematorium 08:30 09:36 10:36 11:36 12:36 13:36 14:36 15:36 16:36 17:40 19:15 20:15
Shelfleys,	adj	Ladybridge	Drive 08:32 09:37 10:37 11:37 12:37 13:37 14:37 15:37 16:37 17:41 19:16 20:16

East 	Hunsbury,	adj	Tesco	Bus	Shelter 08:36 09:4 1 10:4 1 11:4 1 12:4 1 13:4 1 14 :4 1 15:4 1 16:4 1 17:4 5 19:19 20:19
Far	Cotton,	opp	Towcester	Road	Cemetery 08:37 09:42 10:42 11:42 12:42 13:42 14:42 15:42 16:42 17:46 19:20 20:20

Far	Cotton,	opp	Cambourne	Close 08:38 09:43 10:43 11:43 12:43 13:43 14:43 15:43 16:43 17:47 19:21 20:21
Delapre,	opp	Redruth	Close 08:39 09:44 10:44 11:44 12:44 13:44 14:44 15:44 16:44 17:48 19:21 20:21

Delapre,	o /s	Telephone	Exchange 08:4 0 09:4 5 10:4 5 11:4 5 12:4 5 13:4 5 14 :4 5 15:4 5 16:4 5 17:4 9 19:22 20:22

091



Gloucester	Avenue	opp13	Gloucester	Avenue,	Delapre 08:40 09:45 10:45 11:45 12:45 13:45 14:45 15:45 16:45 17:49 19:22 20:22
Delapre,	adj	Gloucester	Avenue 08:40 09:45 10:45 11:45 12:45 13:45 14:45 15:45 16:45 17:49 19:22 20:22

Delapre,	adj	Queen	Eleanor	Road 08:41 09:46 10:46 11:46 12:46 13:46 14:46 15:46 16:46 17:50 19:23 20:23
Delapre,	adj	Forest 	Road 08:4 2 09:4 7 10:4 7 11:4 7 12:4 7 13:4 7 14 :4 7 15:4 7 16:4 7 17:51 19:24 20:24

Delapre,	adj	Delapre	Crescent 08:43 09:47 10:47 11:47 12:47 13:47 14:47 15:47 16:47 17:51 19:24 20:24
Far	Cotton,	adj	Old	Towcester	Road 08:44 09:49 10:49 11:49 12:49 13:49 14:49 15:49 16:49 17:53 19:25 20:25

Far	Cotton,	opp	Navigation	Row 08:46 09:50 10:50 11:50 12:50 13:50 14:50 15:50 16:50 17:54 19:27 20:27
Northampton,	opp	The	Plough	Hotel 08:47 09:51 10:51 11:51 12:51 13:51 14:51 15:51 16:51 17:55 19:28 20:28

Northampton,	Northampton	Bus	Interchange	(Bay	17) arr 08:50 09:55 10:55 11:55 12:55 13:55 14 :55 15:55 16:55 17:59 19:31 20:31

Compiled	from	data	for	the	period	Fri	31-Jan-2020	to	Thu	06-Feb-2020.	Times	not	in	bold	are	estimated	by	using	the	distance	between	the	stops.
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Stagecoach	Midlands

Towcester	- 	Northampton

	
	 Sundays

Towcester,	o /s	Saracens	Head	Hotel arr 	 10:35 12:05 13:35 15:05 16:35 18:05
Towcester,	o /s	Saracens	Head	Hotel dep 	 10:36 12:06 13:36 15:06 16:36 18:06

Towcester,	opp	Technology	College 	 10:37 12:07 13:37 15:07 16:37 18:07
Towcester,	o/s	Cemetery 	 10:38 12:08 13:38 15:08 16:38 18:08

Towcester,	adj	Wordsworth	Close 09:09 10:39 12:09 13:39 15:09 16:39 18:09
Towcester,	adj	Byron	Close 09:09 10:39 12:09 13:39 15:09 16:39 18:09
Towcester,	adj	Keats	Drive 09:10 10:40 12:10 13:40 15:10 16:40 18:10

Towcester,	Silverstone	Brook	(SE-bound) 09:10 10:40 12:10 13:40 15:10 16:40 18:10
Towcester,	opp	Balmoral	Close 09:11 10:41 12:11 13:41 15:11 16:41 18:11

Towcester,	o /s	Health	Centre 09:12 10:4 2 12:12 13:4 2 15:12 16:4 2 18:12
Towcester,	adj	Sponnes	Road 09:12 10:42 12:12 13:42 15:12 16:42 18:12

Towcester,	opp	Hesketh	Crescent 09:13 10:43 12:13 13:43 15:13 16:43 18:13
Towcester,	adj	Oat	Hill	Road 09:14 10:44 12:14 13:44 15:14 16:44 18:14

Towcester,	adj	Oat	Hill	Road	(South	End) 09:15 10:45 12:15 13:45 15:15 16:45 18:15
Towcester,	adj	Brick	Kiln	Close 09:16 10:46 12:16 13:46 15:16 16:46 18:16

Towcester,	opp	Marlow	Road 09:17 10:47 12:17 13:47 15:17 16:47 18:17
Towcester,	opp	White	Bear	PH 09:18 10:48 12:18 13:48 15:18 16:48 18:18
Towcester,	opp	The	Lindens 09:19 10:49 12:19 13:49 15:19 16:49 18:19

Towcester,	opp	Brave	Old	Oak	PH 09:20 10:50 12:20 13:50 15:20 16:50 18:20
Towcester,	o/s	Police	Station 09:20 10:50 12:20 13:50 15:20 16:50 18:20

Towcester,	opp	Northgate 09:20 10:50 12:20 13:50 15:20 16:50 18:20
Tiffield,	adj	Tiffield	Turn 09:26 10:56 12:26 13:56 15:26 16:56 18:26

Blisworth,	opp	Wood	Cottage 09:28 10:58 12:28 13:58 15:28 16:58 18:28
Blisworth,	opp	St 	John	the	Bapt ist 's	Church 09:30 11:00 12:30 14 :00 15:30 17:00 18:30

Blisworth,	o/s	Royal	Oak	PH 09:30 11:00 12:30 14:00 15:30 17:00 18:30
Blisworth,	adj	Station	Road 09:30 11:00 12:30 14:00 15:30 17:00 18:30

Blisworth,	o/s	Business	Park 09:31 11:01 12:31 14:01 15:31 17:01 18:31
Milton	Malsor,	opp	Memorial 09:32 11:02 12:32 14 :02 15:32 17:02 18:32

Milton	Malsor,	opp	Stockwell	Road 09:32 11:02 12:32 14:02 15:32 17:02 18:32
Milton	Malsor,	opp	Spring	Farm 09:33 11:03 12:33 14:03 15:33 17:03 18:33

Milton	Crematorium,	o/s	Crematorium 09:35 11:05 12:35 14:05 15:35 17:05 18:35
Shelfleys,	adj	Ladybridge	Drive 09:36 11:06 12:36 14:06 15:36 17:06 18:36

Shelf leys,	opp	Bit terns	St reet 09:38 11:08 12:38 14 :08 15:38 17:08 18:38
Shelfleys,	adj	Teal	Close 09:38 11:08 12:38 14:08 15:38 17:08 18:38

Shelfleys,	opp	Tansy	Close 09:39 11:09 12:39 14:09 15:39 17:09 18:39
West	Hunsbury,	opp	Ladymead	Close 09:39 11:09 12:39 14:09 15:39 17:09 18:39

Camp	Hill,	opp	Whaddon	Close 09:40 11:10 12:40 14:10 15:40 17:10 18:40
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Camp	Hill,	adj	Hunsbury	Hill	Road 09:40 11:10 12:40 14:10 15:40 17:10 18:40
Camp	Hill,	o/s	Museum	&	Railway 09:40 11:10 12:40 14:10 15:40 17:10 18:40

West	Hunsbury,	adj	Hunsbury	Close 09:41 11:11 12:41 14:11 15:41 17:11 18:41
West	Hunsbury,	opp	Hawk	Ridge 09:41 11:11 12:41 14:11 15:41 17:11 18:41

East 	Hunsbury,	adj	Tesco	Bus	Shelter 09:4 3 11:13 12:4 3 14 :13 15:4 3 17:13 18:4 3
Far	Cotton,	opp	Towcester	Road	Cemetery 09:44 11:14 12:44 14:14 15:44 17:14 18:44

Far	Cotton,	opp	Cambourne	Close 09:45 11:15 12:45 14:15 15:45 17:15 18:45
Delapre,	opp	Redruth	Close 09:46 11:16 12:46 14:16 15:46 17:16 18:46

Delapre,	o /s	Telephone	Exchange 09:4 7 11:17 12:4 7 14 :17 15:4 7 17:17 18:4 7
Gloucester	Avenue	opp13	Gloucester	Avenue,	Delapre 09:47 11:17 12:47 14:17 15:47 17:17 18:47

Delapre,	adj	Gloucester	Avenue 09:47 11:17 12:47 14:17 15:47 17:17 18:47
Delapre,	adj	Queen	Eleanor	Road 09:48 11:18 12:48 14:18 15:48 17:18 18:48

Delapre,	adj	Forest 	Road 09:4 9 11:19 12:4 9 14 :19 15:4 9 17:19 18:4 9
Delapre,	adj	Delapre	Crescent 09:49 11:19 12:49 14:19 15:49 17:19 18:49

Far	Cotton,	adj	Old	Towcester	Road 09:51 11:21 12:51 14:21 15:51 17:21 18:51
Far	Cotton,	opp	Navigation	Row 09:52 11:22 12:52 14:22 15:52 17:22 18:52

Northampton,	opp	The	Plough	Hotel 09:53 11:23 12:53 14:23 15:53 17:23 18:53
Northampton,	Northampton	Bus	Interchange	(Bay	17) arr 09:55 11:25 12:55 14 :25 15:55 17:25 18:55

Compiled	from	data	for	the	period	Fri	31-Jan-2020	to	Thu	06-Feb-2020.	Times	not	in	bold	are	estimated	by	using	the	distance	between	the	stops.
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Blackthorn	- 	Silverstone

	
	 Mondays	to	Fridays

Blackthorn,	opp	Pig	and	Whist le	PH dep 	 07:00 	 	
Blackthorn,	adj	Arlbury	Road 	 07:00 	 	

Blackthorn,	opp	Spinneyside	Walk 	 07:01 	 	
Overstone	Lodge,	adj	Shire	Place 	 07:02 	 	

Rectory	Farm,	adj	Fellmead	Road 	 07:03 	 	
Rectory	Farm,	adj	Allard	Close 	 07:03 	 	

Rectory	Farm,	adj	Daimler	Close 	 07:05 	 	
Blackthorn,	opp	Greatmeadow 	 07:07 	 	

Blackthorn,	opp	Maidencast le 	 07:09 	 	
Lings,	adj	Cottage	Gardens 	 07:10 	 	

Weston	Favell	Centre,	adj	Lit t le	Billing	Way 	 07:11 	 	
Weston	Favell	Centre,	Shopping	Centre	(Stop	B) arr 	 07:13 	 	
Weston	Favell	Centre,	Shopping	Centre	(Stop	B) dep 	 07:15 	 	

Boothville,	opp	Paxton	Road 	 07:19 	 	
Boothville,	opp	Northampton	College 	 07:20 	 	

Headlands,	opp	Baptist	Chapel 	 07:21 	 	
Headlands,	opp	United	Reform	Church 	 07:22 	 	

Headlands,	opp	Upland	Road 	 07:22 	 	
Headlands,	opp	Sandiland	Road 	 07:23 	 	

Headlands,	adj	Beverley	Crescent 	 07:24 	 	
Abington,	Lindsay	Avenue	(W-bound) 	 07:25 	 	

Abington,	adj	Wheat f ield	Road 	 07:26 	 	
Abington,	o/s	Cedar	Road	School 	 07:26 	 	
Kingsley	Park,	o/s	54	Broadway 	 07:28 	 	
Kingsley	Park,	o/s	2	Broadway 	 07:28 	 	

Kingsley	Park,	o /s	St 	Mat thews	Church 	 07:30 	 	
Kingsley	Park,	White	Elephant	PH	(SW-bound) 	 07:31 	 	

Kingsley	Park,	nr	Racecourse	Pavillion 	 07:32 	 	
Kingsley	Park,	opp	Clare	Street 	 07:34 	 	
Kingsley	Park,	opp	Grove	Road 	 07:34 	 	

Northampton,	Abington	Square	(Stop	A3) 	 07:35 	 	
Northampton,	Lower	Mounts	(Stop	A5) 	 07:36 	 	

Northampton,	Northampton	Bus	Interchange	(Bay	17) arr 	 07:4 0 	 	
Northampton,	Northampton	Bus	Interchange	(Bay	17) dep 06:09 07:4 3 14 :58 15:58

Far	Cotton,	nr	Navigation	Row 06:11 07:47 15:00 16:00
Far	Cotton,	opp	Old	Towcester	Road 06:13 07:49 15:02 16:02
Far	Cotton,	adj	Southfield	Avenue 06:14 07:51 15:03 16:03
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Delapre,	opp	Delapre	Crescent 06:16 07:53 15:05 16:05
Delapre,	opp	Forest	Road 06:16 07:53 15:05 16:05

Delapre,	opp	Queen	Eleanor	Road 06:16 07:53 15:05 16:05
Delapre,	opp	Gloucester	Avenue 06:17 07:54 15:06 16:06

Delapre,	o/s	13	Gloucester	Avenue 06:17 07:54 15:06 16:06
Delapre,	opp	Telephone	Exchange 06:18 07:55 15:07 16:07

Delapre,	adj	Redruth	Close 06:18 07:55 15:07 16:07
Far	Cotton,	adj	Cambourne	Close 06:19 07:56 15:08 16:08

Far	Cotton,	opp	Lancaster	Way 06:19 07:56 15:08 16:08
Far	Cotton,	o/s	Towcester	Road	Cemetery 06:20 07:57 15:09 16:09
East 	Hunsbury,	adj	Tesco	Bus	Shelter 06:21 07:58 15:10 16:10

Shelfleys,	opp	Ladybridge	Drive 06:23 08:00 15:12 16:12
Milton	Crematorium,	opp	Crematorium 06:25 08:02 15:13 16:14

Milton	Malsor,	adj	Spring	Farm 06:27 08:04 15:15 16:16
Milton	Malsor,	adj	Stockwell	Road 06:27 08:04 15:16 16:16

Milton	Malsor,	adj	Memorial 06:28 08:05 15:17 16:17
Blisworth,	opp	Business	Park 06:30 08:07 15:19 16:19
Blisworth,	opp	Station	Road 06:30 08:07 15:19 16:19
Blisworth,	opp	Royal	Oak	PH 06:31 08:08 15:20 16:20

Blisworth,	o /s	St 	John	the	Bapt ist 's	Church 06:32 08:09 15:21 16:21
Blisworth,	o/s	Wood	Cottage 06:33 08:11 15:23 16:23

Tiffield,	opp	Tiffield	Turn 06:35 08:15 15:26 16:26
Easton	Neston,	adj	Showsley	Cottages 06:36 08:16 15:28 16:28

Towcester,	adj	Northgate 06:41 08:23 15:34 16:34
Towcester,	o /s	Saracens	Head	Hotel | | 15:36 |

Towcester,	opp	Technology	College | | 15:37 |
Towcester,	o/s	Cemetery | | 15:38 |

Towcester,	adj	Wordsworth	Close | | 15:39 |
Towcester,	adj	Byron	Close | | 15:39 |
Towcester,	adj	Keats	Drive | | 15:40 |

Towcester,	Silverstone	Brook	(SE-bound) | | 15:40 |
Towcester,	opp	Balmoral	Close | | 15:41 |

Towcester,	o /s	Health	Centre | | 15:4 2 |
Towcester,	adj	Sponnes	Road | | 15:42 |

Towcester,	opp	Hesketh	Crescent | | 15:43 |
Towcester,	adj	Oat	Hill	Road | | 15:44 |

Towcester,	adj	Oat	Hill	Road	(South	End) | | 15:45 |
Towcester,	o /s	Brave	Old	Oak	PH 06:4 2 08:25 | 16:36

Towcester,	o/s	White	Bear	PH 06:43 08:26 | 16:37
Towcester,	adj	Marlow	Road 06:43 08:26 | 16:37

Towcester,	opp	Brick	Kiln	Close 06:44 08:27 | 16:38
Towcester,	o /s	Burcote	Park 06:4 5 08:28 15:4 7 16:39
Towcester,	adj	Brick	Kiln	Close 	 | 15:47 |

096



Towcester,	opp	Marlow	Road 	 | 15:47 |
Towcester,	opp	White	Bear	PH 	 | 15:48 |
Towcester,	opp	Vernon	Road 	 | 15:48 |
Paulerspury,	opp	Grays	Lane 	 | 15:53 |

Potterspury,	o/s	Churchill	Motorcycles 	 | 15:57 |
Potterspury,	o/s	24	Blackwell	End 	 | 15:57 |

Potterspury,	opp	Oak	View 	 | 15:58 |
Potterspury,	adj	Meadow	View 	 | 15:58 |

Pot terspury,	opp	Homestead	Way arr 	 | 15:59 |
Towcester,	opp	Oat	Hill	Road	(South	End) 	 08:29 	 16:40

Towcester,	opp	Oat	Hill	Road 	 08:30 	 16:41
Towcester,	adj	Hesketh	Crescent 	 08:31 	 16:42

Towcester,	opp	Sponnes	Road 	 08:31 	 16:42
Towcester,	opp	Health	Centre 	 08:33 	 16:4 4

Towcester,	adj	Balmoral	Close 	 08:33 	 16:44
Towcester,	Silverstone	Brook	(NW-bound) 	 08:34 	 16:45

Towcester,	nr	Keats	Drive 	 08:34 	 16:45
Towcester,	opp	Byron	Close 	 08:35 	 16:46

Towcester,	opp	Wordsworth	Close 	 08:36 	 16:4 7
Biddlesden,	adj	Silverstone	Park 	 | 	 17:00
Silverstone,	adj	Copse	Corner arr 	 08:4 9 	 17:04

Notes [STCD] [STCD]

[STCD]	Operates	when	Silverstone	UTC	is	open
Compiled	from	data	for	the	period	Fri	31-Jan-2020	to	Thu	06-Feb-2020.	Times	not	in	bold	are	estimated	by	using	the	distance	between	the	stops.
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Northampton	- 	Silverstone

	
	 Saturdays

Northampton,	Northampton	Bus	Interchange	(Bay	17) dep 07:4 6 15:58
Far	Cotton,	nr	Navigation	Row 07:48 16:00

Far	Cotton,	opp	Old	Towcester	Road 07:50 16:02
Far	Cotton,	adj	Southfield	Avenue 07:51 16:03
Delapre,	opp	Delapre	Crescent 07:53 16:05

Delapre,	opp	Forest	Road 07:53 16:05
Delapre,	opp	Queen	Eleanor	Road 07:53 16:05
Delapre,	opp	Gloucester	Avenue 07:54 16:06

Delapre,	o/s	13	Gloucester	Avenue 07:54 16:06
Delapre,	opp	Telephone	Exchange 07:55 16:07

Delapre,	adj	Redruth	Close 07:55 16:07
Far	Cotton,	adj	Cambourne	Close 07:56 16:08

Far	Cotton,	opp	Lancaster	Way 07:56 16:08
Far	Cotton,	o/s	Towcester	Road	Cemetery 07:57 16:09
East 	Hunsbury,	adj	Tesco	Bus	Shelter 07:58 16:10

Shelfleys,	opp	Ladybridge	Drive 08:00 16:12
Milton	Crematorium,	opp	Crematorium 08:01 16:13

Milton	Malsor,	adj	Spring	Farm 08:03 16:15
Milton	Malsor,	adj	Stockwell	Road 08:04 16:16

Milton	Malsor,	adj	Memorial 08:05 16:17
Blisworth,	opp	Business	Park 08:07 16:19
Blisworth,	opp	Station	Road 08:07 16:19
Blisworth,	opp	Royal	Oak	PH 08:08 16:20

Blisworth,	o /s	St 	John	the	Bapt ist 's	Church 08:09 16:21
Blisworth,	o/s	Wood	Cottage 08:11 16:23

Tiffield,	opp	Tiffield	Turn 08:15 16:26
Easton	Neston,	adj	Showsley	Cottages 08:16 16:28

Towcester,	adj	Northgate 08:23 16:34
Towcester,	o /s	Brave	Old	Oak	PH 08:25 16:36

Towcester,	o/s	White	Bear	PH 08:26 16:37
Towcester,	adj	Marlow	Road 08:26 16:37

Towcester,	opp	Brick	Kiln	Close 08:27 16:38
Towcester,	o /s	Burcote	Park 08:28 16:39

Towcester,	opp	Oat	Hill	Road	(South	End) 08:29 16:40
Towcester,	opp	Oat	Hill	Road 08:30 16:41

Towcester,	adj	Hesketh	Crescent 08:31 16:42
Towcester,	opp	Sponnes	Road 08:31 16:42
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Towcester,	opp	Health	Centre 08:33 16:4 4
Towcester,	adj	Balmoral	Close 08:33 16:44

Towcester,	Silverstone	Brook	(NW-bound) 08:34 16:45
Towcester,	nr	Keats	Drive 08:34 16:45

Towcester,	opp	Byron	Close 08:35 16:46
Towcester,	opp	Wordsworth	Close 08:36 16:4 7

Silverstone,	o/s	Cach	Yard	Farm 08:42 16:53
Silverstone,	o/s	56	High	Street 08:42 16:53
Silverstone,	adj	Home	Close 08:42 16:53

Silverstone,	opp	White	Horse	PH arr 08:4 3 16:54

Compiled	from	data	for	the	period	Fri	31-Jan-2020	to	Thu	06-Feb-2020.	Times	not	in	bold	are	estimated	by	using	the	distance	between	the	stops.
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Stagecoach	Midlands

Northampton	- 	Towcester

	
	 Sundays

Northampton,	Northampton	Bus	Interchange	(Bay	17) dep 18:58
Far	Cotton,	nr	Navigation	Row 19:00

Far	Cotton,	opp	Old	Towcester	Road 19:02
Far	Cotton,	adj	Southfield	Avenue 19:03
Delapre,	opp	Delapre	Crescent 19:05

Delapre,	opp	Forest	Road 19:05
Delapre,	opp	Queen	Eleanor	Road 19:05
Delapre,	opp	Gloucester	Avenue 19:06

Delapre,	o/s	13	Gloucester	Avenue 19:06
Delapre,	opp	Telephone	Exchange 19:07

Delapre,	adj	Redruth	Close 19:07
Far	Cotton,	adj	Cambourne	Close 19:08

Far	Cotton,	opp	Lancaster	Way 19:08
Far	Cotton,	o/s	Towcester	Road	Cemetery 19:09
East 	Hunsbury,	adj	Tesco	Bus	Shelter 19:10

West	Hunsbury,	adj	Hawk	Ridge 19:11
West	Hunsbury,	opp	Hunsbury	Close 19:12
Camp	Hill,	opp	Museum	&	Railway 19:13

Camp	Hill,	adj	Whaddon	Close 19:13
West	Hunsbury,	adj	Ladymead	Close 19:13

Shelfleys,	adj	Tansy	Close 19:14
Shelf leys,	opp	Teal	Close 19:15
Shelfleys,	adj	Bitterns	Street 19:15

Shelfleys,	adj	Tideswell	Close 19:16
Shelfleys,	opp	Ladybridge	Drive 19:16

Milton	Crematorium,	opp	Crematorium 19:18
Milton	Malsor,	adj	Spring	Farm 19:20

Milton	Malsor,	adj	Stockwell	Road 19:20
Milton	Malsor,	adj	Memorial 19:21
Blisworth,	opp	Business	Park 19:22
Blisworth,	opp	Station	Road 19:23
Blisworth,	opp	Royal	Oak	PH 19:23

Blisworth,	o /s	St 	John	the	Bapt ist 's	Church 19:24
Blisworth,	o/s	Wood	Cottage 19:25

Tiffield,	opp	Tiffield	Turn 19:28
Easton	Neston,	adj	Showsley	Cottages 19:29

Towcester,	adj	Northgate 19:34

100



Towcester,	o /s	Saracens	Head	Hotel arr 19:35

Compiled	from	data	for	the	period	Fri	31-Jan-2020	to	Thu	06-Feb-2020.	Times	not	in	bold	are	estimated	by	using	the	distance	between	the	stops.

101



 

APPENDIX 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

102



1

From: Patrick Stringer <Patrick.Stringer@stagecoachbus.com>
Sent: 19 April 2021 9:38 PM
To: Christian Orr; Nick Small
Cc: Karen Coventry
Subject: Re: Lower Road, Milton Malsor

Christian/Nick 

Apologies for the delay in responding to the original correspondence on this on Friday.  

In terms of Milton Malsor, the current base service is 2‐hourly; this is reflective of overall current passenger 
levels on the route and that because of social distancing capacity constraints we have had to redeploy 
resources very selectively based on demand pressures. This includes some of the school and college‐related 
journeys on service 88 where we are having to run more than 1 vehicle on particular journeys that we have 
not had to previously. Whilst it would be our intention to restore the previous hourly service as we move 
forward, we cannot at the moment definitively assume this will be a given, as the situation continues to be 
very fluid. There are indeed a number of routes around the network where we are continuing to run reduced 
levels of service compared to pre‐covid as we continue to match social distancing capacity to demand. 

The hourly service pre‐covid was adequate for the area based on the numbers travelling, and had covid not 
intervened we foresee would have been stable for the medium term at least; we have persevered in the past 
with half‐hourly services along this corridor but they have never generated the required passenger numbers 
at this frequency to sustain them. Should demand dictate or there be support accordingly we would be willing 
to consider earlier and later journeys to the area but an increase in frequency would come with considerable 
cost. Any additional patronage to be gained on the existing service by new developments along line of route 
such as this along Lower Road would therefore be welcome. It's possible in the longer term with the 
development of larger‐scale employment in the area and further housing growth in the Towcester and 
Silverstone areas in particular that this could merit us looking at the overall frequency again, but certainly in 
the short‐term it is not something I would expect to be in play.  

I hope this background is of use. 

Kind regards 

Patrick	Stringer 

Commercial Director, Stagecoach Midlands 
Main Road, Far Cotton, Northampton, NN4 8ES 
E:  patrick.stringer@stagecoachbus.com 

Stagecoach Services Limited (Registered in England & Wales No. 1556310)
Registered Office: One Stockport Exchange, 20 Railway Road, Stockport, SK1 3SW
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From: Patrick Stringer <Patrick.Stringer@stagecoachbus.com>
Sent: 20 April 2021 3:59 PM
To: Christian Orr
Cc: Nick Small
Subject: Re: Lower Road, Milton Malsor

Hi Christian 

Service levels as a whole (and indeed individual routes themselves) have varied considerably based on 
national (and sometimes local) lockdowns and whether schools and universities have been in session or not; 
briefly, in lockdown 1 we were running approx 40% of normal service levels, in autumn 2020 (including during 
lockdown 2) we were running overall at just over 100% and in lockdown 3 at approx 80%. Currently on service 
88 (with the additional school movements in place) we are running approximately 78% of mileage compared 
to pre‐covid. 

Kind regards 

Patrick	Stringer 

Commercial Director, Stagecoach Midlands 
Main Road, Far Cotton, Northampton, NN4 8ES 
E:  patrick.stringer@stagecoachbus.com 

Stagecoach Services Limited (Registered in England & Wales No. 1556310)
Registered Office: One Stockport Exchange, 20 Railway Road, Stockport, SK1 3SW
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Stagecoach Midlands/Stagecoach Oxfordshire 

 

South Northamptonshire Local Plan Review 

 

Response to Initial Consultation on Site Allocations and Settlement Hierarchy  

1. Introduction 

United Counties Omnibus Co. Ltd., trading as Stagecoach Midlands, is the leading commercial bus 

operator in Northamptonshire. The company operates the vast majority of bus services within the 

District Council’s area, linking it to major towns outside its boundaries including Northampton, 

Milton Keynes.  

This network focused on the majority of the extensive South Northamptonshire Council area, is 

complemented by services offered by another operating division of Stagecoach, Thames Transit Ltd. 

dba Stagecoach in Oxfordshire. This company operates the regular service between Brackley and 

Banbury, and another link from Brackley to Daventry through the far south west of the District.  

Finally, and most unusually, a third operating division of Stagecoach, Cambus Ltd. dba Stagecoach 

East, offers service 41 linking Northampton, Olney and Bedford, via several villages in the far north-

east of the District, on an hourly basis.    

Between us, we operate a comprehensive network across South Northamptonshire designed to 

offer both convenient local trips, but at least as important, services offering residents effective 

choices for longer journeys. The great majority of these routes are commercial, fully funded by our 

passengers. 

We also operate services supported by Northamptonshire County Council, won following tenders for 

best value. We always strive through disciplined reliable operation, quality customer service and on-

board experience, and effective marketing, to build revenue on such services with a view to taking 

them on, on a commercial basis without public funding at a future date, where possible. These 

services to a great extent follow timetables and routes specified by NCC, as socially necessary 

services, where patronage today could not support a commercial operation by us or another bus 

company. These services include routes 86 and 87 serving a number of smaller villages south of 

Northampton, linking them to both Northampton and Towcester.  

Bus services, and improvements to them both in terms of frequency, connectivity and quality, are 

central to the adopted Northamptonshire Transport Plan, which forms part of the statutory 

underpinning of the new Plan. Stagecoach Midlands and Stagecoach Oxfordshire recognise the 

opportunities that this presents. Equally, as a key provider of the infrastructure necessary to 

facilitate development, this also places a particular responsibility on us to engage constructively and 

creatively with public- and private-sector stakeholders and delivery partners, to help bring about the 

delivery of sustainable development of the highest standards.  

Stagecoach has a national, independently assessed reputation for delivering among the highest 

levels of customer satisfaction. As well as offering reliable convenient services, we are constantly 
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investing both in existing services and our operational bus fleet; developing new products and 

services aimed explicitly at providing greener smarter travel choices to the public, and especially 

those who do not yet regularly travel by bus. 

Stagecoach proactively seeks to identify and pursue business development opportunities, and the 

company recognises the role it plays in delivering sustainable development. We welcome the 

opportunity to comment on, and help shape development proposals to the advantage of the 

community and the wider travelling public.   

High-quality bus services are one of the most credible means of preventing car dependency, 

mitigating local highways impacts as far as possible, and achieving sustainable development. This 

includes not only environmental, but also socio-economic goals. 

We submit that there is a clear alignment of interests between stakeholders in the planning system,  

and ourselves as commercial bus operators. In the current economic climate we recognise that close 

dialogue offers all stakeholders the potential to deliver particular value in optimising sustainable 

development proposals.  

2. Public Transport Provision in South Northamptonshire 

Providing high-quality public transport in South Northamptonshire presents unusual challenges. As 

well as the difficulties surrounding low densities of population which are common to all rural areas, 

South Northamptonshire poses several further difficulties in passenger transport provision: 

• Very high levels of car ownership and use, reflecting to a great extent its affluence 

• Relatively small central places, which though they have rapidly expanded since the 1970s, 

still do not offer the District high levels of self-containment for employment, training, and 

shopping/leisure needs  

• The fact that much larger centres and major travel destinations lie outside of the district 

• households as well as settlements frequently look to a range of very different destinations 

for regular work, shopping, leisure and social trips. In many cases these destinations are 

relatively distant. 

• The District is astride the A43, a major trunk road, and is also crossed by other strategic 

roads including the A421, as well as the M1 and M40 at the far eastern and western edges. 

This makes long-distance car-borne travel quite easy. Indeed historically this has played a big 

part in the overall quality of life offered by the District, and continues to do so. 

As a result, with relatively thinly dispersed demands, bus services have always struggled to generate 

sufficient patronage to meet their operating costs, even for relatively modest levels of service. South 

Northamptonshire, before 2010, benefited from a level of County financial support for 

unremunerative but socially-necessary bus services, that was over twice the level of any other Local 

Authority District in Northamptonshire per head of population. 

Today, despite these challenges, the commercial bus network is much stronger than it was in 2001. 

This is in large measure the result of effective partnership working between Northamptonshire 

County Council and Stagecoach over many years. In particular, the services between Northampton 
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and Towcester now run commercially on a broadly half-hour frequency (services 8/89), following a 

kick-start exercise starting in 2005.  

Stagecoach Midlands has also since 2011 assumed operation of service 89 between Towcester and 

Milton Keynes on a fully-commercial basis, incorporating a competitor’s service to Deanshanger, 

which also previously required NCC funding. Service 36 to Hackleton/Piddington/Horton, and service 

D3 between Northampton and Daventry via Bugbrooke; serving numerous villages in the 

Northampton urban fringe, are also operated commercially since that time.  

Stagecoach Oxfordshire has, on its part, continued to provide an hourly Sunday service to Brackley 

from Banbury after NCC withdrew funding. In August 2012, the company steeped in to replace a 

failed competitor on the route between Banbury and Daventry, serving several villages in the far 

south-west of the district, at extremely short notice, without making any demands on the public 

purse.  

Finally, in 2012, Stagecoach Midlands made a major investment in doubling service frequency 

between Northampton and Milton Keynes via Roade, including a fleet of new single-deck buses. This 

followed upgrade of the X4 service on the same route to our premium “Gold” standard in November 

2011.  

From this history it should be evident that Stagecoach bus companies remain fully committed to 

providing the best possible service to South Northamptonshire communities. 

However, there are clear gaps in bus service provision. Most notably:  

• the service from Towcester beyond Silverstone to Brackley and Bicester still depends on 

local authority funding, and is only operated every two hours. This is not attractive for casual 

users, and simply cannot compete when alternative modes are available.  

• There has historically been through service through the district from Oxford to Northampton 

via Brackley and Towcester for many years, but through links to Oxford have been lost since 

2009.  

• There has never been a link between Brackley and Milton Keynes, despite its relative 

proximity; an existing service funded by Buckinghamshire (service 131/132) between 

Brackley and Buckingham; and the presence of significant non-entitled scholar movements 

between these two towns in both directions, which adds a significant base level of 

patronage. 

The emerging Joint Core Strategy and Northamptonshire Transport Plan recognise all these issues. 

Astute development planning in fact now offers probably the only credible means to deliver public 

transport improvements that can redress these deficiencies and help build up a public transport 

offer that is much more broadly-based in its appeal to the public.  

In fact, given the levels of growth now committed in the District, even before the Joint Core Strategy 

is adopted, achieving radically higher mode shares for bus services must be considered essential if 

the quality of life and economic competitiveness of the District is not to be undermined by 

worsening congestion. Unlike more urban districts, walking and cycling simply do not offer credible 

opportunities for mode shift for most residents of the District, including likely occupants of proposed 

and committed new development. 
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To be attractive as a mode choice against other modes, and car use in particular, bus services need 

to be as direct as possible for most users, and sufficiently frequent to offer a wide variety of travel 

time choices. In South Northamptonshire, in many cases, travel times by bus need to be significantly 

reduced. This may well mean diversions to multiple small villages cannot always be sustained, if 

larger numbers of passengers are to be encouraged to travel by bus between larger settlements.  

Service frequencies also need to be improved if buses are to offer a viable choice for many peoples 

lifestyles. Hourly service is the practical minimum frequency for services to be saleable in rural areas.  

Half-hourly services are a great deal more attractive, but clearly demand twice the operating cost 

commitment, which needs to be covered by very much greater levels of usage if they are to be 

commercially sustained. However, between Towcester and MK, and in many larger villages served by 

D3 south-west of Northampton, (including Kislingbury, Bugbrooke and Nether Heyford), we believe 

there is scope to develop such higher-frequency services, if sufficient revenue support is available 

over the interim period while the market develops, to sustain their operation. 

The majority of smaller settlements within the district are covered by the CountyConnect service, 

offered by NCC, which is focused on providing the most flexible and attractive service possible to all 

rural areas, connecting them to their nearest town, including longer distance services to higher-

order centres that we operate. 

 However the CountyConnect service still requires significant amounts of public funding, which may 

not remain available longer-term. Even if it does, it clearly makes more sense to consolidate the 

provision of additional housing to meet rural needs in those settlements where there is already a 

range of facilities, including regular bus services, helping to maintain them and indeed enhance 

them.  

In fact, we submit that there is a clear case to focus rural development that will be the main subject 

of this second-Tier Plan, only in settlements that benefit from an existing regular bus service running 

every hour or better, or in those where, with the judicious allocation of development at appropriate 

scales in a number of settlements along the line of less regular service, could help provide the 

resources to pump-prime a more frequent timetable. 

3. The emerging planning policy environment 

Stagecoach notes that the higher-level planning policy for the District, in the form of the west 

Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (JCS), is still far from finalised. Both Stagecoach Midlands and 

Stagecoach Oxfordshire are currently examining the implications of the Further Proposed 

Modifications for future provision of public transport in the JCS area, within which South 

Northamptonshire sits. 

It is a concern that, on one hand, an up-to-date agreed and independently-tested development plan 

still is not in place; while at the same time national policy and the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development is leading to significant development coming forward to a great extent 

outside the plan-led system. 

Positively, the overall development strategy for the larger towns of Brackley and Towcester is well-

established, and has been steered by comprehensive non-statutory Master Plans, which have had 
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due regard for the transport issues. Most strategic-scale development envisaged in the emerging 

JCS, partly as a result of this earlier work, benefits from issued consents.  

However the emerging Joint Core Strategy has always anticipated that significant housing needs 

need to be met in the rural areas, in smaller settlements. 

This requirement is set out in draft Policy R1. Stagecoach notes that the rural housing quantum in 

South Northants has risen from 1790 dwellings to 1850 dwellings, in the Proposed Further 

Modifications set out on 16th December 2013.  

We welcome the fact that the Further Proposed Modifications retain the principle that good public 

transport links to larger towns will be a material consideration when considering the capacity and 

appropriateness of further development in rural settlements. We also note, and broadly support the 

change at MM57 that a cap of up to 12% of existing dwelling stock is no longer proposed to be 

applied, since this arbitrary figure does not permit local circumstances, opportunities and constraints 

to be taken fully into consideration. It also precludes local choice over planned growth that may be 

able to catalyse the delivery of wider community aspirations. 

The importance of a public transport service at sufficient frequency to offer a mode choice is already 

recognised by section 6 of the non-statutory Interim Rural Housing and Affordable Housing Policy 

adopted by SNC in 2009. While higher-level planning policy and the local circumstances giving rise to 

the need for this Policy have moved on to some considerable extent, the principle fully accords with 

paragraphs 17 and 29-35 of the National Planning Policy Framework, with which the emerging Local 

Plan must be in conformity. In particular, paragraph 29 requires that development be located where 

it can protect and/or take advantage of the opportunities for sustainable transport.  

4. Stagecoach Comments and observations to inform the Plan-making process 

Across a wide area, including South Northamptonshire, we find that where more than 3 villages 

along a logical bus route between two larger towns each have a population of at least 2000 people, a 

commercial hourly bus service can generally be sustained. Alternatively, where a slightly larger 

number of villages collectively offer a population of about 7,000 people, the same is generally the 

case. 

Where rather larger rural settlements, exceeding 4000 population, lie within a short distance or a 

larger town, higher commercial frequencies of 30 minutes can start to be commercially sustained in 

many cases, depending on local circumstances, including demographics, and the nature of the wider 

public transport network. 

There are significant numbers of villages in the District within the population range of 1300-1900 

residents. Given SNC average occupancies of 2.4 occupants per dwellings, this seems to suggest that 

relatively limited numbers of additional new homes could, in certain cases, assist in protecting or 

enhancing local bus services, among the other planning and local considerations being taken into 

account when location of new development is considered. 

In line with national trends, the population of the District is ageing, and over the plan period the 

requirement for specialist housing for older people is something that will increase markedly. 
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Stagecoach does not believe that there has been sufficient thought given to the location of special 

needs housing. This includes such concepts as extra-care villages, allowing residents to live 

independently for as long as possible, then taking advantage of extra care services as they require 

them, without having to move. Elsewhere in the UK, including in Oxfordshire, planning authorities 

have sought proactively to encourage the provision for such housing both through planning  policy 

and through the development control process.  

Specialist housing for over-55s gives rise to higher demands for public transport services, especially 

off-peak. This arises both from residents and significant numbers of staff and visitor movements. 

Locating such developments appropriately in villages can allow people to continue to live near their 

established family and social networks, where adequate public transport services are available. In 

turn these developments can help provide significant additional demand to help support and sustain 

existing and improved levels of bus service.     

Stagecoach recognises the strong presssure to meet acute affordable housing need across the 

District, including the rural areas, where social balance is most affected by affordability issues. We 

would point out that providing significant number of affordable dwellings in the smaller rural 

settlements is likely to give rise to further socio-economic exclusion, and aggravate many of the 

circumstances that tend towards socio-economic deprivation, if regular bus services are not 

available.  

While the CountyConnect demand-responsive service covers the vast majority of these smaller 

villages, especially further away from Northampton the service cannot provide direct links to the 

major employment centres outside the District in Northampton or Milton Keynes. It is necessarily 

focused on providing essential connections to the nearest rural service centres. It also struggles to 

provide regular links for daily journeys to work and education/training by virtue of its flexible nature, 

as it cannot guarantee availability more than a week in advance, or a given arrival time. The 

CountyConnect service also requires very significant amounts of public funding support, and given 

the nature of the service, cannot be expected to cover all its costs from fares at any stage in the 

foreseeable future. Should this local-authority funding not be available in the long term, the service 

may well not be sustainable. 

On the other hand, provision of an appropriate housing mix along existing scheduled bus routes 

would both protect existing levels of service, and could provide scope for timetables to be enhanced 

to provide more regular services on a commercial basis longer term. 

Stagecoach would also stress that, if social exclusion is not to be aggravated, affordable housing 

provision should be concentrated overwhelmingly in settlements which already benefit from 

scheduled bus services running at least every hour. Wide dispersal of affordable housing, across 

multiple rural exception sites in scores of smaller settlements, would have the effect of tending to 

reinforce social exclusion, if the availability of realistic mode choice is not considered sufficiently 

important. 

Alternatively, or additionally, larger scale new development, offering a higher proportion of 

affordable housing (the 40% policy as a minimum), might be considered appropriate adjoining or 

within settlements between Brackley and Towcester on the A43 corridor including Whitfield, 

Syresham and Silverstone, in order to help sustain and develop the existing inter-urban service on a 
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greater frequency. If so, we would suggest sites should be identified alongside the existing bus 

route. These villages will, of course, be readily accessible to new employment at Brackley and 

Silverstone, and although directly accessible to the A43 National Primary Route, are also most likely 

to be able to benefit from a new high-quality bus service, in part initially supported by s106 funds 

from already-committed developments in Brackley, Towcester  and Silverstone. 

There are a small number of larger villages in the District, that have already been the subject of 

considerable recent development pressure owing to their size and the much greater range of 

facilities that they support. This is particularly true where there are local secondary schools, as at 

Bugbrooke, Deanshanger, Old Stratford, Roade and Middleton Cheney. We recognise the great local 

concern that this pressure has engendered. 

We also recognise that a few villages have already seen very considerable growth between 2001 and 

2011, most notably Deanshanger, which has grown 32% to about 3800 residents. 

Much of this pressure has resulted in development being consented, at appeal or otherwise, to meet 

short-term housing needs. It has proven impossible as a result, for planning and highways authorities 

to consider the cumulative traffic impacts of multiple smaller developments, nor the potential for 

pooled developer contributions to kick-start significant bus service frequency improvements. This is 

regrettable, but we recognise that this situation has been unavoidable. 

Nevertheless, Stagecoach would suggest that there is significant potential, based on the combined 

population in a number of villages along the line of existing hourly bus services, to realise 

commercial half-hourly frequencies in due course, should suitable proportionate developer 

contributions be available from further residential allocations. The Council, along with local Parish 

Councils, might like to consider this. 

The most notable such services operated by Stagecoach Midlands are:  

• D3 between Northampton, Kislingbury and Bugbrooke 

• 89 between Milton Keynes, Old Stratford and Deanshanger 

Another opportunity may exist on Stagecoach Oxfordshire service 200 between Banbury, Chipping 

Warden and Woodford Halse. However, significant additional development would be needed to 

justify both funding and the additional patronage needed to support such a service longer term, 

while most of the relevant villages lie within adjoining authorities. 

Stagecoach continues to look with its local authority partners at all ways in which high-quality 

commercial bus services can be established and sustained where they do not currently exist. 

Therefore, we would point out that bus services in the District in many villages lying between Milton 

Keynes and Northampton, continue to require significant local authority financial support from both 

Northamptonshire and Milton Keynes Councils. Funding to maintain these services clearly cannot be 

relied upon longer term in the foreseeable financial climate.  

These include service 33 from Milton Keynes to Northampton via Hartwell and Ashton, running 

about every hour, and service 90 between Milton Keynes, Cosgrove and Yardley Gobion.  
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Consideration of some additional development in some or all these villages, to protect the service 

available, and potentially support its longer-term commercial operation, might be considered 

appropriate. A higher proportion of affordable housing might also be helpful in meeting such an 

objective. We would also suggest that some modification of existing patterns of service may be 

required if overall levels of service are to be maintained or improved in such a way.  
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Stagecoach Midlands/Stagecoach in Oxfordshire/Stagecoach East 

 

South Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 2A 

 

Response to issues and Options Consultation on Site Allocations and Settlement Hierarchy  

1. Introduction 

Stagecoach Midlands, on behalf of all three Stagecoach UK Bus businesses operating in South 

Northamptonshire, duly made a response to the initial consultation that took place in early 2014. 

Since that time, there have been some significant changes in the Policy landscape, and to the 

business environment within the area in which we operate, including South Northants. 

Stagecoach notes that the West Northants JCS has now been adopted and sets out the strategic 

policies and land allocations. This focuses development around the two largest settlements of 

Brackley and Towcester. Land to meet Northampton’s housing and employment development needs 

is allocated within the Dstrict, in particular around the parishes of Harpole and Kislingbury. 

Northamptonshire County Council currently financially supports many bus services in the District, 

reflecting the relative sparse population and relatively small settlements, as well as an affluent 

demographic for whom owning one or more cars to meet travel needs represents a lifestyle choice. 

Pressure continues to mount on all local authority budgets. While a major rationalisation and 

reconfiguration of supported bus services took place in September 2011, which led to most 

settlements in the District benefiting from a daily service, including the demand-responsive 

CountyConnect provision, further reductions in the budget are likely to be unavoidable.  

This pressure has already led to the withdrawal of funding for the scheduled bus service between 

Brackley and Silverstone (and then on to Towcester) , the link between the two largest settlements 

in the District, from July 2016. Stagecoach will maintain a limited service, including peak journeys to 

and from Northampton from Brackley,  and a shopping facility Monday to Friday. The link to Bicester 

from Brackley will also be lost, though a more regular and much faster direct service is being 

considered to link Brackley via the A43 to Bicester later in this year. The extremely low usage of the 

journeys to be cut reflects the difficulties of providing relevant and attractive bus services in this kind 

of geography. 

There have also been changes to the provision of buses in the south of the District, which mainly 

looks towards Milton Keynes. Stagecoach has managed to retain a commercial bus service linkig 

Towcester to Milton Keynes, broadly operating every hour and running via Deanshanger, and 

Potterspury. However patronage at Paulerspury has not allowed this to continued to be served off-

peak.  Significantly-sized villages continue to require County Council subsidy to allow regular bus 

services to be offered, and it cannot be assumed that these funds can be relied upon in the long 

term. These villages include Paulerspury, Yardley Gobion and Stoke Bruerne.   

However, Stagecoach recognises that housing delivery has been speeding up rapidly, in response to 

sites being brought forward for delivery that have been consented as departures to the Adopted 
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Development Plan since 2012, and the major allocation north of Brackley being underway.  While 

the Strategic Allocation at Towcester has been slower coming forward, Stagecoach understands that 

remaining issues are close to resolution and a start of works is likely to take place within the next 

few months. In fact, population growth seems set to be maintained at historically high levels for the 

short-medium term, across the District. A large proportion of short term housing delivery will 

continue to be in the District’s larger villages over the next two years. This will include a significant 

amount of affordable housing. 

Employment has also seen strong performance as the District has helped lead the economy from 

recession. The future of the Silverstone Circuit as an employment site as well as sporting venue 

seems more assured following the passing of control of the site to MEPC in 2015, and Stagecoach 

notes the appetite to bring forward development swiftly on this extensive development, which 

already benefits from an outline consent. Elsewhere, on the fringes of Northampton, major 

applications have been tabled for an extension to Pineham within the District, and most recently on 

land allocated at J16 of the M1 in the JCS. Smaller but significant schemes are being brought forward 

for construction, such as at Towcester, reflecting the attractiveness of the District for 

entrepreneurship and to do business generally.  

Among the most pressing issues is development pressure being brought to bear on land south of the 

M1 for employment development on a nationally-strategic scale. The Northampton Gateway 

scheme south of the M1 junction 15 has not been progressed, but Stagecoach notes, with some 

concern, the current proposals being framed for submission to the National Infrastructure Planning 

Commission for a rail-served Distribution and Logisitics Park, in open countryside,  South of 

Blisworth. This site is relatively remote from large-scale sources of labour supply, and does not 

clearly lie on any existing or future public transport corridor that is likely to easily provide for bus 

services that would be credibly marketable against the car. 

Finally, service delivery in the District and the near vicinity is also changing.  

Secondary and FE provision is now well-established at Silverstone Circuit, and just outside 

Silvesrtone Village, on three separate sites. The new owners and developers, MEPC, have new 

aspirations to further add to the portfolio of education provision on the Circuit site for the post-14 

sectors. However, there are also significant shifts just outside the District, including a possible new 

UTC and a Studio School at Bicester, the latter due to open in September 2016. The District also 

attracts secondary age students across District boundaries to provision at Chenderit School, 

Middleton Cheney (mainly from Banbury) and to Magdalen College School (mainly from 

Buckingham).  Such flows are not catered for by the relevant LEAS as parental choice does not open 

up entitlement to state funded school transport. 

Retail is also in a rapid state of flux.  Much retail spend already “leaks” from the District. Major out-

of-town retail centres continue to be opened, most notably at Banbury Gateway less than 1 mile 

from the District Boundary.  There has been a general decline in traditional retail spending, 

especially in those town centre venues well-served by public transport within the District and 

outside it, while other retail channels rapidly expand, especially home delivery and “click and 

collect”. In line with nationally-identifiable trends, there has been a rationalisation of convenience 

retail in Towcester, while a major superstore to cater for Brackley’s growth has yet to be 

commenced. Further major out-of town retail has been proposed in Bicester.  These trends 
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represent a continuation of the same car-based retail and leisure formats that are hard to serve well 

with public transport, and have served to undermine the viability of bus service networks.  

Since 2014, work has started on the Westgate redevelopment in Oxford, which will see City A-class 

uses expand by 57% in one step, in late 2017. The attractiveness of Oxford as a retail and leisure 

venue will greatly increase as a result and much of the District will no doubt start to seek to visit 

Oxford as a major destination, in line with national trends that have seen a progressive consolidation 

of footfall in the highest-order destinations that offer a wide range of attractions, compared with 

traditional High Streets and market towns.  

All this implies that patterns of daily travel are changing to become both more complex and diffuse, 

and also of longer average length. Such trips are much harder to provide a public transport option 

for that is competitive both in terms of journey time and timetable flexibility. The result is a further 

steady gravitation towards car-dependence. This is confirmed strongly by recent national statistics 

from the DfT, and other sources such as the TUC. Much more locally, there is a clear increase in peak 

travel causing worrying increases in traffic congestion both on the National Primary Network, and 

more locally around key trip destinations, most of which lie just outside of the District. For example, 

at peak times, congestion in and around Banbury now means that service 500 between Brackley and 

Banbury, among the busiest routes in the District, now take between 5 and 11 minutes longer to get 

into the town centre than it did in 2012. 

Thus, the consultation takes place at a very timely point. The pattern of demand for travel, especially 

by younger people, is shifting; while the District is seeing a short term surge in development activity 

that is bound to significantly influence the demand for journeys in future. 

It is therefore vital that the Local Plan Part 2A Policies seek to ensure as far as possible, that 

development is located where the opportunities exist, or can be identified and secured, for public 

transport to play the greatest possible role, in line with NPPF Paragraph 17 and 29-35. This is the 

biggest chance in at least a generation to influence both local patterns of development and detailed 

urban design, to ensure that viable high quality public transport continues to be offered, both to 

new residents visitors and employees, and the population that already lives in the District.     

2. A Vision for a South Northamptonshire with sustainable travel choices 

Stagecoach would wish to stress that a pattern of development that ultimately means there is little 

credible choice but private car use to meet travel needs, sets up inherent risks for all residents, at 

least in the medium to longer-term. 

Not least of these are the health issues arising from car dependence, as well as increased socio-

economic exclusion and less economic and environmental resilience to change and external shocks.  

Planning development around movement corridors that can support regular and direct public 

transport routes will therefore be essential in a District where so many look to relatively distant 

destinations for education, employment and other opportunities. While it is to be expected that 

Towcester and Brackley will develop a wider range of employment and services alongside the 

committed urban extensions there, it is very obvious that over the last thirty years, similar levels of 

housing growth in the past have not been matched with any significant change in their position in 

the urban hierarchy. Given that commercial interests are investing only in the highest-order centres 
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today, certainly to meet comparison retail and leisure requirements, it is only reasonable to 

conclude that most new residents will be looking at least as much to higher-order centres outside 

the District, as they do today.  

These corridors are clearly identifiable today, and include: 

• A361 (Banbury)-Byfield-(Woodford Halse-Daventry) 

• A422 (Banbury)-Middleton Cheney -Brackley-(and possibly to Buckingham) 

• A508 (Milton Keynes)-Stony Stratford-Roade-Grange Park-(Northampton) 

• A428 (Northampton)-Yardley Hastings-(Bedford) 

• A5 Towcester-Potterspury-(Milton Keynes) 

• A45 between Northampton and Weedon and villages just off-line in the vicinity of 

Northampton  

There could be other corridors where supported services exist, and/or where the scale of committed 

and planned development  offers potential for securing a regular commercial service in the longer 

term. 

The most important of these is the A43 Brackley-Silverstone-Towcester-(Northampton). 

These include the incorporation of Deanshanger and Stony Stratford on the A422 corridor between 

Buckingham and Milton Keynes, and the supported service corridor through Harpole and Roade 

between Wolverton and Northampton.  

3. Response to consultation Questions 

 

3.1. Q1 Vision 

Stagecoach considers the Vision fails in any way to consider how the development plan can 

contribute to the strengthening of the main public transport corridors linking the major settlements 

of the District, to higher order centres within it and just beyond its boundaries, to facilitate mode 

choice, strengthen town centres, increase social inclusion and to damp the rise in personal car use.  

The Vision should be modified to include a statement along the lines of: 

“In 2029 all residents in settlements of over 800 population will have a range of credible travel 

choices, to meet essential daily travel needs. The town centres within the District, and the major 

centres immediately beyond, will benefit from high quality public transport links running directly and 

regularly between them and serving all villages with over 1,800 residents with at least an hourly 

frequency. Improved public transport infrastructure commensurate with the scale of the settlement 

and travel demands, will be provided to visibly signal a high-quality travel experience, and to 

facilitate interchange between modes, including walking, cycling, and local transport (such as 

demand-responsive bus services and taxis), including local small-scale “park and change” and “kiss-

and-ride” facilities where they are appropriate.” 

3.2. Q2 Objectives 
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Stagecoach is disappointed that the Plan is not seeking in its approach to policy-making, to support 

existing public transport, and identify how further improvements can be catalysed and sustained 

longer term. 

The Objectives should be amended to include reference along the lines of: 

• To ensure good quality and a broad range of services that are accessible to all, and to 
promote the vitality and viability of our two town centres; in particular by supporting the 
reinforcement of sustainable transport provision and facilities focused on the main towns and 
links between them and the largest settlements and service centres” 

 
4. Settlement Hierachy and categorisation 

 

4.1. Q3 Settlement Hierarchy 

Stagecoach agrees that the most important criteria are those amenities and facilities that meet day-

to-day needs, without having to leave the settlement. This is broadly reflected in the settlement 

audit criteria. 

Bus services relevance to meet daily travel needs (as opposed to occasional shopping or social trips) 

is highly geared to the level of service. A scheduled hourly service, operating at least Monday-Friday 

with peak and early evening buses at appropriate arrival and departure times, is essential to be 

relevant to meet a reasonably broad range of employment, education, leisure and social needs. 

Where such bus services are available and likely to be commercially sustainable longer-term, there is 

likely to be a credible travel choice. In some larger villages (over 1800 population) it may well be the 

case that further development could assist in either retaining or further developing the bus service 

to become more attractive and relevant. 

Therefore, while we agree bus service is “very important” it is the case that an hourly commercial 

bus service might be considered “most important” in evaluating where further housing needs might 

be met.  

It might well be argued that where an hourly commercial bus service is provided, it represents a very 

good proxy for overall sustainability, since the vast majority of villages so served will be of sufficient 

size to provide a good many of the other facilities in the table.  

4.2. Q4 Settlement facility weighting 

Bus services in general  are actually provided for today across nearly all settlements in the District, 

through NCC’s comprehensive CountyConnect DRT service. This is able to connect residents to their 

nearest service centres throughout the day Monday-Saturday, including “off-line” facilities such as 

village surgeries that are not possible to serve with fixed bus routes very easily. To that extent, 

public transport is almost ubiquitously available, while this service can continue to be sustained by 

public funding. 

However, regular scheduled bus services are much less comprehensive. They are more relevant to 

meet a wider range of regular travel needs, and most hourly or better services are either run 
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commercially, or credibly could be if additional demand was  stimulated on the line of route, 

meaning that this is likely to be economically sustainable longer term. This suggests that hourly 

commercial bus services should be raised to the “most important” category. 

4.3. Q5 Definition of “Most important” services 

As set out above, hourly or better bus services, and those operated commercially in particular, are 

almost as scarce within the District as GP clinics and secondary schools, and should attract the “most 

important” weighting. 

The same thing works in reverse. Some settlements offer a particular “very important” or “most 

important” service, but very little else. Good examples are the surgery in Greens Norton, the 500 bus 

in Chacombe, or the X7 bus in Grafton Regis. Stagecoach would not consider these to be sustainable 

settlements for significant further development. Care should be taken to avoid the weightings 

skewing the outcomes. 

4.4. Q6 Weighting where service duplication exists 

Stagecoach is not clear that giving additional weight if more than one service exists is very helpful. 

However, in some places, such as where there is a historic reason for a multiplicity of facilities such 

as pubs, or where there is a local factor skewing provision of a certain facility (such as pubs or 

restaurants) this could lead to development being permitted based on an arithmetic “score” that 

skews the strategy to permit more development in places that are unavoidably car-dependent. 

In practice though, only the largest places, or those with an extended draw “range” because they are 

for example on a busy highway, are likely to come within the scope of this issue and for those very 

reasons, they are much more likely to sustain a reasonably high quality public transport service. 

Were such services to be granted “most important” status then any tendency for localised anomalies 

to skew the outcome would probably be avoided. 

4.5. Q7 Clustering of facilities 

Stagecoach disagrees that considering settlements together, which share facilities not available at 

each, is helpful to determining settlement hierarchy.  

In fact, the origin and functioning of settlement hierarchy is determined by the fact that certain 

provision needs to draw on a larger baseline of demand from beyond the immediate locality. 

Development should be concentrated where the fullest possible range of facilities may be accessed 

by walking cycling and public transport. To cluster settlements represents in effect a rather contrived 

justification for an extreme dispersal of development.  

Grouping of settlements would mean in practice that significant development could be directed to 

places where daily needs needed car-borne transport.  Most smaller settlements in the District are 

not linked by safe lit walking or cycling routes to the next village or town. Therefore the only 

practical choice to meet most daily needs would involve driving. This would run entirely counter to 

the principles of sustainable development.  

4.6. Q8 Discrete consideration of settlements 
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Generally, Stagecoach agrees that settlements should be considered discretely as this question 

proposes. 

There may nevertheless be specific cases, where neighbouring settlements are very close and linked 

with safe off-road footways, that they might be considered to be functionally conjoined. It is very 

hard to immediately think of such cases within the District. The relationship between Bugbrooke and 

some neighbouring settlements could conceivably be one, or Flore and Weedon (the latter outside 

SNC). 

4.7. Q9 Proximity to higher-order centres 

Arguably, proximity to a higher-order centre could be considered to be more sustainable, mainly 

because, if a regular bus service is provided, the relative journey time to the destination over private 

car use is likely to be greatly more attractive, than over a longer distance. Other options such as 

cycling are likely to be more feasible to more people. It also tends to reduce trip length which has 

more general environmental benefits. 

However in terms of mode choice and reducing car dependence it is clear that the wider population 

will tend to car dependence even where trips are relatively short, less than 1-2 miles. So, for this 

criteria to be applied usefully, it would need to only apply where a regular bus service is offered and 

be restricted to a close hinterland, probably less than 5 miles. There also might need to be a 

minimum service endowment threshold that was required to qualify for the “bonus” score. Such a 

stratified methodology, whole a little more complex than usual, might be appropriate and useful in 

this case. 

Otherwise, such an effect could also perversely incentivise development in places very close to 

major centres that are small, have a poor service endowment, and have a limited or no credible 

public transport offer. Passenham or Wicken near MK are egregious examples. Even Cosgrove, which 

must rely on a limited NCC-supported bus service, should not be seen on this basis to be greatly 

more sustainable than another settlement further away.  

Stagecoach therefore on balance suggests that proximity to a major higher-order centre needs to be 

considered as an additional criterion only as part of a two-tier conditional methodology, as 

described above. 

4.8. Q10 Proximity to settlements with “most important” services 

Please see responses above. 

Stagecoach generally disagrees. It is a variation of the “clustering” approach, which rapidly tends 

towards fitting criteria to particular circumstances, if it has any policy effectiveness and relevance at 

all. 

If such an approach were to be taken, it could lead to needless complexity in the methodology and 

lead rapidly to perverse outcomes, as well as complex, arcane and highly interpretational debates on 

methodology at Examination in Public that would mitigate against a timely progression of the Part 

2A Plan to adoption, as the Council seeks. 

4.9. Q11 Settlement size 
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Stagecoach points to the NCC Northamptonshire Transport Plan and its subordinate Bus Strategy. 

NCCs approach to supporting bus services recognises that settlement size is fundamental in 

establishing the basis for a certain level of potential demand. 

Stagecoach would endorse this methodology quite strongly.  There is wider evidence that where an 

inter-urban corridor exists between two towns, and there is a minimum population of between 

4,500 and 6,400 on the line of a reasonably direct route between them, generally an hourly 

commercial service can be provided. Within SNC, Stagecoach Midlands service D3, 89 and 88 are all 

examples, as is Stagecoach East service 41. 

Extending this principle a little further, it is also clear locally and more broadly that where at least 

1,800 live in a single settlement typically there is sufficient demand to provide for a range of local 

facilities, most importantly including a village shop. Even if an hourly commercial bus service is not 

available it may well be the case that it is close to the threshold where it might be, especially if more 

than one  such settlements lie on a corridor. 

By the same token, where there are fewer than 1500 residents in a village it is increasingly hard for 

even a single local shop to be sustained unless the village benefits from significant passing traffic. 

Below 500 residents even primary education is hard to sustain and we would suggest that villages 

smaller than that should not be considered for development beyond single dwellings within the 

village boundary, to avoid perpetuating and reinforcing a dispersed car-dependent form of 

development. 

4.10. Q12 Availability of Local Employment- Quantum 

Linking the spatial disposition of jobs and residential development is very fraught in policy terms, as 

numerous appeal decisions and Local Plan Examinations testify. The more dispersed population is 

the more difficult it becomes. 

If more than say, 50 jobs are available in the settlement this is likely to provide a sufficient range of 

employment to be relevant to local residents. Allocating development in such a settlement might 

well be more justifiable on that basis, subject to the employment being in or adjoining the village 

and therefore credibly reachable by sustainable modes. 

Stagecoach would not consider the employment available in the wider Parish to contribute to 

sustainability since it in most cases would only be reachable by car. 

4.11. Q13 Availability of Local Employment- Number of employers 

See response to Q12. 

The broad mix of employers and employment is relevant but how far this can be converted to a 

statistical proxy is very moot. 

If the number of jobs within or adjacent to the settlement can be quantified and can reach a sensible 

threshold, this would in all probability achieve the same impact, in a way where a single rural 

business centre might skew the figures. 6 rural employment units each with about 2-5 jobs attached 
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is less sustainable than a village with two employers each with over 25 employees and a range of 

opportunities. 

5. Connectivity and Public Transport 

 

Stagecoach is very encouraged that this aspect is specifically covered in the consultation. In essence, 

developing and sustaining a high-quality mode choice for much of the District will depend on 

securing sufficient demand to support regular commercial bus services. The spatial distribution of 

new development, to favour localities that already offer such services, and a small number of other 

larger villages where such provision is credibly likely to be secured with the demand provided by a 

certain quantum new development, represents one of the most clear means of securing such 

services as already exist, and improving them in the reasonably near future. 

 

5.1. Q14  Public Transport Destinations: Bus services to larger urban areas 

Stagecoach agrees that regular bus services to major service centres including Banbury, 

Northampton and Milton Keynes, is extremely important in the overall assessment of how far 

credible mode choice can be provided. These largest centres are those that by definition attract the 

largest proportion of all vehicular trips, and also represent those destinations for which a 

commercial bus service either is sustainable today or could credibly be developed. Such bus services 

are also likely to be more credible options to substitute car journeys by virtue of the range of trip 

journey purposes, and the fact that plentiful free parking is much less likely to be available. 

Banbury offers a very good case in point. Much of the southern part of the District has always looked 

here for jobs and services. Employment, including proposed further major employment allocations, 

also directly abuts the District Boundary, such that buses to Banbury from Brackley and the A361 

corridor passes the employment area and directly serves them. From many SNC villages, once you 

are on the bus the journey time is comparable with driving to these areas, or could be. 

However similar things could be said for bus services to Northampton and Milton Keynes in 

particular. 

By contrast, Brackley and Towcester are much less relevant as bus trip destinations, except for 

students above the age of 11, and the elderly or those without use of a car for reasons of physical 

infirmity. They do perform well as local hubs, including for the CountyConnect demand-responsive 

bus. Neither town generates sufficient bus patronage as a destination (as opposed to as a residential 

origin) to come close to sustaining a regular commercial bus service, without the demand to the 

larger higher-order centres at the other end of the main inter-urban routes. 

5.2. Q15 Bus services to market town and local service hubs 

Following on from the logic above, Stagecoach agrees that some weighting should be applied where 

a scheduled regular (hourly or better) commercial bus service is available to Brackley or Towcester. 

However such weighting should be half or less that score applicable when an equivalent service is 

available to a higher-order major service centre.  

5.3. Q16 Bus service frequency 
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This consideration is at least as important as destination. An hourly service throughout the day, 

Monday-Saturday inclusive, with peak journeys in both directions at times that allow trips to work 

and further education, is the realistic minimum necessary to act as a relevant and credible bus 

service offer, and is generally also the minimum level at which a commercial service is sufficiently 

relevant and marketable to be developed as a commercial one, that attracts enough traffic to cover 

its costs. 

Half hourly and better services are even more scarce in the District. They are restricted to the 88-89 

Towcester-Northampton, the D1-D2 through Harpole Parish, Flore and Nether Heyford, on the 

A4500; and the 500 between Brackley, Middleton Cheney and Banbury. Service 500 will shortly be 

enhanced to run up to three times/hour at the peaks. We would suggest that significant extra score 

weighting be given to the accessibility criteria where such a service exists.  

5.4. Q17 Rail passenger services 

There are of course, no rail stations within the District, apart from Kings Sutton. The nearest 

railheads with frequent mainline services exist at Wolverton, Northampton and Banbury.  

Bus services from some SNC settlements, most notably Roade, and Towcester/Potterspury do run 

direct to Milton Keynes Station.  A more regular service, the 500 fromBanbury/Middleton Cheney, 

runs close to, but cannot stop directly at Banbury Station. The D1-D2 directly serves Northampton 

station from those few settlements within the District on the A4500/A45 west of Northampton. All 

these stations offer services to London and to Birmingham, though the other destinations offered 

vary, as does service frequency. 

This situation strongly suggests that in terms of public transport accessibility, those villages on the 

line of frequent commercial bus routes are exactly those that have a credible option to use the 

railway without the need for a car. Thus the scoring for frequent bus services in effect should be 

considered to act as a proxy for this criterion. 

In reality, most rail passengers will no doubt continue to use cars to reach a rail-head, irrespective of 

the level of bus service available, not least because of the likely times of arrival and departure from 

the station lie at the extremes of the bus operating day, and the overall end-to-end journey time for 

a walk-bus-rail journey will rarely be competitive with car use, despite high station parking charges. 

Kings Sutton might, however attract a score based on its rail service. As a caveat, the timetable is 

restricted as more and more train paths no longer stop at this and other intermediate stations 

between Banbury and Oxford, given the need for rail capacity to be preferentially directed to longer-

distance services. 

5.5. Should subsidised bus services attract a lesser score? 

The main subsidised services in South Northants are no longer operated by Stagecoach. It is clear 

that pressure on the budgets necessary to continue to support such services will remain under 

pressure. There can be no certainty that these services can be maintained, at least in their current 

form, should the funding be reduced or eliminated. 
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However, one service, the 33, between MK and Northampton via Hartwell while currently  

supported, does run up to every hour, and is that which credibly does already provide a credible 

range of journeys and links that compares with a commercial service. There is reason in our view to 

believe that some kind of bus service would be maintained over at least part of the route within 

SNC.  There is also the stronger case to be made that on this corridor, preferential direction of a 

certain amount of more development to Harpole, and possible SE of Roade, would assist in 

maintaining this level of bus service.  

We suggest then, that a score should accrue only to those villages offering generally hourly or better 

bus service frequencies, irrespective of whether it is commercial or not, as this picks up the 

commercial network and service 33 quite neatly. A rail “score” for Kings Sutton would also help 

justify a higher position in the settlement hierarchy for that village that at the same time would tend 

to ensure the regular bus link to Banbury is retained, should further modest development be 

allocated there on that basis. 

Most other small settlements not on supported fixed bus routes, currently benefit from the daily 

(Mon-Sat) CountyConnect demand-responsive service. This provides a very good level of passenger 

transport connectivity for a wide range of potential journey purposes. Stagecoach understands that 

it is continuing to build up patronage, which reflects the fact it can provide for journey needs. 

Stagecoach hopes that this service will continue to meet those very scattered journey demands 

across the wider rural area of the District. However, while it is to be hoped that this can continue to 

be financially justified, this cannot be guaranteed. For this reason,Stagecoach considers that no 

credit should be provided for settlements served by CountyConnect.  

5.6. Q19 Additional housing Quantum: Urban allocations 

Stagecoach supports the broad thrust of the Core Strategy that directs most development to 

Brackley and Towcester. 

However, until we see more clarity on the timing and rate of delivery at Towcester, we are far from 

convinced that any further development could be allocated there, without leading to a dilution of 

the rate of sale/completions achievable on the committed SUE. This would undermine the delivery 

of a critical mass of demand from that development necessary to sustain the build up of patronage 

on the augmented bus services envisaged to support the transport strategy for that site. 

However, at Towcester, land to the west at Wood Burcote could provide an excellent bus corridor 

linking from the Towcester South SUE towards Silverstone, avoiding the A43, including a virtual bus 

priority “cut through”, and it is within credible cycling distance of major committed employment at 

Silverstone Park. Therefore, should it be necessary to look at further land release to meet 

Towcester’s contribution to delivering the OAN for housing, we believe this is by far the most 

obvious candidate, both on transport and other planning grounds. 

Likewise at Brackley, while development is now well advanced, we would wish to see the maximum 

rate of delivery accomplished on existing commitments, to ensure the TA and agreed TP measures 

are not undermined. We see even less need to bring forward further land here than at Towcester. 

However, it is clear that land north of Radstone Fields could be brought forward relatively quickly 

and this could work well in adding to the critical mass of demand on the service 500 diversion 
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through Radstone Fields, which will take place shortly.  Should further allocations be required at 

Brackley this would be greatly preferable in public transport term, to other options. 

5.7. Q20 Additional housing growth: rural areas 

(Already well covered by comments regarding bus service provision to larger developments, close to 

main arterial roads (e.g Roade, Yardley Gobion etc) and references to CountyConnect. ) 

5.8. Q21 Distribution strategy for further rural housing 

Of those options presented, each is more or less distorted by a combination of history and local 

circumstances. Stagecoach would prefer the allocation of any further rural housing to be determined 

by a much more objective criterion based approach. 

In most rural settlements small-scale infill, or rural exceptions sites, should be sufficient to address 

local housing need in a manner consistent with the sustainability of the settlement, and the need to 

maintain its character and have regard to environmental impact. 

5.9. Q22  Other strategies for distributing rural housing 

Given the scale of development in SNC villages as departures to the Development Plan, Stagecoach 

can well appreciate the reluctance to look to accommodate any more housing outside the two main 

towns. 

However, there are a few villages where providing for further limited development might well either 

secure existing marginal bus services, or catalyse improvements to them, with the benefit of offering 

improved travel choices for a larger number of existing SNC residents. 

These are: 

• Harpole 

• Hartwell 

• Bugbrooke 

• Kislingbury 

• Kings Sutton 

• Potterspury 

To provide a range of sites and ensure the housing trajectory is met, reserve sites or more 

substantive allocations might also be justifiable at Deanshanger, Middleton Cheney and Roade. Thes 

settlements also benefit from local secondary school provision, as well as credible public transport 

choices to major centres of employment and service centres. 

Small allocations to provide affordable housing and diversify local housing choice would also be 

appropriate for similar reasons at Brafield on the Green, Yardley Hastings and Denton which benefit 

from service 41 between Northampton via Brackmills, and on through these villages to Olney and 

Bedford.  

6. Housing mix and type 
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6.1. Q23  Distribution of specialist housing provision for the elderly 

Q24  Specialist elderly accommodation: proximity to services 

Q25  Specific allocations for specialist elderly accommodation 

It is especially important that these facilities in use class C1 and C2 are accessible by high-quality 

public transport. This is because residents, many visitors and many employees are likely to not have 

access to a car. 

Such bus services need, importantly, to cover early morning and later evening shift starts and 

finishes, which would strongly suggest that only those settlements relatively high up in the hierarchy 

are likely to offer appropriate sites. 

6.2. Q26  Housing for younger people 

Stagecoach has no specific comments to make. 

6.3. Q27 Private Rent 

It is unclear to Stagecoach how far the planning system can make specific provision for private rental 

units as a matter of policy. Clearly such properties are more likely to be required by those in lower-

paid employment, or those actively seeking employment and who are much less likely to have access 

to a private car. Should a policy to steer such tenure be considered appropriate we strongly suggest 

that only those settlements with a significant amount of local employment, or those on high quality 

regular bus services are considered as a locational focus for this Policy area.   

6.4. Q28 National “Starter homes” Policy:  location options 

Stagecoach would expect such housing to come forward alongside open-market housing in all 

instances, and there is no clear or demonstrable need to identify a different locational strategy for 

this sub-category of what amounts to owner-occupied tenure. 

6.5. Q29 Rural exception site allocation 

Given that the qualifications for eligibility for rural exceptions site affordable housing involve those 

in quite acute need often with multiple and complex factors giving rise to socio-economic 

disadvantage, it seems entirely antithetical to principles of social inclusion for such housing to be 

located in places where there is no credible alternative to private car use to meet day-to-day travel 

needs.  

6.6. Q30 urban affordable housing allocations 

Clearly urban locations will generally present the best and most appropriate locations to ensure that 

the opportunities for socio-economic inclusion, including access to public transport,  are maximised, 

should specific allocations for this tenure be considered appropriate. 

6.7. Q30a Urban and rural sites for Affordable Housing 

Stagecoach has no specific comments to make. 

6.8. Q31 Land for self-build 
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Stagecoach has no specific comments to make, beyond that the locational strategy for such 

initiatives ought rightly to reflect that for other forms of housing provision, if the principles set out in 

NPPF are to be adhered to. 

7. Q38 Other transport and accessibility Principles 

Stagecoach has no specific further comments to add. 

8. Q 43 Other Options: General Question 
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Welcome to 

The aim of this brochure is to provide you with key information about the life and work of 
our Church of England village primary school.  The School joined the Peterborough Diocese 
Educational Trust in February 2015.  May I encourage you to visit the school and experience 
the atmosphere and activity of our thriving and friendly learning community. 
 
We are a small village primary school with a strong sense of family underpinned  by the 
Christian ethos which characterises our voluntary controlled church status.  Our success as a 
school relies on the flourishing partnership between staff, governors, parents and friends as, 
together, we strive to ensure the best possible experience for the children in this school.  
 
Prospective parents are very welcome to visit the school by appointment.   

Rebecca Osborne 
Executive Head Teacher 

 

Green Street, Milton Malsor 
Northampton NN7 3AT 

Telephone: 01604 858816 

 
Email: office@milton.northants.sch.uk 

Website:  www.milton.northants.sch.uk  
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Our School Values 
 

Kindness 
We think of others and treat them how we would like to be treated 

Matthew7:12 So in everything, do to others what you would have them do to you. 

Respect 
We value everyone and everything 

Titus 2:7 In everything set them an example by doing what is good. 

Responsibility 
We take ownership of our actions 

Galatians 6:4-5 Each one should test their own actions. Then they can take pride in themselves alone,  
without comparing themselves to someone else, for each one should carry their own load. 

Honesty 
We tell the truth 

2 Corinthians 8:21 For we are taking pains to do what is right, not only in the eyes of the  
Lord but also in the eyes of man. 

Perseverance 
We never give up 

Revelations 2:19 I know your deeds, your love and faith, your service and perseverance,  
and that you are now doing more than you did at first. 

Love 
We show care towards each other 

1 John 3:18 Dear children, let us not love with words or speech but with actions and in truth. 

Forgiveness 
We learn from our mistakes and we do not remember wrongs 

Ephesians 4:32 Be kind and compassionate to one another, forgive each other,  
just as in Christ God forgave you. 

 

 

The School and its Community 

Milton Parochial Primary School has served the local community for over 150 years.  We are a Church of 
England Voluntary Controlled school situated in the attractive and established village of Milton Malsor, 
just south of Northampton. The school is an academy and is a member of the Peterborough Diocese 
Education Trust.  Our school provides a happy and friendly environment with a very committed staff and 
high expectations. Voluntary Controlled school situated in the attractive and established village of 
Milton Malsor,  
The school can accommodate up to 105 pupils who come mainly from the village and the nearby West and 
East Hunsbury developments. The school has naturally changed and developed, most significantly during 
more recent years, with extensions to the original Victorian building, providing additional teaching space, 
a library, and  hall.  The school is fortunate to benefit from extensive grounds which comprise a large 
field with an adventure playground and trim trail, two hard surface play areas including a covered area 
and a garden.  
 
The school seeks to work in close partnership with parents, the Church of the Holy Cross in the village 
and the community. The village itself provides a rich and stimulating resource for supporting pupils’ 
learning across the curriculum.  The school has its own section within the Milton Malsor Historical 
Society website.  Children are regularly involved in community projects including entertaining elderly 
people, keeping the village free of litter and monitoring road safety. 
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Home / School Agreement 

The Home /School Agreement is an 
important document that benefits both 
teaching and learning.  

 

 Parents, pupils and teachers read   the 
agreement and sign it as a commitment to 
working in partnership.  
 

The agreement is issued when your child 
begins school for the first time and is 
renewed at the start of Key Stage 2. 

Campion School Cluster 

The School forms part of the Campion 
Cluster and staff meet regularly to discuss issues 
related to continuity and progression and to ensure 
a smooth transition to secondary education at the 
age of 11.   
 
The group also works together on special  
projects, initiatives and activities including: 

 Sports Tournaments 

 Gifted and Talented Days 

 Language Projects 

Members of the cluster  -  

Bliss Charity Primary 

Brington Primary 

Bugbrooke Primary 

Campion Secondary 

Flore C of E Primary 

Gayton C of E Primary 

Harpole VC Primary 

Kislingbury Primary 

Milton Parochial Primary 

Pattishall C of E Primary 

Rothersthorpe C of E Primary 

Upton Meadows Primary School 

Upton Meadows Primary 

PDET Cluster Schools 

Members of our PDET academy cluster 

Collingtree Primary 

Kislingbury Primary 

Milton Parochial Primary 

St Luke's Primary 

St James’ Primary 

 

Same as with Campion Cluster schools, our group 
works together on projects and activities 
including: 

 RE 

 Sports Tournaments 

 Gifted and Talented Days 

Friends of Milton School 

The Friends of Milton School are a registered 
charity number 1104785. The Friends 
Committee is an enthusiastic and committed 
group of parents who seek to encourage all 
parents to contribute to the life of the school.  
The Friends Committee not only supports the 
school by raising substantial funds to help 
finance school projects, but also organises a 
whole range of social  functions which are  
intended to help strengthen the bond between 
parents and school. These include quizzes, 
discos, fetes and auctions.  

The Friends are always happy to welcome new 
members and can be contacted via the school. 

Parent Partnership 

Parents are kept involved with what is 
happening in school through regular  
newsletters as well as the School 
website: 

www.milton.northants.sch.uk 

Specific information about the 
children’s learning is provided through 
the termly Curriculum  newsletter. 

132



 

55555 555 

Visits and Admissions to the School 

Milton Parochial Primary School caters for children from 4 to 11 years.  Parents  are warmly invited to visit 
Milton Parochial Primary School by appointment with the Head Teacher.  The school has an admission 
number of 15 pupils per year group.  

Admission is in accordance with the County Council criteria.  Following the allocation of places to children 
who have a statement of Special Educational Needs which names the school as appropriate provision, when 
there are more applications for places than there are places available, priority will be given in the following 
order. 

i)    Children in public care 

ii)   Children who live in the village of Milton Malsor 

iii)  Children who have brothers and sisters continuing at the school at the time of  
      admission 

iv)  Other pupils 

 
If the admission number is exceeded within criteria iii) priority will be given to those who live furthest 
from the nearest alternative school.  If the admission number is exceeded within any other criterion 
priority will be given to those who live closest to the school.  

In the event of a place not being available for your child, parents who wish to appeal or require further 
information should write to: 

 

The Appeals Administrator 

Diocesan Board of Education 

Bouverie Court 

6 The Lakes 

Bedford Road 

Northampton NN4 7 YD 

Email: Education@peterborough-diocese.org.uk    Tel: 01604 887006 

Starting School in the Reception Year 

In order to make the transition from home to school as smooth as possible, we have thorough pre-
school procedures which include: 

 Class teacher receives information from your child’s pre-school setting 

 Class teacher visits each child at home (with parental agreement) 

 Induction visits to the school so your child can become familiar with the school and their new 
teacher 

 An information and workshop evening  for parents of reception age children 

 A ‘Welcome to School’ pack of information including a booklet for children to complete before 
entry 

 A ‘Parents’ Play Day’ each term for you and your child. 

All Reception children attend part-time initially, becoming full time at an agreed date during the 
first half-term. Before this date they will be invited to stay for lunch and become familiar with 
the lunchtime routine. 
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Activities

Some of our regular activities
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Art
Milton Malsor

Village Hall Art

Group


Children
Mums & Tots

and Baby

Classes


Clubs

WI, Brownies,

Beavers, Cubs

& Scouts


Dance

Dance Classes

at Milton for

all abilities


Film
Club

Milton Malsor

Village Hall

Film Club

Learn More


Sports/Fitness

Badminton,

Bowls, Pilates

& Yoga



Just send us an email or contact the relevant organiser if you would like more details on how to join in with
any of the following:

Art

Milton Art Group
Wednesday: 13.30 -15.30

Anne Manson 
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01604 858 326

Children

Baby Sensory Classes
Tuesdays to Fridays inclusive

Classes suitable from birth to 13 months

A range of di�erent times and age ranges

available for each day.

Sarah Walker

07512469881

northampton@babysensory.co.uk

http://www.babysensory.com/Northampton

http://www.facebook.com/babysensorynorthampton

Milton Tots
Friday: 09.00 – 11.00

Maria Rix

07985 408289

mariarix1@googlemail.com

Clubs

Brownies
Monday: 18.00 -19.30 during school term

Brown Owl: 01604 705 910

Beavers (6-8 yrs)
Wednesday: 17.30 -18.30 during school

term

Cubs (8-10 1/2 yrs)
Wednesday: 18.30 -19.15 during school

term 
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Carol Fraser

07531931791 / 01604862717

gsl.1cmm@gmail.com

Mike Ladd

07968029478 / 01604705910

m.ladd187@btinternet.com

Carol Fraser

07531931791 / 01604862717

gsl.1cmm@gmail.com

Mike Ladd

07968029478 / 01604705910

m.ladd187@btinternet.com

Scouts (10 1/2 -14 yrs)
Wednesday: 19.45 -21.00 during school

term

Carol Fraser

07531931791 / 01604862717

gsl.1cmm@gmail.com

Mike Ladd

07968029478 / 01604705910

m.ladd187@btinternet.com

Milton Malsor &
Collingtree WI
19.30 – 21.30, 2nd Thursday of the month

Sheila Charlton

01604 859133

sheilacharlton@btinternet.com

Dance

Dance Classes – Children
Beginners

Dance Classes – Children
Improvers & Advanced 
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Thursday: 17.00 – 17.50

Gabriel Gospodin

07462 711051

topdance.uk@gmail.com

Private lessons are available for

functions and weddings 

Thursday: 18.00 – 18.50 

Thursday: 3.00pm-5.00pm 

Weekend lessons are also available 

Gabriel Gospodin 

07462 711051 

topdance.uk@gmail.com

Film Club

Film Club @ MMVH
First Friday of the month from

September until May 

John 

01604 858 418 

�lmclub@miltonmalsor.info

Learn More

Sports / Fitness

Short Mat Bowls Club Badminton Club Yoga
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Monday: 19.30 -21.30

Thursday: 19.30 to 21.30

Match Organiser

01604 858 588

Tuesday: 19.15 – 20.15

Jackie Hall

07712857168

halljackie@hotmail.co.uk

Tuesday:  18.00 – 19.00

Ola Juraszczyk

07716323491

Ola.jot@yahoo.co.uk

http://m.facebook.com/letsdosomeyoga/

Pilates
Thursday 9am-10am

Alexis Prince-Donoghue

07712264954

apdpilates@gmail.com

Mindfulness Relaxation
Evening
Friday 21st May – 8pm – 9.30pm.

Friday 18th June – 8pm – 9.30pm.

Sarah Giordano

07736944240

sarah@lemonkind.co.uk

www.lemonkind.co.uk
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”
Eduphant Play has just started using the hall. It is a brilliant place and is so well

equipped. I would thoroughly recommend it!

SJ

+

−
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Leaflet | © OpenStreetMap contributors

Find out about booking the Village Hall and its availability
M A K E  A  B O O K I N G

Information

Hire

Facilities

Activities

Film Club

Testimonials

Customer Services

FAQ

Contact

Cookie Policy

Privacy Policy

Terms & Conditions

Contacts

Phone: 07935 334 867 
Caretaker/Booking O�cer 

(Mon-Fri 5pm – 7pm preferred)

Email:
enquiry@miltonmalsor.info

Address

Milton Malsor Village Hall 
High Street 
Milton Malsor 
NN7 3AS
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PLANNING THE FUTURE OF OPEN SPACE, SPORT AND 
RECREATION IN WEST NORTHAMPTONSHIRE  

 
 

 

 
Part 4: 

Open Spaces  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Report for South Northamptonshire 
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Nortoft Partnerships Limited 
2 Green Lodge Barn, Nobottle, Northampton NN7 4HD 

Tel: 01604 586526 Fax: 01604 587719    
Email: info@nortoft.co.uk  Web: www.nortoft.co.uk 
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Figure 45: Children’s play provision and accessibility – current adopted standards 
 

Parish 

Current 
provision 
(No. 
Sites) 

Current 
adopted 
standard 
(site per 
1000)  Population 

Current 
provision 
(Site per 
1000) 

Comparison 
to standard 

Accessibility 
480m 

Alderton CP 1 0.95 145 0.14 0.86  

Ashton CP 1 0.95 366 0.35 0.65  

Aston Le Walls CP 1 0.95 329 0.31 0.69 ± 

Aynho CP 2 0.95 676 0.64 1.36  

Blakesley CP 1 0.95 534 0.51 0.49  

Blisworth CP 1 0.95 1,875 1.78 -0.78 ± 

Boddington CP 1 0.95 747 0.71 0.29 ± 

Brackley CP 7 0.95 13,754 13.07 -6.07 ± 

Brafield on the Green CP 1 0.95 742 0.70 0.30 ± 

Bugbrooke CP 2 0.95 2,831 2.69 -0.69 ± 

Chacombe CP 1 0.95 658 0.63 0.37  

Cogenhoe and Whiston CP 1 0.95 1,493 1.42 -0.42 ± 

Cosgrove CP 1 0.95 575 0.55 0.45  

Croughton CP 1 0.95 1,236 1.17 -0.17 ± 

Deanshanger CP 3 0.95 3,924 3.73 -0.73 ± 

Denton CP 1 0.95 806 0.77 0.23  

Evenley CP 1 0.95 613 0.58 0.42 ± 

Eydon CP 1 0.95 444 0.42 0.58 ± 

Farthinghoe CP 1 0.95 440 0.42 0.58  

Gayton CP 1 0.95 609 0.58 0.42 ± 

Grange Park CP 4 0.95 4,595 4.37 -0.37  

Greatworth CP 1 0.95 908 0.86 0.14  

Greens Norton CP 1 0.95 1,608 1.53 -0.53 ± 

Hackleton CP 1 0.95 2,104 2.00 -1.00 ± 

Harpole CP 1 0.95 1,615 1.53 -0.53 ± 

Hartwell CP 1 0.95 1,978 1.88 -0.88 ± 

Hinton-in-the-Hedges CP 1 0.95 187 0.18 0.82  

Kings Sutton CP 1 0.95 2,234 2.12 -1.12 ± 

Kislingbury CP 1 0.95 1,261 1.20 -0.20 ± 

Litchborough CP 1 0.95 314 0.30 0.70 ± 

Little Houghton CP 1 0.95 426 0.40 0.60 ± 

Middleton Cheney CP 3 0.95 3,852 3.66 -0.66 ± 

Milton Malsor CP 1 0.95 745 0.71 0.29 ± 

Moreton Pinkney CP 1 0.95 412 0.39 0.61  

Nether Heyford CP 1 0.95 1,607 1.53 -0.53 ± 

Newbottle CP 2 0.95 467 0.44 1.56  

Old Stratford CP 3 0.95 2,092 1.99 1.01  

Pattishall CP 2 0.95 1,470 1.40 0.60 ± 

Paulerspury CP 1 0.95 1,066 1.01 -0.01 ± 
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Potterspury CP 3 0.95 1,426 1.35 1.65 ± 

Quinton CP 1 0.95 188 0.18 0.82  

Roade CP 3 0.95 2,327 2.21 0.79 ± 

Shutlanger CP 1 0.95 300 0.29 0.72  

Silverstone CP 2 0.95 2,195 2.09 -0.09 ± 

Stoke Bruerne CP 1 0.95 377 0.36 0.64 ± 

Sulgrave CP 1 0.95 323 0.31 0.69 ± 

Syresham CP 1 0.95 905 0.86 0.14  

Tiffield CP 1 0.95 401 0.38 0.62 ± 

Towcester CP 6 0.95 9,601 9.12 -3.12 ± 

Wappenham CP 1 0.95 298 0.28 0.72 ± 

Whittlebury CP 1 0.95 547 0.52 0.48  

Wicken CP 1 0.95 324 0.31 0.69 ± 

Yardley Gobion CP 2 0.95 1,369 1.30 0.70  

Yardley Hastings CP 1 0.95 757 0.72 0.28 ± 

Key 
    Accessibility standard met  

x Accessibility standard not met  

± 
Accessibility standard met in parts of 
settlement 

 
 
 

Figure 46: Teenage sites – provision and accessibility current adopted standards 
 

Parish 

Current 
provision 
(No. Sites) 

Current 
adopted 
standard 
(site per 
1000)  Population 

Current 
provision (Site 
per 1000) 

Comparison 
to standard 

Accessibility 
720m 

Aynho CP 1 0.2 676 0.14 0.86 ± 

Blisworth CP 1 0.2 1,875 0.38 0.63 ± 

Brackley CP 2 0.2 13,754 2.75 -0.75 ± 

Bugbrooke CP 1 0.2 2,831 0.57 0.43 ± 

Chacombe CP 1 0.2 658 0.13 0.87  

Cogenhoe and Whiston CP 1 0.2 1,493 0.30 0.70 ± 

Croughton CP 1 0.2 1,236 0.25 0.75 ± 

Deanshanger CP 1 0.2 3,924 0.78 0.22 ± 

Denton CP 1 0.2 806 0.16 0.84  

Eydon CP 1 0.2 444 0.09 0.91 ± 

Gayton CP 1 0.2 609 0.12 0.88  

Grange Park CP 0 0.2 4,595 0.00 -0.92 X 

Greatworth CP 1 0.2 908 0.18 0.82 ± 

Greens Norton CP 1 0.2 1,608 0.32 0.68 ± 

Hackleton CP 1 0.2 2,104 0.42 0.58 ± 

Harpole CP 1 0.2 1,615 0.32 0.68 ± 
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Hartwell CP 1 0.2 1,978 0.40 0.60 ± 

Hinton-in-the-Hedges CP 1 0.2 187 0.04 0.96  

Kings Sutton CP 1 0.2 2,234 0.45 0.55 ± 

Kislingbury CP 1 0.2 1,261 0.25 0.75 ± 

Middleton Cheney CP 1 0.2 3,852 0.77 0.23 ± 

Milton Malsor CP 1 0.2 745 0.15 0.85 ± 

Moreton Pinkney CP 1 0.2 412 0.08 0.92  

Newbottle CP 1 0.2 467 0.09 0.91 ± 

Old Stratford CP 1 0.2 2,092 0.42 0.58 ± 

Pattishall CP 1 0.2 1,470 0.29 0.71 ± 

Paulerspury CP 1 0.2 1,066 0.21 0.79 ± 

Potterspury CP 1 0.2 1,426 0.29 0.71 ± 

Roade CP 1 0.2 2,327 0.47 0.53 ± 

Shutlanger CP 1 0.2 300 0.06 0.94  

Silverstone CP 1 0.2 2,195 0.44 0.56 ± 

Sulgrave CP 1 0.2 323 0.06 0.94 ± 

Tiffield CP 1 0.2 401 0.08 0.92 ± 

Towcester CP 1 0.2 9,601 1.92 -0.92 ± 

Whittlebury CP 1 0.2 547 0.11 0.89  

Wicken CP 1 0.2 324 0.06 0.94 ± 

Yardley Hastings CP 1 0.2 757 0.15 0.85 ± 

Key 
    Accessibility standard met  

x Accessibility standard not met  
± Accessibility standard met in parts of settlement 
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Dear Sirs, 
 
PLANNING ACT 2008  
APPLICATION FOR THE PROPOSED NORTHAMPTON GATEWAY RAIL 
FREIGHT INTERCHANGE ORDER 
 
1. I am directed by the Secretary of State for Transport (“the Secretary of State”) to 

say that consideration has been given to: 
 

• the report dated 9 July 2019 of the Examining Authority, a panel of three 
examining inspectors consisting of Philip James Asquith, David Brock and 
Helen Cassini (“the Panel”) who conducted an examination into the 
application made by your clients, Roxhill (Junction 15) Limited (“the 
Applicant”) for the Northampton Gateway Rail Freight Interchange Order 
(“the DCO”) under section 37 of the Planning Act 2008 (“the 2008 Act”);  

• the post examination correspondence that was provided to the Secretary of 
State with the report on 9 July 2019; and 

• the responses to the further consultation undertaken by the Secretary of 
State in respect of the application. 

 
2. The application was accepted for examination on 15 June 2018 and the 

examination was completed on 9 April 2019. The examination was conducted on 
the basis of written and oral submissions submitted to the Panel and by a series 
of meetings held in Northampton. The Panel also undertook one accompanied 
and one unaccompanied site inspection. 

 
3. The DCO as applied for would grant development consent for the construction, 

operation and maintenance of a new Strategic Rail Freight Interchange (“SRFI”) 
and associated infrastructure (“the Proposed Development”) adjacent to Junction 
15 of the M1 in Northamptonshire. The Proposed Development would include an 
intermodal freight terminal including containers storage and Heavy Goods 
Vehicle (“HGV”) parking, rail sidings to serve individual warehouses, and the 

Ros Wall 
DIRECTOR 
ROAD SAFETY STANDARDS AND SERVICES 
DEPARTMENT FOR TRANSPORT 
GREAT MINSTER HOUSE 
33 HORSEFERRY ROAD 
LONDON 
SW1P 4DR 
 
transportandworksact@dft.gov.uk 
 
Web Site: www.gov.uk/dft 
 
9 October 2019 
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provision of an aggregates’ facility as part of the intermodal freight terminal with 
the capacity to also provide a rapid rail freight facility. The DCO would also grant 
development consent for new road infrastructure and works to the existing road 
network. In addition, the DCO would contain compulsory acquisition powers in 
relation to land and rights that would be required for the purposes of the 
Proposed Development. 
 

4. The total area covered by the Proposed Development site is 290 hectares, with 
the main site area upon which the SRFI is to be located (“Main Site”) comprising 
219 hectares. 

 
5. Published alongside this letter on the Planning Inspectorate’s website is a copy 

of the Panel's Report of Findings and Conclusions and Recommendation to the 
Secretary of State (“the Panel’s Report”). The main features of the proposal and 
the site are set out in Chapter 2 of the Panel’s Report, the Panel’s findings and 
conclusions are set out in Chapters 5 to 10, and the Panel’s overall conclusions 
and recommendation are in Chapter 12.  

 
Summary of the Panel’s Report and Recommendation 
 
6. The principal issues considered during the examination on which the Panel has 

reached conclusions on the case for development consent are set out in the 
Panel’s Report under the following broad headings: 
  
• Legal and Policy Context (Chapter 3); 
• Findings and Conclusions in relation to transport issues; which include policy 

considerations; highway transport aspects; rail aspects (Chapter 5); 
• Air Quality (Chapter 6); 
• Findings and Conclusions in relation to other planning issues, which includes 

socio-economics; landscape and visual impacts; noise and vibration; 
biodiversity, ecology and the natural environment; historic environment; 
agricultural land; lighting; waste management; water environment; geology, 
soils and groundwater (Chapter 7); 

• Finding and conclusions in relation to Habitats Regulations Assessment 
(Chapter 8); 

• Conclusion on the case for Development Consent (Chapter 9); 
• Compulsory Acquisition and Related Matters (Chapter 10); 
• Draft Development Consent Order and Related Matters (Chapter 11). 

 
7. For the reasons set out in the Summary of Findings and Conclusions (Chapter 

12) of the Panel’s Report, the Panel recommends that the DCO be made, as set 
out in Appendix D to the Panel’s Report 
 

Summary of Secretary of State’s Decision 
 
8. The Secretary of State has decided under section 114 of the 2008 Act to 

make with modifications an order granting development consent for the 
proposals in the application. This letter is the statement of reasons for the 
Secretary of State’s decision for the purposes of section 116 of the 2008 Act and 
regulation 23(2)(d) of the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact 
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Assessment) Regulations 2009 – which apply to this application by operation of 
regulation 37(2)(a)(ii) of the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Regulations 2017.  

 
Secretary of State's Consideration of the Application 
 
9. The Secretary of State's consideration of the Panel's Report, and all other 

material considerations including the further representations received after the 
close of the Panel’s examination in response to the Secretary of State’s 
consultation letter of 22 August 2019 are summarised in the following 
paragraphs. Where not stated in this letter the Secretary of State can be taken 
to agree with the Panel’s findings, conclusions and recommendation as set out 
in the Panel’s Report, and the reasons for the Secretary of State’s decision are 
those given by the Panel in support of the conclusions and recommendations. 
All “PR” references are to the specified paragraph in the Panel’s Report and 
references to “requirements” are to those in Schedule 2 to the DCO as 
recommended by the Panel at Appendix D to the Report.  

 
Legal and Policy Context 
 
10. The Secretary of State notes that under section 104 of the 2008 Act he must 

decide the application in accordance with the National Policy Statement for 
National Networks (“NPSNN”) designated in December 2014, subject to certain 
exceptions which are not relevant in this case.  He also notes that consideration 
must be given to the appropriate marine policy documents, determined as such 
in accordance with section 59 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, 
though it is noted the Proposed Development does not affect tidal waters. The 
Secretary of State notes that he must also have regard to any local impact reports 
submitted within the statutory timetable, including any matters prescribed in 
relation to development of the description to which the application relates; and 
any other matters which the Secretary of State thinks are both important and 
relevant to the decision (PR 3.2.3). He notes the Panel’s assessment of other 
legislation and policy and agrees these are relevant and important matters to be 
considered in deciding this application.  

 
11. The Secretary of State confirms that, in considering the application, he has had 

regard to all the legislation and policy identified by the Panel, including the three 
Local Impact Reports from Northamptonshire County Council (“NCC”), South 
Northamptonshire Council (“SNC”) and Northampton Borough Council (“NBC”) 
referred to at PR 4.3 and all relevant development plan polices. 

 
12. It is the view of the Secretary of State that the requirements of the Infrastructure 

Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 (“the 2009 
Regulations”) have been fully met by the environmental statement (“ES”). He 
confirms that, in coming to his decision to make the DCO, he has taken into 
consideration all the environmental information in accordance with regulation 
3(2) of the 2009 Regulations.  
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Need for the Proposed Development 

 
13. The Secretary of State has considered the nature of the Proposed Development 

and agrees with the Panel that the scheme is an SRFI in NPSNN terms (PR 
4.7.12). 

 
14. The Secretary of State notes that paragraph 2.56 of the NPSNN identifies that 

there is a compelling need for an expanded network of SRFIs. The Secretary of 
State has considered that the NPSNN does not set out any policy restrictions or 
geographical restraints on the number of SRFIs across locations to meet demand 
(PR 4.7.53). 
 

15. The Secretary of State agrees with the Panel that it is for the market to determine 
the feasibility of particular proposals and notes there will be limited suitable 
locations for SRFIs (PR 4.7.53). 
 

16. The Applicant’s case for the need of the Proposed Development has been 
considered by the Secretary of State and he has noted the objections against the 
proposal and the Panel’s overall conclusions at PR 4.7.59. 
 

17. The Secretary of State notes that the existing Daventry International Rail Freight 
Interchange (“DIRFT) is 29 km from the Proposed Development site and there 
were arguments raised in relation to need for the Proposed Development 
considering the proximity to DIRFT. However, the Secretary of State notes that 
operational collaboration and linkage between closely related SRFIs does takes 
place (including between SRFIs geographically closer than DIRFT and the 
Proposed Development), and notes the Panel’s consideration that a similar 
relationship between DIRFT and the Proposed Development might also occur. 
The Secretary of State therefore agrees with the Panel that the proximity of 
DIRFT does not undermine the Applicant’s justification of need (PR 4.7.45). 
 

18. The Secretary of State has also noted the possible proposal of the national rail 
freight interchange at Hinckley in Leicestershire and notes that at the time of 
writing an application for the scheme had not yet been submitted. The Secretary 
of State agrees with the Panel that it is not the correct approach when assessing 
the justification for the Proposed Development to compare the scheme with 
putative proposals such as Hinckley (PR 4.7.52). 
 

19. The Secretary of State agrees with the Panel that the Proposed Development 
meets the criteria for function, transport links, locational requirement, scale and 
design of an SRFI as set out in paragraphs 4.83 – 4.89 of the NPSNN. The 
Secretary of State has carefully assessed the justification for the Proposed 
Development and he agrees with the Panel that taking into account the NPSNN 
and arguments outlined in the Panel’s Report that the need for the Proposed 
Development has been made. 
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Findings and Conclusions in Relation to Transport Related Issues 
 
Highway Issues  
20. The Secretary of State notes that the Proposed Development would provide a 

series of highway works to the Strategic Road Network and surrounding local 
roads. He also notes that the baseline conditions show that Junction 15 of the 
M1 currently experiences high levels of traffic and is regularly heavily congested. 
The Secretary of State agrees with the Panel that congestion from background 
traffic is expected to worsen and the performance of Junction 15 would further 
deteriorate with the addition of traffic from the Proposed Development. He 
accordingly agrees that the improvement works to Junction 15 are a necessary 
component of the Proposed Development. (PR 5.3.1). 
 

21. The Secretary of State notes the concerns raised by Interested Parties regarding 
the ability of the road network to accommodate over 16,000 purported vehicles 
per day from the Proposed Development, and the impact to the A508 when it is 
used as an emergency diversion route for the M1 (PR 5.3.94). The Secretary of 
State has considered the Applicant’s response that the largest increase in traffic 
would be from a southbound pm peak hour closure of the M1 resulting in 6,000 
vehicles per hour diverting onto A508 southbound. The Proposed Development 
would increase this figure by 200 vehicles (only 37 of which would be HGVs) and 
the Secretary of State agrees with the Panel that this small increase is not 
significant (PR 5.3.89 and PR 5.3.95). 
 

22. The Secretary of State has considered the concerns that were raised over the 
proposed left-in / left-out configuration of the Courteenhall / Blisworth Road 
junction on the A508, which would require those traveling to Blisworth on the 
A508 to use the Roade Bypass and Knock Lane. The Secretary of State notes 
that drivers currently turning right off the A508 into Courteenhall Road block 
southbound traffic on the A508, causing queues and delays. The Secretary of 
State agrees with the Panel that this modification will increase traffic flow along 
the A508 and that this outweighs the inconvenience caused (PR 5.3.15 and PR 
5.3.96). 
 

23. The Secretary of State has given due consideration to policies in local plans, in 
line with paragraph 5.211 of the NPSNN. He notes that Policy C2 (new 
developments) of the West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy encourages 
modal shift away from the private car and Policy C3 (strategic connections) seeks 
to support Northampton’s strategic connections (PR 5.2.39). The Secretary of 
State notes that the implementation of both the Framework Travel Plan (“FTP”) 
and the Public Transport Strategy (PTS”), as secured by requirement 4 in 
Schedule 2 to the DCO, aim to enhance and promote sustainable travel to the 
Proposed Development and ensure staff working at the site (during operation) 
have reasonable alternatives to the private car for their commute to work (PR 
7.1.23). The Secretary of State agrees with the Panel that the Proposed 
Development is consistent with these policies (PR 5.3.108). 
 

24. The Secretary of State notes paragraph 110(e) of the NPPF outlines that 
developments should be designed to allow charging of plug-in and other ultra-
low emission vehicles in safe, accessible and convenient locations. The 

151



Secretary of State is content that requirement 8(1)(c) of the DCO ensures such 
facilities would be provided (PR 5.3.98). 
 

25. The Secretary of State has also considered paragraph 103 of NPPF, which states 
that a significant development should be focused on locations that can be made 
sustainable through limiting the need for travel and offering a choice of transport 
modes. The Secretary of State however agrees with the Panel that the new bus 
service and proposals for cycling and walking (secured through the FTP and 
PTS) would arguably provide a sustainable development and off-set a potential 
breach of paragraph 103 (PR 5.3.111). The Secretary of State notes that the 
NPPF is subordinate to the NPSNN’s polices and agrees with the Panel’s 
consideration that SRFIs need large sites and can only realistically to be located 
adjacent to railway lines and the road network (PR 5.3.98). 
 

26. The Secretary of State agrees with the Panel that the objectives in the NPSNN 
and national, regional and local transport polices are met (PR 5.3.106). Subject 
to proposed changes noted by the Panel in the dDCO, and which the Secretary 
of State has decided to accept, the Secretary of State agrees with the Panel that 
there are no highway transport reasons significant enough to warrant refusal to 
grant development consent (PR 5.3.113). 
 

Rail Issues 
27. The Secretary of State accepts that the Applicant has sufficiently demonstrated 

the ability to create connections to the Northampton Loop Line (“NLL”) from the 
Proposed Development, confirmed to GRIP 21 and via the Statement of Common 
Ground (“SoCG”) with Network Rail (“NR”) (PR 5.4.4). He recognises the 
suggestion that, given the complexities of potentially two SRFIs connection to 
the rail network in close proximity, analysis should have been to GRIP 4, but 
accepts the Panel’s view that GRIP 2 is intended to prove feasibility of technical 
and operational facility and is the appropriate level at this stage (PR 5.4.36). 
 

28. The Secretary of State notes that paragraph 4.89 of the NPSNN requires the 
Proposed Development to be capable of running four trains per day as a 
minimum. He also notes the concerns raised by a number of Interested Parties 
that the rail system will not be able to cope with the additional projected use by 
the Proposed Development (PR 5.4.16 – PR 5.4.29). Consideration has been 
given to the reports commissioned by the Applicant from Victa Railfreight and GB 
Railfreight (collectively, “the Rail Reports”), which assessed capacity on the West 
Coast Main Line (“WCML”) to accommodate the additional freight paths to serve 
the Proposed Development (PR 5.4.7). The Secretary of State notes that both 
firms operate within the freight sector and he agrees with the Panel that a high 
degree of reliance can be placed upon the reports produced (PR 5.4.39). 
 

29. The modelling provided by the Applicant in the Freight Timing Report, which 
calculated technical running times on the NLL, is noted by the Secretary of State.  
The Secretary of State has considered that at the time of the study the modelling 
demonstrated that four train paths per day could be accommodated at the 
proposed operational start date of the Proposed Development (PR 5.4.8). 

                                                             
1 GRIP – Governance for Railways Investment Projects, consisting of eight levels. 
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30. The Secretary of State notes that NR confirmed in their SoCG that there would 

be capacity on NLL for four trains per day at the start of operation of the Proposed 
Development, although this is subject to the origin and destination of each train 
being known. (PR 5.4.41). The Applicant’s view that no SRFI would be capable 
of providing the origin and destination information at this point of the 
development, given it is entirely dependent upon the occupants [of the 
development] and their operations, is accepted by the Secretary of State and he 
agrees with the Panel that this is a valid explanation as to why more certainty 
cannot be provided (PR 5.4.41). 
 

31. The Secretary of State notes and agrees with the Panel’s conclusion at the first 
bullet point of PR 5.4.52 that although no absolute certainty can be provided 
regarding capacity it is, on the balance of probabilities, feasible that the Proposed 
Development could be connected to the rail network and capable of being served 
by four trains per day. 
 

32. The Secretary of State notes the Panel’s conclusion that the aspirational 16 trains 
per day is more uncertain. The Secretary of State however agrees with the Panel 
that the uncertainty caused by likely constraints and competitions on the network 
and the unknowns regarding how the network will accommodate future growth 
has be set against the Government’s ambition, set out in paragraph 2.53 of the 
NPSNN, that it is important to facilitate the growth of the intermodal rail freight 
industry to support a low carbon sustainable system that is the engine for 
economic growth (the second bullet point of PR 5.4.52). 
 

33. The Secretary of State notes that in order to satisfy the NPSNN the Proposed 
Development would need to have the physical and technical capability to handle 
the four trains per day. He agrees with the Panel that any uncertainty over this 
would result in the Proposed Development not being able to proceed. The 
Secretary of State has considered requirement 3(3) of the dDCO and agrees with 
the Panel that this provides assurance that when operational the Proposed 
Development would be able to cater to the four trains per day minimum 
requirement. (PR 5.4.38). 
 

34. The Secretary of State notes that the Rail Report documents indicate that freight 
traffic will likely grow over time and this is matched by the expected increase in 
the WCML freight capacity provided by HS2. The Secretary of State notes the 
amount of capacity to be released by HS2 remains uncertain, particularly 
because at the time of writing the HS2 scheme remains under review. However, 
the Secretary of State is satisfied that the Proposed Development is not reliant 
on HS2 capacity being provided. (PR 5.4.40). 
 

35. The Secretary of State notes the concerns that granting freight paths to the 
Applicant will come at the expense of passenger trains (PR 5.4.19 – PR 5.4.24) 
and also notes the suggestion of the Northampton Rail Users Group (“NRUG”) 
that if the Proposed Development was to be consented a requirement should be 
included that would ensure no adverse effect on passenger services (PR 5.4.26). 
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36. The Secretary of State notes the objective in the Network Code2 is to share 
capacity on the network for the safe carriage of passengers and goods. He also 
notes that when compiling a timetable NR must assess all operators’ 
requirements together and not look at freight services after passenger service or 
vice versa (PR 5.4.44). The commitment to facilitate additional rail freight in line 
with the NPSNN is noted by the Secretary of State and he agrees with the Panel 
that it is reasonable to think that future investment to ensure capacity would be 
provided (PR 5.4.46). 
 

37. The Secretary of State notes that NR’s Freight & National Passenger Operators’ 
Route Plan (2018) addresses the interests of all rail users and indicates a 
programme to accommodate them. The Secretary of State notes that in regard 
to the WCML, the plan includes a commitment to facilitate new terminal 
developments, including at Northampton (PR 5.4.47). The Secretary of State is 
satisfied that NR have also noted that if additional freight paths were granted this 
would not be taking away the opportunity to run passenger services in the future 
(PR 5.4.47). 
 

38. Accordingly, the Secretary of State agrees with the Panel that the inclusion of 
the requirement as suggested by NRUG would be contrary to the Network Code 
and the impartiality that NR should exercise in the allocation of capacity in the 
light of competing bids. Further, the Secretary of State agrees that it would be 
inappropriate to attempt to restrict the way in which the rail network is used. As 
such the proposed requirement is not being included in the DCO. (PR 5.4.48) 
 

39. The Secretary of State has considered all issues regarding rail transport aspects 
in the Panel’s Report and he is content that the Proposed Development could be 
connected to the rail network and capable of being served by four trains per day, 
in accordance with the NPSNN, and that there are no matters that warrant refusal 
of the DCO. 

 
Air Quality 
 
40. The Secretary of State notes the Panel’s uncertainty over the assessments that 

had been carried out to reach the conclusion that the overall effects on air quality 
from off-site construction vehicles and on-site construction plant and vehicle 
emissions would be negligible. The Secretary of State agrees with the Panel that 
the figures in Appendix 9.11 of the ES which were used to formulate this 
conclusion appear to be for off-site construction vehicles only, so do not include 
the impact from on-site construction plant and vehicle emissions (PR 6.5.44). 
 

41. The Secretary of State in his letter dated 22 August 2019 asked the Applicant to 
provide clarity on what assessments had been carried out, to reach the 
conclusion in Appendix 9.11 that the overall impact of construction is predicted 
to be negligible. 
 

                                                             
2 The Network Code is a common set of rules and industry procedures that apply to all parties that 
have a contractual right of access to track owned and operated by NR. 
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42. The Panel’s concern that it is not obvious how the effects of emissions from on-
site plant vehicles or off-site construction traffic had been assessed for Roade 
Bypass, A508 Corridor and Other Highway Mitigation Measures is also noted by 
the Secretary of State (PR 6.5.44). The Secretary of State asked the Applicant 
to clarify this in his letter dated 22 August 2019. 
 

43. The Applicant’s response dated 5 September 2019 has been considered by the 
Secretary of State and it is noted at paragraph 3.9 of the response that on-site 
vehicle and plant emissions were assessed by the application of a qualitative 
assessment in line with Defra’s Local Air Quality Management Technical 
Guidance (LAQM.TG(16)). The Secretary of State notes that this assessment, 
the conclusion reached or the application of the guidance was not explained in 
the Air Quality Chapter of the Applicant’s Environmental Statement. 
 

44. The Secretary of State has considered the further quantitative and qualitative 
assessments that have been undertaken by the Applicant for on-site plant and 
on-site vehicle emissions noted at paragraph 4.2 of the Applicant’s response. 
 

45. The Secretary of State has considered the quantitative modelling assessment 
data for the Main Site, the Roade Bypass and Junction 15 that is provided in 
Table 1 and Table 2 of the Applicant’s response (paragraph 4.19 to 4.22). The 
Secretary of State notes that the assessment data shows the increase in NO2 
and PM10 concentrations resulting from on-site emissions or the combined 
impact of on-site emissions and off-site construction traffic are both predicted to 
be negligible. 
 

46. The Secretary of State notes the Applicant’s explanation to carry out a qualitative 
assessment for the remainder highway works rather than a quantitative 
assessment, and he is satisfied that the criteria in LAQM.TG(16) has been 
followed. The Secretary of State notes the results of the qualitative assessment 
of impacts presented in Table 3 of the Applicant’s response and he is satisfied 
that this demonstrates there will be no likely significant impact on local air quality. 
 

47. Having considered the results of both the quantitative and qualitative 
assessments provided in the Applicant’s response to the Secretary of States 
letter dated 22 August, together with the results at Appendix 9.11 of the ES, the 
Secretary of State is satisfied there will be no significant impact on local air quality 
and the overall impact of all the works will remain negligible and is compliant with 
the NPSNN. 
 

Socio-economics 
 
48. The Secretary of State has considered the approach taken to assess the socio-

economic effects of the Proposed Development outlined in section 3.3 of the ES 
and notes the Study Area used for the assessment comprises six local authority 
areas (PR 7.1.10). 
 

49. The Secretary of State notes that the Applicant anticipates construction to last 
five years and if consent is granted construction would commence for the 
Proposed Development in 2020 (PR 7.1.11). 
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50. The Secretary of State has considered that job requirements for construction of 

the Proposed Development will vary from both managerial roles and manual 
labouring roles during each phase of construction (PR 7.1.11). He has taken into 
consideration that 139 full time employment positions (of which 108 will be 
construction jobs) will be created during the construction period but recognises 
that this is for a short-term period and agrees with the Panel that this will therefore 
be of a relatively minor beneficial effect (PR 7.1.12). 
 

51. The Secretary of State welcomes that several enhancement measures proposed 
by the Applicant are aimed to benefit local businesses and communities such as 
use of local sourcing wherever possible, a recruitment training programme 
focusing on South Northamptonshire Job Clubs and training opportunities and 
apprenticeships with local colleges and training centres. The Secretary of State 
has considered the benefits that these enhancement measures would bring and 
he is satisfied to see them secured by requirement 28 in the dDCO (PR 7.1.13 
and PR 7.1.14). 
 

52. The Secretary of State notes the occupation of the Proposed Development is 
planned to commence in 2021/2022 through to 2025/2026 (PR 7.1.16). He has 
considered the assessment undertaken by the Applicant that demonstrates the 
Proposed Development, when operating at full capacity, would provide direct 
employment for 7,332 full time jobs across the Study Area (PR 7.1.15). 
 

53. Considering the phased occupation, the Secretary of State has noted it is 
anticipated that 1,000 people would be employed in its first year of occupation, 
followed by an increase of 1,000 people each year through to 2026 (PR 7.1.16). 
 

54. The question whether the Study Area has a sufficiently large enough workforce 
to fill the jobs created by the Proposed Development has been considered by the 
Secretary of State. The Secretary of State notes that the findings of the 
Applicant’s assessment is that new jobs would be filled through a variety of 
avenues, which include those changing jobs, individuals who have reached 
employment age, those who have undergone retraining, people that are new to 
the area and those who would commute (PR 7.1.72 and PR 7.1.73). 
 

55. The Panel notes that the logistics sector accounts for a high proportion of 
employment in the region. The Secretary of State however agrees with the Panel 
that the Proposed Development would also provide significant employment 
opportunities within the Study Area (PR 7.1.79). 
 

56. Through the enhancement measures secured by requirement 28 of the dDCO, 
the Secretary of State is satisfied that Study Area would be able to provide a 
sufficiently large enough workforce to fill both construction and operational 
employment opportunities (PR 7.1.79). The Secretary of State has considered 
the Panel’s point on the effect of Brexit on future labour supply in relation to the 
Proposed Development at PR 7.1.78 and he is satisfied that the Applicant has 
demonstrated how the work force will be sourced (PR 7.1.13). The Secretary of 
States does not therefore anticipate Brexit as a potential obstacle to the 
availability of an adequate workforce for the Proposed Development. 
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Landscape and Visual Impacts 
 
57. The Secretary of State notes the Panel’s consideration of the landscape and 

visual impacts of the Proposed Development at PR 7.2.34 and the conclusion 
that there would be adverse landscape and visual effects during construction of 
the Main Site and in respect of the Rhode Bypass, which taken together would 
amount to a substantial impact. The Secretary of State however notes that these 
could be partially mitigated through careful construction management (PR 
7.2.38). 
 

58. The Secretary of State notes that beyond the Main Site the adverse impacts 
would be reduced as the landscaping on screening bunds around the site 
matured (PR 7.2.40). The Secretary of State has considered the Applicant’s 
Design and Access Statement which notes that a range of external materials and 
colour palettes would be available to soften and break up the visual proportions 
of the larger buildings (PR 7.2.42). 
 

59. It is noted that there are few residential properties that would have close views 
of the Main Site and the Secretary of State agrees with the Panel that through 
the proposed mitigation the visual harm would not be significantly adverse (PR 
7.2.44). 
 

60. The Secretary of State has considered the proposed screening and landscaping 
for the Roade Bypass which would help mitigate the adverse impact of the 
highway infrastructure and help it blend into the surrounding landscape and 
western village environs. The Secretary of State agrees with the Panel’s that 
once landscaping is matured the impact of the Roade Bypass would only be 
moderately adverse (PR 7.2.39). 
 

61. The Secretary of State notes the Panel’s conclusions at PR 7.2.50 and is 
satisfied that having regard to Applicant’s design and appropriate mitigation, the 
Proposed Development would be compliant with the NPSNN and he does not 
consider the landscape and visual impacts a ground for refusal. 

 
Historic Environment 
 
62. The Secretary of State notes that in accordance with regulation 3 of the 

Infrastructure Planning (Decisions) Regulations 2010 the Panel has had regard 
to the desirability of preserving listed buildings, their setting and any features of 
special architectural or historic interests (PR 7.5.41). 
 

63. The Secretary of State notes at PR 7.5.8 that no designated built heritage assets 
are contained within the Main Site or Roade Bypass corridor. The Secretary of 
State however notes that the Collingtree, Milton Malsor and Roade Conservation 
Areas have been assessed as likely to be affected by the Proposed Development 
of the Main Site, which are Grade II and II* listed buildings (detailed in Table 10.4 
of ES Chapter 10) contained within this area. 
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64. The Secretary of State notes that in regard to heritage assets, following 
assessment including visual impact, lighting, noise and vibration, the ES 
concludes that on both construction and operation of the Proposed Development 
that the significance of effects would be only minor adverse for the listed buildings 
and negligible adverse for the Conservation Areas of Collingtree and Milton 
Malsor (PR 7.5.10). 
 

65. The Secretary of State notes that the significance of effect of the Proposed 
Development on Courteenhall Registered Park and Garden, including its listed 
buildings, was assessed as being minor adverse at both construction and 
operational stages of the Proposed Development (PR 7.5.10). 
 

66. The Applicant’s assessment has been considered by the Secretary of State and 
he agrees with the Panel that the Proposed Development would not lead to 
anything other than minor adverse effects on the significance of the protected 
heritage assets through impact on their setting (PR 7.5.41). 
 

67. The Secretary of State considered the views of the Panel that any harm to 
heritage assets through impact on their setting would be less than substantial, 
also noting that that this conclusion is supported by Historic England (PR 7.5.42). 

 
68. The Secretary of State has considered the demolition of two barns within the 

Main Site, although these are non-designated heritage assets, the Secretary of 
State has noted this would result in a loss of heritage assets of local significance. 
The Secretary of State however agrees with the Panel that this needs to be 
weighed against the benefits the scheme, together with the less significant harm 
to designated assets (PR 7.5.43). 

 
69. The Secretary of State notes paragraph 5.142 of the NPSNN requires him to 

ensure that appropriate procedures are in place for the identification and 
treatment of heritage assets with archaeological interest, which are discovered 
during construction (PR 7.5.4). 

 
70. The Secretary of State has considered the arguments raised by NCC regarding 

the adequacy of the Applicant’s archaeological investigation. The Secretary of 
State however agrees with the Panel that at this stage the Applicant’s 
archaeological investigations meet the tests of the NPSNN at para 5.127 and 
5.142 (PR 7.5.45). 

 
71. The Secretary of State notes that further archaeological work would need to be 

undertaken through the operation of requirement 14 of the dDCO, which would 
be subject to the approval of the relevant planning authority. The Secretary of 
State agrees with the Panel’s that this would provide a sufficient safeguard to 
ensure that possible archaeological discoveries would be appropriately mitigated 
either in situ or through preservation by recording (PR 7.5.46). 
 

 Habitat Regulation Assessment  
 
72. The Secretary of State for Transport is the competent authority for the purposes 

of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (“the Habitats 
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Regulations”) which transpose the Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) into UK law 
for transport applications submitted under the 2008 Act. The Habitats 
Regulations require the Secretary of State to consider whether the Proposed 
Development would be likely, either alone or in combination with other plans and 
projects, to have a significant effect on a European site, as defined in the Habitats 
Regulations. If likely significant effects cannot be ruled out, then an appropriate 
assessment must be undertaken by the Secretary of State pursuant to regulation 
61(1) of the Habitats Regulations to address potential adverse effects on site 
integrity. In light of any such assessment, the Secretary of State may grant 
development consent only if it has been ascertained that the project will not, 
either on its own or in-combination with other plans and projects, adversely affect 
the integrity of such a site, unless there are no feasible alternatives or imperative 
reasons of overriding public interest apply. 
 

73. The Secretary of State has considered the Panel’s assessment at Chapter 8 of 
the Panel’s Report of the likely significant effects of the scheme on the single 
European site potentially affected by the scheme – the Upper Nene Valley Gravel 
Pits SPA / Ramsar (PR 8.2.4). The Secretary of State notes that the Panel, 
having considered carefully the relevant evidence, is satisfied that there are no 
likely significant effects of the Proposed Development on any European site or 
their qualifying features, a view which is endorsed by Natural England (PR 8.3.1), 
and therefore, it is not necessary to carry out an appropriate assessment (third 
bullet point in PR 8.4.1). The Secretary of State agrees with this view and 
concludes that it is unnecessary for him to carry out an appropriate assessment 
under the Habitats Regulations. 

 
Cumulative Impact 
 
74. The NPSNN sets out a general requirement to consider cumulative effects as 

part of the ES, showing how the effects of the Proposed Development would 
combine and interact with the effects of other developments, either in existence 
or where consent has been sought or granted. 
 

75. The Secretary of State notes that consideration has been given to the potential 
cumulative impact of the Proposed Development with other approved or 
committed developments (PR 7.1.44). 
 

76. The Secretary of State notes that the Rail Central (“RC”) project3 is not regarded 
as a committed development but it has been identified as a relevant scheme for 
consideration given its proximity to the Proposed Development. At the time of the 
examination into the Proposed Development the Secretary of State notes that 
the RC examination had not yet commenced (PR 7.1.48). 
 

77. The Secretary of State notes that the Transportation Chapter of the ES included 
some comments on the cumulative traffic effects of the Proposed Development 
with the RC project.  The Secretary of State however has considered the 
comments of both the Applicant and RC at Issue Specific Hearing 4 that there 

                                                             
3 The Rail Central project is another NSIP for a similar SRFI on land adjoining and partially 
overlapping the Main Site of the Proposed Development. 
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were not any reliable figures for the RC development on which to base 
cumulative traffic effects. The Secretary of State notes the Panel accepts the RC 
data is currently not available and he also accepts these submissions (PR 
5.3.55). 
 

78. The Secretary of State notes that the Applicant attempted to assess the 
cumulative traffic effects with the RC proposal in the Air Quality Chapter of the 
ES. However, the Secretary of State notes that there were difficulties with the 
data available prior to the submission of the RC application and has considered 
as a result it meant no reliable or meaningful assessment with the RC proposal 
could be maintained (PR 6.3.53). 
 

79. Due to the uncertainty around RC data, the Secretary of State agrees with the 
Panel that the cumulative effects of the RC proposal with the Proposed 
Development cannot be appropriately dealt with. The Secretary of State agrees 
with the Panel that this will be for the relevant examining authority and Secretary 
of State to assess when considering RC’s application (6.5.28).  

 
Conclusion on the case for Development Consent 
 
80. The Secretary of State notes that in reaching its overall recommendation for the 

granting of development consent, the Panel has taken regard of the NPSNN, the 
development plan, the NPPF and LIRs and all other matters which it considers 
to be both important and relevant. 

 
81. The Secretary of State notes that paragraph 2.56 of the NPSNN recognises a 

compelling need for an expanded network SRFIs and that paragraph 4.2 sets out 
a presumption in favour of granting consent to applications for a SRFI 
development (PR 9.1.1).  

 
82. The Secretary of State notes that one of the elements of the Government’s vision 

and strategic objectives for national networks is networks which support the 
delivery of environmental goals and the move to a low carbon economy (page 9, 
Chapter 2 NPSNN). The Secretary of State further notes that paragraph 2.40 of 
the NPSNN states that modal shift from road to rail can help reduce transport 
carbon emissions (PR 4.4.16). Accordingly, the Secretary of State agrees with 
the Panel that the Proposed Development is compliant with the NPSNN 
requirements for SRFIs (PR 9.2.1). 

 
83. The Secretary of State therefore agrees with the Panel’s conclusion (at PR 9.3.4) 

that the strategic benefits of the Proposed Development in contributing to an 
expanded network of SRFIs to assist in achieving and promoting modal shift of 
freight from road to rail, and thereby playing an important part in the move to a 
low carbon economy, are such that they outweigh the adverse impacts of the 
construction and operation of the Proposed Development. 
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Other Considerations 
 
Community Fund Contribution 
84. The Secretary of State notes the Panel agrees that the Section 106 Agreement 

to pay the Community Fund Contribution meets tests for a valid planning 
obligation under section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (PR 
11.4.74). However, the concerns raised by the Panel on whether the Community 
Fund meets the tests in paragraph 4.10 of NPSNN have been considered by the 
Secretary of State (PR 11.4.75). The Secretary of State agrees with the Panel 
that the Community Fund fails at least two tests in paragraph 4.10, in that it is 
not necessary to make the Proposed Development acceptable in planning terms 
and it is not possible to determine whether the Fund is fair and reasonable (PR 
11.4.75).  

 
85. The Secretary of State recognises that the £300,000 provided by the Community 

Fund Contribution would greatly support the qualifying projects, but agrees with 
the Panel that it is not appropriate to include it as a requirement in the DCO and 
has therefore placed no reliance or weight on the fund in his decision PR 
11.4.75). 

 
Travel Plan Monitoring Fee 
86. The Secretary of State notes the Panel’s consideration regarding the Travel Plan 

Monitoring Fee in the Section 106 Agreement and he has taken account of the 
litigation noted by the Panel over the acceptability of monitoring fees in the 
context of regulation 122 of Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010. 

 
87. The Secretary of State notes that regulation 122 does not apply to NSIPS 

although the necessity test is provided in the same terms in paragraph 4.10 of 
the NPSNN. The Secretary of State agrees with the Panel’s conclusion on this 
matter and he has not given any weight to the availability of this payment in his 
decision (PR 11.4.77 to PR 11.4.78). 

 
Compulsory Acquisition and Related Matters 
 
88. The Secretary of State has considered the compulsory acquisition (“CA”) powers 

sought by the Applicant in accordance with sections 122, 123, 127, 131, 132 and 
138 of the 2008 Act, the Human Rights Act 1998 and relevant guidance. 
 

89. The Secretary of State notes the Panel’s consideration of CA and related matters 
at Chapter 10 of the Panel’s Report, and that there were issues relating to CA, 
temporary possession (“TP”) and protective provisions for statutory undertakers 
unresolved at the close of the examination, which are considered below. 
 

Network Rail 
90. The Secretary of State notes the Applicant provided an update to the Panel that 

the protective provisions had been agreed between the Applicant and NR, but 
discussions were on going in relation to rights to construct the bridge (PR 
10.5.21). He notes from NR’s final correspondence [REP9-001] before the close 
of the Examining Authority’s examination that the Applicant and NR were holding 
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advanced discussions regarding the content of a framework agreement and once 
completed NR anticipated they could withdraw their objection (PR 10.5.23). 
 

91. The Secretary of State notes a further update on the matter was provided by NR 
after the close of the examination, which advised that the protective provisions 
and a framework agreement had been agreed and confirmation provided that the 
objection had been withdrawn. The Secretary of State has considered the rights 
that would be acquired and / or created and he agrees with the Panel that these 
are necessary to allow the realisation of the Proposed Development. 
 

92. The Secretary of State has considered all other objections and issues in relation 
to CA and TP powers noted at PR 10.5.25 to PR 10.5.39, and he agrees with the 
Panel’s conclusion at PR 10.6.1 that the CA of rights and the TP of land for works 
related to the Proposed Development would be justified.  

 
Late Representations (outside formal consultation)  
 
93. The Secretary of State has received correspondence from Andrea Leadsom MP 

noting the concerns of her constituents in relation to the Proposed Development 
since the examination closed, in addition to the formal consultation that was 
undertaken, including correspondence referred to in this letter. He also notes the 
recent petition to the House of Commons relating to this Development. 
 

94. The Secretary of State does not consider that anything in the correspondence or 
petition constitutes new evidence, or raises a new issue, which needs to be 
referred to interested parties before he proceeds to a decision. It does not cause 
him to take a different view on the matters before him than he would otherwise 
have taken based on the Panel’s report. 

 
Draft Development Consent Order and Related Matters 

 
95. The Secretary of State has considered the Panel’s assessment of the dDCO in 

Chapter 11 of the Panel’s Report, in particular, whether to accept requirement 
32 as an exception to policy and the recommended changes to the dDCO 
provided in Table 8 at 11.5 of the Panel’s Report. 
 

96. The Secretary of State has considered requirement 32 of dDCO, which has been 
agreed between the Applicant and RC and relates to the compatibility of rail 
connections between the two SRFI’s proposals. The Secretary of State notes NR 
have confirmed they are content with the requirement and that their interests are 
protected by protective provisions within Part 1 of Schedule 13 to the dDCO. The 
Secretary of State has considered the submission by South Northampton Council 
(“SNC”) at Issue Specific Hearing 5 regarding their concerns to requirement 32, 
specifically that they do not have the required expertise to assess whether the 
connections are compatible, and that this would require the input from NR (PR 
5.4.34, PR 11.4.148).  
 

97. The Secretary of State is of the view that this requirement would be helpful if both 
developments were to be taken forward. Given the Applicant, RC and NR are all 
content with the requirement, the Secretary of State is satisfied with the Panel’s 

162



recommendation that requirement 32 should be retained in the dDCO. The 
Secretary of State therefore agrees with the Panel and makes an exemption to 
the five policy tests outlined in Advice Note 15 (PR 11.4.154). To address SNC’s 
concerns he has, however, added the specification that the relevant planning 
authority must consult NR prior to approving the details of the works, ensuring 
that the planning authority receives the necessary technical advice as to the 
compatibility of the connections. 
 

98. The Secretary of State notes the issue between Highways England (“HE”) and 
the Applicant in respect of deemed consents, as found in article 13 (accesses) 
of, and paragraph 15 of Part 2 of Schedule 13 to, the dDCO (PR 11.4.176 – 
11.4.187). He considers that the concerns of HE, in carrying out its statutory 
duties and ensuring the safety of the strategic road network, are valid. He also 
notes the Applicant’s submissions relating to difficulties in obtaining responses 
from HE on previous developments and that the mechanism is to ensure 
engagement in the process. 
 

99. While the Secretary of State notes the Applicant’s view that deemed consents 
have been used before, and that HE has benefited from them in recent 
development consent orders, his view is that the deemed consents in HE’s orders 
did not generally relate to the consenting of major works, as in this case, and that 
further there was no objection from the affected authorities or bodies. He further 
notes that the deemed consent in relation to approvals by Network Rail in the M4 
Motorway (Junction 3 to 12) (Smart Motorway) Development Consent order 2016 
(“the M4 order”) includes a second notification stage, including specific reference 
to the deemed consent provisions in that notice, before consent is deemed to 
have been given. 
 

100. The Secretary of State recognises the role that the deemed consent provisions 
play in ensuring the development is not unnecessarily delayed, but considers 
some additional protections in light of HE’s concerns are necessary. Accordingly, 
the dDCO has been amended at article 13 and paragraph 15 of Part 2 of 
schedule 13, to include a second notification stage similar to that included in the 
M4 Order. 
 

101. The Secretary of State has also removed the deemed issuing of certificates from 
paragraph 15 as he is of the view that the issuing of a certificate cannot be 
deemed. 
 

102. The Secretary of State is satisfied that, subject to the qualifications referred to in 
this letter and the additional changes made to the dDCO as detailed in the 
paragraphs below, the dDCO as set out at Appendix D to the Panel’s report is 
appropriate and acceptable for the purposes of the Proposed Development. 
 

103. The main modifications which the Secretary of State has decided to make to the 
dDCO, not mentioned elsewhere in this letter, are as follows (references to article 
numbers, paragraphs and requirements in this paragraph are to the same as 
numbered in the DCO as made): 
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• the definition of “hedgerow” in article 2 has been amended as the Hedgerow 
Regulations 1997 do not provide a specific meaning; 

• terms relevant to communications code networks have been updated to 
reflect changes made by the Digital Economy Act 2017; 

• paragraph (6) of article 2 has been removed as the term “approximate” is not 
used in the DCO in the context described in the paragraph; 

• article 4(2) has been amended to ensure that certification cannot be given to 
allow any deviation in excess of the limits where it could give rise to effects 
on the environment that should have been assessed in accordance with the 
Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 
2017 which have not been. This reflects the Secretary of State’s preferred 
drafting and ensures a consistency of approach across transport 
development consent orders. This change has been effected in 
corresponding provisions for subsequent approvals etc.; 

• paragraph (3) of article 4 has been removed as the provisions of the 2017 
EIA Regulations apply only where such subsequent applications relate to 
development which is likely to have significant effects on the environment. 
Such development would not be permitted under article 4 given the 
restriction in paragraph (2) and accordingly the application of the provisions 
of the 2017 EIA Regulations is not appropriate; 

• paragraph (3) of article 15 has been redrafted to ensure that it is clear that 
the declassification of the relevant highways is linked to the event set out in 
the Schedule, and doesn’t take effect immediately upon the DCO coming into 
force; 

• paragraph (3) of article 18 has been redrafted for clarity; 
• compensation measures have been included in articles 24 and 25 given that 

interference with private rights can be affected directly under those articles; 
and 

• compulsory acquisition provisions have been updated to reflect changes to 
the general legislation by the Housing and Planning Act 2016; 

 
104. The Secretary of State is making a number of other minor textual amendments 

to the dDCO in the interests of clarity, consistency and precision. He considers 
that none of these changes, nor the changes set out elsewhere in this letter, 
either individually or taken together, materially alter the effect of the DCO.    

 
Secretary of State’s overall conclusion and decision 
 
105. For all the reasons given in this letter, the Secretary of State considers that there 

is a clear justification for authorising the Proposed Development and has 
therefore decided to accept the Panel’s recommendation at section 12.3 of the 
Panel’s Report and is today making the Northampton Gateway Rail Freight 
Interchange Order, subject to the changes referred to above.  He is satisfied that 
none of these changes, constitute a material change. He is therefore satisfied 
that it is within the powers of section 114 of the 2008 Act for him to make the 
DCO as now proposed. 
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Challenge to decision 
 
106. The circumstances in which the Secretary of State's decision may be challenged 

are set out in the note attached at the Annex to this letter.  
 
Publicity for decision  
 
107. The Secretary of State’s decision on this application is being publicised as 

required by section 116 of the 2008 Act and regulation 23 of the 2009 
Regulations.  

 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
 
 
Ros Wall 
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ANNEX 

 

LEGAL CHALLENGES RELATING TO APPLICATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT 
CONSENT ORDERS  
 
Under section 118 of the Planning Act 2008, an Order granting development consent, 
or anything done, or omitted to be done, by the Secretary of State in relation to an 
application for such an Order, can be challenged only by means of a claim for judicial 
review. A claim for judicial review must be made to the High Court during the period 
of 6 weeks beginning with the day after the day on which the Order is published. The 
Northampton Gateway Rail Freight Interchange Order 2019 is being published on the 
Planning Inspectorate website at the following address: 
 
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/east-
midlands/northampton-gateway-rail-freight-interchange/. 
 
These notes are provided for guidance only. A person who thinks they may have 
grounds for challenging the decision to make the Order referred to in this letter 
is advised to seek legal advice before taking any action. If you require advice on 
the process for making any challenge you should contact the Administrative 
Court Office at the Royal Courts of Justice, Strand, London, WC2A 2LL (020 7947 
6655).  
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 There is no doubt that the sub-region is well represented with national and 
regional distribution centres and that the logistics sector accounts for a 

higher proportion of employment than seen at a national level.  DIRFT, which 

is the largest SRFI in the UK, is located at Junction 18 of the M1, 

approximately 29 km miles from the Proposed Development.   

 The ExA’s attention has been drawn to the fact that several existing logistics 

companies within the region have on-going recruitment opportunities, 

particularly for HGV drivers and warehouse operatives.  Consequently, the 
issue of whether the Study Area has a sufficiently large enough available 

workforce to fill the jobs generated by the Proposed Development and 

whether such jobs would be filled from individuals commuting in from outside 

the Study Area is noted. 

 From the findings of the assessment, it is evident that the provision of new 

jobs would be filled through a variety of avenues, including those who 

change jobs; those who have reached employment age; those who have 
opted to undergo re-training; those who have moved into the area; and 

those who would commute. 

 Between 2021-2026, housing delivery within the Study Area is expected to 
be approximately 5,600 new dwellings per annum.  This would equate to just 

over 7,000 people being added to the workforce each year.  At the same 

time, the current unemployment estimates provided by ONS in November 
2018 [REP4-011] indicate that there are approximately 17,000 unemployed 

people within the Study Area.  It would be unrealistic to assume that all 

these individuals would be willing or able to fill the generated jobs.  

However, with the necessary training and support, it would be possible to 

add to the required workforce from this pool. 

 As with housing delivery, the employment requirements would also be 

gradual.  There would be approximately 1,000 job opportunities each year, 

commencing in 2021 through to completion in 2026. 

 We accept that the Proposed Development would attract a percentage of 

individuals who are from outside the Study Area and would commute.  This 
led to several concerns in terms of increased congestion and level of 

emissions, including representations from Mr Trevor Pinfold [REP1-081] and 

NBC [REP1-088]. 

 From the evidence provided, the Proposed Development would provide 
opportunities for those currently unemployed within the Study Area and new 

jobs for those which are closer to home.  The Proposed Development 

therefore has the potential to reduce existing levels of net outward 
commuting.  In addition, the Bypass Corridor, other highway mitigation 

measures and the PTS, would further assist in reducing congestion and 

associated emission levels. 

 At the time of writing, the situation regarding Brexit remained uncertain.  
Following the submission of the Applicant’s post hearing-submissions 

reference was made to a GOV.UK article regarding EU, EEA and 

Commonwealth citizens living in the UK and what will happen if the UK 
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1

Rail Central:  
Technical information, 
visualisations and plans

This document has been published for information following a request at a Local Liaison Group (LLG) meeting
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Introduction

Rail Central is a proposed 
new strategic rail freight 
interchange (SRFI) in 
Northamptonshire.

It is located where the West 
Coast Main Line meets the 
Northampton Loop Line to 
the south west of 
Northampton.

In addition to the SRFI, the 
proposals include highway 
improvements to several 
junctions, with a major 
upgrade to J15A of the M1.

The DCO application was 
submitted to the Planning 
Inspectorate on 21 
September 2018.  For full 
application details please 
visit: https://infrastructure.
planninginspectorate.gov.uk/

What is in this pack and what does it show? 

At the Local Liaison Group (LLG) meeting held on 17 July 2018, 
members of the group – which includes representatives of 
parish councils – requested that further visual information be 
shared with the community related to the updated landscaping 
treatment and screening proposal between the Rail Central 
main site and local villages.

The purpose of this additional visual material is to enable a better 
understanding for how the increased landscaping bunding and 
screening would work.  The photomontages show the result of 
enhanced mitigation following Rail Central’s commitment to 
lowering proposed building heights and increasing landscape 
treatment in the northern part of the site in response to 
feedback.

This summary explains the plans, what they show, and how they 
display the changes made. The remainder of this pack is made 
up of plans and illustrations which show the specific designs 
and viewpoints.

Please note AOD refers to Above Ordnance Datum, which 
means above sea level.

Parameters, illustrative and landscape masterplans 

As explained at the 17 July LLG meeting, we have split the 
proposed Development Zone 3 into two separate zones (3a and 
3b) and have reduced the proposed maximum building height 
limit in Zone 3a by 3.5m from 18.5m to 15m.

The proposed landscape bund, which would lie to the north of 
Zone 3a has been increased in height by 2m – from 92m to 94m 
AOD along the majority of its length with the section of the 
bund adjacent to the intermodal area remaining at 97m AOD.

In addition, the bund that is proposed to the north of 
Development Zone 1 has also been increased by 2m (from 85m 
to 87m AOD) and been extended by approximately 100m to 
the north. 

The parameters, illustrative and landscape masterplans show 
these changes. 

Cross sections

Page 6 shows a series of cross sections taken from the northern 
parts of the site. 

These illustrate the changes proposed, including where 
building height reductions and increased landscaping 
bunding (denoted by orange in the plans) has further 
mitigated visual impact. 

These cross sections show specific and significant improvements 
in visual screening of the development from Milton Malsor; this 
particularly concerns Rectory Lane (Section I-I and J-J), 
Collingtree Road (Section G-G) and Gayton Road (Section D-D).

The increase in the bund height will mean that the mitigation 
planting will provide a more effective screen in a quicker time 
than previously.

Updated draft photomontages

Also provided in this pack at pages 7 to 12 are updated draft 
photomontages from Barn Lane (viewpoint 1) and the public 
footpath near Towcester Road (viewpoint 17).

The two sets of photomontages illustrate how the enhanced 
mitigation has changed and improved the views towards the 
development at Year 1, Year 7 and Year 15.  The benefits are 
shown by comparing visualisations before the decision was 
taken to enhance the screening (in response to feedback) with 
the new and enhanced mitigation and the adjusted designs. 

The photomontages display how the enhanced mitigation at 
the northern end of the site has further screened the view 
towards the development, particularly as the planting 
establishes and matures. 

All views are illustrative and Year 1 shows the scheme as if it 
were fully built out in the first year, which is hypothetical 
because of the intended phased construction programme 
(ie the visualisation shows a ‘worst case scenario’).

Viewpoint 1 shows the view of the development from Barn Lane 
and is illustrative of the views from Rectory Lane. 

These photomontages show that the gantry cranes would not 
be seen from this specific viewpoint because they would be 
screened by the hedgerow and trees adjacent to Barn Lane. 

Garden planting, roadside trees and hedgerows running along 
the length of Barn Lane would partially filter and screen the 
view of the intermodal area including the gantry cranes and 
container storage from other nearby views.

At these locations, the proposed new landscape bunds would 
restrict views of the lower portions of the gantry cranes and 
container storage area, including low level activities within the 
intermodal area itself, such as HGVs and cars moving around.  
However, we anticipate the higher parts of the most northern 
crane may be seen from properties on Rectory Lane in the 
early years of operation, before the mitigation planting has 
grown and become established.

What is contained within this pack?

•   Parameters masterplan – this explains what we are seeking 
consent for. The final layout of the warehouses will be 
determined by market demand but will remain within the 
limits of this parameters plan;

•    Illustrative masterplan – this explains the preferred layout of 
the warehouses, but will ultimately be determined by market 
demand;

•    Illustrative landscape masterplan – this demonstrates one way 
in which required mitigation for the main site could be 
developed to include more than 100 ha of landscaped areas 
and pocket parks, including green corridors;

•   Cross sections – these illustrate the changes made to reduce 
visual impact at the northern section of the site;  

•   Photomontages – these show views to the site (viewpoint 1 
and 17) at Year 1, Year 7 and Year 15 before and after building 
height reductions and enhanced landscape treatment. 
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The parameters 
masterplan is what we 
are seeking consent for 
and sets the boundaries 
and limits of the built 
areas.  The final layout 
of buildings and 
warehouses within 
each zone will be 
determined by market 
demand. 

The masterplan shows 
how changes have 
been made in response 
to feedback:

•  Zone 3 has been  
split into Zone 3a and 
Zone 3b 

•  Including a 
commitment to lower 
building heights in 
Zone 3a (maximum of 
15m instead of the 
previously proposed 
18.5m)

Parameters 
masterplan
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This illustrative 
masterplan 
demonstrates one 
possible way of 
bringing forward the 
development proposals 
in accordance with the 
proposed parameters.

Illustrative 
masterplan
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This illustrative 
landscape masterplan 
shows the proposed 
range of updated 
landscaping, 
screening and 
bunding measured at 
the northern part of 
the site.

In response to the 
recent LLG discussion,  
this plan identifies the 
locations of the cross 
sections shown in the 
next section:

•  Rectory Lane (I-I)

•  Rectory Lane (J-J)

•  Collingtree Road  
(G-G)

• Gayton Road (D-D)

Illustrative
landscape
masterplan
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Updated draft parameters planCross sections

These cross sections show the enhancements to 
landscaping treatment and bunding (changes to 
bunding denoted by orange in the plans) at the northern 
end of the site.  The cross sections correlate with the 
illustrative landscape masterplan. 

Rectory Lane (I-I)

Rectory Lane (J-J)

Collingtree Road (G-G)

Gayton Road (D-D)
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This photomontage is the view from viewpoint 1 on Barn Lane showing the landscaping and bunding and how this screens the proposed development.  
It is based on the illustrative masterplan and shows Year 1, Year 7 and Year 15 before and after the recent changes. It demonstrates how the alterations 
to bunding and planting and building height reductions have further screened the view of the development, particularly as that planting matures.

Year 1 – winter 

Before recent changes

After

Photomontages – view from Barn Lane (viewpoint 1)
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Before recent changes

After 

Photomontages – view from Barn Lane (viewpoint 1)

Year 7 – summer
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Before recent changes

After

Year 15 – summer

Photomontages – view from Barn Lane (viewpoint 1)

181



Rail Central: Technical information, visualisations and plans

10

This photomontage is the view from viewpoint 17 at the public footpath near Towcester Road showing the landscaping and bunding and how this screens the 
proposed development.  It is based on the illustrative masterplan and shows Year 1, Year 7 and Year 15 before and after the recent changes. It demonstrates how 
the alterations to bunding and planting and building height reductions have further screened the view of the development, particularly as that planting matures.

Before recent changes

After

Photomontages – view from Towcester Road public footpath (viewpoint 17)

Year 1 – winter 

182



Rail Central: Technical information, visualisations and plans

11

Before recent changes

After

Year 7 – summer

Photomontages – view from Towcester Road public footpath (viewpoint 17)
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Before recent changes

After

Year 15 – summer

Photomontages – view from Towcester Road public footpath (viewpoint 17)

184



Please note these plans are indicative and for 
information. They are subject to change. 

For further information please visit: www.railcentral.com 

You can also e-mail us via railcentral@camargue.uk  
or telephone our information line (Monday to Friday, 
9am to 5.30pm) on 0845 543 8967 (please note calls  
are charged at local rates).

There is further information on the planning process  
on the National Infrastructure Planning website at: 
www.infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk

October 2018

More information
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Appeal Decision  

Site Visit made on 9 March 2021  
by Bhupinder Thandi BA (Hons) MA MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 15 April 2021 
 
Appeal Ref: APP/Z2830/W/20/3264294 
Land off Collingtree Road, Milton Malsor NN7 3AU  
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 
• The appeal is made by Paul Newman New Homes against the decision of South 

Northamptonshire District Council. 
• The application Ref S/2020/0449/FUL, dated 20 February 2020, was refused by notice 

dated 7 August 2020. 
• The development proposed is change of use of existing barn from agricultural to Use 

Class C3 (dwellinghouse) with the insertion of ground floor glazing and flue, demolition 
of lean to and the construction of a single storey extension with associated works.  

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed.  

Procedural Matter 

2. The description of development in the heading above has been taken from the 

planning application form. However, in Part E of the appeal form it is stated 
that the description of development has not changed but, nevertheless, a 

different wording has been entered. Neither of the main parties has provided 

written confirmation that a revised description of development has been 

agreed. Accordingly, I have used the one given on the original application.  

3. I also note that the site address on the appeal form is different to that listed on 
the application form. I have taken the appeal site address to be the one listed 

on the application form and I have used this address in the banner heading 

above.  

Main Issues 

4. The main issues are: 

• Whether the proposed development would be consistent with local policies 

relating to the location of new housing development having regard to the 

character and appearance of the area; and  

• Whether the proposed development would preserve or enhance the 

character or appearance of the Milton Malsor Conservation Area (CA) and the 
effect of the proposal upon the setting of listed buildings.  

Reasons 

Location of new housing 

5. The appeal site is located outside of the settlement boundary of Milton Malsor 

as defined by Policy SS1 of the South Northamptonshire Part 2 Local Plan 
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(2020) (LP) and therefore is located within open countryside. Beyond 

settlement boundaries new housing will only be supported in certain 

circumstances.  

6. LP Policy LH4 relates to single market dwellings outside of settlement 

boundaries and sets out that such proposals will not be considered acceptable 
save for a number of exceptions. It makes clear at criterion 1a. that the 

proposal should involve the re-use of a redundant or disused permanent 

building provided it would not require a complete demolition and re-build; the 
proposal does not result in the requirement for another building to fulfil the 

function of the building being converted and it enhances its immediate setting.  

7. At the time of the site visit, I observed that miscellaneous agricultural items 

were being stored within the barn. Despite the appellant’s comments and 

based on the evidence before me it continues to serve a useful purpose and I 
do not agree that the building is redundant or disused. Moreover, it has not 

been adequately demonstrated that a further building is not required to fulfil its 

current function.  

8. The barn is formed of 6 bays with timber supports and trusses. The barn has a 

corrugated metal sheet roof and is largely open on one side with brickwork infill 

panels and corrugated metal sheeting forming the other walls. The structural 
assessments and foundation investigation report submitted with the application 

indicate that for the residential conversion to take place the building would 

require underpinning and deeper and wider foundations, replacement timber 
posts or spliced repairs, tying in of the existing brickwork to the structural 

frame and supplementary support. In addition to the structural works the 

proposal would involve significant alterations in the form of modern glazing, a 
new roof covering and an extension.  

9. Taking the above into account I am not satisfied that the building would be 

capable of being converted into residential use without significant alteration or 

rebuilding. However, this would be someway short of a complete demolition 

and rebuild of the barn and as such, in my view, it would not be tantamount to 
a new dwelling in the countryside. I now turn to whether the proposal would 

lead to an enhancement of the site.  

10. The site contains two buildings – a cowshed and a barn that occupies a 

prominent central position in the site. The site is clearly visible from a number 

of vantage points in the village and together with the open space to the south 
of Collingtree Road forms a green swathe that positively contributes to the 

area’s agrarian and verdant appearance.  

11. Taking into account the modest height of the proposal I find that it would not 

unduly diminish views across the site or of the Holy Cross Church which sits in 

an elevated position above the site.  

12. The proposed development would be a contemporary take on the traditional 

design of an agricultural building. The extension would be viewed as a 
secondary feature and the roof arrangement and material palette would be 

sympathetic to the surrounding agrarian character. Indeed, there may be 

occasions where old and new can sit comfortably side-by-side. However, the 
proposal would unduly change the shape and simple form of the barn and this 

arrangement would significantly undermine the traditional form and character 

of the building.  
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13. Moreover, the number and form of modern openings in the existing brickwork 

and the chimneys would introduce incongruous domestic style features that 

would not sit comfortably with the rural appearance of the building. The 
proposed conversion would therefore fail to preserve the traditional character 

of the building.    

14. Despite the intention to retain an informal pasture feel the cumulative impact 

of the driveway and parking area, pathways, the various lawn areas and 

domestic paraphernalia extending across almost the entire site would result in 
a domestication of the site that would significantly erode its verdant and 

agrarian appearance adversely affecting the character and appearance of the 

area.  

15. Taking into account the site’s prominent position in the village the scheme 

would not successfully integrate into the wider landscape. Due to the area’s 
topography it would be very apparent and intrusive appearing as an 

incongruous form of development that would change the verdant appearance of 

the site into something more suburban. A condition to prevent the proliferation 

of domestic paraphernalia, in my view, would not be reasonable or enforceable 
and would not overcome the harm that I have identified. As such, the proposal 

would not lead to an enhancement of the site.  

16. Taking the above into account I find that the proposed development would not 

accord with LP Policy LH4(1a) in relation to single dwellings in open 

countryside. It would also be contrary to Policies SS1 and SS2 of the LP which, 
amongst other things, seek to maintain the individual identity of towns and 

villages and their distinct parts; development to be design led and compatible 

and integrate with its surroundings and distinctive local character and to 
incorporate suitable landscape treatment.   

17. It would be contrary to Policies SA, S1, S10 (a and i) and R1 of the West 

Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (2014) (JCS) which, amongst other 

things, requires rural development to enhance and maintain the distinctive 

character and vitality of rural communities; the achievement of the highest 
standard of sustainable design; the protection, conservation and enhancement 

of the natural and built environment and for development not to affect open 

land which is of particular significance to the form and character of the village.  

18. It would also be contrary to guidance contained within Chapters 4.15 and 7.5 

of the South Northamptonshire Design Guide which, amongst other things, 
requires new development to reflect the fabric and grain of a settlement 

including open spaces within and adjacent to it and to respect the original 

character of the building and respect its simple form.                       

Effect on heritage assets  

19. The CA is characterised by a surviving historic road layout and green spaces, 

including the appeal site, that extend through the village and surround the built 

form that contribute to its rural agrarian character. This agrarian landscape 
provides the verdant setting for the village and a number of designated and 

non-designated assets in the village.  

20. The parties have identified two listed buildings nearby the site. These comprise 

The Grange and The Church of Holy Cross. The Grange is an historic farmhouse 

that has architectural and historical significance. The Church of Holy Cross 
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occupies an elevated and prominent position within the village and dominates 

views across the surrounding landscape.  

21. Further to the listed buildings there are a number of attractive buildings along 

the eastern side of the site comprising cottages of a similar vernacular that 

collectively as a group make a positive contribution to the CA.    

22. Despite the barn’s condition I find that its simple utilitarian appearance 

contributes to the agrarian appearance of the area. I have found that the 
proposed development would result in the domestication of the site which 

would unacceptably erode its verdant and agrarian appearance. This would not 

preserve the character or the appearance of the CA. I turn now to the effects 
on nearby listed buildings.    

23. Whilst more modern development has taken place around the listed buildings 

the appeal site and land to the south has remained undeveloped and makes a 

positive contribution to the area. I appreciate that the extent of the setting of a 

heritage asset is not fixed and may change and be experience differently as the 
asset and its surroundings evolve. However, the site has an inherent value as 

an area of green and largely undeveloped land neighbouring the church, 

providing separation from the village core and forms an important part of its 

setting.  

24. Despite the findings of the appellant’s Heritage Impact Assessment, I find that 
the introduction of the domestic build form and erosion of this site’s verdant 

and agrarian appearance would harm the setting of nearby designated assets. 

This domestication would also undermine the character of the churchyard 

which is a space for quiet reflection. The proposal in the manner shown would 
be very apparent and intrusive and would diminish the site’s contribution to the 

setting and significance of nearby listed buildings.  

25. In light of the above I find that there would be some, albeit limited harm to the 

CA and the setting of nearby designated assets. In accordance with Paragraph 

196 of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework), it is for the 
decision maker, having identified harm to designated assets, to consider the 

scale of that harm. In this case I conclude that the proposal would lead to less 

than substantial harm to the significance of the CA and the setting of nearby 
listed buildings. This harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 

proposal including, where, appropriate, securing its optimum viable use, which 

I now turn to.   

26. The proposed development would lead to the re-use of a building contributing 

to local housing supply and securing its future preservation. It would provide 
construction jobs, albeit short term and future residents would contribute 

towards the village and it may well reduce the need for residents to travel to a 

place of work and biodiversity gains, but these public benefits are modest. I 
therefore afford them limited weight. Taking into consideration the points 

above I find that the harm to the CA and the setting of nearby listed buildings 

would clearly outweigh the public benefits of the proposal.  

27. The potential deterioration and dereliction of the building is not justification for 

a scheme that I have found to be harmful.  

28. As such the proposed development would fail to preserve or enhance the 

character and appearance of the CA and the significance of designated heritage 
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assets. Accordingly, the proposal would be contrary to Policy SS2 (part m), 

Policy HE5 and Policy HE6 of the LP and Policy S10 (part i) and Policy BN5 of 

the JCS which, amongst other things, expect new development to not 
adversely affect built heritage; to preserve the setting of listed buildings and to 

preserve or enhance the significance of conservation areas, including through 

preventing the loss of open spaces and other features of importance and to 

protect conserve and enhance heritage assets and their settings. It would also 
be contrary to paragraphs 189-196 of the Framework.   

Other Matters 

29. The Council contend that the site is isolated. My attention has been drawn to 

Court of Appeal case Braintree DC v SSCLG, Greyread Ltd & Granville 

Developments Ltd [2018] EWCA Civ 610 where the word “isolated” was 

considered, albeit in the context of paragraph 55 of the previous version of the 
Framework. The judgement concluded that the term isolated should be 

understood in its plain meaning i.e. physically separated or remote, and that 

adding a second limb to the policy relating to accessibility to services and 

facilities only serves to make the policy more onerous than intended. 
Furthermore, no such restriction is implied in its text. In other words, the term 

isolated should be taken to mean physically remote or separate only, in the 

sense of being isolated from other dwellings or settlements.  

30. The site lies on the edge of Milton Malsor and is neighboured by existing 

development, therefore taking the above into account the site is not isolated in 
the context of paragraph 79 of the Framework.  

31. The appellant contends that the site is classed as Grade 3 (Good to Moderate) 

quality agricultural land and notwithstanding the Council’s first reason for 

refusal they do not dispute this. There is also no substantive evidence before 

me to lead me to reach a different conclusion on the matter and consequently I 
am of the view that the proposed development would not result in the loss of 

best and most versatile agricultural land or valued soils.  

32. The appellant has referred to alterations to the existing stone wall along 

Collingtree Road. However, as the full details are not before me I have not 

taken this into account in coming to my decision. 

Planning Balance 

33. There is no dispute between the two main parties that the Council can 

demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing land. Therefore, 
paragraph 11 d) is not engaged by this particular factor. 

34. Paragraph 11 d) of the Framework is not engaged because the most relevant 

policies for determining the application are not out of date. For these reasons, 

the planning balance set out in Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004 is the one to be applied in this case.   

35. The proposed development would make a modest contribution towards local 

housing supply. It would also create short term employment during the 
construction phase and future occupiers would support existing services in the 

area. Although the site is outside the settlement boundary, it is in a location 

that is within a reasonable distance of a range of day-to-day services. Future 
occupants would be able to reach these on foot, providing them with transport 
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choice and not an over-reliance on a car. It would also result in biodiversity 

gains. These are all factors in the schemes favour.  

36. I acknowledge that there are no technical objections to the proposed 

development and it would not unduly affect the living conditions of nearby 

occupiers. However, the absence of harm is a neutral factor in the balance.  

37. On the other hand, I have found that the proposed development would harm 

the rural character and appearance of the area and unduly affect heritage 
assets. This conflict carries significant weight in my decision.  

38. The adverse effects of the proposal would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits. The presumption in favour of sustainable development 

therefore does not apply in this case.  

39. I have no reason to make a decision other than in accordance with the 

development plan. I conclude that the proposed development conflicts with the 
development plan, when read as a whole. There are no other considerations 

that outweigh that conflict.      

Conclusion 

40. For the reasons set out above the appeal does not succeed.  

 

B Thandi   

INSPECTOR 
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SOUTH NORTHAMPTONSHIRE COUNCIL 
 

 INTERNAL M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
To: Peter Gittins 
 Development Management 
  
From: William Anstey 
 Strategic Housing Team 
 
Date: 24 April 2020 
 

 

 
Application No: S/2020/0599/MAO 
 
Proposal:    Outline planning application for the erection of up to 65 no. 

dwellings with associated works and access on land at Lower 
Lane, Milton Malsor, Northamptonshire. 

 
Location:    Land East of Lower Road Milton Malsor 

 
Dear Peter 
 
Please find below my response to the above proposal. In summary I have the following 
comments on the proposal: 
 

• The development proposes 50% of units will be affordable which is compliant with 
policy LH8 of the emerging Part 2 Local Plan and policy H2 of the JCS. 

• No details of a tenure split have been provided. This should be agreed at this stage 
and secured through a S106 agreement. The split should be in line with policy LH8 of 
the emerging Part 2 Local Plan. 

• At least 5% of the proposed units should be bungalows. 
 

The Strategic Housing Team would be happy to discuss how to address these issues with the 
applicant. 
 
Strategic Fit 
South Northamptonshire Council’s 5 Year Priorities 2014–19 include the commitment to ‘work 
with partners to deliver a mix of high-quality affordable housing in appropriate locations to 
meet local need’ (C7). Within the annual corporate plan 2020-21 one of the key actions to help 
communities in South Northamptonshire thrive is to ‘deliver a range of housing that people 
who live and work in South Northants need and can afford to live in’. The Council’s Housing 
Strategy 2019-2022 reiterates this aim. This proposal could contribute to these aims. 
 
The site is in open countryside (adjacent to existing and proposed village confines), and 
ordinarily residential development in this location would not be allowed. No doubt Planning 
Policy colleagues will comment on the suitability (or otherwise) of this site for residential 
development. Notwithstanding this, my comments that follow assume that the site is 
considered acceptable for residential development in Planning Policy terms.  
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Housing Needs  
The West Northamptonshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 2010 highlights 
the increasing shortfall of affordable housing across West Northamptonshire. A recent update 
to the SHMA demonstrates a district wide requirement of 3300 affordable dwellings by 2029.  
The SHMA and local housing needs indicate that a minimum of 183 new affordable homes 
are required per annum.  
 
A parish level housing needs survey for Milton Malsor was completed in 2011. This identified a 
need for 14 social rent units and 1 shared ownership unit. Since the survey was undertaken there 
has been no affordable housing delivery in Milton Malsor. However, whilst the identified need 
was not met, the survey results are nine years old and are therefore too old to be relied upon.  
 
I have therefore looked at the Council’s Housing Register to give an indication of current 
affordable housing need from applicants approaching the council for re-housing. Of the 208 
households on the register as of 24 April 2020, 34 have indicated that they would be willing to 
be housed in Milton Malsor and their needs range from one bedroom to four+ bedroom 
properties. From those 34, three have some form of local connection to the parish. This 
suggests that there is sufficient demand for affordable housing in Milton Malsor to support a 
development of the scale proposed. This comment should though be caveated that, if planning 
permission is granted, delivery of new homes is likely to be well over a year away by which 
time demand may have changed. 
 
The register held by the Homebuy agent (Help to Buy Midlands and London) shows strong 
demand for shared ownership housing in the South Northamptonshire district, although this 
does not record demand for individual parishes. 
 
Affordable Housing Provision 
Paragraph 63 of the NPPF states that affordable housing should be sought from 
developments of 10 or more dwellings. On such developments Policy H2 of the Joint Core 
Strategy and policy LH8 of the emerging Part 2 Local Plan require 50% of new dwellings in 
rural areas to be affordable. 
 
Paragraph 3.7 of the Planning Statement submitted with the application states that 50% of 
the proposed dwellings will be affordable. This is compliant with the aforementioned policies. 
This delivery should be secured in a Section 106 agreement if planning permission is to be 
granted. 
 
Affordable Housing Type and Mix 
Policy LH8 of the emerging Part 2 Local Plan explains that the Council will seek to provide 
the following tenure split: 70% social/affordable rented provision and 30% other affordable 
routes to home ownership. At least 10% of the total number of homes should be available for 
low cost home ownership. 
 
The application is at outline stage with all matters, except access, reserved. As such an 
accommodation schedule has not been submitted, however no acknowledgement of the 
required tenure split has been provided. The split should be agreed at this stage through a 
S106 agreement. 
 
If outline consent is granted for the development, it is recommended that a clause is added 
to the S106 agreement requiring submission of an affordable housing scheme prior to 
commencement development. This should provide further details of the affordable units such 
as their type, location, tenure and external appearance along with the construction timing 
and occupancy criteria amongst other matters. 
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Should consent be granted for the development, based on current housing need for this 
parish established from the housing register and the relevant planning policies, our 
suggested affordable housing mix is as follows (based on 33 affordable units): 
 

Property Type Rent Intermediate Tenures* 

1 bed flat 12 0 
2 bed flat 0 0 

2 bed house 4 6 
3 bed house 3 4 
4 bed house 4 0 

Total 23 10 
*e.g. shared ownership 
 
Given the time that may elapse before a final affordable housing mix can be agreed, should 
planning permission be granted, the above should not be considered as the Council’s final 
position, but guidance based on current need. The final affordable housing mix should be a 
balance of house types and reflect the overall housing need for this area of the district.  
 
I would encourage the applicant to engage with the Strategic Housing Team when 
developing their affordable housing mix to ensure a satisfactory range of properties and 
tenures are provided. On this point I note the Planning Statement contains reference to 
Starter Homes however in the absence of secondary legislation for Starter Homes I would 
caution against their inclusion in any affordable housing mix as purchasers may find 
obtaining finance difficult. 
 
Market Housing 
The Housing Team do not have access to data to allow a market housing mix to be formally 
recommended however we are aware of demand for smaller units both for first time buyers 
and renters and those looking to downsize in older age. There is also significant demand for 
bungalows which is reflected on policy LH10 of the emerging Part 2 Local Plan which 
requires at least 5% of new units to be bungalows on developments of 10 or more dwellings. 
This would equate to 4 bungalows on a 65 unit scheme. 
 
At paragraph 8.5 of the Planning Statement the applicant notes that ‘the development could 
also provide bungalow dwellings to meet any such demand’ however I would emphasis that 
policy LH10 requires bungalows to be provided and given the advanced stage of the Part 2 
Local Plan, this policy carries significant weight. 
 
Viability 
A viability appraisal has not been submitted as part of this application. 
 
Site Layout 
On a mixed tenure development, the West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (Policy H2) 
and the emerging Part 2 Local Plan (policy LH8) states that affordable units should be an 
integral part of a development to promote community cohesion. Affordable housing should 
be arranged in groups of no more than 10 units and pepper potted throughout the 
development.   
 
An indicative layout has been provided however consent is not sought for layout at this stage 
and therefore no comments are required. However, I would emphasise the need to distribute 
affordable housing throughout the development – this will be considered at reserved matters 
stage. 
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Any development should also be tenure blind as required by policy LH8 of the emerging part 
2 Local Plan. This should include not only the appearance of the dwellings themselves, but 
also the parking provision, with a mixture of on-plot spaces and courtyard parking to mirror 
that of private units. Detailed designs have not been presented and therefore no comment 
on this point can be made at present, but again, will be considered at reserved matters 
stage. 
 
Design Standards 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) stresses the importance of design to the 
built environment with good design being ‘a key aspect of sustainable development, creates 
better places in which to live and work and helps make development acceptable to 
communities’.  
 
In 2015 the Government has created a new approach for setting technical standards. We 
would expect that any development has standards that accord or are equivalent to the new 
national technical standards set out in the Housing Standards Review.  
 
The new standards include minimum size specifications for individual units which we would 
expect to be met. Whilst this is not currently a material planning consideration, the applicant 
might encounter difficulty in contracting with a registered provider if these standards are not 
met.  
 
Climate Change 
We would also strongly encourage applicants to design in resilience to climate change in order 
to ensure acceptable living conditions are provided for future occupiers and help the 
development to mitigate its impact on the climate. This would link to policy H1 of the JCS and 
policy SS2(g) of the emerging Part 2 Local Plan along with chapter 14 of the NPPF. 
 
Paragraph 148 of the NPPF is particularly clear in its instruction, stating that the planning 
system should ‘help to shape places in ways that contribute to radical reductions in 
greenhouse gas emissions, minimise vulnerability and improve resilience;… and support 
renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure’. 
 
The Planning Statement refers to the effects of climate change but only insofar as it may 
impact on flood risk. The NPPF is clear that the impacts of climate change go far beyond flood 
risk; paragraph 149 also identifies implications for water supply, biodiversity and landscapes, 
and the risk of overheating from rising temperatures.  
 
It is accepted that the application is only for outline consent and therefore whilst further 
consideration of climate change would have been welcomed, it is to be expected that some 
details are yet to be drawn up. However, if outline planning permission is granted for the 
development, full details of the measures to be adopted in response to climate change will be 
expected at reserved matters stage. 
 
Conclusion 
Notwithstanding whether the principle of residential development in this location is considered 
acceptable, the Strategic Housing Team currently provide comments to the proposal for the 
reasons given above. We would be able to offer support for the scheme in principle if the 
applicant is willing to enter into a S106 agreement to secure the promised affordable housing 
delivery and agrees to a policy compliant split between rented and intermediate homes. 
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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 This statement of evidence has been prepared by Dr Michael Bullock, 

Managing Director of arc4 Ltd.  I hold a BSc(Hons) and PhD in Geography, both 

from Lancaster University.  I have over 24 years’ housing research experience 

and I am a Member of the Market Research Society and a Member of the 

Chartered Institute of Housing.  My practice has undertaken a wide array of 

housing need assessments from parish-level housing need surveys to strategic 

housing needs assessments to support local authorities emerging development 

plans.  I have provided expert witness support at planning appeals as well as 

supporting local authorities at local plan examinations. 

1.2 The purpose of this statement is to consider the affordable housing need in 

Milton Malsor and come to a professional view on the level of weight to give to 

affordable housing in the overall planning balance.  This is achieved by 

considering evidence of housing waiting lists and local surveys set within a 

wider housing market context.  This wider context considers the tenure and 

stock profile, household types, local house prices, household incomes  and 

relative affordability.  
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2. Milton Malsor: housing market context 
 

Tenure profile and dwelling stock 

2.1 The parish of Milton Malsor is located in West Northamptonshire.  The 

predecessor local authority was South Northamptonshire and remains the plan 

area in the adopted development plans.  The 2011 census reported 311 

dwellings and 305 households.  The tenure profile (Table 1) indicates three-

quarters of households are owner occupiers (similar to South Northamptonshire 

and higher than England).  Less than 10% of households in Milton Malsor rent 

privately.  16.4% of households are social renters, similar to the national 

average and higher than the figure for South Northamptonshire.  According to 

the 2011 census there were no shared ownership properties in the parish and 

therefore the existing affordable housing offer is limited to social/affordable 

renting.  

Table 1  Tenure profile 

Tenure 

% of households (and number of households in Milton 
Malsor) 

Milton Malsor 
South 

Northamptonshire England 
Owner Occupied 75.4 (230) 76.3 63.3 

Private rented/living rent free 8.2 (25) 12.6 18.2 

Social Rented 16.4% (50) 10.1 17.7 

Shared ownership 0.0% (0) 1.0 0.8 

Total 100.0% (305) 100.0 100.0 

Base 305 34,717 22,063,368 
Source: 2011 census KS402EW 

 

2.2 The profile of dwelling stock in Milton Malsor (Table 2) is similar to that of South 

Northamptonshire, with higher proportions of detached and semi-detached 

properties compared with the England average.  There is a limited supply of 

terraced properties and flats. 
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Table 2  Dwelling stock 

Type of dwelling 

% of dwellings 

Milton Malsor 
South 

Northamptonshire England 
House/bungalow - detached 45.3 43.3 22.3 

House/bungalow – semi-
detached 

35.4 34.6 30.7 

House/bungalow – terraced 13.8 15.2 24.7 

Flat/ maisonette 5.5 6.5 21.6 

Caravan/Mobile/Temporary 0.0 0.3 0.4 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Base 311 36,068 23,044,097 
Source: 2011 census KS401EW.  Base is all household spaces. 

 

Population and age profile  
2.3 The population in 2011 was 761.  The age profile is set out in Table 3.  

Compared with the district and England, the population is skewed towards older 

age groups, with 27.5% aged 65 and over compared with 16.9% (South 

Northamptonshire) and 16.3% (England). The median age in Milton Malsor is 

around 46 which is higher than the median age of South Northamptonshire at 

41.1.  The population in Milton Malsor has been aging since the 2001 census 

when the median age was 44.8.  This population skew raises concerns around 

the longer-term support needs of residents, particularly those living in larger 

detached properties, and the need to ensure balanced communities in the long 

term. 
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Table 3  Age profile 

Age group % of residents 

 
Milton Malsor 

South 
Northamptonshire 

England 

<16 17.7 19.4 18.9 

16-24 6.2 8.8 11.9 

25-44 21.6 24.7 27.5 

45-64 27.1 30.2 25.4 

65-84 22.6 14.8 14.1 

85+ 4.9 2.1 2.2 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Base 761 85,189 53,012,456 

Source: 2011 census QS103EW 

 

Household profile 

2.4 The three largest household types in Milton Malsor were older singles/couples 

over 65, couples under 65 with no dependents and couples under 65 with 

children (Table 4). The proportion of older singles/couples was considerably 

higher than the district and higher than the England figures. This shows that 

there are much fewer families with dependent young children living in Milton 

Malsor than in the district. 

 
Table 4 Household type profile 

Household type 

% of households 

Milton Malsor 
South 

Northamptonshire England 
Older singles/couples 65 and 
over 28.2 20.7 20.5 

Single under 65 10.2 12.9 17.9 
Couple under 65 no dependent 22.6 23.3 17.6 
Couple under 65 with children 
(inc. non-dependent) 25.6 31.1 25.4 

Lone parent 6.2 7.4 10.6 
Other 7.2 4.5 8.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Base 305 34,717 22,063,368 

Source: 2011 census QS113EW 
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Economic activity 

2.5 The 2011 census table KS601EW identifies 518 residents aged 16 to 74 in 

Milton Malsor.  Of these,  72.4% were economically active and 27.6% were 

economically inactive of whom 18.9% were retired.  

 

House prices 

2.6 Land registry price paid data reports 119 property sales over the period 2010 

to the end of 2020.  Table 5 sets out lower quartile (which broadly equate with 

entry-level prices) and  median  prices over the periods 2010 to 2014 and 2015 

to 2020 by dwelling type.  Given the relatively small number of sales, two time 

periods have been chosen to illustrate how prices have broadly changed by 

dwelling type (2010-14 and 2015-20). 

 

Table 5 House prices in Milton Malsor by dwelling type 2010-14 and 2015-2020 

Time period Property Type 
Price 

Lower Quartile Median Count 
2010 to 2014 
 

Detached £244,998 £317,000 32 

Semi-detached £189,200 £225,000 15 

Terraced £115,000 £142,500 6 

Flat . . 0 

Total £215,000 £249,995 53 

2015 to 2020 
 

Detached £365,000 £460,000 36 

Semi-detached £269,000 £307,000 17 

Terraced £179,000 £200,000 12 

Flat £165,000 £165,000 1 

Total £265,000 £360,000 66 

Total sales      119 
Source: Land Registry Price Paid 

 

2.7 Over the whole period 2010 to 2020, detached properties accounted for 57.1% 

of sales, semi-detached 26.9%, terraced 15.1% and flats 0.8%.  This reflects 

the underlying dwelling stock of Milton Malsor but also points to the challenge 
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of households accessing the market if over half of dwellings are higher-priced 

detached properties. 

2.8 Additionally, analysis reveals a marked significant increase in property prices 

when comparing the two time periods.  The average price of a detached 

property was 53.4% higher in 2015-20 compared with 2010-14 and the average 

price of all properties was 39.8% higher (Table 6).   

 
Table 6 House price change 2010-14 to 2015-20 

Property Type Price change 2010 to 14 to 2015-2020 (%) 

  
Lower 

Quartile Median Average 
Detached +49.0% +45.1% +53.4% 

Semi-detached +42.2% +36.4% +35.0% 

Terraced +55.7% +40.4% +25.8% 

Total +23.3% +44.0% +39.8% 

 

Household income required to afford open market properties for sale 

2.9 The income required to afford different types of property over both time periods 

is explored in Table 7. This shows the household income required assuming 

that a household can afford a 10% deposit and the mortgage is based on a  

3.5x household income.  A 3.5x household income is generally accepted as a 

reasonable income multiple for a mortgage and test of relative affordability. This 

multiplier was also used in the Milton Malsor 2011 affordable housing survey. 
  

Table 7 Income required for properties to be affordable 
Income required (3.5x income multiple and 10% deposit) 
Time period Property Type Household income required 
    Lower Quartile Median 
2010 to 2014 Detached £62,999 £81,514 
  Semi-detached £48,651 £57,857 
  Terraced £29,571 £36,643 
  Total £55,286 £64,284 
2015 to 2020 Detached £93,857 £118,286 
  Semi-detached £69,171 £78,943 
  Terraced £46,029 £51,429 
  Flat £42,429 £42,429 
  Total £68,143 £92,571 
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2.10 Using the 3.5x income multiple, over the period 2010-2014 a household would 

have required an income of £55,286 to afford a lower quartile price property 

and £64,284 for a median priced property.  Over the period 2015 to 2020, the 

annual household income required increased to £68,143 for a lower quartile 

priced property and £92,571 for a median priced property.  

2.11 For detached properties, over the most recent 2015-2020 period, an annual 

income of around £94,000 was required to afford a lower quartile priced 

property and £118,000 for a median priced detached property. 

 
Private rents 

2.12 Over the period 2015 to 2020, a total of 44 private lettings were reported by 

Zoopla (Table 8).  Virtually all were houses and number of bedrooms are 

reported.  The overall lower quartile rent was £724 per calendar month (pcm) 

and median rent was £802 over the 2015-2020 period.  

Table 8  Private rents in Milton Malsor 
Number of 
bedrooms 
  

Rent (per calendar month) 

Lower quartile Median Count 
1 £637 £685 8 

2 £737 £802 25 

3 £849 £945 11 

All sizes £724 £802 44 
Source: Zoopla price paid 

 
 
Household income in Milton Malsor 

2.13 Table 9 summarises the latest data on the incomes of households in Milton 

Malsor compared with South Northamptonshire.  This is based on postcode-

level data derived from TransUnion CAMEO UK household income data.  

Compared with South Northamptonshire, the proportion with an income of less 

than £20,000 is considerably higher (16.9% compared with 6.8%).  
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Table 9 Household income  

Household income Location % 

  Milton Malsor 
South 

Northamptonshire 
Less than £20k 16.9 6.8 
£20k - £40k 30.7 35.9 
£40k - £75k 50.8 55.3 
Over £75k 1.6 2.1 
Total 100.0 100.0 
Lower Quartile £35,000 £35,000 
Median £40,000 £45,000 
Source: TransUnion CAMEO UK 2021 

 

2.14 Table 10 indicates what could be afforded based on a 3.5x income multiple.  

For instance, based on income alone, 73.2% of households could afford a 

property priced at between £105k and £140k and 52.4% a property priced at 

between £140 and £175k.  However, only 9.3% could afford a property priced 

at more than £175k.  

Table 10 Household income distribution Milton Malsor 

Household Income 
indicator 

No. 
household

s % 
Income multiple 

(3.5x) 
% of households who 

can afford 
Less than £10k 0 0.0% Less than £35k 100.0% 

£10k - £20k 53 
16.9
% 

Between £35k and 
£70k 100.0% 

£20k - £30k 31 9.9% 
Between £70k and 

£105k 83.1% 

£30k - £40k 65 
20.8
% 

Between £105k 
and £140k 73.2% 

£40k - £50k 135 
43.1
% 

Between £140k 
and £175k 52.4% 

£50k - £75k 24 7.7% 
Between £175k 

and £263k 9.3% 

£75k - £100k 5 1.6% 
Between £263k 

and £350k 1.6% 
Over £100k + 0 0.0% Over £350k  

TOTAL 313 
100.
0%     

Lower Quartile £35,000       
Median £40,000       

 
Source: TransUnion CAMEO UK 2021 
Note on interpretation: the final column shows the percentage of households who could 
afford a property based on a particular income multiple.  The proportion who could afford 
between £105k and £140k are all of the households with an income of at least £30k = 73.2% 
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2.15 The analysis of household incomes establishes a lower quartile household 

income of £35,000 and median of £40,000.  The ratio of house prices to 

incomes is explored in Table 11.  Table 11 clearly shows that local household 

income multiples in excess of 3.5x are required to buy all types of properties in 

Milton Malsor.  Detached stock, which represents the majority of sales, requires 

income multiples in excess of 10x.  This analysis clearly demonstrates the 

affordability challenges faced by local residents wanting to access the open 

market.  Therefore, without substantial existing equity, savings or potential 

financial assistance from friends/family, the ability of buying an open market 

property is incredibly challenging for local residents.  Coupled with the analysis 

of Table 4 showing significantly increased house prices in Milton Malsor, it is 

clear that the affordability of homes in Milton Malsor is deteriorating.  Table 12 

compares income to median house prices and shows that both Milton Malsor 

and South Northamptonshire are higher than ratios for England.  

Table 11 Income to house price ratios 
Dwelling type Income to house price  ratio 
  Lower quartile Median 
Detached 10.4x 11.5x 

Semi-detached 7.7x 7.7x 

Terraced 5.1x 5.0x 

Flat 4.7x 4.1x 

Total 7.6x 9.0x 

This table compares 2015-2020 house prices with 2021 household income 
data. 

 
2.16 The Government currently uses the ONS median house price to workplace-

based earnings to understand affordability.  This dataset is used annually to 

determine the calculation of local housing need through the standard method 

in NPPF.  Table 12 demonstrates that South Northamptonshire is considerably 

less affordable than Northamptonshire and England.   

2.17 There are no workplace-based earnings data for parish level.  Land Registry 

house price data indicates a median price of around £360,000 across the parish 

(Table 5).  The median workplace-based earnings for someone already living 

in South Northamptonshire in 2020 is £29,997.  This gives an estimate of 
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affordability ratio of 12 in 2020, which is higher than the rest of South 

Northamptonshire and significantly higher than the county and England (Table 

12).  This means that people living in Milton Malsor and the local area find it 

considerably harder to find homes they can afford. Table 12 also shows that 

the ratio of house prices to incomes has got worse across all areas identified 

and within Milton Malsor affordability has declined considerably.  

 

Table 12 Trends in work-place based ratios 2001-2020 
Location Workplace-based earning to median house price ratio 

 2001 2011 2020 
Milton Malsor 6.92* 9.30 12.00 

South Northamptonshire 6.43 7.82 10.33 

Northamptonshire 3.85 6.08 7.73 

England 4.19 6.80 7.84 

*NN7 3 Postcode sector Land Registry data 
Source ONS Ratio of house price to workplace-based earnings (2020 data) 

 
2.18 Average house prices in the local postcode sector reported by Land Registry 

has significantly increased since 2001 as shown in Table 13. 

 
Table 13 Average house prices 2001-2020 

Average house prices 2001-2020 in local postcode sector NN7 3 
Year Price Increase since 2001 
2001 £137,630 - 

2011 £256,069 +86% 

2020 £352,287 +156% 

 
2.19 Table 14 compares private rental prices 2015-2020 and local income data in 

2021.  It shows the annual household income required for different sizes of 

property to be affordable based on 25% of income spent on rent. This analysis 

shows that private renting in Milton Malsor is generally affordable.  However, 

the number of new private lettings is relatively small, with an average of 13 new 

lettings over the latest 3-year period 2018-2030 and an average of 8 over the 

period 2015 to 2020. Therefore, although relatively affordable, there is a limited 
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supply of private rented accommodation in Milton Malsor to help counter the 

increasing affordability issues.  

 
Table 14  Income required for private renting to be affordable 

Income required (based on 25% of income to be affordable) 
Number of 
bedrooms 
  

Rent (per calendar month) 

Lower quartile Median  Count 
1 £30,576 £32,880 8 
2 £35,376 £38,496 25 
3 £40,752 £45,360 11 

Total £34,752 £38,496 44 
     

Actual income 2021 £35,000 £40,000  
Key     
Can afford      
Cannot afford      

 
 

Key worker incomes 
2.20 It is important to recognise that affordable housing can provide accommodation 

for a range of household types – not just those in acute housing need.  The 

National Planning Policy Framework Annex 2 sets out a broad range of 

affordable housing tenures for different income groups and covers rental and 

affordable home ownership options.  

2.21 Key workers and households on the minimum/living wage are important 

economic groups within any community.  Table 15 considers the extent to which 

they could afford open market prices and rents in Milton Malsor based on single 

earner key workers and single/multiple earners on minimum/living wage.  

2.22 This evidence clearly shows the challenge faced by key workers and those on 

minimum/living wage in accessing the open market within Milton Malsor.  

Income multiples well in excess of 3.5x are needed to access home ownership 

and at least 30% of income needs to spend on private renting in most cases.  

2.23 This further emphasises the need for affordable housing to support mixed-

income communities.  
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Table 15  Cost of market prices and rents for key workers and people on minimum/living 
wage 

Occupation/Wage Gross annual 
income 2020 
(£) 

Open market prices Open market rents 

 

 
Open market prices Open market rents 

LQ Median LQ Median 
Market price £265,000 £360,000 £724 pcm £802 pcm 
Price after 
10% deposit £238,500 £324,000 

  

 Ratio of house price 
to income 

% of household income 
spent on rent 

Police officer   
Pay Point 0 £21,402  11.1 15.1 40.6 45.0 
Pay Point 2 £25,902  9.2 12.5 33.5 37.2 
Pay Point 4 £28,158  8.5 11.5 30.9 34.2 
Nurse   
Band 1 £18,005  13.2 18.0 48.3 53.5 
Band 3 £19,337  12.3 16.8 44.9 49.8 
Band 5 £24,907  9.6 13.0 34.9 38.6 
Fire officer   
Trainee £23,366  10.2 13.9 37.2 41.2 
Competent £31,144  7.7 10.4 27.9 30.9 
Teacher   
Unqualified (min) £18,169  13.1 17.8 47.8 53.0 
Main pay range (min) £25,714  9.3 12.6 33.8 37.4 
Minimum/Living Wage   
25 and over           
Single household  £15,696  15.2 20.6 55.4 61.3 
1xFull-time, 1xPart-time £23,544  10.1 13.8 36.9 40.9 
Two working adults £31,392  7.6 10.3 27.7 30.7 
21 to 24           
Single household  £14,760  16.2 22.0 58.9 65.2 
1xFull-time, 1xPart-time £22,140  10.8 14.6 39.2 43.5 
Two working adults £29,520  8.1 11.0 29.4 32.6 

Key 
 
 
  
   

Income multiplier needed Income spent on rent 
Up to 3.5x    Less than 25%  
Between 3.5x 
and 5x    

Between 25% 
and 30%  

5x or more     30% or more  
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3. Milton Malsor: evidence of affordable housing 
need 

 
3.1 Having set out a comprehensive assessment of the general market context for 

Milton Malsor, this section focuses on other sources of evidence to provide a 

picture of affordable housing need in Milton Malsor. 

Housing Needs Study for Milton Malsor 2006 (Appendix A) 
3.2 Whilst now over 15 years old, the study identified significant issues with housing 

delivery in Milton Malsor which remain an issue to-date.  A response rate of 

44% was achieved which is considered good.  The study records the real 

outcomes of the lack of housing in villages such as Milton Malsor: 

“Rising house prices and the loss of social housing stock, as a 

result of the right to buy policy, have seen many first time buyers 

and those on more modest incomes forced out of the villages 

where they have lived all their lives.  In some villages the knock 

on effects of this is the loss of key services such as schools, pubs, 

Post Offices, village shops etc, along with the sustainability of the 

village.” 

3.3 Of the people who responded to the question “What is the main reason for 

needing to move?”, responses included needing larger accommodation, 

needing smaller accommodation and those who would like to set up home for 

the first time.  An extract of the answers is below: 

 

3.4 In question 10, people were asked to write any comments they had.  A number 

of people replied recognising the issue of the lack of housing in the village: 
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“As I am the councillor for Milton Malsor some residents have 

commented on the fact that they have children who have moved 

away because of the housing shortage.” 

“I would welcome housing which increased the number of young 

families in the village. Many residents are elderly. There is an 

excellent school in the village, but with many pupils travelling in 

from Northampton, the school is not an active part of the 

community. Young families would address the balance.” 

“No Concerns, everyone should live somewhere and not on the 

streets. I'm all for affordable housing.” 

“My main concern for new housing is that they will be built in 

harmony with the village architecture and not just cheap looking 

houses where the only consideration is the base line cost of the 

project. Give people affordable housing that they can be proud to 

live in.” 

 

Parish Plan (adopted 2013) (Appendix B) 
3.5 Work on the Milton Malsor Parish Plan started during 2004. The Plan was  

published in  2005 and adopted by the Parish Council in April 2005. The Parish 

Plan was subsequently adopted by South Northamptonshire Council as a 

supplementary planning document and agreed by Milton Malsor Parish Council 

in December 2013 incorporating amendments following consultation comments 

and SNC’s response of 28 October 2013.  

3.6 The Parish Plan was developed by a Parish Plan Steering Group in consultation 

with members of the Parish Council and the majority of residents of the village. 

A range of consultation events and activities took place including a “Future 

Ideas and Needs Day’ open day in the village hall and a household survey 

which had been informed by views expressed at the open day.  

3.7 The response to the survey was excellent: out of 310 questionnaires distributed 

248 were returned representing 581 people. The stated response rate was 

80%. 
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3.8 The household survey identified a strong appetite from the local community for 

affordable housing.  There was a clear recognition of the need to provide more 

accommodation in the village as shown from the results of Q15 of the Parish 

Plan questionnaire which is set out in Table 16. 

3.9 157 respondents said that more starter homes were needed, more small family 

homes (88), rented homes (65), homes for the disabled or elderly (55), homes 

with restricted sale to local residents (59) and large family homes (36). 

 
Table 16 Parish Plan Q15 results concerning the need for more accommodation 
Q15.  Is there a need for more accommodation of the following types in 
Milton Malsor?  (note people could tick more than one answer) 
Number of respondents: 393 
Rented 65 16.5% 
Homes for the disabled or elderly 55 14.0% 
Large family homes 36 9.2% 
Small family homes 88 22.4% 
Starter homes 157 39.9% 
Sheltered housing 36 9.2% 
Flats and maisonettes 24 6.1% 
Restricted sale to local people 59 15.0% 
Executive homes 5 1.3% 
Other 5 1.3% 
There is no need for any of these 143 36.4% 

 Source: 2005 Parish Plan 
 
3.10 Additionally, the survey asked about reasons for leaving the village: 

“By far the largest number of people leaving the village do so in order to set 
up homes independently as would be expected in certain age groups.  A 
small, but significant, number have left because of a lack of suitable 
accommodation; to inform future development plans it may be necessary to 
carry out a further investigation or housing needs survey” (Parish Plan 2005 
Section 1: Household response 3) 

3.11 The 2005 Parish Plan provided clear evidence from local residents that a range 

of new housing was needed in the village at that time.  

 
2011 Affordable housing survey (Appendix C) 

3.12 This was produced by South Northamptonshire Council in conjunction with 

Milton Malsor Parish Council.  The household survey was conducted to 
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establish if there is a housing need in Milton Malsor and if so the extent of this 

need and the type and tenure of homes which best suit local needs.  

3.13 A total of 321 survey forms were distributed and a commendable response rate 

of 32% was achieved. Based on 102 responses, a need for 15 affordable 

dwellings was identified.  

3.14 The survey identified 25 people who said they would require a move in the next 

5 years comprising existing and newly-forming households. On page 10 of the 

survey report, a table shows the type of household, reason for housing need, 

preferred tenure and likely allocation.  

3.15 However, some respondents were discounted from analysis of affordable 

housing need: 

“Respondents who indicated an intention of buying in the open market were 

discounted from the need for affordable housing figures. This is because it is 

their tenure of choice and may not see affordable housing as a solution. It may 

be that open market properties are not actually available or affordable for these 

people but for the purpose of this report they are not considered to be in housing 

need. Respondents have also been discounted where no further details have 

been supplied to assess whether there is a housing need.” (Page 11) 

3.16 Therefore, the evidence in the affordable housing survey has been restricted  

to those who completed the survey fully and were recognised to be in housing 

need. The report does not state how many respondents were excluded because 

of they were seeking open market solutions or where limited data were provided 

on their circumstances. The survey assumes that if a household requires open 

market solutions it will not consider affordable home ownership options but 

these may provide an realistic housing option to eligible households.  

3.17 The survey data were not weighted to reflect variations in response by age 

group or tenure or grossed up to reflect the total number of households; had 

this been done the need would have been higher.  It cannot be assumed that 

because a household did not respond they are not in affordable housing need.  

A simple grossing up of the household survey data would establish a need for 

47 affordable dwellings (Table 17). 
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Table 17  Extrapolation of survey findings to total number of households  

Total 
households 

Total response Affordable need 
identified 

Grossing factor 
(total 
households/total 
response) 

Grossing factor 
applied to 
affordable 
housing need 

A B C D=A/B D*C 

321 102 15 3.147 47 

 
3.18 The survey report cited a lower quartile price of £209,250 (compared with 

£265,000 over the period 2015 to 2020 and in 2019 the lower quartile price was 

£287,500).  This would clearly point to a reduction in the ability to access the 

open market and exacerbate the scale of affordable need.  

3.19 The 2011 household survey also indicated a range of dwelling types needed: 

14 units for rent: 
 1no.   2-bedroom bungalow/ground floor flat 
 11no. 2-bedroom flat 
 1no.   2 or 3-bedroom house 
 1no.   3-bedroom house 

1 unit for shared ownership: 
 1no.   2-bedroom house 
 
3.20 The needs analysis therefore indicated a need to provide a range of smaller 

affordable units for a range of household types including older people.  

3.21 The consequences of not providing homes where needed is well documented 

by Milton Malsor Parish Council in the above publications and is set out in the 

introduction to the 2011 Housing Needs Survey Report for Milton Malsor which 

states: 

“Rising house prices and the loss of social housing stock, as a result of the right 

to buy policy, have seen many first time buyers and those on more modest 

incomes forced out of the village where they have lived all their lives.  In some 

villages the knock on effect of this is the loss of key services such as schools, 

pubs, post offices, village shops etc, along with the sustainability of the village”. 

3.22 The 2011 affordable housing survey provided a helpful insight into the 

affordable housing needs of the village. However, the need identified should be 

seen as a minimum and likely to under-represent need because: 
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• Not all households responded. 

• Those seeking open market solutions were excluded from affordable 

needs analysis but affordable home ownership options may be 

appropriate for some of these households. 

• Only those households who completed all relevant information were 

included in the affordable need calculation which is likely to result in an 

undercount of households in need. 

3.23 A statistical grossing up of responses to reflect all households would increase 

the affordable need from 15 to 47.  

 
 

Options for a Neighbourhood Plan (2013) (Appendix D) 
3.24 This was completed and approved by Milton Malsor Parish Council in 

December 2013 and was informed by community consultation.  The published 

document at that time, some 8 years ago, stated: 

“The parish council consider that 7 to 10% of our existing housing stock (about 

30 homes) is a reasonable number to be absorbed without affecting the existing 

facilities and character of the neighbourhood. 

3.25 However, since 2011, only 4 dwellings have been completed in Milton Malsor 

with no affordable housing delivered (Table 18). 

Table 18  Dwelling completions in Milton Malsor since 2011 

Home Farm, Malsor Lane S/2011/0697/FUL 1 

17 Rectory Lane S/2011/0404/FUL 1 

33 Rectory Lane S/2011/0813/FUL 1 

1 Barn Lane S/2013/0727/OUT 1 

 TOTAL: 4 

 

3.26 It recognised that housing was the most important issue in Milton Malsor.  It 

stated that the community overwhelmingly agreed that to keep the village 
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sustainable there needed to be affordable housing1.  A site within the settlement 

confines was proposed for development but this has remained undelivered. 

3.27 It is therefore very clear that the issue of the need housing, and particularly 

affordable housing, in Milton Malsor has been a key issue for a very long time.  

The impacts and outcomes on the community have been clearly recorded over 

many years but little has been done about it.  

 
Housing register 

3.28 The 2011 affordable housing survey indicated 275 applicants who have 

requested Milton Malsor as a village they would consider being housed in.  The 

total applicants who have stated Milton Malsor as their preferred village was 21.  

The dwelling types most suitable to these applicants are shown in Table 19. 

 
Table 19  2011 household survey housing register data 

Property type Number of applicants 

2-bedroom flat 7 

2-bedroom bungalow/ground floor flat 5 

2-bedroom house 1 

2/3-bedroom house 1 
(Note this adds up to 14 so it is assumed that data on 7 of the applicants stating Milton Malsor as their 
preferred village was not available.) 
 
3.29 A compelling statement about the need for affordable housing followed the 

housing waiting list analysis: 

 
“The information in this section shows that there is a high need for affordable 
housing in the village.  This is reflected in the number of applicants who have 
registered an interest in living in the village, the existing affordable housing in 
the village and the low turnover of this stock, indicating that the need identified 
is unlikely to be met through properties becoming empty.  More specifically, 
individual households on the waiting list have been identified” (Emphasis 
added, page 14 Affordable Housing Survey 2011). 
 

 

1 Question 7 of Appendix 5 
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3.30 Data from a January 2019 extract from the South Northamptonshire Housing 

Register (presented in the Planning Design and Access Statement April 2020) 

reports that 47 households in priority need chose Milton Malsor as their 

preferred location; an increase on the 2011 register. 

 
Existing interest in the development (Appendix E) 

3.31 Several people have contacted HSL regarding the development to express 

interest in moving to a property if the development goes ahead.  There have 

also been letters of interest from housebuilders, registered providers and 

agents including Backhouse Housing, Orbit Homes Midlands, Elare Land & 

Real Estate, Engie, East Midlands Housing Group, Matthew Homes and Taylor 

French.  Many of the letters of interest report Milton Malsor having a “huge 

demand for affordable housing,” “an attractive place to live” and “a prime 

development area for affordable housing.”  

3.32 Orbit Homes Midlands say that they would be “excited by the potential 

opportunity to provide a significant number of affordable homes in an area 

which has seen very little affordable housing provision in the last 10 years. Due 

to the popularity of our Shared Ownership product in the area, we welcome the 

opportunity to deliver a minimum of 50% of the scheme for affordable tenures”. 

These letters are provided at Appendix A. 

3.33 In addition, unsolicited letters of support were received from Northamptonshire 

residents who noted the lack of new energy efficient homes in the area and 

existing older properties having a high price tag. 

 
Strategic Housing Officer (Appendix F) 

3.34 William Anstey (Strategic Housing Team Officer) at South Northamptonshire 

was consulted on the proposals and provided a response on 24 April 2020.  The 

officer commented: 

Strategic Fit 

South Northamptonshire Council’s 5 Year Priorities 2014–19 include the 

commitment to ‘work with partners to deliver a mix of high-quality affordable 

housing in appropriate locations to meet local need’ (C7). Within the annual 

corporate plan 2020-21 one of the key actions to help communities in South 
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Northamptonshire thrive is to ‘deliver a range of housing that people who live 

and work in South Northants need and can afford to live in’. The Council’s 

Housing Strategy 2019-2022 reiterates this aim. This proposal could contribute 

to these aims. 

Housing Needs 

The West Northamptonshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 

2010 highlights the increasing shortfall of affordable housing across West 

Northamptonshire. A recent update to the SHMA demonstrates a district wide 

requirement of 3300 affordable dwellings by 2029. The SHMA and local 

housing needs indicate that a minimum of 183 new affordable homes are 

required per annum.  

A parish level housing needs survey for Milton Malsor was completed in 2011. 

This identified a need for 14 social rent units and 1 shared ownership unit. Since 

the survey was undertaken there has been no affordable housing delivery in 

Milton Malsor. However, whilst the identified need was not met, the survey 

results are nine years old and are therefore too old to be relied upon.  

I have therefore looked at the Council’s Housing Register to give an indication 

of current affordable housing need from applicants approaching the council for 

re-housing. Of the 208 households on the register as of 24 April 2020, 34 have 

indicated that they would be willing to be housed in Milton Malsor and their 

needs range from one bedroom to four+ bedroom properties. From those 34, 

three have some form of local connection to the parish. This suggests that there 

is sufficient demand for affordable housing in Milton Malsor to support a 

development of the scale proposed. This comment should though be caveated 

that, if planning permission is granted, delivery of new homes is likely to be well 

over a year away by which time demand may have changed.  

The register held by the Homebuy agent (Help to Buy Midlands and London) 

shows strong demand for shared ownership housing in the South 

Northamptonshire district, although this does not record demand for individual 

parishes. 
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Market Housing 

The Housing Team do not have access to data to allow a market housing mix 

to be formally recommended however we are aware of demand for smaller units 

both for first time buyers and renters and those looking to downsize in older 

age. There is also significant demand for bungalows which is reflected on policy 

LH10 of the emerging Part 2 Local Plan which requires at least 5% of new units 

to be bungalows on developments of 10 or more dwellings. This would equate 

to 4 bungalows on a 65 unit scheme.  

At paragraph 8.5 of the Planning Statement the applicant notes that ‘the 

development could also provide bungalow dwellings to meet any such demand’ 

however I would emphasis that policy LH10 requires bungalows to be provided 

and given the advanced stage of the Part 2 Local Plan, this policy carries 

significant weight. 

 

Local Housing Need – Fact Sheet 2 (2019) (Appendix G) 
3.35 South Northamptonshire published a Fact Sheet of local housing need in 2019 

(Appendix #).  Milton Malsor was one of the most frequently selected location 

as a preference for being re-housed, with 47 applicants at that time choosing 

Milton Malsor.  An extract is shown below: 

 

3.36 The choices show that Milton Malsor was a more preferred location than 

Deanshanger and Middleton Cheney (both Primary Service Villages) as well as 
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the vast majority of Secondary Service Villages as defined in the development 

plan. 

3.37 The report confirmed that most households in need were for 1 and 2 bed 

properties.  49% of households on the housing register has an urgent or high 

priority need for re-housing.  More than half of the lead applicants (56%) were 

5 years old or younger. 

 
Indicative model of affordable housing need 

3.38 arc4 regularly assess affordable housing need using secondary data to 

illustrate the likely levels of affordable housing need in specific localities.  This 

model is underpinned by the findings from household surveys conducted as 

part of 24 Strategic Housing Market Assessments/Housing Needs 

Assessments.  arc4 has developed a national database based on published 

data from around 84,000 household surveys representing, when weighted and 

grossed, 2.4m households.  This national database can be used to identify the 

likely numbers of households in affordable housing need and the likely 

proportions of households who cannot access open market prices or rents.  

3.39 Modelling for Milton Malsor is set out in Table 20.  This analysis would indicate 

an annual affordable need from around 7 (rounded from 7.2) households each 

year before any allowance for turnover from existing social rented properties.  

Given the cost of lower quartile house prices and the lack of private rented 

accommodation, the annual gross need should be seen as a minimum.  This 

would be equivalent to 72 affordable dwellings over a 10-year period. 
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Table 20 Estimated level of affordable housing need in Milton Malsor 

 Step Description 
Numb

er  Comment 

 Number of households 321 
Based on 2011 affordable housing survey 
base number of households 

A 
Estimate of existing 
households in need  30 

arc4 national estimate that 9.4% of 
households are in need 

B 

Existing households in 
need who cannot afford  
open market 
prices/rents  17 

arc4 national estimate that 57% of 
households in need cannot afford open 
market solutions 

C 
Annual backlog 
clearance  3.4 Assume need is met over 5 years  

D 
Newly-forming 
households  4.6 

Gross formation rate of 1.44% based on 
national estimate from the English Housing 
Survey over 3 years 2017/18 to 2019/20 

E 

Newly-forming 
households who cannot 
afford open market 
prices/rents 2.6 

arc4 national estimate that 56.9% of newly-
forming households in need cannot afford 
open market solutions 

F=C+
E Gross annual need 7.2 Annual gross need for affordable housing 

Source:  arc4 national database which summarises affordable housing need 

findings from 24 published district-level household surveys 
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4. Summary and conclusions 
 

Summary of wider housing market context 
 
4.1 A range of evidence has been presented which sets out the housing market 

context for Milton Malsor.  In summary: 

• The tenure profile is skewed towards owner occupation, with a small 

amount of private renting and around 16% of households living social 

rented accommodation.  The 2011 census reported no households living in 

shared ownership dwellings in Milton Malsor.  The affordable housing offer 

is therefore limited to renting with no affordable home ownership options 

for households.  

• Dwelling stock is skewed towards detached and semi-detached properties, 

with limited supply of terraced properties and flats. 

• The population profile according to the 2011 census is skewed towards 

older age groups, with 27.5% aged 65 and over.  This raises concerns 

around the longer-term support needs of residents, particularly those living 

in larger detached properties. 

• The three largest household types in Milton Malsor were older 

singes/couples over 65, couples under 65 with no dependents and couples 

under 65 with children. 

• Given the stock profile, it is not surprising that the sale of detached 

properties accounts for 57.1% of all sales over the period 2010- 2020.  

This points to a challenge of local households being able to access the 

market if over half of dwellings sold are higher-priced detached properties. 

• There has been a marked increase in property price during the 2010s.  

The average price of a detached property was 53.4% higher in 2015-20 

compared with 2010-14 and the average price of all properties was 39.8% 

higher.  

• Lower quartile prices during 2015-20 were £265,000 and median prices 

£360,000.  For detached properties, lower quartile prices were £365,00 

and median £460,000.  
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• Over the period 2015 to 2020, a household income of £68,143 was 

required for a lower quartile priced property and £92,571 for a median 

priced property.  For detached properties, the household incomes were 

£94,000 and £118,000, respectively. 

• A small number of private lettings become available each year.  

• Latest (2021) household income data shows that around 16.9% of 

households received an income of less than £20k each year, 30.7% 

received between £20k and £40k, 50.8% received between £40k and £75k 

each year and 1.6% received at least £75k each year. 

• Based on income alone and assuming a 3.5x income multiplier,  73.2% of 

households could afford a property priced at between £105k and £140k 

and 52.4% a property priced at between £140 and £175k However, only 

9.3% could afford a property priced at more than £175k.  

• Local household income multiples in excess of 3.5x are required to afford 

properties in Milton Malsor, particularly for semi-detached and detached 

properties.  Detached stock, which represents the majority of sales, 

requires income multiple in excess of 10x.  This analysis clearly 

demonstrates the affordability challenges faced by local residents wanting 

to access the open market.  

• The ratio of workplace-based earnings to median house price ratios 

demonstrate a worsening level of affordability and in 2020 the ratio for 

Milton Malsor was 12x earnings. This compares with a ratio of 9.3 in 2011.  

• Average prices in the broader NN7 3 postcode sector that includes Milton 

Malsor have increased by 156% between 2001 and 2020.  

• Without substantial existing equity, savings or potential financial 

assistance from friends/family, the ability of buying an open market 

property is incredibly challenging for local residents. 

Summary of affordable need: 

• The 2005 Parish Plan identified a need for affordable housing which 

garnered considerable support from the local community: strongest 

reported needs were for starter homes and small family homes. 

• The 2011 housing need survey identified a need for 15 affordable 

dwellings.  This was based on unweighted/ungrossed data and it cannot 
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be assumed that non-respondents have no identified affordable housing 

need.  A simple grossing of the data to reflect all households would 

increase the need to 47affordable units. 

• There is an ongoing and consistent need for affordable housing identified 

in housing register extracts for 2011 and 2019. 

• Modelled analysis by arc4 would indicate an annual need for 7 (rounded 

from 7.2) affordable dwellings before any allowance for turnover in social 

rented stock.  This would be equivalent to 72 affordable dwellings over a 

10-year period. 

• Despite support for affordable housing delivery in the 2005 Parish Plan, a 

need for 15 affordable units evidenced in the 2011 housing need survey, 

overwhelming support in the 2013 Options for a Neighbourhood Plan 

consultation and an ongoing need evidenced in the housing register, no 
affordable housing has been delivered anywhere in Milton Malsor. 

• Need is likely to have been exacerbated due to the increase in house 

prices generally and lower quartile prices in particular since the 2011 

household survey was conducted. 

• Affordability of market housing is a particular issue for key workers and 

those on the minimum/living wage. 

 
Proposed development 

4.2 The proposed development is for up to 65 affordable and market homes on land 

to the east of Lower Road in Milton Malsor.  The majority of housing on the 

appeal scheme would be affordable, up to 33 affordable homes (out of 65) will 

be built for local people and those in need including young people who have to 

leave the village to be able to stay here, with negotiable tenure split (shared 

ownership and social rented dwellings) for those who are first time buyers, on 

lower wages or older people wishing to downsize.  The development will also 

secure 5% bungalows. 

4.3 50% of the dwellings approved will meet the optional accessibility standards set 

out in Part M of the Building Regulations.  This ensures high quality accessible 

homes to meet people’s changing circumstances over their lifetime. 
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4.4 Given the housing market, demographic and affordability context, there is 

compelling evidence of the need for affordable housing in Milton Malsor.  Given 

that needs have been documented since 2005 and no affordable housing has 

been delivered, there is very clear justification for the development of affordable 

housing in Milton Malsor.  In my view, the level of need is significant for the 

village and should be given substantial weight in the planning balance. 
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Appendix A: Housing Need Study for Milton Malsor  
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Appendix B:  Parish Plan (Adopted 2013) 
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Appendix C: 2011 Affordable Housing Needs 
Survey 
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Appendix D: Options for a Neighbourhood Plan  
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Appendix E: Existing interest in the development 
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Appendix F: Strategic Housing Officer comments 
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Appendix G: Local Housing Need – Fact Sheet 2 
(2019) 
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South Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 2A: Options consultation Document and Questions 

Issue: Urban – scale of housing 
Question 19 

Yes No No opinion 

Should any additional housing sites be 
identified in the urban areas and if so how much 
and where should these be located? 
If yes then please explain your response: 

Rural areas 

6.6 The WNJCS does not include any site specific proposals for residential 
development in the rural areas. 

6.7 It does however set out the overall housing requirement for the rural areas 
(2011-2029). This is set as 2,360 dwellings.  There have been 1,013 
completions in the rural areas between 2011 and 2015 and there was 
unimplemented planning permissions for a further 1,309 dwellings at April 
2015. This gives a total of 2,322 dwellings that is only 38 dwellings below the 
housing requirement set in the WNJCS.     

The Council has effectively met the rural areas’ housing requirement in the 
rural areas, as there has been a large amount of development completed and 
allowed within the rural areas. Therefore one option open to the Council is not 
to allocate any additional sites for housing in the rural areas. However the 
figure in the adopted WNJCS is a minimum target and in order to be 
compliant with national policy we need to be proactive and plan positively for 
the area and to ensure that the development needs of all villages are met in a 
sustainable way. This approach would therefore require clear and robust 
evidence.  Alternatively there are a number of other ‘growth’ options that the 
Council is also exploring to potentially allow a number of small sites to come 
forward in areas that have a local need for specific types of additional 
housing. 

Issue: Rural – scale of housing 
Question 20 

Yes No No 
opinion 

Should any further growth be identified in the 
Plan for the rural areas? 

If yes, please explain your response: 
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South Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 2A: Options consultation Document and Questions 

6.8 	 A significant proportion of the completed and committed development in the 
rural areas is in the 16 villages that were identified in the Interim Rural 
Housing Policy (2009). The Council acknowledges however that it is 
important that the remaining villages in the District do not become fossilised 
and that, in accordance with the Framework all communities will be expected 
to meet objectively assessed local housing needs for both market and 
specifically for affordable housing. A recognition that more dwellings may 
need to be delivered in the rural areas than are required by the WNJCS has 
previously been recognised in the 2015 Housing Land Supply Report.  The 
scale and location of any potential further development will however depend 
on the outcome of this consultation and supporting evidence. 

6.9 However, it will be important that the overall scale of development 
allowed for in the rural areas is not so significant to have an impact on 
the wider landscape setting and heritage assets and does not 
compromise the overall development strategy of the adopted WNJCS. 
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1 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 
The Part 2A Local Plans for South Northamptonshire Council are being subject to an integrated 

sustainability appraisal (SA) and strategic environmental assessment (SEA) in line with the 

requirements of Statutory Instrument 2004 No. 1633: The Environmental Assessment of Plans 

and Programmes Regulations 2004 (the SEA Regulations).  In English planning practice this 

combined assessment is referred to as a Sustainability Appraisal (SA).  The SA is being carried 

out by Ramboll Environ using a team of consultants experienced in strategic appraisal of local 

authority spatial planning documents. The purpose of the SA is to promote sustainable 

development by integrating sustainability considerations into the plan making process at all 

relevant stages, including when considering reasonable alternative approaches to developing the 

plan. 

 

1.2 This Report 
This document presents the findings of the SA of the following documents: 

• South Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 2A Options Consultation Document and Questions 

(March 2016); 

• South Northamptonshire Council Local Plan Part 2a Options Consultation Background 

Document (March 2016); and  

• South Northamptonshire Council: Local Green Space Designation and Methodology (March 

2106). 

 

This report does not constitute an environmental report (in the English planning system called a 

SA report) under the SEA regulations.  At the issues and options stage it is good practice to 

produce fairly brief reports which can then be developed into the formal (regulation compliant) 

SA report at a draft plan stage.   

 

Please note that this report does not constitute a Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) 

screening report.  Ramboll Environ has had correspondence with Natural England regarding HRA 

and Natural England has indicated that it expects a screening letter/report to be submitted with 

regard to the Part 2A Local Plan.  However, it is intended that this screening will be carried out at 

a draft plan stage (rather than at an issues and options stage) once an adequate level of detail is 

available about the plan.  It is expected that this HRA screening report will predominantly 

address the effect of the plan on the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA and Ramsar site.  

 

1.3 Stages of the SA 
There are a number of stages to SA and these are shown below:  

• Completed stages: An SA scoping report was published in January 2013.   This was a joint 

scoping report which addressed the sustainability issues related to the Settlements and 

Countryside Local Plan (Part 2a) for Daventry District; the South Northamptonshire 

Settlements and Development Management Local Plan; and the West Northamptonshire 

Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People Allocations Local Plan. The scoping report 

includes baseline information, review of relevant plans and identification of significant 

sustainability issues for the three plans.  From all of the information collected, an SA 

framework, or set of sustainability objectives, was developed, against which the various 

components of the plans will be appraised.  This report was updated in September 2014 to 

take into account comments from consultees; 

• This stage: The production of an issues and options appraisal briefing paper (this report) 

which outlines the results of the SA of the papers listed in Section 1.2 above.  The SA team 

has examined the sustainability effects of the issues and options put forward for consideration 

in March 2016 and this report outlines the findings of this appraisal; 

• Future stages: The appraisal of the draft plan and appraisal of the Proposed Submission 

document. 
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1.4 The plans under consideration 
The Council has produced three issues and options papers and the contents of these papers is 

summarised below. 

 

South Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 2A Options Consultation Document and 
Questions (March 2016): This paper sets out broad policy approaches for the following issues:  

• Section 4: Suggested vision and objectives; 

• Section 5: Settlement hierarchy; 

• Section 6: Scale of housing (urban areas; rural areas; 

• Section 7: Mix, type and size of housing (housing for the older population; housing for 

younger people; starter homes; affordable housing; and self build homes). 

• Section 8: Environmental and infrastructure considerations; 

• Section 9: Transport and accessibility; 

• Section 10: Economic advantage; 

• Section 11: Community and leisure provision; 

• Section 12: Strategic housing and employment land availability assessment 

• Section 13: Options for confine review and re-establishment; 

• Section 14: Development management policies; and 

• Section 15: Other options. 

 

South Northamptonshire Council Local Plan Part 2a Options Consultation Background 
Document (March 2016): This paper provides further background to the issues identified 

above and is intended to provide consultees with further information when considering their 

responses to the above document. 

 

South Northamptonshire Council: Local Green Space Designation and Methodology 
(March 2106): The paper presents designation criteria for Local Green Spaces which extend on 

the principles established in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

 

1.5 Next steps in the process 
The next step in the preparation of the Part 2a Local Plan is the preparation of a draft plan.  At 

this point in the process the formal SA report will be produced and will be consulted on with the 

public and stakeholders at the same time as the draft plan.   
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2. METHODOLOGY OF THE ISSUES AND OPTIONS 
APPRAISAL PROCESS 

2.1 Introduction  
This stage involves appraisal of the issues and options against the SA framework, taking into 

account the evidence base.  The SEA Regulations make it clear that reasonable alternatives to a 

plan should be identified and appraised.  In addition to this the SA report should include an 

outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with.   

 

2.2 Defining reasonable alternatives 
As already discussed, a key issue in SA is how alternatives are addressed.  The SEA Regulations 

require that the SA report identifies the reasons for selecting the alternatives tested in light of 

the others available (SEA Regulations Schedule 2 (8)). In SA practice this is usually understood 

as having two meanings: 

1. Discuss why it was ‘reasonable’ to select the alternatives that were developed to be tested; 

and 

2. Discuss why the preferred approach was selected in light of the SA of alternatives. 

 

The first of these has been included in this issues and options SA report for the issues that have 

been considered so far (although many SA practitioners do not address this until the formal SA 

report).  However, until the council have developed their draft plan, it is not possible to address 

the second.   

 

In the interests of putting in place a clear audit trail for the SA, Table 2.1 outlines for each 

relevant issue1, why the alternatives were selected.  The final column of this table cannot be filled 

in until the formal SA report stage.  However, it is included here for completeness.  This table will 

evolve as the plan and the SA processes evolve. 

 

 

                                                
1 Please note that not all of the issues addressed in the Issues and Options papers have been included in this table.  This is because 

many of the issues merely raise questions to the consultees or are technical or administrative planning issues which relate to how 

policies might be drafted.  Therefore, they do not constitute a planning issue that could be expected to have reasonable alternatives or 

do not define alternatives that would have materially different sustainability effects.  
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Table 2.1: Reason for selecting alternatives 

Issue Alternatives / options identified Outline reasons for selecting alternatives Outline reason for selecting 
the preferred approach  

Approach to rural 
housing 

The following options have been tested / identified: 

• A no rural housing option; 

• Straight distribution option which distributes the 

total housing requirement evenly across the rural 

areas of the District; 

• A growth (all sites) approach that uses a trend 

approach to development within the rural areas, 

considering the scale of development that a 

village has had between 2011-2015 and projects 

this forward; 

• A growth (natural growth) which allows analysis 

of how parishes have grown naturally through 

windfall / infill development.  This does not take 

into account imposed growth through allocation 

in the 1997 Local Plan; and  

• Other growth options which can be derived from 

the combining the approaches defined above. 

The Council has effectively met the rural areas’ 

housing requirement in the rural areas.  The 

majority of this development is in the 16 villages 

that were identified in the Interim Rural Housing 

Policy (2009) – the most sustainable villages 

(villages which were considered the most 

sustainable at the time (2009) using certain 

criteria).  However, the Council feels that it is 

important that the remaining villages in the District 

do not become “fossilised” (i.e. start to lose 

services because of a lack of new housing 

development).  Therefore, a range of approaches 

has been tested that will provide suitable 

applications of appropriate scale but will not 

fundamentally compromise the overall development 

strategy of the adopted WNJCS.   

The no rural housing option is not felt by the 

Council to be a reasonable alternative (as the figure 

in the WNJCS is a minimum, and in line with 

national policy) but has been tested so that the full 

effects of this approach can be clear. 

This column will be completed 

later on in the planning process 

Approach to 

urban housing  
It is not considered that there is a need for any 

major allocations to be made in either Brackley or 

Towcester unless it is considered that it is unlikely 

that the urban extension at Towcester South is 

unlikely to deliver 2,100 dwellings. In addition the 

council considers it is not appropriate to re-consider 

the Sustainable Urban Extensions as to their 

suitability and do recognise that it may be necessary 

to allocate urban sites in certain circumstances. 

The WNJCS includes strategic proposals for major 

residential development in both Brackley and 

Towcester.  These strategic allocations provide for 

a minimum of 3,830 dwellings to be delivered in 

two towns between 2011 and 2029.   

 

The 2015 Five Year Housing Land Supply Report 

sets out that 4,791 dwellings will be delivered in 

the urban areas by 2029.  This compares to the 
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Table 2.1: Reason for selecting alternatives 

Issue Alternatives / options identified Outline reasons for selecting alternatives Outline reason for selecting 
the preferred approach  

Therefore there are no reasonable alternatives 

identified.  

delivery figure of 4,810 dwellings in the WNJCS.  It 

is therefore clear that nearly the entire housing 

requirement had already been agreed in the urban 

areas.  In respect of the Towcester South SUE 

(Sustainable Urban Extension) the WNJCS allows 

for the completion of minimum 2,100 dwellings of 

the 2,750 permitted under the planning permission.  

It may be that this minimum figure will be 

exceeded and that therefore the full urban 

requirement will be met. 

 

If any allocations are made further along in the 

planning process these will be tested as part of the 

SA. 
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2.3 Assessing reasonable alternatives 
2.3.1 How is sustainability defined? 

The scoping stage of the SA (as referred to in Section 1.3) resulted in the production of a SA 

framework which will be used to test the sustainability of the plan.  This is shown in Table 2.1. 

The SA framework sets out those factors that are considered to be important in defining and 

testing sustainability for this plan. 

 

Table 2.2: SA framework 

SA objectives Appraisal questions to be used as a 
guide. Will the plan lead to…? 

1. Air quality and noise 

SO1a: Reduce the need to travel, facilitate 

modal shift and minimise congestion 

• An increased dependence on car use? 

• Improvements in access to good public 

transport? 

• Impacts on traffic congestion hotspots 

(particularly transit sites)? 

• Location of new development in areas of 

high noise levels or poor air quality? 

SO1b: Reduce the numbers of people who are 

affected by air and noise pollution 

2. Archaeology and cultural heritage 

SO2a: Protect and enhance designated and 

undesignated heritage assets and their 

setting, including listed buildings, scheduled 

monuments, registered parks and gardens, 

registered battlefields, conservation areas and 

other archaeological sites, monuments, 

structures, buildings and historic landscapes 

• Development that affects heritage assets? 

• Well-designed development that is well 

related to the surrounding area? 

3. Biodiversity, flora and fauna 

SO3a: Conserve and enhance the structure 

and function of habitats, the integrity of 

designated and undesignated sites, and 

conservation status of species 

SO3b: Enhance and protect greenspace 

networks and habitat connectivity, including 

river and stream corridors, to assist in species 

migration and dispersal 

SO3c: Increase the land area of UK 

Biodiversity Action Plan habitats within the 

area 

SO3d: Maintain and improve the conservation 

status of selected non-designated nature 

conservation sites 

• Avoidance of net loss, damage to, or 

fragmentation of, and enhancement of 

designated and undesignated wildlife sites, 

protected species and priority species / 

habitats, including those within the 

Northamptonshire BAP? 

• Development which enhances the 

ecological services of the wider area? 

• Development which incorporates green 

infrastructure into the design e.g. green 

corridors, linking open space etc? 

• Development which supports the aims and 

objectives of the Nene Valley Nature 

Improvement Area? 

4. Crime and community safety 

SO4aTo improve community safety, reduce 

crime and the fear of crime 

• Designing out crime and a feeling of 

security through better design? 

• Leisure facilities for young people at the 

neighbourhood level including 

consideration of provision as part of large 

new residential developments? 

5. Education and training 

SO5a: Improve access to education and 

lifelong learning 

SO5b: Promote sustainable modes of travel to 

access education 

• Adequate supporting educational 

infrastructure associated with new 

residential developments? 
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Table 2.2: SA framework 

SA objectives Appraisal questions to be used as a 
guide. Will the plan lead to…? 

• Easier access to education facilities 

especially by public transport? 

6. Energy and climatic factors 

SO6a: Improve energy efficiency of dwellings, 

use of low carbon technologies and 

adaptation to long term climate change 

SO6b: Increase the local renewable energy 

generating capacity 

• Developments incorporating low carbon 

technologies where appropriate? 

• An increase in energy efficient measures 

in the design of new developments? 

• A better consideration of climate change 

adaptation measures? 

7. Health and well being 

SO7a: To improve health and reduce health 

inequalities 

• Improved access to healthcare including 

through sustainable transport means? 

• Adequate supporting health services 

associated with new residential 

developments? 

• An improvement in the quality of homes? 

8. Labour market and economy 

SO8a: Improve access to employment 

opportunities 

• An adequate supply of land to meet the 

requirements of growth sectors? 

• A reduction in travel distances to work and 

ensuring access to employment by more 

sustainable modes? 

• A correction of imbalances between 

residential and employment development 

to reduce in / out commuting? 

9. Landscape and townscape 

SO9a: Ensure that the quality, character and 

local distinctiveness of the landscape, and the 

features within them are conserved and 

enhanced 

• Protection of areas of valued landscape 

and townscape? 

• Development which considers the existing 

character, form and pattern of the 

surrounding area? SO9b: Enhance the form and design of the 

built environment 

10. Material assets 

SO10a: To ensure that the housing stock 

meets the housing needs of the local people 

• Sufficient housing and affordable housing 

to meet identified needs? 

11. Population and social deprivation 

SO11a: Ensure good access to services 

SO11b:  To reduce spatial inequalities in 

social opportunities 

• Provision of appropriate community and 

social infrastructure? 

12. Soil, geology and land use 

SO12a: Reduce land contamination, and 

safeguard soil and geological quality and 

quantity 

• The remediation of contaminated sites?  

• Development on brownfield sites? 

• Development that protects sites valued for 

their geological characteristics? 

• Development that protects valued 

agricultural land? 

• Development that safeguards minerals? 

13. Waste 
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Table 2.2: SA framework 

SA objectives Appraisal questions to be used as a 
guide. Will the plan lead to…? 

SO13a: To reduce waste generation and 

disposal, increase recycling and achieve the 

sustainable management of waste 

• Reduce the amount of waste generated by 

development? 

• An increase in waste recovery before final 

disposal? 

14. Water 

SO14a: Maintain and continue to improve the 

ecological and chemical quality of 

groundwater and surface waters 

SO14b: Reduce risk of flooding 

SO4c: Improve efficiency of water use 

SO14d: Identify opportunities to implement 

strategic flood risk management options / 

measures to reflect the objectives in the River 

Nene and Great Ouse CFMPs 

• Development where adequate water 

supply, foul drainage, sewage treatment 

facilities and surface water drainage is 

available? 

• Development which supports and 

corresponds with the NPPF, Planning 

Practice Guidance and the flood risk 

policies of the EA and LLFA. 

• Development which incorporates SUDS? 

• Water efficient design and reduction in 

water consumption? 

• The sustainable use of water resources? 

• The requirements of the Water Framework 

Directive River Basin Management Plans 

being met (incl. improvement of water 

bodies)? 

• The maintenance and enhancement of 

riverside and water based recreational 

activities? 
 

2.3.2 How does the SA define significance 

As part of the SA it is necessary to outline which of the effects are likely to be significant, and in 

fact only significant effects need to be discussed.  To do this in a clear and transparent way a set 

of significance criteria has been defined for the appraisal and every effect has been scored 

accordingly.  The significance criteria that have been used are set out in Table 2.3.  

 

Table 2.3: Significance criteria 

Score  Description  Symbol  

Significant positive effect The option strongly supports the achievement 

of the SA Objective and has a major positive 

effect with relation to characteristics of the 

effect and the sensitivity of the receptors 

++ 

Minor positive effect The option generally support the achievement 

of the SA Objective and has a minor positive 

effect with relation to characteristics of the 

effect and the sensitivity of the receptors 

+ 

Neutral The option does not have an effect on the 

achievement of the SA Objective 

0 

Minor negative effect The option conflicts with the achievement of 

the SA Objective and has a negative effect with 

relation to characteristics of the effect and the 

sensitivity of the receptors 

- 

Significant negative effect The option conflicts with the SA Objective and 

has a negative effect with relation to 

characteristics of the effect and the sensitivity 

- - 
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Table 2.3: Significance criteria 

Score  Description  Symbol  

of the receptors. In addition the future baseline 

indicates a worsening trend in the absence of 

intervention 

Uncertain It is unclear whether there is the potential for a 

negative or positive effect on the SA Objective 

? 

 

2.3.3 Which issues and options were assessed?  

The information presented by the Council in the Issues and Options Consultation Papers is a mix 

of issues, options, general approaches, technical assessments and general questions to 

consultees.  The reason for this is that some aspects are more advanced than others.  Therefore, 

it is not possible or useful to assess the effects of every element of the Issues and Options 

Consultation Papers.  A screening exercise has been carried out to ascertain which issues and 

options are possible to assess and this screening exercise has also considered where the SA can 

add value to the decision making process.  This screening exercise is shown in Appendix 1.   

 

The only element of the Issues and Options Consultation Papers that has been appraised at this 

stage in the planning process is the approach to rural housing.   

 

 

  

348



 

Local plan Part 2 options SA  

 

 

 

 
 
 

  

10 

3. RESULTS OF THE ISSUES APPRAISAL PROCESS 

3.1 Introduction  
The full results of the appraisal are shown in Appendix 2.  The results have been presented in 

appraisal tables which enables readers to clearly see the performance of the issues and options 

against each individual SA objective.   

 

SA relies on expert judgement, which is guided by knowledge of the likely effects of the plan, the 

baseline data available and responses and information provided by consultees and other 

stakeholders. A ‘precautionary approach’ is taken with the worst case scenario being reported in 

the case of any doubt about potential effects and mitigation is suggested if there is any doubt as 

to the effect of the plan. 

 

3.2 Difficulties encountered in the appraisal 
The main difficulty encountered in the appraisal was the lack of detail apparent in some of the 

options.  This is often the case at the issues and options stage and was dealt with by focusing the 

appraisal on providing a general indication of the relative performance of the issues. 

 

3.3 Summary of the Results of the SA 
The full results of the appraisal are presented in matrices in Appendix 2.  A summary of the 

results is detailed below. 
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Table 3.1: SA results 

Issue Summary of performance Mitigation / Enhancement 

Approach to rural 

housing 

The no rural housing option scores significantly negatively in relation to material assets as it will 

fail to prevent the fossilisation of rural communities.  It will have a neutral score in relation to the 

other SA objectives. 

 

The straight distribution approach could potentially score positively in relation to the SA objectives 

that deal with environmental sensitivities.  It represents the lowest level of development (apart 

from the no development option) and also results in housing being more evenly distributed, 

meaning there is less risk that environmental sensitivities are breached.  However, without 

knowing the likely locations of development it is not possible to say with certainty whether 

development in any village is likely to be acceptable. Therefore, this has been scored as uncertain.   

With regard to access to services, this approach will also score negatively as it will result in 

housing being developed in communities which do not have the services to support it.  It will also 

mean that communities which can support development may not receive any and are likely to 

stagnate.  For the same reason this approach will also score negatively in relation to material 

assets as it will fail to meet the needs of rural communities. 

 

The growth (all sites) and growth (natural growth) approach will focus housing in more accessible 

and sustainable settlements and will therefore be more positive for SA objectives relating to 

access to services.  For this reason they have also scored positively in relation to material assets 

as they will better reflect the actual need of each settlement.  These approaches mean that more 

development goes to those villages which have already seen higher levels of development 

(although there is a smaller risk from this with the natural growth option as growth is more evenly 

distributed).  This could mean a higher risk that environmental sensitivities are breached or that 

the character of an area could be degraded. In addition these approaches could lead to a higher 

level of overall rural development than the straight distribution approach for example (this is 

subject to the caveat above regarding knowing the likely locations of development before a full 

appraisal can be undertaken). 

 

With regard to the other growth options, all of the options perform more positively than the 

straight distribution approach with regard to access to services and meeting the needs of 

communities.  These options deliver fairly high levels of growth so could potentially cause effects 

The straight distribution approach are 

likely to have negative effects in relation 

to access to services which cannot be 

mitigated effectively. 

 

It is not possible to fully assess against 

some of the SA objectives as they are 

locationally specific and can only be 

assessed once potential site locations are 

known.  It is important that once 

potential sites are identified as part of the 

Local Plan process they are subject to 

comparative appraisal. 
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Table 3.1: SA results 

Issue Summary of performance Mitigation / Enhancement 

on the SA objectives that deal with environmental sensitivities.  The first option has the lowest 

level of growth and also a more even distribution.  Therefore, it is likely to be the most positive 

out of the three other growth options (subject to the caveat above). 
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Element of the plan SA: Approach to appraisal of reasonable alternatives 

South Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 2A Options Consultation Document and Questions (March 2016) and South Northamptonshire 
Council Local Plan Part 2a Options Consultation Background Document (March 2016) 

Section 4: Suggested vision 

and objectives 

The vision and the objectives will be assessed at the draft plan stage. 

Section 5: Settlement 

hierarchy 

This section sets out an analysis of services and facilities in order to fit settlements into the WNJCS settlement categories.  

This is a technical assessment which focuses on the services and facilities in each settlement.  SA is not needed for this 

element of the plan. 

Section 6: Scale of housing This section of the report deals with the approach to urban housing and rural housing. 

Urban areas – although the housing requirement has been met the paper points out that the plan could consider allocating 

additional greenfield extensions in specific circumstances  There is nothing substantive to assess at this point in time.  

However, an audit trail of the approach to alternatives will be kept (despite the fact that the urban need has already been 

met) as it could be argued that further greenfield extensions are a reasonable alternative based on a specific need.  This 

audit trail has been provided as part of this paper.  If allocations are proposed later on in the planning process these can be 

assessed at a later date. 

 

Rural areas - The Council has effectively met the rural housing areas’ housing requirements in the rural areas. The majority 

of this development is in the 16 villages that were identified in the Interim Rural Housing Policy (2009) – the most 

sustainable villages (this was previously assessed as the most sustainable back in 2009 based on former assessment criteria 

and prior to the changes to national policy).  However, the Council feels that it is important that the remaining villages in the 

District do not become fossilised.  Therefore, a range of approaches has been tested that will provide suitable applications of 

appropriate scale but will not fundamentally compromise the overall development strategy of the adopted WNJCS.  These 

approaches have been subject to SA. 

Section 7: Mix, type and 

size of housing (housing for 

the older population; 

housing for younger people; 

starter homes; affordable 

housing; and self-build 

homes). 

Older population: The options presented are broad policy approaches that could be developed and are not currently drafted 

as alternative approaches.  It is not felt that SA at this stage would provide information that would benefit the decision 

making process at this time. The policy approach taken (and any reasonable alternatives identified) will be assessed at the 

draft plan stage. 

 

Younger people: The options presented are broad policy approaches that could be developed and are not currently drafted as 

alternative approaches.  It is not felt that SA at this stage would provide information that would benefit the decision making 

process at this time. The policy approach taken (and any reasonable alternatives identified) will be assessed at the draft plan 

stage. 
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Element of the plan SA: Approach to appraisal of reasonable alternatives 

South Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 2A Options Consultation Document and Questions (March 2016) and South Northamptonshire 
Council Local Plan Part 2a Options Consultation Background Document (March 2016) 

Starter homes: One question is posed on starter homes and there are no alternative approaches presented that can be 

assessed.  It is not felt that SA at this stage would provide information that would benefit the decision making process at this 

time. The policy approach taken (and any reasonable alternatives identified) will be assessed at the draft plan stage. 

 

Affordable homes: The options presented are broad policy approaches that could be developed and are not currently drafted 

as alternative approaches.  It is not felt that SA at this stage would provide information that would benefit the decision 

making process at this time. The policy approach taken (and any reasonable alternatives identified) will be assessed at the 

draft plan stage. 

 

Self-build: One question is posed on starter homes and there are no alternative approaches presented that can be assessed.  

It is not felt that SA at this stage would provide information that would benefit the decision making process at this time. The 

policy approach taken (and any reasonable alternatives identified) will be assessed at the draft plan stage. 

 

Housing design and health and well-being: The options presented are broad policy approaches that could be developed and 

are not currently drafted as alternative approaches.  It is not felt that SA at this stage would provide information that would 

benefit the decision making process at this time. The policy approach taken (and any reasonable alternatives identified) will 

be assessed at the draft plan stage. 

Section 8: Environmental 

and infrastructure 

considerations 

The issue of Local Green Spaces has been considered in the response to the paper on Local Green Space Designations (see 

below). 

 

With regard to Special Landscape Areas, the plan is only inviting comment on potential designations that could be used.  

Therefore, there are no alternatives to assess at this stage. In addition, a SA will be more meaningful later on in this 

process. 

 

Green wedges: Views are being sought on if and where Green Wedges may be appropriate.  Options are presented with 

regard to Green Wedges (the designation of Green Wedges as compared to the more policy based approach (as mentioned in 

Para 7.23)).  However, a SA will be more meaningful later on in this process. 

Section 9: Transport and 

accessibility 

The options presented are broad policy approaches that could be developed and are not currently drafted as alternative 

approaches.  It is not felt that SA at this stage would provide information that would benefit the decision making process at 

this time. The policy approach taken (and any reasonable alternatives identified) will be assessed at the draft plan stage. 
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Element of the plan SA: Approach to appraisal of reasonable alternatives 

South Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 2A Options Consultation Document and Questions (March 2016) and South Northamptonshire 
Council Local Plan Part 2a Options Consultation Background Document (March 2016) 

Section 10: Economic 

advantage; 

The options presented are broad policy approaches that could be developed and are not currently drafted as alternative 

approaches.  It is not felt that SA at this stage would provide information that would benefit the decision making process at 

this time. The policy approach taken (and any reasonable alternatives identified) will be assessed at the draft plan stage  

Section 11: Community and 

leisure provision 

The options presented are broad policy approaches that could be developed and are not currently drafted as alternative 

approaches.  It is not felt that SA at this stage would provide information that would benefit the decision making process at 

this time. The policy approach taken (and any reasonable alternatives identified) will be assessed at the draft plan stage.  

Section 12: Strategic 

housing and employment 

land availability assessment 

This section sets out a call for sites for the SHELAA.  There are no sites to assess at this stage. 

Section 13: Options for 

confine review and re-

establishment 

The options presented are broad policy approaches that could be developed and are not currently drafted as alternative 

approaches.  It is not felt that SA at this stage would provide information that would benefit the decision making process at 

this time. The policy approach taken (and any reasonable alternatives identified) will be assessed at the draft plan stage.  

Section 14: Development 

management policies 

The options presented are broad policy approaches that could be developed and are not currently drafted as alternative 

approaches. It is not felt that SA at this stage would provide information that would benefit the decision making process at 

this time. The policy approach taken (and any reasonable alternatives identified) will be assessed at the draft plan stage. 

Section 15: Other options This section merely poses a question relating to whether consultees feel there are other options for consideration. 

 

 

South Northamptonshire Council: Local Green Space Designation and Methodology (March 2106) 

Local Green Space 

Designation and 

Methodology Paper 

The paper presents designation criteria for Local Green Spaces which extend on the principles established in the NPPF.  

Therefore there are no alternative approaches presented which would require testing as part of the SA 
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South Northamptonshire Council Local Plan Part 2a 

Issue / Option being assessed: Approach to rural housing 

The following options have been tested / identified: 

• A no rural housing option; 

• Straight distribution; 

• Growth based on past development rates (all sites); 

• Growth based on past development rates (natural growth); 

• Other growth options which can be derived from the combining the approaches defined above; 

SA objective  Effect of the options Commentary and comparison of options (including if appropriate nature 
and spatial extent of potential effects, probability, duration, frequency 
and reversibility) 

No 

rural 

h-

sing 

Straight 

dist 

Growth 

(all) 

Growth 

(nat) 

Other 

growth 

options 

SO1: Air quality and noise 

SO5: Education and training 

SO7: Health and well being 

SO8: Labour market and 

economy 

SO11: Population and social 

deprivation 

 

(these SA objectives all 

address access to various 

types of service and the 

implications of that access 

with regard to transport 

effects) 

0 - - + + + There is limited opportunity for rural housing to break the dependence on car use 

as even the more sustainable villages have only moderate access to public 

transport.  For this reason, it could be argued that the no rural housing option 

would be beneficial for access to services (and the indirect effects on air and 

noise) as it would limit development in rural areas (which is likely to be reliant on 

car use).  However, if rural development is focused appropriately it can help 

support services (including public transport services).  This option would mean 

that these opportunities are missed.  On balance, this option has a neutral score. 

 

The straight distribution approach spreads development around all the villages 

regardless of their sustainability (in terms of services and access) and is likely to 

perform negatively.  For example, the settlements set to gain most housing for 

the straight distribution option are those which are considered less sustainable.  

The more sustainable settlements (as ranked by the emerging rural settlement 

hierarchy) will actually receive a negative apportionment meaning they will not be 

allocated any housing.  This will result in housing being developed in communities 

which do not have the services to support the development.  Perhaps more 

significantly, it will also mean that communities which are more sustainable and 

can support development may not receive any and are likely to stagnate. 
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The growth (all sites) and growth (natural growth) approach will focus housing in 

more accessible and sustainable settlements and will therefore be more positive, 

focusing housing in those areas that have the services to support it.   

 

With regard to the other growth options, all of the options perform more positively 

than the straight distribution approach. Taking the example of the more 

sustainable settlements (as ranked by the emerging rural settlement hierarchy) 

more development is focused in these villages under these scenarios than the 

straight distribution approach.  Therefore, all of the approaches will be positive.   

 

Mitigation / Enhancement:  The straight distribution approach likely to have 

negative effects in relation to access to services which cannot be mitigated 

effectively.   

SO2: Archaeology and 

cultural heritage 

SO3: Biodiversity, flora and 

fauna 

SO9: Landscape and 

townscape 

SO12: Soil, geology and land 

use 

 

(the effect of these SA 

objectives is dependent on 

the scale of development and 

the location of development 

in relation to certain sensitive 

receptors / areas of 

environmental opportunity 

such as wildlife sites, areas of 

brownfield land etc)  

0 ? ? ? ? The no rural housing option will be neutral as it reduces the risk that housing will 

negatively affect environmental sensitivities. 

 

After the no housing option, the straight distribution approach has the lowest 

number of houses proposed and it also results in housing being more evenly 

spread and distributed, meaning there is less risk that environmental sensitivities 

are breached (although placing development in a very small village could pose a 

high risk that the character of the community will be degraded).  However, 

without knowing the likely locations of development it is not possible to say with 

certainty whether development in any village is likely to be acceptable. Therefore, 

this has been scored as uncertain. 

 

The growth (all sites) and growth (natural growth) approach mean that more 

development goes to those villages which have already seen higher levels of 

development (although there is a smaller risk from this with the natural growth 

option as growth is more evenly distributed).  This could mean a higher risk that 

environmental sensitivities are breached or that the character of an area could be 

degraded. In addition these approaches could lead to a higher level of overall rural 

development (1871 and 940) than the straight distribution approach for example 
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(925).  Therefore, there is a risk that these approaches could perform negatively.  

However, without knowing the locations of development it is not possible to say 

with certainty whether development in any village is likely to be acceptable. 

Therefore, these options have been scored as uncertain. 

 

With regard to the other growth options, these are also subject to uncertainties 

over potential locations of development.  These options deliver fairly high levels of 

growth (between 933 and 1406 so could potentially cause effects on the SA 

objectives.  The first option has the lowest level of growth and also a more even 

distribution.  Therefore, it is likely to be the most positive out of the three other 

growth options (subject to the caveat above). 

 

Mitigation / Enhancement:  It is not possible to fully assess against these SA 

objectives as they are locationally specific and can only be assessed once potential 

site locations are known.  It is important that once potential sites are identified as 

part of the Local Plan process they are subject to comparative appraisal. 

SO10: Material assets 

 

(this SA objectives analyses 

how different approaches will 

help to meet housing need) 

- - - + + + The no rural housing option will score significantly negative as it will fail to meet 

the needs of rural communities and will not prevent the fossilisation of South 

Northamptonshire’s rural communities. 

 

The straight distribution approach will ensure that the objectively assessed 

housing needs are met but it scores negatively because it distributes housing to all 

villages regardless of their need for development.  Therefore, it will fail to meet 

the need of some communities some of whom have growth aspirations. 

 

The growth (all sites) and growth (natural growth) approach better reflect the 

actual local need of each settlement so have scored positively as it will better 

meet the needs of communities. 

 

With regard to the other growth options, all of the options could help to meet 

housing needs and all will perform better than the straight distribution approach.  

Therefore, they have been scored positively. 
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Mitigation / Enhancement: The no rural housing approach option and the straight 

distribution approach are likely to have negative effects which cannot be mitigated 

effectively. 

SO4: Crime and community 

safety 

SO6: Energy and climatic 

factors 

SO13: Waste 

SO14: Water 

 

(these SA objectives are 

related to how development is 

implemented) 

0 0 0 0 0 The apportionment of housing will not have an effect on these SA objectives as 

these SA objectives are related to how development is implemented. Therefore 

the appraisal has been scored as neutral. 

 

Mitigation / Enhancement: None 
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South Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 2: Pre Submission Draft for Consultation: Draft Policies and 

Proposals (excluding Settlement Confines) 

WNJCS for the rural areas (2011-2029) is 2,360 dwellings. The Council has 
already met this requirement through completions since 2011 or through sites 
with a current planning permission. Since 2011 1,196 dwellings had been 
completed on sites in the rural areas. At April 2016 there were outstanding 
planning permissions for a further 1,232 dwellings in the rural areas. This total 
of 2,428 dwellings exceeds the OAN for the rural areas by 68 dwellings.  

8.3 Furthermore on the assumption that all of the dwellings identified in the rural 
areas were to be completed by 2029 as envisaged then some 2,923 dwellings 
would be delivered in the rural areas. This would be 563 (23%) higher than 
the 2,360 dwelling requirement. 

8.4 There is clearly no need for additional housing to be allocated in the rural 
areas to meet the overall strategic need as set out in the WNJCS. Despite 
this fact the Council acknowledges that this figure is not a maximum and that, 
in accordance with the NPPF, in some villages there is likely to be some need 
for additional market and affordable housing in the future to meet identified 
local needs. Furthermore it is possible that this development may not all be 
able to be accommodated within the defined confines of a village. Policy R1 
of the WNJCS sets out the circumstances where further housing development 
will be permitted once the strategic requirement has been met. These 
exceptions form the basis of the policy approach in this Plan.  

8.5 Proposals for housing development will generally be permitted within the 
defined confines of a village where proposals accord with the policies of this 
Plan and the WNJCS. 

Locally Assessed Housing Needs 

8.6 In accordance with the NPPF it is important that where local objectively 
assessed needs (LOAN) for housing are identified these should, where 
possible, be met. A LOAN will be identified through a robust Housing Need 
Assessment (HNA). 

8.7 In order to ensure that the most suitable sites are developed, development in 
villages should follow a sequential approach as per Policy S1 in meeting local 
objectively assessed needs. 

8.8 The development of affordable housing to meet identified LOAN on sites 
outside defined confines is permissible under Policy H3 – Exception sites of 
the WNJCS. 

8.9 If a HNA identifies a LOAN where the percentage of affordable housing 
required is above 80% of the total need then a rural exception site should be 
strongly considered and will be encouraged. 

8.10 In the event that a LOAN identifies market housing that cannot be met 
through policy H3, this may require some residential development to be 
permitted on sites outside the defined village confines. 

September 2017 98 

363



 

                           

        

        

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

              

    

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

   

South Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 2: Pre Submission Draft for Consultation: Draft Policies and 

Proposals (excluding Settlement Confines) 

8.11 An application that includes the development of open market housing on sites 
outside the village confines, over and above those permissible under the 
Rural Exceptions Policy for cross-subsidy purposes (Policy H3 of the 
WNJCS) will need to be accompanied with evidence that alternative sites 
within the confines are not suitable or available for development. 

8.12 In addition, an application will also need to be supported by a clear and robust 
justification quantifying the LOAN and the established local connection of 
those households in need to the particular town/parish that the proposal will 
deliver. 

8.13 When assessing the acceptability and appropriateness of proposals for 
residential development outside the defined village confines, regard will be 
had to the extent to which the local community has been involved in the 
formulation of the proposals and the extent to which their views are reflected 
in the submitted proposals. 

8.14 Development proposals will need to have been discussed with the relevant 
town or Parish Council and agreed with the District Council prior to an 
application being submitted.   

8.15 All parishes with established confines can apply this policy approach. In the 
event a HNA identifies a LOAN in a parish, the expectation will be that the 
LOAN is provided within that parish. Where it can be robustly demonstrated 
that a parish cannot identify a site that is available or suitable to meet the 
identified LOAN then consideration will be given in delivering the LOAN on a 
suitable and available site within the closest parish with an equivalent or 
higher classification as set out in the Settlement Hierarchy.  

8.16 For example the LOAN for a secondary village could be met in the closest 
available Secondary, Primary or Rural Service Centre if there were no 
suitable sites available in the that village 

8.17 The LOAN for a Small village could be met in the closest available 
Secondary, Primary or Rural Service Centre if there were no suitable sites 
available at that village.  

8.18 All development proposals will have to have regard to WNJCS Policy R1 

8.19 Parishes/landowners or developers could consider undertaking a HNA based 
on a cluster of parishes. In the event that a LOAN is identified, it would be 
expected that the LOAN will be met on a suitable and available site located in 
the most sustainable parish within the cluster as set out in the Settlement 
Hierarchy. 

8.20 The Council will require a robust evidence base for a development proposal 
to be considered. Ensuring public confidence in the impartiality and reliability 
of HNAs is vital. The use of secondary data (eg census, national surveys) will 
help to inform an evidence base, but as the requirement of Policy LNHG is to 
determine and meet LOAN there will be a requirement to carry out primary 
research to produce a locally determined housing needs evidence base. 
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Appeal Decision 
Hearing Held on 25 & 26 November 2020 

Site visit made on 2 December 2020 

by David Reed  BSc DipTP DMS MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 25th January 2021  

 

Appeal Ref: APP/D3505/W/19/3241261 

Land South of Slough Road, Brantham, Suffolk 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Rainier Developments Ltd & Messrs J & C Suckling against the 
decision of Babergh District Council. 

• The application Ref DC/19/01973, dated 18 April 2019, was refused by notice dated     
9 October 2019. 

• The development proposed is residential development of up to 65 new dwellings 
(including a minimum of 35% affordable homes), with areas of landscaping and public 
open space, including vehicular access and associated infrastructure works. 

 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and permission is granted for residential development of 

up to 65 new dwellings (including a minimum of 35% affordable homes), with 

areas of landscaping and public open space, including vehicular access and 
associated infrastructure works at Land South of Slough Road, Brantham, 

Suffolk, in accordance with the terms of the application, Ref DC/19/01973, 

dated 18 April 2019, subject to the attached schedule of conditions. 

Preliminary Matter 

2. The application is in outline with all matters reserved except access.  Whilst the 

application included a Concept Masterplan, this is only illustrative of how a 

scheme on the site might look.  The Council made it clear during the hearing 
that it did not wish any permission to reference the concept masterplan as a 

basis for future reserved matters and the appellants withdrew the suggestion in 

it that the site could accommodate 2.5 storey development.  The appeal has 
been considered taking these points into account.    

Main Issues 

3. In addition to the development plan and planning policy background, the main 

issues in this case are:  

• the local need for market and affordable housing in this location; and  

• the effect of the proposal on the landscape, in particular the sense of 

separation between Brantham and East End 
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Reasons 

4. The proposal is for the residential development of about 2.87 ha of agricultural 

land on the north-western side of the village of Brantham.  The site fronts onto 

the southern side of Slough Road between the village and East End, a hamlet 

within East Bergholt parish, and is bounded to the north east round to the 
south by the rear gardens of properties fronting onto Slough Road and Ipswich 

Road.  With no physical boundary on the remaining side, the site forms part of 

a large, flat and relatively featureless field which extends well to the west. 

5. The scheme would take the form of a large cul-de-sac with access from Slough 

Road near to the last of the frontage properties, mainly bungalows, which line 
the southern side of the road when leaving Brantham.  There would also be a 

non-vehicular link to the south, towards the main part of the village, via a 

narrow passage between two properties on Ipswich Road, and a direct link to 
the extensive footpath network in the countryside to the west via Footpath    

No 1, which heads off across the field.     

The development plan         

6. The development plan comprises the Babergh Local Plan 2011-2031 Core 

Strategy & Policies (the CS) adopted in February 2014 and certain saved 

policies from the Babergh Local Plan Alteration No 2 (the BLP) adopted in 2006.  

The latter defined a built up area boundary (BUAB) for Brantham and East End 
which tightly enclose the two settlements.  The appeal site lies next to the 

BUAB of Brantham, which includes the adjacent properties on Slough Road and 

Ipswich Road, but is also not far from the BUAB of East End.  

7. The original intention was for the CS to be followed by a Site Allocations DPD, 

however this was not produced and this means that suitable housing sites need 
to be identified through the planning application process.  The Council are now 

preparing the emerging Babergh and Mid Suffolk Joint Local Plan (the JLP) to 

cover the extended period to 2037.  

8. Saved Policies CN01, HS31 and TP15 of the BLP remain relevant, dealing with 

general design matters, the provision of open space and parking respectively.  
From the CS, Policies CS13, CS18 and CS19 are also relevant, dealing with 

renewable energy, the mix/type of dwellings and affordable housing.  However, 

it is agreed the most important policies for the determination of the appeal are 

those listed in the Council’s reasons for refusal, namely Policies CS2, CS11 and 
CS15, to which the appellant seeks to add Policies CS1 and CS3.   

9. Policy CS1 applies the presumption in favour of sustainable development and is 

important to the appeal as the basis of decision making.  The wording predates 

Paragraph 11 of the latest National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) but is 

not significantly inconsistent and can be regarded as up to date. 

10. Policy CS3 sets out the strategy for growth in the district and sets a housing 
requirement of 5,975 new dwellings between 2011 and 2031, some 300 dpa.   

However, this figure is more than five years old and in these circumstances the 

NPPF requires local housing need to be calculated using the standard method,  

currently 416 dpa.  In this critical respect the policy is out of date, but the 
overall strategy remains valid, namely housing growth will be accommodated 

within the existing settlement pattern and extensions to three urban areas.  

The policy is clearly important to the appeal.                       
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11. Policy CS2 defines the settlement pattern by listing the towns/urban areas 

together with core and hinterland villages depending on their range of services 

and facilities.  Brantham is classified as one of the latter.  Development will be 
directed to the various settlements in relation to their role in this hierarchy and 

this approach is still valid even though the housing requirement to be delivered 

through the hierarchy is now increased.  However, the final part of the policy 

that development in the countryside will only be permitted in exceptional 
circumstances conflicts with the NPPF where there is no such requirement and 

in this limited respect the policy is out of date. 

12. The appellants argue that Brantham should now be considered as a core rather 

than hinterland village, however this is not clear cut and should be treated as a 

material consideration rather than a matter that affects the validity of the CS.    

13. Policy CS11 explains that proposals for development in and around core and 
hinterland villages will be assessed against a series of criteria, with Paragraph 

2.8.5.7 making clear that it intentionally provides flexibility for development 

outside BUABs when the criteria are met, whether such sites are allocated in 

the Site Allocations DPD or not.  With its subjective criteria to be interpreted on 
a site by site basis the policy is an inherently flexible approach to delivering 

suitable sites so it remains valid despite the need for more housing.  Whilst the 

BUABs themselves date from 2006 they are only described as a useful starting 
point for consideration of the relationship of the proposal to the settlement 

rather than being determinative and thus remain helpful to that extent.         

14. Policy CS15 sets out a series of nineteen subjective criteria that all proposals 

should meet to ensure development is sustainable.  Again these do not prevent 

suitable sites coming forward and in the absence of any clear conflict with the 
NPPF the policy can be considered up to date. 

15. For these reasons there are five most important policies for determining the 

appeal – Policies CS1, CS2, CS3, CS11 and CS15 – and taken as a whole they 

remain up to date despite the housing requirement being superseded by a 

higher figure.  Since it is agreed the Council can demonstrate 6.74 years 
deliverable housing land supply against the up to date 416 dpa requirement the 

‘tilted balance’ in NPPF Paragraph 11d does not apply in this case. 

16. This conclusion is consistent with that reached by the Secretary of State and 

Inspector in the Long Melford decision, a similar proposal for housing adjacent 

to the BUAB of that village determined in April 20201.  

17. The emerging JLP seeks to accommodate the increased housing requirement of 

416 dpa for the period to 2037, proposes a revised settlement hierarchy with 
Brantham as a core village and puts forward a series of housing allocations to 

meet identified needs, including a site for 125 houses between Church Lane 

and Ipswich Road in Brantham.  It is not proposed to allocate the appeal site.  
However, the JLP is only at Regulation 19 consultation stage and with 

numerous objections received can only be given limited weight at this time. 

18. The East Bergholt Neighbourhood Plan was made in September 2016 but this is 

not applicable to the appeal site.   

 

 
1 APP/D3505/W/18/3214377 Inspectors Report paragraph 444, Decision Letter paragraph 22.   
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Main considerations           

19. The parties agree that Brantham is a sustainable location for additional housing 

having sufficient services and facilities either in the village or accessible by 

sustainable modes of transport.  It is also agreed that the proposal would be 

well related to the village in that it lies adjacent to the BUAB with existing 
housing on the north eastern side round to the south, and would be close to 

village facilities such as the local shops, school and recreation ground.  

20. The Council’s case against the proposal is that it conflicts with Policy CS2 in 

that it exceeds the scope for development in a hinterland village and fails the 

exceptional circumstances/proven need test for development outside the BUAB. 
In relation to Policy CS11, the Council’s statement of case argues that the 

proposal conflicts with two criteria2 because the local need for the development 

has not been shown and four more criteria3 because it would have a harmful 
impact on the landscape due to the effect on the separation of Brantham and 

East End.  It is also said there would be conflict with two criteria4 in Policy 

CS15 due to the landscape concern.  The Council do not argue there would be 

significant conflict with any other criteria, so these are the two main issues on 
which the appeal turns. 

Local need for market and affordable housing 

21. Whilst the October 2020 Housing Land Supply Statement demonstrates that 
the district has 6.74 years supply, above the five year minimum required by 

NPPF Paragraph 73, the Council has a generally poor record of delivery with the 

300 dpa target not being met until 2017/18 and only once reaching the new 

416 dpa target in 2018/19.  There is a clear need to boost the delivery of 
housing as soon as possible wherever suitable opportunities arise. 

22. This relates to the district wide position.  At the same time Policies CS2 and 

CS11 are clear that the scale of development in core and hinterland villages 

should relate to the local need for housing, albeit the precise area concerned in 

each case is not clearly defined.  Policy CS2 states that core villages ‘will act as 
a focus for development within their functional cluster’ whilst hinterland villages 

‘will accommodate some development to help meet the needs within them’, a 

distinction the Council regards as important, whilst Policy CS11 states core 
villages should meet ‘locally identified need’ and hinterland villages should also 

meet ‘proven local need’, which is effectively the same.  The Council’s SPD to 

provide detailed guidance on Policy CS11 does not clarify any distinction 
between local need in the case of core and hinterland villages5. 

23. Based on a mapping exercise, the larger core villages were identified for the CS 

together with their functional cluster of smaller hinterland villages which look to 

the core village for many day to day needs.  However, the clusters are not 

clear cut, with some overlapping and others influenced by nearby towns/urban 
areas.  Similarly, the core/hinterland distinction is not clear cut in the case of 

Brantham.  Whilst classified as a hinterland village in the East Bergholt cluster, 

it is a unique settlement in the Babergh context.  Developing from the late 19th 

century to provide housing for a major industrial complex at Cattawade, it is 
relatively large but lacks a wide range of facilities, although there are pre and 

 
2 Core village criterion iv and hinterland village criterion iii 
3 Core village criteria i & ii and hinterland village criteria i and ii 
4 Criteria i and ii 
5 Supplementary Planning Document: Rural Development & Core Strategy Policy CS11 August 2014 paragraph 14   

369

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decision APP/D3505/W/19/3241261 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          5 

primary schools, a handful of shops, public house, places of worship and a 

recreation ground.  Whilst the village looks to the core village of East Bergholt 

for secondary schooling, for many higher order services it looks towards the 
town of Manningtree/Lawford/Mistley, just across the Stour in Essex. 

24. The village is also unique in having the strategic redevelopment potential of the 

major industrial site which has become largely disused.  The regeneration of 

the site has been planned for many years but is challenging, and Policy CS10 in 

2014 allowed for a mixed use scheme including housing on adjacent greenfield 
land to support the necessary investment in the site.  Progress has been slow 

but steady with outline consent in 2016 and some reserved matters in 2019, 

and following highway and infrastructure works the housing element of the 

scheme comprising 288 dwellings has recently commenced on site.   

25. The appellants argue this start on site warrants Brantham’s reclassification as a 
core village but there is no sign as yet of much employment development or 

plans for using the site earmarked for retail and community uses.  The scheme 

should however significantly enhance the services, facilities and employment 

available in the village over time and supports the case for further housing.                  

26. In the East Bergholt case6, the High Court confirmed that local housing need in 

Policy CS11 means housing need in the village and its cluster, and perhaps in 
areas immediately adjoining it.  This does not distinguish between core and 

hinterland villages and ‘perhaps’ implies some flexibility.  CS paragraph 2.1.3.2 

states core villages were not defined because of their potential opportunities for 
growth, seriously undermining the Council’s case, paragraphs 2.8.5.2 & 5 

emphasise the flexibility of village clusters working in practice as a group and 

paragraphs 2.8.5.3 & 4 make the obvious point that each village is different in 
character, size and constraints and an appropriate level of development will 

therefore vary from village to village.  Given these points the classification of 

Brantham as a core or hinterland village is not determinative in this case and 

the review of the matter should be left to the emerging JLP.           

27. The local housing needs of Brantham are therefore effectively unique to the 
village and the appellants have sought to identify these in a hearing statement 

and addendum.  There is nothing within Policy CS11 or the SPD that dictates 

how local need should be evidenced, leaving the matter open to interpretation. 

The Council comment on the appellants’ work and draw different conclusions 
from it, but do not put forward an alternative analysis.  The work concentrates 

on the needs of the cluster but considers the particular needs of Brantham 

within it and given the background above this is a justified approach. 

28. The local need for more housing is driven to a large extent by the past history 

of the village.  Following its initial growth estates were added in the 1950s-70s    
but since then growth has been limited with only a few windfall sites adding to 

the housing stock.  Within the cluster the amount of housing has grown by only 

124 dwellings or 3.1% in the last decade compared to 5.7% within Babergh as 
a whole.  With the suppression of new housing the population of Brantham 

actually declined by 4% between 2001 and 2017 with growth in the cluster just 

4% over the same period, less than half that of Babergh (9%).  This has 
inevitably fed through to a marked change in the age structure of the cluster 

with a 40% increase in those over 65, a 30% reduction in those aged 25 to 39 

and 10% less children, the figures for Brantham presumably being even more 

 
6 East Bergholt Parish Council v Babergh District Council and others [2016] EWHC 3400 (Admin)  
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pronounced.  With deaths increasingly exceeding births there has been some 

in-migration, but not enough in the 25 to 44 age group as residents in this 

cohort mature, leading to a reduction in the working age population and the 
number of families with children.   

29. As further evidence of a relative shortage, the average price of housing in the 

last decade has increased by 57% in Brantham compared to 48% in Babergh 

as a whole.  Affordability has steadily reduced across the district, with average 

prices just 5 times earnings in 2000 rising to 9 times in 2013 and 11.4 times in 
2018, and this ratio is deteriorating compared to that for the East of England 

and England overall.  The situation in the cluster, where average prices are 

higher than the district, is likely to be even worse.   

30. To address these adverse trends the cluster, and Brantham in particular, needs 

to significantly increase housing supply compared to past performance in order 
to improve its retention of existing residents and to attract new households.  

This would also improve affordability and reduce the pressure on social/private 

rented housing which is not well represented in either the village or cluster.             

31. As stated above, the standard method for assessing the local housing needs of 

Babergh as a whole currently produces a figure of 416 dpa.  If this is divided in 

proportion to existing population, this would produce a figure of 38 dpa for the 
cluster and 11.5 dpa for Brantham.  However, this simplistic approach assumes 

every settlement can and should grow at the same rate and takes no account 

of the individual characteristics of each settlement or cluster.  It is not 
therefore an estimate of local housing need for the purposes of Policy CS11. 

32. In the absence of national or local guidance regarding the assessment of local 

housing needs at sub-district level, the appellants have produced two 

estimates.  One mirrors the standard method but uses the demographic profile 

of the local population and continued migration based on past trends.  This 
produces a figure of 33 dpa for the cluster.  However, this would perpetuate a 

low level of population growth overall with the proportion in older age groups 

continuing to increase.  The model shows those aged over 65 would increase 
from 26% in 2017 to 39% in 2036, with those between 25 and 64 declining as 

a proportion.  By largely projecting forward past trends, this would not address 

the structural issues caused by the historic lack of new housing supply.   

33. In order to address these otherwise ongoing trends, the second approach seeks 

to model a greater share of local people being retained in the area rather than 
moving away to find housing, thus securing a younger age profile for the 

population over time.  The model assumes those aged 15 to 24 continue to 

leave the area but the outflow of other age groups is reduced by 10%, a 

reasonable level of ambition.  To deliver a more balanced population structure 
in this way the model requires housing growth for the cluster of 54 dpa which 

over the remaining plan period 2019-2031 would amount to a need for 648 

dwellings.  The population would grow by about 0.66% pa which has occurred 
in three years since 2001, albeit not sustained, showing the scenario is 

realistically achievable.        

34. The 2019 housing land supply statement lists further housing commitments 

within the cluster amounting to 594 dwellings, less than the 648 dwellings 

required to deliver this modelled scenario.  Of these the majority, 315 are in 
Brantham, most of the remainder, 233 in East Bergholt and just 46 in the 

remaining six hinterland villages.  This in itself demonstrates the unique role of 
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Brantham in the cluster and amongst the hinterland villages.  Importantly, with 

few other sites available, 288 of the Brantham dwellings would be on the major 

regeneration site which the footnote to Policy CS3 explains is a windfall site 
that would ensure the district’s planned housing provision is delivered.  The site 

is consequently of strategic importance and not solely intended to meet the 

local housing needs of the village or cluster.                

35. The Council prefer the standard method distributed pro-rata across the district 

giving a need for 468 dwellings across the cluster which would be met by 
existing commitments.  However, this would perpetuate the ongoing issues set 

out above.  The suggestion that Brantham should only accommodate a limited 

amount of development within the cluster ignores its unique characteristics and 

the suppressed level of development in recent years.  On the contrary, with the 
prospect of the redevelopment site delivering significant employment in the 

next few years the village should be the focus of further housing to maximise a 

sustainable pattern of development overall.  The argument that population 
growth of 0.66% has only been achieved three times since 2001 and is thus 

not a reasonable assessment of need is a circular one as housing supply has 

been constrained over that time.  Given the available evidence the appellants’ 

estimate of a future need for 54 dpa in the cluster is justified and this supports 
the case for the amount of housing on the appeal site.          

36. The need for more affordable housing in Brantham and the cluster as a whole is 

also clear, and CS paragraph 2.8.5.2 (i) unambiguously states that this issue 

should be considered on a cluster-wide basis or even wider, with provision in 

one village able to serve a wider role.  The appellants’ statement shows that 
provision is already poor as Brantham and the cluster have a significantly lower 

proportion of social rented accommodation than either Babergh as a whole or 

the East of England generally.  In addition, relative provision in Brantham will 
actually reduce as the regeneration site will not deliver any affordable housing 

for viability reasons, thus increasing the need for other sites in the village.          

37. As at October 2019 there were 907 households on the Council’s waiting list for 

affordable housing, 43 with a local connection to the cluster and 18 with a 

connection to Brantham.  Although in November 2020 there were said to be 
just 12 on the list for Brantham, only half in serious or medium need, such lists 

inevitably fluctuate and it is the need at cluster level that is most relevant.  

Such waiting lists are a reliable indicator of need as there are detailed eligibility 
criteria to join the list.  The Inspector in the Long Melford decision took 

Babergh’s waiting list evidence at face value, a more relevant precedent than 

the West Oxfordshire decision put forward by the Council7.   

38. Whilst recently permitted schemes may deliver 16 affordable homes8, with the 

proposal delivering about 22 more the current level of need from the cluster 
would still not be fully met, and more households join the list all the time.  The 

Council have not delivered any affordable homes in the cluster in the last five 

years and figures for the district as a whole show a variable rather than 

increasing trend, certainly not a recent step change in delivery as claimed by 
the Council.  Despite a request no details of projected future delivery could be 

produced for the hearing.  Given the available evidence the local need for the 

proposed affordable housing has therefore been fully made out.     

 
7 Long Melford decision Inspectors Report paragraph 421; West Oxfordshire case APP/D3125/W/18/3202562 
8 at Brantham Place and 11-12 Ipswich Road  
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39. For these reasons the local need for the level of market and affordable housing 

proposed on the appeal site has been justified.  The scheme therefore complies 

with the two relevant criteria in Policy CS11.  For the same reasons there is a 
proven justifiable need for the development outside the BUAB of the village 

which satisfies that element of the Policy CS2 test.          

The effect of the proposal on the landscape 

40. The proposal would involve the outward expansion of Brantham to incorporate 

some agricultural land currently on its periphery.  The land itself is essentially 

flat and featureless, and forms part of a large field that extends to the west. 

The Council do not object to the loss of the site to housing in itself, but because 
the proposal would encroach into and erode the undeveloped gap between 

Brantham and East End.  In its view this would be a serious landscape effect 

contrary to policy and the landscape objectives for the area. 

41. The application was accompanied by a Landscape and Visual Appraisal from 

Tyler Grange and at appeal stage this was supplemented by further evidence 
from Leyton Place for the appellants and MBELC for the Council.  This included 

the identification of a series of critical viewpoints in the local area and four 

photomontages produced by the appellants to illustrate how the proposal might 

look in Year 1 and Year 159.  This evidence, together with discussion at the 
hearing, provided a full airing of the issues.   

42. Both Brantham and East End are circumscribed by two nationally recognised 

landscapes.  The now extended Suffolk Coast and Heaths Area of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty (AONB) wraps around the eastern side of Brantham, which 

forms the setting for the Stour Estuary, but also extends to the north of both 
Brantham and East End, one field away from Slough Road, to incorporate the 

shallow valley of the Stutton Brook.  To the west the Dedham Vale AONB 

approaches to within 250 m or so of both settlements, with the north-south 
bridleway (Sandy Lane) and its intermittent hedgerow forming the boundary  

one large field away from the appeal site.  Despite this relative proximity, it is 

agreed the proposal would not harm the landscape setting of either AONB. 

43. The Suffolk and Babergh Landscape Character Assessments10 (LCAs) agree the 

site forms part of the Plateau Farmlands landscape type.  This comprises a 
locally distinct flat or very gently rolling landform between river valleys where 

loamy soils favour arable farming.  The general location of the appeal site is 

representative of this landscape, is in good condition, and readily accessible 
with a good network of public rights of way.  As such it is agreed its overall 

value can be assessed as medium, not of national importance but attractive in 

its East Anglian context and much valued locally.             

44. The Plateau Farmlands also feature a dispersed settlement pattern, and 

importantly the Babergh LCA seeks to retain and enhance this, ‘ensuring the 
sense of separation between settlements is maintained’.  This objective, in a 

Council policy document, informs the application of Policies CS11 and CS15 and 

thus sets the landscape test against which the proposal should be measured.  

45. Brantham and East End are two distinct settlements with their own individual 

identity.  Brantham has developed into a large village in the 20th century as 

 
9 Viewpoint references in brackets. The appellants’ are numbered, the Council’s have letters. The photomontages 
supersede the ‘Accurate Visual Representations’ dated January 2020 which were criticised as inaccurate.    
10 The latter contained in Joint Babergh and Mid Suffolk Landscape Guidance August 2015 
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described above, whilst East End has also grown in modern times, with the 

Broom Knoll estate and other housing joining two or three Victorian style 

terraces to form a small nucleated hamlet well away from its parent village.  
Neither has an overall historic character, with no conservation areas and only a 

handful of scattered listed buildings.  Both settlements include a mix of single 

and two storey dwellings near the appeal site, but apart from two – Hollywell 

and Morsreya - they are all single storey fronting onto Slough Road on either 
side of the gap between the two settlements.    

46. The proposal would introduce further built development into the area between 

Brantham and East End, but it is only part of the appeal scheme that would 

actually bring them closer, the area alongside ‘Coronation’, the last property on 

Slough Road leaving Brantham.  This is a bungalow set in a long narrow plot.  
The proposal involves housing on a strip of the adjacent field with the access 

into the site from Slough Road beyond.  This access road would then serve the 

south eastern part of the site which is surrounded on three sides by the rear 
gardens of properties fronting Slough Road and Ipswich Road.  

47. The new housing alongside Coronation would start to erode the undeveloped 

gap between the two settlements at its narrowest point along Slough Road.  

The two closest buildings, Coronation in Brantham and No 51 Slough Road in 

East End, both single storey bungalows, are about 110 m apart.  How the 
proposal would affect the perception of this visual gap, both by those using the 

road between the two settlements and from more distant viewpoints, is one of 

the factors which would affect a continuing sense of separation.  The most 

critical views to aid this assessment are from the bend on Slough Road (9), 
near No 51 (12/A) and from Footpath No 1 (5/E).                 

48. No 51 has an unusual triangular shaped garden bounded by close boarded 

fencing which projects into the gap by about 30 m, but beyond this there are 

expansive views across open fields on both sides until Coronation is reached 

about 80 m away.  The rural character of the road is enhanced by five small 
trees and then four large Oaks on the northern verge, in more distant views 

(eg 5/E, 10) these reinforce and draw attention to the gap between the 

settlements and would remain.  On the south side, a group of holly would be 
lost for the site access but these are not significant specimens and could be 

replaced nearby.  The western boundary of the appeal site would be only about 

55 m from No 51, half the gap to Coronation, or just 22 m from the end of the 
garden fence.  However, the site frontage could remain free of buildings.  In 

addition to the road access at ground level the frontage could remain open with 

tree planting to soften the entrance to the scheme. 

49. The Concept Masterplan shows no buildings forward of the front elevation of 

Coronation, leaving a more generous undeveloped frontage than following the 
building line along Slough Road.  In addition, the first dwellings on the site 

could be limited to single storey, maintaining a more open ambience along the 

road and reflecting the low profile dwellings on Slough Road when approaching 

the gap from both directions. In this way the separation distance between the 
nearest buildings would be considerably more than the 55 m claimed by the 

Council and their impact would be reduced.  As the visualisations from views 9 

and 12 show, reducing the bulk of the frontage buildings would increase the 
perception of an undeveloped gap and in view 5 the four important Oak trees 

would be more visible, not being subsumed within the built up area in the same 
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way.   Although the Council argue that this would not help much, it would be a 

step towards making the scheme acceptable.     

50. The second point of concern is that the undeveloped gap to Brantham as seen 

from East End would be noticeably reduced.  This is exemplified by the view 

from the bend on Slough Road (9) which is important because it is the first full 
impression of Brantham for those travelling east.  At present, Coronation is 

about 220 m away whereas the appeal site would be about 170 m, and the far 

corner of the appeal site is about 410 m away whilst the new housing in that 
direction would only be about 200 m away.  The distance to the far corner is 

actually misleading as housing on either side is closer, about 220-300 m away.  

This far part of the appeal site is surrounded by existing housing on three sides 

and should be regarded as ‘rounding off’ the settlement.  However, as pointed 
out by the Council, the current view of Brantham is relatively verdant being the 

well vegetated back gardens of mainly single storey properties with a backdrop     

of trees in Pattles Fen.  By contrast, as the visualisation from view 9 shows, the 
proposal would be significantly more dominant, with more dense, two storey 

development, and would be considerably closer to the viewer, albeit retaining a 

substantial depth of arable land in the foreground. 

51. There is however a precedent for new housing development on the western 

side of Brantham immediately south of the appeal site, namely Poppy Field.  
This housing scheme, permitted by the Council with the approval of the Parish 

Council in 2016, comprises a row of mainly two storey dwellings fronting 

Ipswich Road.  With gardens to the rear these back onto the same arable fields 

which would form the foreground to the appeal proposal.  Although sited closer 
to East End and at a slight angle, the proposal would be seen as almost a 

continuation of Poppy Field.  Whilst the latter is marked by a long 1.8 m high 

boundary fence with little or no space for landscaping, the appeal site provides 
scope for a softer settlement boundary.  The appellants’ evidence11 promises ‘a 

distinctly wooded edge’ and ‘extensive new landscaping along the western 

boundary’.  This can be secured by condition.  The Council argues that the 
density necessary to provide 65 dwellings on the site could preclude this, but 

the description of the proposal is for up to 65 dwellings and this explicit 

flexibility may be needed to ensure a satisfactory scheme.  In addition, some 

dwellings along the boundary could be 1.5 storeys to mitigate their height.    

52. In addition to the views from Slough Road, the separation of the settlements is 
understood from the extensive rights of way network.  Two well used footpaths 

provide access to the countryside from this part of Brantham, No 1 from the 

corner of the appeal site and an informal path from Poppy Field.  Both these 

link to Sandy Lane and further footpaths beyond.  From all of these footpaths 
(eg viewpoints 5/E, 6, H, G) housing on the appeal site would be seen almost 

joining up with Poppy Field at about the same distance, and the impact of the 

development would be mitigated as discussed above.  Views towards the gap 
on Slough Road would show the two settlements closer than before, but the 

undeveloped and landscaped frontage would provide some mitigation. 

53. The Council also raise the reduction in the gap between the north east corner 

of East End at Broom Knoll and Brantham, currently 215 m to the bungalow 

Coronation.  The distance to the appeal site would be 180 m.  However, with 
an undeveloped frontage as discussed above this would not be the distance to 

 
11 Leyton Place Addendum October 2020 paragraphs 4.2 and 5.13   
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the nearest building.  In any event, the closing of this gap would only be 

apparent from short lengths of footpath well to the south and the views would 

be filtered through the trees along Slough Road. 

54. Taking these considerations together, the proposal would result in a reduction 

in the undeveloped gap between Brantham and East End at its narrowest point 
along Slough Road, and rounding the corner of East End (view 9) Brantham 

would appear noticeably closer and with a harder, more developed edge than 

at present.  However, the parties agree that the sense of separation cannot be 
measured in metres and it is the overall impression of those who live and move 

through the area that is important.  Footpath users will continue to appreciate 

they are in a settled landscape with steadily shifting views of the two built up 

areas.  Meanwhile those travelling along the whole length of Slough Lane from 
East End Lane to Ipswich Road will see Brantham in the distance across fields 

well before reaching the narrowest gap and will then see views across open 

fields to the north over a long undeveloped frontage until just before Ipswich 
Road.  The sense of moving between two distinct settlements would therefore 

only be slightly reduced, notwithstanding the reduction in physical separation 

between the two built up areas.   

55. For these reasons the sense of separation between Brantham and East End 

would be slightly reduced resulting in some marginal harm to the settlement 
pattern and landscape character of the Plateau Farmlands.  This would amount 

to slight conflict with the four relevant criteria in CS Policy 11 and two relevant 

criteria in CS Policy CS15.  

Other matters   

56. The details of the site access, a priority ‘give-way’ junction off Slough Road, are 

included in the application.  These are considered satisfactory by the highway 

authority subject to conditions including the provision of the necessary visibility 
splays.  That to the east would lie within the public highway, that to the west 

would cross the frontage of the adjacent field but could remain unobtrusive in 

the form of a wide grass verge.  The proposal also includes footway widening 
along the northern side of Slough Road towards Ipswich Road and widening of 

the footpath to the south, upgrading this to bridleway status to improve access 

to the facilities in the village.  The north-south permissive footpath through the 

site would be incorporated into the scheme layout.       

57. Whilst local residents and Parish Councils raise existing traffic problems on the 
A137 Ipswich Road and poor access to the A12, the traffic generated by the 

development compared to existing flows would be marginal, about 40 vehicle 

movements during the peak hour.  The highway authority accepts this would 

not have a severe impact on the highway network in the area, the relevant test 
in the NPPF.  The site is sustainably located being close to village facilities, local 

bus services and is not far from Manningtree station.    

58. The site comprises ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land of Grade 2 quality 

but this is relatively common across the district and does not warrant refusal in 

this case.  Important trees around the site, for example the significant mature 
Sycamore at end of the rear garden behind Coronation, can be protected by 

suitable conditions at reserved matters stage. 

59. Boundary hedgerows and their ecology can be integrated within the scheme.  

The site may comprise a skylark breeding territory but three skylark plots could 
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be provided elsewhere on the appellants’ land and secured by condition.  No 

other protected or priority species have been identified on the site and the 

proposal includes ecological enhancements to secure a net gain in biodiversity.   

60. Local residents raise a series of other concerns.  Potential overlooking and loss 

of privacy would be addressed at reserved matters stage when the detailed site 
layout would be determined.  There is no evidence the scheme would lead to 

an increase in crime or anti-social behaviour.  Noise and disturbance during 

construction would be controlled by a construction management plan.  There is 
no right to a view and property values are a private matter.           

61. The site lies about 1.4 km north of the Stour and Orwell Estuaries Special 

Protection Area and Ramsar where visitor pressure arising from additional 

residents may, either alone or in combination with other plans and projects, 

have a significant adverse effect on the integrity of the habitats concerned.  
However, Natural England’s letter dated 22 August 2019 to the Council agrees 

the conclusion of an appropriate assessment that the proposal is not likely to 

have an adverse effect since mitigation would be in line with the agreed Suffolk 

Recreational Disturbance Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy.  This takes the 
form of a financial contribution per dwelling towards various measures and is 

secured by a S106 agreement in this case. 

62. The proposal would deliver substantial economic benefits, comprising an 

investment of £8.7m and generating about 20 direct and 10 indirect jobs in the 

region during construction.  Once occupied, the new residents would spend 
around £1.35m pa, much of it supporting local services and facilities, which 

would create around 10 additional jobs.  These benefits weigh in favour of the 

scheme.       

63. The appellants, Council and Suffolk County Council have submitted a S106 

agreement dated 10 December 2020 to secure affordable housing within the 
site and to transfer it to a registered provider; to provide open space to an 

agreed size, location and specification and to transfer it to a management 

company; to provide a sustainable drainage system and its maintenance; and 
to provide financial contributions towards habitat sites mitigation, school 

transport and the improvement of nearby public rights of way.  Policy CS19 

requires 35% of the dwellings on the site to be affordable whilst Policy CS15 

and BLP Policy HS31 require on site public open space; the other provisions are 
necessary to avoid flooding, to satisfy the Habitats Regulations, to provide 

school transport for children resident in the scheme and to provide connectivity 

to the village.  The provisions of the S106 agreement are thus necessary to 
make the development acceptable in planning terms, directly related to the 

development and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind, the tests in 

paragraph 56 of the NPPF.  

64. The proposal would also make community infrastructure levy contributions to 

fund additional school places or surgery expansion if required and address any 
shortfalls in local services and facilities.  Ensuring adequate water supplies and 

adequate drainage would be the responsibility of the developer.  

65. The Council and appellants have agreed a list of 22 conditions should the 

appeal be allowed and these have been assessed against the relevant tests, 

making minor amendments as necessary.  In addition to the standard time 
limit for submission of reserved matters and commencement, a condition is 

necessary to define the approved plans in the interests of certainty.  Condition 
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2 also specifies certain requirements with which the reserved matters must 

comply in order to enable development to proceed by mitigating the adverse 

effects.  The rationale for these is explained above.   

66. Further conditions are necessary to ensure that any archaeological interest in 

the site is investigated and published, also that working hours are limited, 
burning materials precluded and a construction management plan prepared and 

followed to ensure highway safety and protect the amenity of nearby residents.  

Conditions to control site levels and refuse/recycling storage arrangements are 
required to ensure the satisfactory appearance of the development, others to 

provide visibility splays, details of the access/roads/footpaths, residents travel 

packs & fire hydrants, to control water discharge, and ensure space for parking 

& manoeuvring vehicles and cycles are necessary to protect highway and other 
safety and to secure sustainable development.  Finally, conditions are needed 

to secure ecological enhancements, skylark mitigation, a lighting scheme and a 

landscape/ecological management plan in the interests of biodiversity and 
satisfactory site appearance.                      

Conclusion  

67. The proposal would deliver up to 65 dwellings (including a minimum of 35% 

affordable) on a greenfield site adjacent to the BUAB of Brantham, defined as a 
hinterland village in the CS where development is acceptable subject to Policies 

CS2, CS11 and CS15.  In this case the local need for the level of market and 

affordable housing proposed has been justified in addition to the other planned 
development in the village to address past under provision of housing, reverse 

population decline, rebalance the ageing population, provide more affordable 

housing which is in particularly short supply and better match the substantial 
employment growth which is planned for the village.  In respect of the second 

main issue, the sense of separation between Brantham and East End would be 

slightly reduced resulting in some marginal harm to the settlement pattern and 

landscape character of the Plateau Farmlands.  

68. The proposal complies with 7 out of 11 criteria in Policy CS11 and 17 out of 19 
criteria in Policy CS15, the overwhelming majority; there is slight conflict with 

the remaining criteria regarding landscape effects.  In relation to the Policy CS2 

tests there is a proven justifiable need for the development and in Brantham’s 

case this also amounts to exceptional circumstances.  In any event, as noted 
above, this aspect of the policy conflicts with the NPPF and thus carries reduced 

weight.           

69. Overall the proposal complies with the development plan taken as a whole and, 

insofar as there is any conflict, material considerations in favour are sufficient 

to warrant permission.  The social and economic benefits of providing further 
market and affordable housing in the specific circumstances of Brantham  

outweigh the limited environmental harm that would arise in this case. 

70. Having regard to the above the planning balance is firmly in favour of the 

scheme and the appeal should therefore be allowed. 

David Reed 

INSPECTOR 
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Schedule of Conditions  

1. Application for approval of reserved matters must be made not later than 

the expiration of three years beginning with the date of this decision, and 

the development must be begun not later than the expiration of two years 

from the final approval of the reserved matters or, in the case of approval on 
different dates the final approval of the last such matter to be approved. 

 

2. Before any development is commenced, approval of the details of the 
appearance, scale, layout of the buildings and the landscaping of the site 

(hereinafter called ‘the reserved matters’) shall be obtained in writing from 

the Local Planning Authority.  For the avoidance of doubt, the reserved 

matters shall comply with the following:                                                   
a. Development shall be no more than 2 storeys high across the site                  

b. No buildings shall be permitted forward of a line drawn across the site 

from the front elevation of the bungalow ‘Coronation’                                                      
c. Any buildings alongside the bungalow ‘Coronation’ on the Slough Road 

frontage shall be no more than 1 storey in height and                                                         

d. The development shall include structural landscaping and tree planting 

along the western boundary of the site and on the Slough Road frontage.  
The development shall thereafter be implemented in accordance with the 

approved details. 
 

3. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in strict accordance 

with the following approved plans that were submitted to the local planning 

authority with the application: Site Boundary Plan drawing 1001B and 
Proposed Vehicular Access drawing 001 rev P7. 

 

4. No development shall take place within the site until the implementation of a 

programme of archaeological work has been secured, in accordance with a 
Written Scheme of Investigation which has been submitted to and approved 

in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

The scheme of investigation shall include an assessment of significance and 
research questions; and: 

a. The programme and methodology of site investigation and recording  

b. The programme for post investigation assessment 
c. Provision to be made for analysis of the site investigation and recording 

d. Provision to be made for publication and dissemination of the analysis and 

records of the site investigation 

e. Provision to be made for archive deposition of the analysis and records of 
the site investigation 

f. Nomination of a competent person or persons/organisation to undertake 

the works set out within the Written Scheme of Investigation. 
g. The site investigation shall be completed prior to development, or in such 

other phased arrangement, as agreed and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority. 
The submitted scheme of archaeological investigation shall be in accordance 

with a brief procured beforehand by the developer from Suffolk County 

Council Archaeological Service, Conservation Team. 

 
5. No dwelling shall be first occupied until the site investigation and post 

investigation assessment has been completed, submitted to and approved in 

writing by the Local Planning Authority, in accordance with the programme 
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set out in the Written Scheme of Investigation approved under condition 4 

and the provision made for analysis, publication and dissemination of results 

and archive deposition. 
 

6. The hereby permitted development shall only be constructed between the 

hours of 08:00 and 18:00 Mondays to Fridays and between the hours of 

08:00 and 13:00 on Saturdays.  There shall be no working on Sundays and 
Bank Holidays.  There shall be no deliveries to the development arranged for 

outside of these hours.   

 
7. Before the development hereby permitted is commenced a Construction 

Management Plan shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority. Construction of the development shall not be carried out 
other than in accordance with the approved plan. The Construction 

Management Plan shall include the following matters: 

- haul routes for construction traffic on the highway network and monitoring 

and review mechanisms 
- provision of boundary hoarding and lighting 

- details of proposed means of dust suppression 

- details of measures to prevent mud from vehicles leaving the site during      
construction 

- details of delivery times to the site during the construction phase 

- details of provision to ensure pedestrian and cycle safety 

- programme of works (including measures for traffic management and 
operating hours) 

- parking and turning for vehicles of site personnel, operatives and visitors 

- loading and unloading of plant and materials 
- storage of plant and materials 

- a telephone number for complaints and maintenance of a register of 

complaints and record of actions taken to deal with such complaints at the 
site office as specified in the Plan throughout the period of construction. 

 

8. There shall be no burning of waste or clearance materials associated with 

the development during construction of the hereby approved dwellings. 
 

9. Prior to the commencement of works in connection with the dwellings hereby 

approved and/or any change in ground levels, details of existing and 
proposed levels of the site, finished floor levels and identification of all areas 

of cut or fill as measured from a fixed off site datum point shall be submitted 

to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The 
development shall be carried out in its entirety in accordance with the levels 

agreed. 

 

10. Before the site access is first used visibility splays shall be provided as 
shown on Drawing No. 18351/001/P7 with an X dimension of 2.4m and a Y 

dimension of 70m and thereafter retained in the specified form. 

Notwithstanding the provisions of Part 2 Class A of the Town & Country 
Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any Order 

revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modification) no 

obstruction over 0.6 metres high shall be erected, constructed, planted or 
permitted to grow within the area of the visibility splays. 
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11. Before the development is commenced, details of the access and associated 

works (including layout, levels, gradients, surfacing and means of surface 

water drainage) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.  The works shall then comply with the approved details.  

                       

12. Before the development is commenced, details of the estate roads and 

footpaths (including layout, levels, gradients, surfacing and means of surface 
water drainage) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority.  The works shall then comply with the approved details. 

 
13. No dwelling shall be first occupied until the carriageways and footways 

serving that dwelling have been constructed to at least Binder course level 

or better in accordance with the approved details except with the written 
agreement of the Local Planning Authority. 

 

14. Before the development is commenced details shall be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority showing the means to 
prevent the discharge of surface water from the development onto the 

highway. The approved scheme shall be carried out in its entirety before the 

access is first used and shall be retained thereafter in its approved form. 
       

15. Before the development is commenced details of the areas to be provided 

for the manoeuvring and parking of vehicles including electric vehicle 

charging points and secure cycle storage shall be submitted to and approved 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved scheme shall be 

carried out in its entirety before the development is brought into use and 

shall be retained thereafter and used for no other purpose. 
 

16. Before the development is commenced details of the areas to be provided 

for presentation and storage of Refuse/Recycling bins shall be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved 

scheme shall be carried out in its entirety before the development is brought 

into use and shall be retained thereafter for no other purpose. 

 
17.Within one month of the first occupation of any dwelling, the occupiers of 

each of the dwellings shall be provided with a Residents Travel Pack (RTP). 

Not less than 3 months prior to the first occupation of any dwelling, the 
contents of the RTP shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 

Local Planning Authority in consultation with the Highway Authority and shall 

include walking, cycling and bus maps, latest relevant bus and rail timetable 
information, car sharing information, personalised travel planning and a 

multi-modal travel voucher. 

 

18. Prior to the first occupation of the site, details of the provision of fire 
hydrants shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 

Authority.  The fire hydrants shall be installed in accordance with these 

details in their entirety and in accordance with the agreed timetable. 
 

19. All mitigation and enhancement measures and/or works shall be carried out 

in accordance with the details contained in the Preliminary Ecological 
Appraisal and Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (Tyler Grange Ltd, April 

2019) and the Landscape and Ecological Strategy (Tyler Grange Ltd, April 
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2019) as submitted with the planning application and agreed in principle 

with the Local Planning Authority prior to determination. 

This may include the appointment of an appropriately competent person e.g. 
an ecological clerk of works to provide on-site ecological expertise during 

construction. The appointed person shall undertake all activities, and works 

shall be carried out, in accordance with the approved details. 

 
20. All mitigation measures and/or works shall be carried out in   

accordance with the details contained in the Breeding Bird Report (Tyler 

Grange Ltd, July 2019) as submitted with the planning application and 
agreed in principle with the Local Planning Authority prior to determination.  

This shall include the submission of a plan detailing the skylark mitigation 

works in accordance with the Breeding Bird Report (Tyler Grange Ltd, July 
2019) and including the provision of the three Skylark nest plots, in nearby 

agricultural land, prior to commencement. The Skylark nest plots shall be 

implemented in accordance with the approved details and all features shall 

be retained for a minimum period of 10 years. 
 

21. A lighting design scheme for biodiversity shall be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall 
identify those features on site that are particularly sensitive for bats and that 

are likely to cause disturbance along important routes used for foraging; and 

show how and where external lighting will be installed (through the provision 

of appropriate lighting contour plans, lsolux drawings and technical 
specifications) so that it can be clearly demonstrated that areas to be lit will 

not disturb or prevent bats using their territory. 

All external lighting shall be installed in accordance with the specifications 
and locations set out in the scheme and maintained thereafter in accordance 

with the scheme. Under no circumstances should any other external lighting 

be installed without prior consent from the Local Planning Authority. 
 

22. A Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP) shall be submitted to 

and be approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to first 

occupation of the development. 
The content of the LEMP shall include the following: 

a) Description and evaluation of features to be managed. 

b) Ecological trends and constraints on site that might influence 
management. 

c) Aims and objectives of management. 

d) Appropriate management options for achieving aims and objectives. 

e) Prescriptions for management actions. 
f) Preparation of a work schedule (including an annual work plan capable of 

being rolled forward over a five-year period). 

g) Details of the body or organisation responsible for implementation of the 
plan. 

h) Ongoing monitoring and remedial measures. 

The LEMP shall also include details of the legal and funding mechanism(s) by 
which the long-term implementation of the plan will be secured by the 

developer with the management body(ies) responsible for its delivery. The 

plan shall also set out (where the results from monitoring show that 

conservation aims and objectives of the LEMP are not being met) how 
contingencies and/or remedial action will be identified, agreed and 

implemented so that the development still delivers the fully functioning 
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biodiversity objectives of the originally approved scheme.                        

The approved LEMP will be implemented in accordance with the approved 

details. 
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Appeal Decision 
Inquiry held on 30 November – 4 December 2020 

Site visit made on 9 December 2020 

by Katie McDonald MSc MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 12th January 2021 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/G1630/W/20/3256319 

Land off Ashmead Drive, Gotherington 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by J J Gallagher Limited and Mr Richard Cook against the decision of 
Tewkesbury Borough Council. 

• The application Ref 19/01071/OUT, dated 25 October 2019, was refused by notice 
dated 16 June 2020. 

• The development proposed is an outline planning application with means of access from 
Ashmead Drive (all other matters reserved for subsequent approval), for the erection of 
up to 50 dwellings (Class C3); earthworks; drainage works; structural landscaping; 

formal and informal open space; car parking; site remediation; and all other ancillary 
and enabling works. 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for an outline 

planning application with means of access from Ashmead Drive (all other 
matters reserved for subsequent approval), for the erection of up to 50 

dwellings (Class C3); earthworks; drainage works; structural landscaping; 

formal and informal open space; car parking; site remediation; and all other 
ancillary and enabling works at Land off Ashmead Drive, Gotherington in 

accordance with the terms of the application, Ref 19/01071/OUT, dated 25 

October 2019, subject to the conditions set out in the attached Schedule. 

Preliminary Matters 

2. This appeal is an outline planning application for up to 50 dwellings with all 

matters except for access reserved. Indicative plans have been provided 

detailing the layout and landscaping. I have had regard to these so far as 
relevant to the appeal.  

3. The Tewkesbury Borough Local Plan 2011-2031 - Pre-Submission version 2019 

(eLP) is due to be examined in early 2021. However, the Hearing dates have 

not yet been confirmed and no examination has taken place. There are also 

unresolved objections. Therefore, I attach little weight to the emerging policies.  

4. The joint authorities in the area are in the early stages of preparing a Joint 

Core Strategy Review. Given its stage in the examination process, I give it very 
little weight.   

5. The Cotswolds Conservation Board received Rule 6 Party status and presented 

evidence on the second main issue at the Inquiry.  
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6. Several planning obligations were submitted in draft form, discussed at the 

Inquiry and subsequently finalised. I have taken them all into account. 

7. Reasons for refusal 4 and 5 were not pursued at the Inquiry owing to the 

drafting of the planning obligations. I have proceeded to determine the appeal 

accordingly. 

Main Issues 

8. The main issues are: 

(a) Whether the proposal would accord with the Council’s plan led strategy 

for housing and growth;  

(b) The effect of the proposal on the landscape character and appearance of 

the area; including the setting of, and the effect in, the Cotswolds Area 

of Outstanding Natural Beauty; and,  

(c) The effect of the proposal on the social well-being and vitality of 

Gotherington. 

Reasons 

9. Located to the south of Gotherington’s settlement boundary, the site is an open 

and relatively flat field. Existing residential development influences the 

northern and eastern boundaries of the site. To the western boundary, houses 

on Shutter Lane are evident to the north western part, but to the south of the 
public right of way (PRoW) that transects the site, the park home caravan site 

is not overly prominent from the site itself. Agricultural fields extend to the 

south, separating Gotherington from Bishops Cleeve, a larger village over 
500m away.  

10. To the north and east of Gotherington is the Cotswolds Area of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty (the AONB) and the site falls within a locally designated Special 

Landscape Area (SLA). Policy justification sets out that the SLAs play a role in 

providing the foreground setting for the adjacent AONB. 

11. The proposal is for outline planning permission, developing the site for up to 50 

dwellings. Based on the land use plan, these dwellings would be located to the 
south side of the site with large areas of formal and informal open space 

proposed on the northern and western parts of the site.  

Strategy for housing and growth  

12. Gotherington is identified as a Service Village in the Gloucester, Cheltenham 

and Tewkesbury Joint Core Strategy 2011-2031 (December 2017) (JCS). Policy 

SP2 of the JCS details that Service Villages will accommodate in the order of 
880 dwellings, yet this number is not a maximum.  

13. Policies SP2 and SD10 of the JCS broadly encourage residential development to 

be located in Gloucester, Cheltenham and Tewkesbury, along with rural service 

centres and service villages. The site is not allocated for development in the 

JCS and does not meet any of the exception criteria in Policy SD10, sitting 
outside the settlement boundary of Gotherington.  

14. Policy GNDP02 of the Gotherington Neighbourhood Development Plan 2011-

2031 (September 2017) (NDP) identifies 3 sites for residential development. 

The site is not identified. The latter part of the policy refers to the future 

386

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decision APP/G1630/W/20/3256319 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          3 

development plan identifying the possibility of additional strategic housing need 

in Gotherington, with criteria if this occurs.  

15. Similarly, policies GNDP03 and GNDP11 of the NDP set out criteria for 

development outside of the defined settlement boundary and not on allocated 

sites. One of the criteria in both policies is where evidenced need for additional 
housing in Gotherington has been established through the development plan 

and cannot be met within the defined settlement boundary.  

16. The NDP identifies that Gotherington should provide around 86 homes between 

2011-2031. This is based upon evidence in the Council’s “Approach to Rural 

Sites” (February 2015) document, which has also formed the evidence base for 
the eLP. The allocated sites proposed a minimum of 66 new dwellings, with the 

3 ensuing planning permissions granting 69 dwellings. Paragraph 5.11 of the 

NDP sets out that with the 3 allocated sites, and including 26 dwellings 
completed prior to the NDP being made, there would be a minimum of 92 

dwellings delivered.  

17. The appellant argued that the 3 allocated sites would not deliver the 92 

dwellings and there was a shortfall of 23 units. I disagree. When 5.11 is read 

as a whole, 26 units were delivered after 2011 while the NDP was being 

prepared/examined. These form part of the housing supply in the plan period. 
Therefore, based upon the NDP, there is no identified shortfall of housing in 

Gotherington itself. That said, the Council acknowledge there is a shortage of 

housing in the Borough, with there being less than a 5 year housing land 
supply. I shall return to this matter later.  

18. To conclude on this main issue, the location of development would not accord 

with the Council’s plan-led strategy for housing and growth. This would be 

contrary to policies SP2 and SD10 of the JCS and policies GNDP02, GNDP03 

and GNDP11 of the NDP. There would be conflict with Policy RES3 of the eLP, 
as the location of development would also not meet the strategy for the 

distribution of new development in the area, given the settlement boundary of 

Gotherington is not proposed to change in the eLP. 

Landscape character and appearance 

19. There are several topic areas in relation to this main issue referred to in the 

reason for refusal and the evidence before me. Therefore, I have split this 

section into subheadings dealing with each issue before concluding overall.  

20. Although the site is within the SLA, its contribution to the setting of the AONB 
is limited. It has few special qualities aside from being a pleasant undeveloped 

field and given its proximity to the village and sense of enclosure on most 

sides, even its landscape and visual quality is low.  

21. The importance of the AONB is enshrined by statue, and paragraph 172 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) gives great weight to 
conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic beauty in AONBs. Additionally, 

Policy SD7 of the JCS requires proposals within the setting of the Cotswolds 

AONB to conserve and, where appropriate, enhance its landscape, scenic 

beauty, wildlife, cultural heritage and other special qualities. Proposals will be 
required to be consistent with the policies set out in the Cotswolds AONB 

Management Plan 2018-2023 (MP). Various policies in the NDP also seek to 
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protect the AONB and views into and out of it, particularly those from 

Nottingham Hill and Cleeve Hill.  

22. Policy CE1 of the MP sets out that proposals that are likely to impact on, or 

create change in, the landscape of the Cotswolds AONB, should have regard to 

the scenic quality of the location and its setting and ensure that views – 
including those into and out of the AONB – and visual amenity are conserved 

and enhanced. 

Views towards the AONB  

23. From the PRoW that runs east west and the PRoW that runs south to Bishops 

Cleeve, views of the AONB can be appreciated, especially towards Nottingham 

Hill and Cleeve Hill. 

24. The proposal would introduce built development onto the southern parcel of the 

site. By its very existence, views from the PRoWs towards the AONB, in 
particular Nottingham Hill, would be changed by the introduction of housing. 

Whilst these views are of a high quality, given they take place from the PRoWs, 

the views are transient, appreciated by people travelling along the routes for a 

relatively short amount of time.  

25. A large area of open space on the northern part of the site, along with footpath 

linkages is proposed. Unlike the existing transient views, the open space would 
provide people with the opportunity to spend time viewing the AONB, which 

would still be visible above or between the new houses depending upon where 

one was situated on the open space. Furthermore, the appellant has submitted 
a unilateral undertaking (UU) that makes provision for a multi-purpose 

community area (MPCA). The purposes of this space would be for meeting, play 

or holding events and the UU describes its form would be either a seating area 
(such as a mini amphitheatre) or covered space (such as a band stand).  

26. Providing the MPCA is sensitively sited, the space, particularly that of a mini 

amphitheatre, would provide a formal area in which the public could view the 

AONB, including Nottingham Hill for as long as they desired. Owing to the 

formal and informal space becoming publicly available space, existing views 
from this currently private part of the site towards the escarpment and AONB 

would become publicly available. Whilst these views would include the new 

housing development in the foreground, I do not consider that this would 

significantly reduce the quality of the view. This is because existing housing 
development is visible from the existing PRoWs and the ‘new’ views could be 

appreciated for a longer and more leisurely period. Additionally, views from the 

PRoWs would also remain above or between the dwellings, such that at 
different points along the PRoWs, some views could still be gained.  

Views from the AONB 

27. The effect of the proposal on views from Nottingham Hill and Cleeve Hill was 
the subject of much discussion during the Inquiry, and I viewed the site from 

both viewpoints on my visit.  

28. Evidence at the Inquiry focussed on whether paragraph 172 of the Framework 

was relevant to this appeal. Having regard to case law1 presented, along with 

the Planning Practice Guidance, in my view, although the proposal is outside 

 
1 Stroud District Council v SSCLG v Gladman Developments Limited [2015] EWHC 488 (Admin) 

388

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decision APP/G1630/W/20/3256319 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          5 

the AONB, the effect on views out of the AONB, gained from within the AONB 

would result in paragraph 172 being relevant.  

29. Nottingham Hill – the appellants conclude the effect from this viewpoint would 

be moderate adverse. The Council state major/moderate adverse. The Rule 6 

Party state significant adverse.  

30. The viewpoint takes in a panoramic view from the Cotswold escarpment 

towards the Vale of Gloucester/Severn Vale with the Malvern Hills beyond. 
Gotherington is prominent in the foreground and the proposal would be visible. 

That said, the view is extensive and long ranging, and the development would 

be located between 2 ‘fingers’ of development that run along Cleeve Road and 
the park home caravan site. Whilst it would introduce permanent built 

development onto an undeveloped site, it would be an edge of settlement site, 

enclosed from this view point on 3 sides by other built development, such that 
in the context of the wide ranging view, the proposal would not lead to a major 

or significant adverse effect. Indeed, I agree with the previous Inspector, who 

assessed a similar appeal2 at this site, that it would recede into the existing 

settlement pattern.  

31. However, I acknowledge that views from the escarpment are one of the special 

qualities of the AONB, and the effect would be moderately adverse owing 
purely to the introduction of built development and the change to the view. 

This would lead to a moderate harm to the AONB from this viewpoint. 

32. Cleeve Hill – the view from Cleeve Hill is more extensive than that from 

Nottingham Hill and takes in Cheltenham, Bishops Cleeve, Gotherington, other 

villages and open countryside. Views of the site are available and it is seen as 
part of the gap between Gotherington and Bishops Cleeve, yet, the site is 

clearly enclosed on 3 sides by development from this viewpoint. Additionally, in 

the context of the wide panoramic views taken from this point, the 
development of the site would have a neutral effect. 

Coalescence of Gotherington and Bishops Cleeve  

33. Spatially, the gap between Gotherington and Bishops Cleeve would not be 
reduced by the proposal given the existing development to 3 sides of the site. 

Indeed, the narrower gap that exists between dwellings on Cleeve Road and 

the Homelands site would remain the same, and there would be a substantial 

gap of over 500m remaining between the site and Bishops Cleeve.  

34. When viewed from Nottingham Hill, even with the new residential development 
that has taken place in Bishops Cleeve, because much of Bishops Cleeve is not 

readily visible, and the site is enclosed on 3 sides, it would also not result in 

encroachment or perceived coalescence of the villages. 

35. From Cleeve Hill, similarly, the site is visibly enclosed by existing development 

and the proposal would not contribute towards further coalescence of 
Gotherington and Bishops Cleeve. From other viewpoints around the site, there 

would not be a noticeable reduction in the gap.   

36. Nonetheless, perceptually, residents and the Council take the PRoW running 

east west across the site to be the natural line of where development stops in 

the village. Development to the south of this, where the housing is proposed, 

 
2 APP/G1630/W/17/3175559 
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would, in their view, perceptually bring Gotherington closer to Bishops Cleeve. 

When travelling on the PRoW than runs north south between the villages, I 

agree there would be a sense of development advancing towards Bishops 
Cleeve. 

37. However, the indicative plans show a landscaping buffer to the southern edge 

of the site. This would continue the existing well-established landscaping strip 

to the south east corner of the site along the southern boundary, to the extent 

that any perceptual effect of encroachment from this PRoW would be 
satisfactorily ameliorated over time. Therefore, a strong sense of separation 

would be maintained.  

38. The site’s allocation in the eLP strategic gap policy was also the subject of 

much discussion. However, this is a matter for the Local Plan Inspector in 

examining the eLP.  

39. Nevertheless, it is my view that the site does not function as an essential part 

of the gap between villages and development of the site would appear as an 
infill. Additionally, a clear gap would remain which is likely to be subject to 

protection in the eLP, and development of the site would not result in 

coalescence of Gotherington and Bishops Cleeve.   

Linear form of Gotherington 

40. The proposal would not project into the open countryside beyond existing 

development southwards. When viewed from Nottingham Hill, although the 

depth of Gotherington would become greater and the proposal would not follow 
the linear shape of the settlement; to my mind, it would be read as infill 

development. Even so, Malleson Road and Gretton Road would remain as the 

most prominently developed roads in the village, and the linear form would not 
be adversely affected.  

Conclusion on landscape character and appearance 

41. Given its location adjacent to the settlement boundary, the relatively enclosed 

nature of the site and its limited contribution to the SLA; development of the 
site would not appear as a significant encroachment into the surrounding rural 

landscape that could be considered as harmful or disproportionate. The gap 

between villages would be maintained and the linear nature of Gotherington 
would not be adversely affected. Views towards the AONB from the site would 

change, but with the views that would become available from the open space, 

the effect would be acceptable. 

42. It is, however, inevitable that there would be a permanent change to the 

landscape character of the area by the development of a greenfield site with 
housing. Whilst the site is not a valued landscape for the purposes of 

paragraph 170 (a) of the Framework, the site is locally valued, and the 

proposal would not enhance the landscape character of the area. For this 
reason, there would be some limited harm. There would also be a moderately 

adverse effect from the viewpoint at Nottingham Hill. Furthermore, whilst the 

effect on the view from Cleeve Hill would be neutral, it would not enhance 

landscape and scenic beauty.  

43. Therefore, when looking at the overall effect and drawing this together, it is my 
view that the proposal would lead to some limited harm to landscape character 

and appearance of the area and the setting of the AONB. There would be 
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overall moderate harm to views from the AONB. Thus, the proposal would 

conflict with Policy LND2 of the LP, Policies SD6 and SD7 of the JCS, Policies 

GNDP02 and GNDP09 of the NDP, and Framework paragraphs 170 and 172. 
However, given my finding on the views towards the AONB, there would be no 

conflict with GNDP10 of the NDP, which seeks to give special attention to 

locally significant views. 

44. Like the previous Inspector, I agree that LND2 of the LP is not entirely 

consistent with the Framework, and this reduces the weight which I afford it. 

45. Whilst I do not find the site to be of high quality in landscape terms, based on 

the current eLP, there would be conflict with Policy LAN1, which seeks to 
maintain the quality of the natural environment and its visual attractiveness. 

However, given my findings on the gap, there would be no conflict with Policy 

LAN3 of the eLP, which seeks to protect the strategic gaps. 

46. My conclusion on this main issue is different to that of the previous Appeal 

Decision on this site. However, I do not know what evidence was presented to 
this Inspector; and the evidence presented to me, particularly the effects from 

the AONB, have led me to a different opinion.  

Social well-being of Gotherington 

47. Gotherington village is identified as a Service Village in the JCS and would be 

expected to take a reasonable amount of new housing development. That said, 

the village has seen housing developments built out over the last few years on 

sites at Malleson Road and Shutter Lane.  

48. The previous Appeal Decision at the site, for a very similar development, found 

there would be harm to the social well-being of the village at the time of the 
decision. This was owing to the scale and extent of development that had taken 

place in the village at the time, and the Inspector was not provided with 

persuasive evidence that the facilities were capable of expansion.  

49. However, since this decision was made in April 2018, these housing 

developments have been substantially completed such that it would be 
reasonable to conclude that their effect upon the village has been largely 

absorbed or would be by the end of this year. Indeed, the appellant’s evidence 

indicates that the last property within the Shutter Lane development was 
purchased in September 2017, and development of Malleson Road is projected 

to be completed by the end of March 2021. Development of this site would not 

commence until around 2023/24, and at that point, would result in around a 
9% increase in the village, which is not exceptionally large, nor 

disproportionate to the size of the village at that time. I also note there is no 

anticipated delivery of homes in Gotherington between 2021/22 to 2022/23, 

nor anytime beyond this except for this site. Thus, when dwellings would start 
to be delivered, no new homes would have been delivered in the village for 2 

years, so any new development could be assimilated differently to when the 

previous Inspector was considering the proposal.  

50. Moreover, as part of the proposal, a Multi-Use Games Area (MUGA), Locally 

Equipped Area of Play (LEAP) and MPCA would be provided on-site within the 
area of Public Open Space. This MUGA and MPCA are new to the proposal 

before me. Together with the LEAP, these facilities are likely to act as a focal 

point for the development which would benefit both new residents and the 
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existing community. The public open space and MUGA would also accord with 

aspirations from the NDP by providing more activities for young people. The 

MUGA could be used for football of which residents assert a shortage, and any 
potential noise issues would be addressed at a later stage. The MPCA would 

deliver a social benefit for people of all ages being able to meet in a formalised 

area, and the LEAP would provide an area of play for children and parents or 

carers to meet. These on site facilities would be of a social benefit and 
contribute towards supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities. The 

current space is valued by the community and formalised use of it would be of 

benefit to the existing residents. 

51. Furthermore, the monetary contributions towards the provision of school 

places, which is agreed by the County Council, indicates that the increase in 
demand can be accommodated, even if this is in Bishops Cleeve. However, as 

the catchment area for the primary school includes this site, I see no reason 

why occupiers of the new dwellings would not be able to access school places 
over time. Other planning obligations will provide monies toward libraries to 

ensure any effect upon their capacity is suitably mitigated. The Community 

Infrastructure Levy (CIL) would also provide monies in the village.  

52. The range of services in the village is satisfactory and although the Council 

considered them to be generally low quality, I disagree. The evidence I have 
been presented with demonstrates that the facilities are well used, and new 

residents could access them if they wished to do so. This would have a positive 

effect upon local services and facilities. Furthermore, whilst there may be 

waiting lists for some groups, this is not uncommon for popular children’s 
activities. The residents assert that the village hall has a restricted layout and 

size. Whilst this may be the case, there are other facilities in the village, such 

as the Old Chapel, and it is also not uncommon for older community buildings 
to have some form of size restriction.  

53. Whilst the proposal is not anticipated by the NDP, the cumulative development 

of the village would not be overly disproportionate, and there is no tangible 

evidence before me that the village has reached capacity. Furthermore, I 

gauged a strong sense of community from the interested parties such that I 
see no reason why new residents would find it difficult to assimilate into the 

village.  

54. Therefore, the proposal would not be harmful to the social well-being and 

vitality of the village. Moreover, given the onsite facilities and the many 

benefits new housing can bring by enabling local people to stay local, providing 
family homes and contributing to the local economy, it could lead to an 

enhancement of the vitality and well-being in the village. 

55. This would be compliant with Policy SP2 of the JCS, which seeks to 

accommodate lower levels of development proportional to their size and 

function. There would also be compliance with the Framework, which seeks to 
support strong, vibrant and healthy communities. 

Other Matters 

Housing Land Supply 

56. The Council cannot demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply. At this appeal, 

the Council claim that it has 4.37 years supply, based on the October 2020 Five 
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Year Housing Land Supply Statement (HLSS). The appellants assert 1.82 years. 

The significant difference in numbers is largely attributed to the Council’s 

reduction in its 5 year annual requirement owing to a significant oversupply in 
previous years.  

57. On the first day of the Inquiry, the appellants brought to my attention the 

Council’s response to the eLP Examining Inspector’s preliminary questions. 

Within this document, the JCS Monitoring Report (Autumn 2020) is appended 

and sets out that Tewkesbury Borough has 2.9 years of housing supply. To 
explain this clear anomaly in evidence, the Council referred me to paragraph 

3.2 of the response, which sets out that “the Council’s Housing Monitoring 

Report 2019/20 and Five Year Supply Position Statement will provide the most 

up to date information specific to Tewkesbury Borough”. However, whilst this 
may be the Council’s position, the JCS Monitoring Report is dated a few months 

prior to the publication of the HLSS and the very different figures in each 

document weakens the Council’s position on this matter.  

Additional supply  

58. The Council indicate that their approach to incorporating additional supply is 

consistent with Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) paragraph 323. This states 

that “where areas deliver more completions than required, the additional 
supply can be used to offset any shortfalls against requirements from previous 

years”. However, paragraph 73 of the Framework states “LPAs should identify 

and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a 
minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement set 

out in adopted strategic policies”.  

59. The policy in the Framework makes no allowance for subtracting additional 

supply from the annual requirement. Moreover, whilst the guidance in the PPG 

enables LPAs to take additional supply into account, there is no requirement to 
do so. It is not a symmetrical approach to dealing with undersupply as 

advocated by the Council.  

60. PPG paragraph 32 details that the additional supply can be used to offset 

shortfalls against requirements from previous years. Therefore, shortfalls 

against requirements from previous years would be necessary, in order to take 
account of any additional supply. The requirement from previous years, being 

those since the development plan was adopted, is 495 dwellings per annum 

(dpa). In the 3 years since adoption, there has been an overall surplus of 797 
dwellings, and since the base date there has been an overall surplus of 1,115 

dwellings. Therefore, there is no shortfall against requirements from previous 

years which could conceivably be offset.  

61. Furthermore, for a site to be considered deliverable, it should be available now, 

offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic 
prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years. Housing 

already delivered cannot possibly meet this definition.  

62. The Council’s argument that the loss of additional housing delivery would have 

significant implications for plan making, potentially resulting in Council’s 

holding back sites and restricting sites, is unfounded. This is because it would 
be unreasonable to refuse planning permission for housing if there had been 

 
3 Reference ID: 68-032-20190722 
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additional supply, bearing in mind the Government’s objective of significantly 

boosting the supply of homes. Additionally, Policy SP1 of the JCS requires at 

least 9,899 new homes. There is no maximum number.  

63. Whilst it is clear that housing above the annual requirements has been 

delivered in the area and housing supply has been boosted in line with the 
Framework; it is my view that additional supply is not a tool that can be used 

to discount the Council’s housing requirement set out in its adopted strategic 

policies. Consequently, the annual requirement should be 495 dpa as set out in 
the adopted strategic policies, and the future supply should reflect this. 

Therefore, the past additional supply should be removed from the 5 year 

housing requirement. As detailed by the appellant, this would reduce the 

housing land supply to 2.4 years. 

Disputed sites 

64. Land at Fiddington, Ashchurch – the site has outline planning permission and is 

subject to several planning conditions. One of these is the submission of a site 
wide master plan prior to reserved matters, which is currently being considered 

by the Council. As it stands, there are outstanding concerns from Sport 

England and a re-consultation was taking place.  

65. There have been no pre-application discussions or the submission of reserved 

matters application, nor does it appear any site assessment work has taken 
place. There is also no known developer. Notably however, the email I have 

from the site promoter, which agrees with the Council’s trajectory in the HLSS, 

postdates the publication of the HLSS. This raises significant concerns over the 

validity of the trajectory used. I appreciate the site promoter may have a good 
track record for delivering sites and the Council believe there is no reason to 

prevent development within a 5 year period, yet, the site promotor is not the 

developer. The test in the Framework is that there should be clear evidence 
that housing completions will begin on site within five years. In this case, I do 

not believe I have clear evidence.  

66. Land at Stoke Road, Bishop’s Cleeve – similar to the above site, the site has 

outline planning permission. The Council is in pre-application discussions with a 

major housebuilder, but these details are confidential. However, no reserved 
matters, site assessment work or conditions have been submitted for 

discharge. The site remains in the ownership of the promoter, and again, the 

email from the site promotor, which considers the Council’s trajectory to 
“remain broadly accurate” also postdates the publication of the HLSS.  

67. Therefore, it would be unrealistic to expect housing to be delivered on site in 

2022/23, and I have no clear evidence to suggest this. Yet, the pre-application 

discussions indicate that there is developer interest and it would be reasonable 

to assume some delivery in 2023 and beyond.  

Future supply 

68. Aside from the 2 disputed sites and windfall developments, there is only one 

other site beyond years 1 and 2 in the trajectory which is predicted to deliver 5 

dwellings. Notwithstanding my findings on the above sites, this is a grave 
situation.  

69. The Council asserts that the eLP contains numerous housing allocations, which 

will feed into the supply following adoption. However, at the current time, the 
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plan is of limited weight and these allocations should not be included in the 

trajectory. Furthermore, the eLP details that it is not the role of the Plan to 

meet the shortfall identified by the JCS, but it could contribute towards meeting 
some of this housing need.  

70. The JCS was adopted with a shortfall, which was to be remedied by an 

immediate review on the plan. It is now 3 years later and there is little 

progress towards this.  

71. The trajectory does not include sites which have a resolution to permit awaiting 

planning obligations. I also have very little evidence to indicate if any of these 

would come forward in the next 5 years. There are also, it is asserted, 
numerous major applications for housing being considered. Nonetheless, as 

these sites are not been included in the trajectory, I have little evidence 

whether these would be deliverable.  

72. Therefore, despite the Council’s arguments, the future supply in the borough, 

at the current time is deeply concerning.  

Conclusion on housing land supply 

73. Considering my conclusions on the additional supply and the disputed sites, the 

housing land supply would reduce to 1.82 years. This reflects the appellant’s 

conclusions. Additionally, the lack of supply beyond year 3 is deeply 
concerning; and, even if I had taken account of the additional supply, the 

Council would still not have a 5 year housing land supply and the past trend of 

additional supply is not projected to continue.   

Provision of market and affordable housing 

74. The state of housing land supply is such that very significant weight should be 

given to the delivery of housing generally. Additionally, the Council could 
provide me with no ‘better’ sites for development. The site has good 

accessibility to facilities and services using a genuine choice of transport 

modes. 

75. Furthermore, the proposal would deliver 40% affordable housing. This would be 

policy compliant (with JCS SD12) and there is an accepted need for 126 
affordable houses per annum in Tewkesbury. The appellant asserts there will 

be a shortfall of 333 affordable dwellings in the next 5 years. The Council does 

not dispute this, and the delivery of this site would double the affordable 

housing stock in the village. 

76. Although I heard comments from interested parties that there is little need for 
affordable housing in the village itself, on the substantive evidence before me, 

there is little affordable housing stock in the village and there is a clear need in 

the Borough. This proposal would deliver a considerable amount of affordable 

housing, which is a benefit of significant weight. 

Ecology and biodiversity 

77. The proposal would produce net gains in biodiversity from the creation of 

attenuation features, with permanent water elements, tree planting and 
wildflower grassland within areas of open space. It would create around 17% 

net gain for habitat areas and about 83% net gain for linear features. This is a 

significant benefit in favour, providing more net gains than would be necessary.  
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Habitats Regulations Assessment 

78. The proposal is near to Cleeve Common Site of Special Scientific Interest 

(SSSI), Dixton Wood Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Bredon Hill SAC, 

such that development of the site could have a significant effect upon the 

important interest features of the sites. These effects would be the increase in 
people who may visit the SSSI and SACs for recreational purposes, and this 

could adversely affect the integrity of the sites.  

79. The Shadow Habitats Regulation Assessment (SHRA) carried out by the 

appellant details that fewer than 1 additional visitor (0.79) would be likely to 

visit either the Dixton Wood SAC or Bredon Hill SAC annually. Therefore, 
recreational pressure would not be likely and there would be no adverse effects 

either alone or in-combination on the integrity of the SACs.  

80. However, future residents may use Cleeve Common more frequently and the 

SHRA advises that new homeowners should be made aware that, in order to 

maintain the conservation value of the SSSI, livestock may be grazing on the 
common. As such, dogs should be kept under control and walkers should be 

vigilant. Homeowner information packs (HIPs) should be provided to all new 

residents, outlining informal recreational assets in the area and key 

‘Countryside Code’ messages.  

81. With the HIPs, the potential adverse effect would be avoided, and the integrity 
of the site would not be adversely affected. The aim of this would be to direct 

new residents to other sites, avoiding the SSSI. Natural England have no 

objections to the proposal on this basis.  

82. I am satisfied that the HIP could be effectively secured by condition, and 

having undertaken the appropriate assessment, I am satisfied that the scheme 
would not adversely affect the integrity of the nearby habitats sites. 

Public Open Space 

83. The amount of public open space on site would exceed the standards set out in 

Policy RCN1 of the LP, and this would be of a moderate benefit to the scheme.  

Economy  

84. The development would have an economic benefit through the provision of jobs 

over the construction period as well as the contribution the local economy 
throughout the lifetime of the development. The appellant purports £3.4M 

gross value added per annum and £1.1M per annum on retail expenditure. 

However, all residential development of this scale is likely to deliver similar 
benefits, and this weighs moderately in favour.  

Highways  

85. Despite assertions from local residents, the substantive evidence presented on 

highway matters indicates that the surrounding highway network has sufficient 
capacity to accommodate the additional traffic resulting from the proposed 

development. Therefore, there would be no harm caused to the safety of users 

of the highway, nor any adverse effect upon capacity. 
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Planning obligations 

86. There are several planning obligations. An agreement with Gloucester County 

Council obliges the payment of education contributions, a libraries contribution 

and a travel plan monitoring fee. It also obliges the developer to provide for 

bus stop upgrade works. The CIL Compliance Statement adequately sets out 
sufficient justification for the education and libraries contribution and 

monitoring fees, along with the requirement for bus stop upgrades. All these 

obligations would be necessary to make the development acceptable, directly 
related and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind.  

87. The travel plan monitoring fee would pay for monitoring associated with the 

submitted Travel Plan. During the Inquiry, I raised questions over whether the 

Travel Plan was necessary, given the consultation response from the Council’s 

Highways team. Based on the evidence I heard, the Travel Plan would 
encourage a modal shift towards sustainable travel, which would be in 

accordance with the Framework, and thus the obligation would be necessary. 

Furthermore, access to Bishops Cleeve on the PRoW would be difficult in 

inclement weather and the Travel Plan could encourage means of 
transportation other than a private car. Therefore, the monitoring fee would be 

necessary to make the development acceptable, directly related and fairly and 

reasonably related in scale and kind. 

88. A second obligation is with the Council. This would deliver at least 40% 

affordable housing, the onsite MUGA and LEAP (and their transfer to a 
management company), along with a refuse and recycling contribution and a 

monitoring fee. The CIL Compliance Statement submitted with the appeal sets 

out how each obligation would meet the tests in the CIL Regulations and the 
Framework. Based on this evidence, I am satisfied that each obligation 

contained in the second agreement would meet the tests, in that they are all 

necessary to make the development acceptable, directly related and fairly and 

reasonably related in scale and kind. 

89. The last obligation is in a unilateral undertaking, which provides for the MPCA. 
The Council contests that this would not be compliant with the tests in the 

Framework. I disagree. Following on from my conclusions on the main issues, 

the MPCA would deliver a social benefit for the community, providing a meeting 

place and social focal point for residents of all ages. It would also enable an 
area where views of the AONB could be appreciated over a longer period than 

on the existing PRoWs. I consider it would be necessary to make the 

development acceptable. It is directly related to the development and fairly and 
reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.  

Planning Balance 

90. The proposal would conflict with the spatial strategy of the area and the NDP. 
It is clearly not plan-led development. However, given my conclusions on the 

housing land supply, the policies which govern the spatial strategy and housing 

development in the area are deemed out of date by Framework paragraph 11 

d). Because of the very poor housing land supply position, this indicates that 
the spatial strategy is not effective and therefore these policies are of limited 

weight.    

91. There would be limited harm to landscape character and appearance of the 

area and the setting of the AONB, and moderate harm to views from the AONB. 

397

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decision APP/G1630/W/20/3256319 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          14 

This would conflict with the JCS, NDP, LP, Framework 172 and the MP in this 

regard. However, the harm is limited for the purposes of the character and 

appearance of the area and this attracts limited weight against the proposal. 
Nevertheless, I give great weight to the moderate harm to the AONB as 

required by the Framework. 

92. In favour of the development is the provision of housing in general, affordable 

housing, net gains in biodiversity and the delivery of on site facilities that would 

contribute towards the village’s social wellbeing. The delivery of affordable and 
market housing would be a very significant benefit, of overriding importance 

when considering the chronic housing land supply position. The net gains in 

biodiversity are of considerable weight and the on site public open space would 

be of moderate weight. Additionally, there would be economic benefits during 
construction and from the additional residents that would contribute towards 

spending in the area. This is of moderate weight.  

93. Framework paragraph 11 d) requires permission to be granted unless [i.] the 

application of policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets of 

particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 
proposed. Even giving great weight to the moderate harm to the AONB, it is 

my view that this does not provide a clear reason for refusing the development.  

94. Taking account of all the above, the adverse impacts of granting planning 

permission would not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, 

when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole. As 
such, the material considerations indicate a decision other than in accordance 

with the development plan.  

Conditions 

95. In addition to the conditions I have already detailed above, the plans are listed 

for certainty. Furthermore, a condition requiring general compliance with the 

illustrative details ensures the reserved matters presented are those envisaged 

by the Council. Despite the Council’s suggestion, reserved matters would 
include layout, and this would comprise internal access roads such that a 

separate reserved matter for access would be unnecessary.  

96. A Construction Ecological Management Plan and a Landscape and Ecological 

Management Plan are necessary to ensure proper provision is made to 

safeguard protected species and their habitats. A Construction Method 
Statement is necessary to reduce the potential impact on the public highway, 

accommodate the efficient delivery of goods and supplies and ensure the effect 

upon residential living conditions during construction is not adverse. 
Archaeological investigations are necessary to ensure any archaeological 

remains are recorded and investigated.  

97. To ensure safe access to the site for construction works, a condition requiring 

the access to be provided is necessary. Foul and surface water details are 

required to ensure the development is provided with a satisfactory means of 
drainage. A footpath from the site to nearby roads would need to be installed 

prior to occupation to ensure safe and suitable access on foot. A lighting 

scheme is required to safeguard protected species and their habitats, along 
with ensuring the village remains a low light pollution area.  
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98. To ensure that an appropriate housing mix is delivered to contribute to the 

creation of mixed and balanced communities compliant with the NDP, a housing 

mix statement would be necessary. A Tree Protection Plan and Arboricultural 
Method Statement to ensures protection of trees. A condition restricting the 

reserved matters to 50 dwellings is necessary for certainty.  

99. I have not included conditions relating to proposed ground levels, landscaping 

and electric vehicle charging, as these details would be proposed at reserved 

matters, thus they are not necessary. The condition for site waste management 
has been included in the Construction Method Statement.  

Conclusion 

100. For the reasons set out above, I conclude that the appeal should be allowed.  

Katie McDonald 

INSPECTOR 
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SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS 

1) Details of the appearance, landscaping, layout, and scale, (hereinafter 

called "the reserved matters") shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority before any development takes 

place and the development shall be carried out as approved.  

2) Application for the approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the 

local planning authority before the expiration of three years from the date 
of this permission. 

3) The development hereby permitted shall take place not later than 2 years 

from the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be 
approved. 

4) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 

with the following approved plans: Site Location Plan (Drawing No. BM-M-
04 Revision B), Land Use Plan (Drawing No. BM-M-02) and Site Access 

(Drawing No. SK_002 Revision P1) September 2019. 

5) No development shall take place until a Construction Ecological 

Management Plan (CEMP) has been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. The CEMP shall include, but not limited 

to the following: 

i) Risk assessment of potentially damaging construction activities 

including provisions for protected species, 

ii) Identification of ‘biodiversity protection zones’ including (but not 

exclusively) hedgerows and mature trees, 

iii) Practical measures (both physical measures and sensitive working 

practices) to avoid or reduce impacts during construction (may be 
provided as a set of method statements), 

iv) The locations and timing of sensitive works to avoid harm to 

biodiversity features (e.g. daylight working hours only starting one 

hour after sunrise and ceasing one hour after sunset), 

v) The times during construction when ecological or environmental 

specialists need to be present on site to oversee works, 

vi) Responsible persons and lines of communication, 

vii) The role and responsibilities on site of an ecological clerk of works 

(ECoW) or similar person, 

viii) Use of protective fences, exclusion barriers and warning signs; and 

ix) Ongoing monitoring, including compliance checks by a competent 

person(s) during construction and immediately post-completion of 

construction works. 

The approved CEMP shall be adhered to and implemented throughout the 
construction period in accordance with the approved details. 

6) No development shall take place until a Landscape and Ecological 

Management Plan (LEMP) has been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the local planning authority. The LEMP shall cover the first ten years of 

management following the commencement of construction and enabling 

works. Enhancement measures should be included for existing natural 
habitats and created habitats, as well as those for protected species. All 

Ecological enhancements outlined in the LEMP will be implemented as 
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recommended in the LEMP and the number and location of ecological 

features to be installed should be specified. 

7) No development shall take place until the applicant, or their agents or 
successors in title, has secured the implementation of a programme of 

archaeological work in accordance with a written scheme of investigation 

which has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority. 

8) No development shall take place until a Construction Method Statement 

(CMS) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority. The CMS shall: 

i) provide for the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors 

ii) provide for the loading and unloading of plant and materials 

iii) provide for the storage of plant and materials used in constructing 

the development 

iv) provide for wheel washing facilities 

v) specify the intended hours of delivery and construction operations 

vi) include measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during 

construction 

vii) a scheme for recycling/disposing of waste resulting from 

construction works; setting out measures for dealing with such 

materials to minimise overall waste and to maximise re-use, 

recycling and recovery in line with the waste hierarchy 

viii) construction lighting scheme 

The approved CMS shall be adhered to throughout the construction 
period.  

9) No development above ground level shall commence until the site access 

has been provided in accordance with the submitted plan SK_0002 
Revision P1. The first 20m of the access road from Ashmead Drive shall 

be surfaced in a bound material and the access shall be retained and 

maintained in that form until and unless adopted as highway 
maintainable at public expense. 

10) No dwelling hereby permitted shall be occupied until surface water and 

foul water drainage works shall have been implemented in accordance 

with details that shall first have been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority. The information submitted shall 

be in accordance with the principles set out in the approved drainage 

strategy. The submitted details shall: 

i) provide information about the design storm period and intensity, the 

method employed to delay and control the surface water discharged 
from the site and the measures taken to prevent pollution of the 

receiving groundwater and/or surface waters 

ii) include a timetable for its implementation; and, 

iii) provide, a management and maintenance plan for the lifetime of the 

development which shall include the arrangements for adoption by 

any public authority or statutory undertaker and any other 
arrangements to secure the operation of the scheme throughout its 

lifetime. 
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11) Prior to first occupation of any individual dwelling, a footpath to that 

dwelling including connections to Aggs Close and Ashmead Drive, shall be 

completed to a minimum of 2m wide with bound surfacing. 

12) Prior to first occupation, details of external lighting shall be submitted to 

and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The details shall 

clearly demonstrate that lighting will not cause excessive light pollution 

or disturb or prevent bat species using key corridors, forage habitat 
features or accessing roost sites. The details shall include, but not be 

limited to, the following: 

i) A drawing showing sensitive areas and/or dark corridor safeguarding 

areas. 

ii) Description, design or specification of external lighting to be installed 

including shields, cowls or blinds where appropriate, 

iii) A description of the luminosity of lights and their light colour 

including a lux contour map. 

iv) A drawing(s) showing the location and where appropriate the 

elevation of the light fixings. 

v) Methods to control lighting control (e.g. timer operation, passive 

infrared sensor (PIR)). 

All external lighting shall be installed in accordance with the specifications 

and locations set out in the approved details. These shall be maintained 

thereafter in accordance with these details. 

13) Prior to first occupation, a Homeowner Information Pack (HIP) setting out 

the location and sensitivities of the Cleeve Common Site of Special 

Scientific Interest shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority. The HIP shall include reference to the 

sensitivities of the sites, messages to help the new occupiers and their 

families enjoy informal recreation at the site and how to avoid negatively 

affecting it, alternative locations for recreational activities and off road 
cycling and recommendations to dog owners for times of year dogs 

should be kept on lead when using the site (i.e. to avoid disturbance to 

livestock). Two copies of the HIP shall be provided to all future residents 
prior to occupation of each dwelling. 

14) The approved Travel Plan (Reference: 15163-TA-V2) shall be 

implemented in accordance with the details and timetable therein, and 
shall be continued thereafter with the exception that the Travel Plan 

monitoring period shall be a minimum of 5 years. 

15) Applications for the approval of the reserved matters shall be generally in 

accordance with the principles and parameters described in the Design 
and Access Statement (October 2019) and the Illustrative Site Layout 

BM-M-01 Revision A. 

16) The reserved matters shall include a Housing Mix Statement to setting 
out an appropriate mix of dwelling sizes, types and tenures to be 

provided on site that will contribute to a mixed and balanced housing 

market. It will address the needs of the local area and of older people, as 
set out in the local housing evidence base, including the most up-to-date 

Strategic Housing Market Assessment for the area at the time of the 

submission of the relevant reserved matters. The development shall be 

implemented in accordance with the approved Housing Mix Statement. 
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17) The reserved matters shall include a scheme for the protection of 

retained trees and hedgerows, in accordance with the most up-to-date 

BS 5837, including a Tree Protection Plan (TPP) and an Arboricultural 
Method Statement (AMS). All construction works shall be implemented in 

strict accordance with the approved details. 

18) The reserved matters shall propose no more than 50 dwellings.  

 

***END OF CONDITIONS*** 
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Site Specific Matters 

 Highways 

1.1 Comments from local residents have raised where there is concern on traffic along Lower Road 

and at the primary school. In light of these comments and the comments from the Highway 

Authority, the following amendments were made: 

• The 2.0m footpath on the northwest side of the proposed site access has been 

amended to extend fully around the radius to adjoin the proposed crossing point; 

• The Lower Road carriageway had been widened to 5.5m in the vicinity of the site 

access; 

• The junction spacing has been checked against the suggested minimum standard of 

20m for opposite site junctions and 40m for same side junctions. It can be confirmed 

that the distance to nearest adopted opposite side junction, to the north of the site, is 

25m and the distance to the nearest adopted same side junction, to the south of the 

site, is in excess of 50m; 

• To fully inform NCC and the RSA, additional swept path analysis has been undertaken 

using the County refuse vehicle; and, 

• It is noted that the proposed bus stop upgrade will be reviewed by NCC Bus and Rail. 

1.2 These proposals were then the subject to an independent Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (RSA) and 

some additional changes were made and included in the revised drawings.  

1.3 Croft/Eddisons (Appendix EP4) confirm that the proposals will provide a number of significant 

transport benefits within the village, including: 

1) Towcester Road junction ‐ traffic calming and signage improvements; 

2) Lower Road – new pedestrian crossing point and traffic calming feature; 

3) Improvements to bus stop provision at Lower Road; 

4) Potential pedestrian crossing in the vicinity of the Milton Malsor Parochial Primary 

School; 

5) A robust Travel Plan to encourage sustainable travel from the site. 

1.4 The Parish Plan (Section 2 No 26 and 27 of CD5.5) identified “broad support for a wide range of 

traffic control measures in key locations”.  It also reported that people supported lowering speeds 

around the village, traffic calming and safe pedestrian crossings.  In the ‘Options for a 
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Neighbourhood Plan’ (para 18 of CD5.14), physical road narrowing to slow traffic These are 

benefits the proposal is offering. 

1.5 Therefore the appeal proposal looks to support and improve local community infrastructure 

which has, based upon an ongoing and historic records of traffic problems within the village, 

been of significant concern due to access and manoeuvrability of vehicles in the neighbouring 

streets, and as identified in the Parish Plan and ‘Options for a Neighbourhood Plan’ consultation. 

Therefore, this is a significant benefit in the planning balance. I note that the LPA consider the 

highway works to be of moderate benefit.  Since then, a pedestrian crossing point on Towcester 

Road has been offered by the appellant and accepted by the highway authority which I 

consider should increase the overall transport benefits further. 

 Flood Risk 

1.6 Betts Hydro have prepared a Flood Risk Assessment and Indicative Drainage Strategy (CD1.10) 

dated January 2020 to support the application.  Ironside Farrar prepared a detailed drainage 

strategy (CD1.9) to demonstrate the deliverability of site drainage. 

1.7 The reports confirm that the site lies within Flood Zone 1 and has a very low risk of flooding.  

Although the proposal is considered to have a very low risk of flooding from the majority of flood 

sources, there is a small area of surface water flood risk.  The risk of surface water flooding ranges 

from low to medium, depending mainly on the site’s topography.  This risk will be reduced and 

managed following development through a range of mitigation measures identified within the 

assessment to ensure there is no increased flood risk. 

 Surface Water Drainage 

1.8 Based upon the sites low risk of flooding, the surface water discharge options have been assessed 

in line with the sustainable drainage hierarchy.  The report states that “Based on the ground 

conditions identified by the published online datasets, it can be considered that infiltration would 

not likely provide a viable drainage solution for the development site due to the impermeable 

nature of the underlying strata”.  

1.9 Paragraph 7.6 of the Report then states: 

“Assuming infiltration is not going to be feasible, then the next method in the 

hierarchical approach is to discharge surface water generated by the 

development to the watercourse network. The nearest watercourse is an 
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Ordinary Watercourse located 20m to the south of the site which is culverted 

along its length nearest to the site. The preferred proposal is to discharge 

surface water run-off generated by the development into this culverted length 

of Ordinary Watercourse.” 

1.10 The Report then states that “Should a direct connection from site into the Ordinary Watercourse 

network not be feasible then the proposals are to discharge into the Main River network, 350m to 

the north of the site, subject to relevant consents and approvals.” 

1.11 The assessment has been undertaken and accords with Policy BN7 (Flood Risk).  

1.12 As part of the proposals the drainage strategy includes a sustainable urban drainage attenuation 

pond.  The Parish Plan identified that “SuDs such as soakaways and bio-retention areas should be 

encouraged in new development”. 

 Foul Water 

1.13 The Betts Report summarises how foul water would be drained. Paragraph 6.2 states: 

“The proposals are to connect foul water flows generated by the proposed via 

a new connection to the nearest foul water sewer within Lower Road (adjacent 

to the western boundary of the site). Based on the proposals for the 

construction of up to 90 no. residential units the approximate peak foul water 

flows generated by the development will be 4.1l/s. This figure is calculated 

based on 4000 litres per dwelling per 24 hours; the guidance contained within 

Sewers for Adoption (SfA). 

1.14 The application is for 65 dwellings so the foul water generated would be below what is deemed 

appropriate by Betts.  

1.15 The assessment has been undertaken and accords with Policy BN7A (Water Supply, Quality and 

Wastewater Infrastructure). 

 Ecology 

1.16 An Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey by E3P (CD1.15) was submitted with the application.  The 

following habitats were located within, or immediately adjacent to the site: 

• Arable;  

• Species poor hedgerow  

• Dry ditch;  

409



Proof of Evidence 

Land at Lower Road, Milton Malsor, South Northamptonshire 

June 2021 

 

 

 4 

• Scrub;  

• Tall ruderal; and,  

• Scattered trees.  

1.17 The ecological survey concludes that the site was generally found to comprise species poor 

habitats and the following is recommended;  

• Undertake vegetation clearance outside of the breeding bird season (March – 

September inclusive); and, 

• Trees with low bat roosting potential are to be soft felled if removed. 

1.18 The report also assessed the potential for protected species, these being: 

• Amphibians; 

• Reptiles; 

• Breeding Birds; 

• Bats; 

• Badgers; and, 

• Hedgehogs. 

1.19 The report concludes that if the above mitigation measures are adhered to, development can 

proceed without significant negative impacts on wildlife within the local area. Development will 

provide the opportunity to introduce a range of new habitats to benefit local wildlife including 

substantial new tree planting, woodland and a permanent pond. 

1.20 Part (i) of JCS Policy R1 acknowledges that schemes that would result in environmental 

improvements could be supported.  The application was accompanied by a Phase 1 Habitat 

Survey that demonstrates how development could improve habitats and create biodiversity 

gains following development. 

1.21 In light of the revised layout, Collington Winter Environmental has undertaken a Biodiversity Net 

Gain Calculation which is enclosed as Appendix EP17. It applies the DEFRA 2.0 Metric to calculate 

the % Net Gain on the site as a result of development. The tool is advocated for use by Natural 

England and is a key part of the government’s emerging legislation framework for new 

developments to demonstrate at least a net gain of 10%. The conclusion reached is:  
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“Use of the metric finds that the proposed development can achieve a +25.25% 

increase in net gain on site, as well as a +65.08% gain in hedgerows on site. This 

is concluded as a substantial gain for biodiversity within the site and goes over 

and above current and upcoming policies with relation to Biodiversity Net Gain. 

In my professional experience, this level of net gain which I have evidenced 

would represent a significantly better outcome compared to other sites I have 

worked on across the country and I consider it should be given significant 

weight in the overall planning balance. 

1.22 It is for this reason I conclude that this is a significant benefit.  

 Living conditions of existing residents 

1.23 The parameters plan submitted shows that there would be sufficient separation distances can be 

designed between the new houses and existing properties surrounding the appeal site. It 

demonstrates that the proposed development would not undermine the residential amenity of 

the existing residents in the locality in terms of outlook, privacy and light. 

1.24 The layout and proposed density demonstrates that the scheme would provide appropriate 

levels of amenity for all future occupiers. 

1.25 The proposed development would not undermine the residential amenity of existing nearby 

occupiers, and a good standard of amenity would be provided for future occupiers. The proposal 

is fully compliant with the provisions of development plan in terms of residential amenity and 

would be addressed through reserved matters. 

 Noise  

1.26 A noise survey has been requested by the LPA due to the proximity of the rail line. Ensafe 

Consultants have undertaken the survey and their report was submitted to the LPA (CD2.10). Their 

Executive Summary states: 

“A scope of works and methodology has been agreed with the local authority 

and a series of noise surveys have been completed in order to determine the 

existing levels of sound across the Site due to road traffic noise associated with 

the M1 and the Railway line located to the east. 

Noise modelling software has been used in order to predict the noise levels 

incident upon the facades and within the external amenity areas for the 

proposed residential development due to road traffic & rail sound. 

Further calculations have been used to predict the impact of activities 

associated with the Motor Cross Circuit located to the north. 
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This assessment has found that standard glazing specification providing 30dB 

Rw + Ct,r is sufficient for all plots. However, a partially open window is not 

sufficient in controlling noise in living rooms and bedrooms, in order to provide 

background ventilation and fresh air flow and so trickle ventilators are required 

for certain plots. 

The assessment has been based on robust and worst-case assumptions. This 

assessment has shown that, in principle, there should be no adverse impact at 

the proposed receptors as a result of the existing noise with the suggested 

mitigation measures in place.” 

1.27 This was the subject of consultation with the Environmental Health officer and the committee 

report states: 

9.29. The development as originally proposed would have potentially been 

contrary to Policy SS2(f) in respect of residential amenity due to the nearby 

proximity of the railway, with certain parts of the site only achieving the required 

standards in a ‘windows closed’ scenario. This matter has potentially been 

resolved by way of a revised parameters plan, which has sited housing further 

away from the railway line and noise assessment though, the results of which 

will be reported to committee in written updates. 

1.28 There was no written update to members and noise was not a reason for refusal.  

 Heritage 

1.29 The Heritage Assessment prepared by RPS Group notes there is one Grade II* Listed Building, 26 

Grade II Listed Buildings and one Conservation Area within the 1km search area, the nearest 

being the Grade II Listed Stockwell Farmhouse, located c. 100m to the south east of the study 

site. The report concludes that given the lack or inter-visibility between the study site and the 

Listed Buildings and Conservation Area, there is not considered to be any potential for adverse 

impacts to the setting of these assets as a result of development within the study site. 

1.30 In respect to archaeology, on the 8th July 2020 the LPA advised that given the local context trial-

trenching has been requested. A Written Scheme of Investigation by Oxford Archaeology and 

discussions with the Assistant Archaeological Advisor at Northamptonshire. Were undertaken. 

Oxford Archaeology undertook the survey (CD2.9) and the committee report states: 

“Subject to standard archaeological conditions regarding further investigation 

and recording, the development would not have an unacceptable impact on 

archaeological remains and is therefore consistent with the relevant policies 

and NPPF. 

1.31 I conclude there is no harm to any heritage asset. 
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Our Ref: CW20-133-R1 

Your Ref: / 

 

13th May 2021 

BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN – MILTON MALSOR 
 
 

Collington Winter Environmental Ltd have been instructed by Hollins Strategic Land LLP to undertake the 

Biodiversity Net Gain Calculation for the site at Milton Malsor. I am the director of Collington Winter Environmental, 

am a Chartered Environmentalist with over seven years professional experience..  The Extended Phase 1 Habitat 

Survey Report (E3P, 2020) has been used for the baseline habitats, and Parameter Plan PARAM01 for the proposed 

habitats on site. 

 
The DEFRA 2.0 Metric has been used to calculate the % Net Gain on the site as a result of development. The 

DEFRA 2.0 Metric is the latest and only metric tool used by professional ecologists in calculating the level of 

biodiversity pre- and post-development.  The tool is advocated for use by Natural England and is a key part of the 

government’s emerging legislation framework for new developments to demonstrate at least a net gain of 10%.  My 

approach to calculation is in accordance with the DEFRA guidance.  

 
Use of the metric finds that the proposed development can achieve a +25.25% increase in net gain on site, as well 

as a +65.08% gain in hedgerows on site. This is concluded as a substantial gain for biodiversity within the site and 

goes over and above current and upcoming policies with relation to Biodiversity Net Gain.  In my professional 

experience, this level of net gain which I have evidenced would represent a significantly better outcome compared 

to other sites I have worked on across the country and I consider it should be given significant weight in the overall 

planning balance. 

 
Please see results sheets appended to this document for review. 

 
 
Yours sincerely 

Olivia Collington BSc (Hons), MIEnvSc, CEnv 

Director // Principal Ecologist 

 

For and on behalf of Collington Winter Environmental 
 
 
 
 
 

4 Bark Street East 

BOLTON BL1 2BQ 

 

01204 263034 

07741579594 

Olivia.collington@collingtonwinter.co.uk 
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 What constitutes a deliverable site?  

 National Planning Policy and Guidance 

1.1 The definition of “deliverable” is set out on page 66 of the Framework states: 

“Deliverable: To be considered deliverable, sites for housing should be 

available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be 

achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on 

the site within five years. In particular: 

a) sites which do not involve major development and have planning 

permission, and all sites with detailed planning permission, should be 

considered deliverable until permission expires, unless there is clear 

evidence that homes will not be delivered within five years (for 

example because they are no longer viable, there is no longer a 

demand for the type of units or sites have long term phasing plans). 

b) where a site has outline planning permission for major development, 

has been allocated in a development plan, has a grant of permission 

in principle, or is identified on a brownfield register, it should only be 

considered deliverable where there is clear evidence that housing 

completions will begin on site within five years.”  

1.2 Under the 2012 Framework, all sites with planning permission, regardless of their size or 

whether the planning permission was in outline or in full were to be considered 

deliverable until permission expired unless there was clear evidence that schemes would 

not be “implemented” within five years. The PPG went further by stating that allocated 

sites “could” be deliverable and even non-allocated sites without planning permission 

“can” be considered capable of being delivered.  

1.3 Consequently, the 2019 Framework now states that sites with outline planning permission 

or allocated sites should “only” be considered deliverable where there is “clear 

evidence” that housing completions will “begin” on site within five years. The onus is on 

the Council to provide the clear evidence for any sites with outline planning permission 

and allocated sites it considers deliverable. 

1.4 The “clear evidence” required is not described any further in the Framework. However, 

Paragraph 68-007 of the PPG1 states: 

“In order to demonstrate 5 years’ worth of deliverable housing sites, 

robust, up to date evidence needs to be available to support the 

preparation of strategic policies and planning decisions. Annex 2 of 

the National Planning Policy Framework defines a deliverable site. As 

well as sites which are considered to be deliverable in principle, this 

 
1 Paragraph 007 Reference ID: 68-007-20190722: “What constitutes a ‘deliverable’ housing 

site in the context of plan-making and decision-taking?” 
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definition also sets out the sites which would require further evidence 

to be considered deliverable, namely those which: 

• have outline planning permission for major development; 

• are allocated in a development plan; 

• have a grant of permission in principle; or 

• are identified on a brownfield register. 

Such evidence, to demonstrate deliverability, may include: 

• current planning status – for example, on larger scale sites with outline 

or hybrid permission how much progress has been made towards 

approving reserved matters, or whether these link to a planning 

performance agreement that sets out the timescale for approval of 

reserved matters applications and discharge of conditions; 

• firm progress being made towards the submission of an application 

– for example, a written agreement between the local planning 

authority and the site developer(s) which confirms the developers’ 

delivery intentions and anticipated start and build-out rates; 

• firm progress with site assessment work; or 

• clear relevant information about site viability, ownership constraints 

or infrastructure provision, such as successful participation in bids for 

large-scale infrastructure funding or other similar projects. 

Plan-makers can use the Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment in demonstrating the deliverability of sites.” 

1.5 I undertake my assessment on that basis. 

 Supply within South Northamptonshire (excluding the NRDA) 

1.6 The 2021 HLAS identifies a deliverable supply within South Northamptonshire excluding 

the NRDA of 2,062 dwellings. Whilst I had sites to discount in the 2020 HLAS, these have 

been addressed in the 2021 HLAS. 

1.7 However I set out is whether the previous position statements have been realistic in 

estimating future supply. I fully appreciate that one cannot predict the future supply in 

detail and can only be based on the evidence at the time. The table below sets out the 

projected completions in each of the Position Statements from 2015 and that is then 

compared to actual completions.  
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    15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 Total  

2015 Actual Completions 466 588 818 765 455 392 3484 

  Projected Completions 495 822 860 692 640 526 4035 

  Difference -29 -234 -42 73 -185 -134 -551 

2016 Actual Completions   588 818 765 455 392 3018 

  Projected Completions   474 747 869 686 555 3331 

  Difference   114 71 -104 -231 -163 -313 

2017 Actual Completions     818 765 455 392 2430 

  Projected Completions     567 774 857 703 2901 

  Difference     251 -9 -402 -311 -471 

2018 Actual Completions       765 455 392 1612 

  Projected Completions       510 597 683 1790 

  Difference       255 -142 -291 -178 

2019 Actual Completions         455 392 847 

  Projected Completions         560 482 1042 

  Difference         -105 -90 -195 

2020 Actual Completions           392 392 

  Projected Completions           480 480 

  Difference           -88 -88 
 

1.8 The table shows that the LPA has over estimated completions and for each period there 

has been a shortfall against projected supply of between 10% and 20%.   

1.9 I now address the windfall allowance.  

 Windfall allowance 

1.10 Paragraph 70 of the Framework states: 

“70. Where an allowance is to be made for windfall sites as part of 

anticipated supply, there should be compelling evidence that they will 

provide a reliable source of supply. Any allowance should be realistic 

having regard to the strategic housing land availability assessment, 

historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends. Plans should 

consider the case for setting out policies to resist inappropriate 

development of residential gardens, for example where development 

would cause harm to the local area.” 

1.11 The 2021 HLAS seeks to increase the windfall allowance to 225 dwellings with a 13 

dwelling lapse rate resulting in a windfall figure of 212 dwellings. 

1.12 Appendix 5 of the 2021 HLAS confirms that there were 91 dwellings completed on small 

windfall sites in 2020/21. This means that a total of 807 dwellings were delivered on small 

windfall sites over the plan period 2011-21, an average of 81 dwellings per annum.  
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1.13 Applying paragraph 70, 405 dwellings could be delivered in small sites in the next five 

years (81 X 5 = 405 dwellings). However, paragraph 4.12 of the 2021 HLAS includes 280 

dwellings on small sites in the deliverable supply for the next 5 years. If these are included 

there would be double counting as the 280 would be built out within the 5 year period.  

1.14 Based on the historic delivery rate on small windfall sites, the windfall allowance should 

be 125 dwellings (i.e. 405 – 280 = 125 dwellings), which means a reduction of 87 dwellings 

in the deliverable five year supply. An alternative way to avoid double counting would 

be to include the 280 dwellings for years 1 to 3 and then add 81 dwellings per annum for 

years 4 and 5 which would total 442 dwellings which would be 50 dwellings less than the 

LPA include. However on the basis of the guidance in paragraph 70, the deduction 

should be 87 dwellings.  

1.15 I conclude that the deliverable supply in South Northamptonshire excluding the NRDA is 

1,975 dwellings (i.e. 2,062 – 87 = 1,975). 

 Supply within the NRDA 

1.16 As my case is that the requirement is for South Northamptonshire as a whole it is 

necessary to assess the supply in the NRDA part of South Northamptonshire. The 2021 

HLAS does not include this part of their area and the latest position is set out in the April 

2019 NRDA Statement (CD4.7). Therefore, there is no clear and up to date evidence has 

been provided for the inclusion of any of the sites within the NRDA at 1st April 2021. The 

sites I exclude are as follows: 

• WNJCS Policy N4 – Northampton West SUE - Land off Whites Lane ; 

• WNJCS Policy N9A – Northampton Norwood Farm/Upton Lodge SUE Upton Lodge 

Farm Weedon Road; and 

• WNJCS Policy N6 - Northampton S of Brackmills SUE Northampton South of Brackmills 

SUE Newport Pagnell Road. 

1.17 My assessment is as follows.  

 Policy N4 – Northampton West SUE - Land off Whites Lane 

1.18 This site is 83 ha in area and is located to the west of Northampton. Please see inset 7, 

page 322 of the WNJCS. Part of the site is located in Daventry and part of the site is 

located in South Northamptonshire. It is allocated in the WNJCS for 2,550 dwellings.  
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 Planning history 

1.19 In September 2017, an outline planning application was made by Bloor Homes to 

Daventry Council for: 

“the demolition of existing barns and the erection of up to 1750 

dwellings, a primary school, a mixed use Local Centre (Uses A1-A5, D1) 

together with associated public open space, landscaping, highways 

sustainable drainage systems, and all ancillary infrastructure works, 

including a new primary sub-station.” 

1.20 The application was validated on 13th September 2017 and given the reference: 

DA/2017/0889. It was approved on 17th December 2020 subject to 52 conditions 

including a series of pre-commencement conditions and condition 1 which requires the 

submission of reserved matters within 11 years of the outline planning permission and 

condition 5 which requires the submission of a phasing plan and condition 7 which 

requires a design code.  

1.21 A subsequent outline planning application for up to 600 dwellings within part of the site 

already included in the area for the application for 1,750 dwellings was also submitted 

by Bloor Homes to Daventry Council and made valid on 13th September 2017 (LPA ref: 

DA/2017/0890). That application was withdrawn on 24th March 2021.  

 Council’s position  

1.22 The Council’s trajectory for the site for a recent appeal (3267906) in terms of deliverable 

dwellings within South Northamptonshire is as follows: 

Year 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 Total 

Projected completions 0 0 0 30 60 90 

 

 Assessment 

1.23 As set out on page 66 of The Framework (2019), the onus is on the Council to provide 

“clear evidence” that housing completions will begin on this site in the next five years. 

Paragraph 68-007 provides some examples of the types of evidence that could be 

provided, as discussed below.  

 Current planning status 

1.24 At the base date, the site was an allocation without planning permission. It has since 

secured outline planning permission for up to 1,750 dwellings which will be delivered in 

Daventry and South Northamptonshire. Applications for the discharge of conditions and 

reserved matters applications have not been made. 
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 Firm progress being made towards the submission of an application 

1.25 No evidence has been provided to suggest that progress has been made towards the 

submission of a reserved matters application.  

 Written agreement between the LPA and the developer confirming their anticipated 

start and build out rate 

1.26 No evidence has been provided.  

 Firm progress with site assessment work 

1.27 No evidence has been provided including how the pre-commencement conditions are 

to be discharged. 

 Clear relevant information about viability, ownership constraints or infrastructure 

provision 

1.28 No evidence has been provided.  

 Summary 

1.29 The Council has not provided any “clear evidence” of the type referred to in paragraph 

68-007 of the PPG that housing completions will begin on the site within the next five 

years. The site fails to meet the definition of “deliverable” as set out on page 66 of the 

Framework and therefore should be removed from the supply. This results in a deduction 

of 90 dwellings from the Council’s supply. 

 N6 – Northampton South of Brackmills SUE (capacity 1,525 dwellings) 

 Planning history 

1.30 There are three relevant applications: 

• N/2013/0338 (1000 dwellings, allowed on Appeal 14 April 2016) – this part of 

the site is located wholly within Northampton Borough. 

• N/2019/0048 – reserved matters for 385 dwellings to N/2013/0338 (approved 

21st August 2019) – as above, this is within Northampton 

• S/2017/2577/EIA – outline permission for 525 dwellings within South 

Northamptonshire, approved 25th November 2020.  

1.31 Therefore only one part of the site is located in South Northamptonshire and this only has 

outline planning permission. The outline planning permission is subject to 31 conditions, 

including pre-commencement conditions. Condition 1 confirms that an application for 

reserved matters does not need to be made for three years from the decision (i.e. by 

25th November 2023). Applications for reserved matters have not been made.  
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 Council’s position  

1.32 The Council’s trajectory for the site in terms of deliverable dwellings within South 

Northamptonshire is as follows: 

Year 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 Total 

Projected completions 0 0 68 68 68 204 

 

 Assessment 

1.33 As set out on page 66 of The Framework (2019), the onus is on the Council to provide 

“clear evidence” that housing completions will begin on this site in the next five years. 

Paragraph 68-007 provides some examples of the types of evidence that could be 

provided, as discussed below.  

 Current planning status 

1.34 At the base date, the site was an allocation without planning permission (in South 

Northamptonshire). It has since secured outline planning permission for up to 525 

dwellings. Applications for the discharge of conditions and reserved matters applications 

have not been made. 

 Firm progress being made towards the submission of an application 

1.35 No evidence has been provided to suggest that progress has been made towards the 

submission of a reserved matters application.  

 Written agreement between the LPA and the developer confirming their anticipated 

start and build out rate 

1.36 No evidence has been provided.  

 Firm progress with site assessment work 

1.37 No evidence has been provided including how the pre-commencement conditions are 

to be discharged. 

 Clear relevant information about viability, ownership constraints or infrastructure 

provision 

1.38 No evidence has been provided.  

 Summary 

1.39 The Council has not provided any “clear evidence” of the type referred to in paragraph 

68-007 of the PPG that housing completions will begin on the site within the next five 

years. The site fails to meet the definition of “deliverable” as set out on page 66 of the 
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Framework and therefore should be removed from the supply. This results in a deduction 

of 204 dwellings from the Council’s supply. 

 Policy N9A – Northampton Norwood Farm/Upton Lodge SUE Upton Lodge 

Farm Weedon Road 

1.40 This site is located to the west of Northampton. It is located in South Northamptonshire 

and is allocated in the WNJCS for 3,500 dwellings.  

 Planning history 

1.41 In May 2016, a hybrid planning application was made by Barwood Land to South 

Northamptonshire Council for: 

“Hybrid planning application seeking both full and outline planning 

permission for: 

Part A: Outline planning permission for a sustainable urban extension 

comprising: Up to 1,900 dwellings (use class C3);Public open space 

and children's play areas; 

Landscape areas, new landscape planting and hydrological 

attenuation features and sustainable drainage systems; Primary school 

(use class D1); and Mixed use local centre which may include 

residential (use class C3), retail (use classes A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5), and 

health and community facilities (use class D1). 

Part B: Full planning permission for: Demolition of any on site buildings 

or structures; and Routing of Sandy Lane Relief Road and associated 

vehicular access points. 

Application is accompanied by an Environmental Impact 

Assessment.” 

1.42 The application was validated on 8th June 2016 and given the reference: 

S/2016/1324/EIA. It was approved over four years later on 30th June 2020 subject to 38 

conditions including a series of pre-commencement conditions including condition 5 

which requires the submission of a phasing plan.  

1.43 A reserved matters application to provide site wide infrastructure was submitted in 

November 2020 but has not been determined (LPA ref: S/2020/2126/MAR). 

 Council’s position  

1.44 The Council’s trajectory for the site in terms of deliverable dwellings within South 

Northamptonshire is as follows: 

Year 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 Total 

Projected completions 0 0 0 60 120 180 
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 Assessment 

1.45 As set out on page 66 of The Framework (2019), the onus is on the Council to provide 

“clear evidence” that housing completions will begin on this site in the next five years. 

Paragraph 68-007 provides some examples of the types of evidence that could be 

provided, as discussed below.  

 Current planning status 

1.46 At the base date, the site was an allocation without planning permission. It has since 

secured outline planning permission for up to 1,900 dwellings. However, applications for 

the discharge of conditions and reserved matters applications in relation to residential 

development have not been made. 

 Firm progress being made towards the submission of an application 

1.47 No evidence has been provided to suggest that progress has been made towards the 

submission of a reserved matters application.  

 Written agreement between the LPA and the developer confirming their anticipated 

start and build out rate 

1.48 No evidence has been provided. It is not known who the developer is.  

 Firm progress with site assessment work 

1.49 No evidence has been provided including how the pre-commencement conditions are 

to be discharged. 

 Clear relevant information about viability, ownership constraints or infrastructure 

provision 

1.50 No evidence has been provided.  

 Summary 

1.51 The Council has not provided any “clear evidence” of the type referred to in paragraph 

68-007 of the PPG that housing completions will begin on the site within the next five 

years. The site fails to meet the definition of “deliverable” as set out on page 66 of the 

Framework and therefore should be removed from the supply. This results in a deduction 

of 180 dwellings from the Council’s supply. 
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From: s vasanthan <vasanth3110@yahoo.com>  
Sent: 08 June 2021 5:26 PM 
To: Christian Orr <christian.orr@hsland.co.uk> 
Subject:  

Hello Christian,  

We are happy that new development on Lower Road for 65 dwellings will bring new residents and families which will 
support my business also and I am looking forward to it. 

Regards  
Vasanthan Suppaiya  
Milton Malsor Store 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

431


	Appendices to Proof of Evidence of Stephen Harris - Part 1
	Cover Page
	EP1
	EP1 HSL track record
	EP2
	EP2a Backhouse Milton Malsor letter 2021.05.06
	EP2b Engie - Register of Interest 13.05.21
	EP2c Matthew Homes letter re Milton Malsor
	EP2d Taylor French Milton Malsor - Expression of Interest
	EP2e Elare Land
	EP2f Orbit Homes Letter of Interest
	EP3
	EP3 Settlement Hierarchy Plan
	EP4
	EP4 Accessibility Statement
	2476accstatement.02 (Plans).pdf
	2476-F01C (Plan 2).pdf
	Sheets and Views
	A3V





	Appendices to Proof of Evidence of Stephen Harris - Part 2
	EP5
	EP5a Extracts of  Milton School Prospectus 2020-2021
	EP5b Activities Milton Malsor Village Hall
	EP5B Figures 45 and 46 of Open Space Study
	EP6
	EP6a Northampton Gateway Decision Letter
	LEGAL CHALLENGES RELATING TO APPLICATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT CONSENT ORDERS
	LEGAL CHALLENGES RELATING TO APPLICATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT CONSENT ORDERS

	EP6bNorthampton Gateway Location Plan
	EP6c Northampton Gateway Illustrative Masterplan
	Sheets and Views
	Reg5(2) 2.11 Masterplan


	Appendices to Proof of Evidence of Stephen Harris - Part 3.pdf
	EP6d Northampton Gateway Components of the Proposed Development
	EP6e Recommendation Report


	Appendices to Proof of Evidence of Stephen Harris - Part 3
	EP7
	EP7 Rail Central plans_visuals_oct_2018
	EP8
	EP8 APPEAL DECISION - 3264294  Collingtree Lane
	EP9
	EP9 Housing Consultation Response - Lower Road, Milton Malsor - April 2020 (3)
	EP10
	EP10 Arc4 Affordable Housing Need Statement

	Appendices to Proof of Evidence of Stephen Harris - Part 4
	EP11
	EP11 Local plan options consultation document and questions
	EP12
	EP12 Local_Plan_Part_2_Sustainability_appraisal__options_2016_
	1. introduction
	1.1 Background
	1.2 This Report
	1.3 Stages of the SA
	1.4 The plans under consideration
	1.5 Next steps in the process

	2. Methodology of the Issues and options Appraisal Process
	2.1 Introduction
	2.2 Defining reasonable alternatives
	2.3 Assessing reasonable alternatives
	2.3.1 How is sustainability defined?
	2.3.2 How does the SA define significance
	2.3.3 Which issues and options were assessed?


	3. Results of the Issues appraisal Process
	3.1 Introduction
	3.2 Difficulties encountered in the appraisal
	3.3 Summary of the Results of the SA
	Appendix 1
	1. screening of the issues and options

	Appendix 2
	2. results of the assessment




	EP13
	EP13 Pre Submission Draft Plan extracts
	EP14
	EP14 3241261 APPEAL DECISION Brantham Suffolk
	EP15
	EP15 Appeal decision 3256319_Gotherington
	EP16
	EP16 Site Specific Matters
	EP17
	EP17 Biodiversity Net Gain
	EP18
	EP18 Housing Supply Assessment
	EP19
	EP19 Letter from owner of shop




