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1 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Peter Brett Associates LLP (PBA) were appointed by the Northampton Borough Council to 

assess the ‘top down’ requirements for community infrastructure for the seven Sustainable 
Urban Extensions (SUEs) within the Northampton Related Development Area (NRDA).  It is 
important to note that this assessment is a starting point in informing infrastructure 
requirements and that further in-depth assessment will be required for each of the SUEs in 
consultation with stakeholders and an assessment of existing capacity.  

1.2 As well as understanding ‘what’ community infrastructure is needed based on a strategic 
assessment of evidence, the client team were keen to get beyond a ‘checklist mentality’; 
recognising that there is a unique opportunity presented to the partners working together to 
deliver exemplar well-functioning urban extensions.   

1.3 The client wanted to have a deeper understanding of what is needed via the delivery of 
community infrastructure to create strong communities; by taking account of what 
infrastructure is already in place / proposed in the neighbouring area and exploring how 
cohesion can be developed between new and existing communities through the provision 
and careful siting of additional community infrastructure.  We have set out a series of 
‘guiding principles’ at the end of section three of this report to support this objective.   

1.4 In addition, we have included a series of questions at the end of each service section of this 
report intended to prompt planners, communities, service providers and developers to think 
about how to apply the guiding principles to each of the SUEs.  The aim is to avoid siting 
critical infrastructure as an afterthought but instead to use the guiding principles to 
‘proactively engineer economic sustainability and cohesion’ (as far as this is possible) 
through the early design and delivery of the scheme.  An early understanding of the 
infrastructure requirements and applying the guiding principles should help to contribute to 
a vibrant cohesive community.  Failure to apply these principles could result in a missed 
opportunity that could have long term implications.  As work in assessing each of the SUEs 
evolves, there will be a need for greater integration with the site promoters, developers, 
neighbouring communities and the new residents that move into the homes to explore how 
best to deliver ‘important’ pieces of community infrastructure in such a way as to help 
create cohesive communities with a strong sense of belonging.   

1.5 A detailed scoping note to guide this study was agreed with the client team.  The study 
outputs are as follows: 

 Case studies based on a review of similar SUEs elsewhere in the country to inform 
lessons about the siting and type of community infrastructure provided – see appendix 
1. 

 A series of guiding principles to help inform those involved in the early design of the 
SUEs and longer term management of infrastructure to consider the implications of this 
provision in terms of community cohesion and economic sustainability. 

 A top down assessment of likely infrastructure requirements for the proposed SUEs 
based on existing research – this will form the basis for more detailed local assessment. 
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 Isochrone mapping to inform the location of existing infrastructure. 

Report structure 

1.6 The rest of this report includes the following sections: 

 Section two sets out the national policy context and outlines what policy stipulates 
about community infrastructure provision. 

 Section three articulates the findings from the case studies and literature review to 
inform a series of ‘guiding principles’ for the SUEs.  

 Sections four provides a general introduction to the approach adopted for the ‘top 
down’ infrastructure assessment. 

 Sections five to ten provide a summary assessment for each of the six categories of 
infrastructure assessed, setting out what our strategic assessments indicate is currently 
available / required at the SUEs, a map with travel time zones showing the location of 
existing facilities, and a traffic light chart summarising what is required. 

 Section eleven concludes with the key findings and recommendations. 
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2 NATIONAL POLICY CONTEXT 
2.1 In this section we provide an overview of what the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) published in March 2012 states about the provision of community infrastructure. 

The NPPF recognises the importance of community infrastructure 
2.2 The NPPF makes a few references about the delivery of new homes via urban extensions. 

Much of the policy is about creating mixed communities, widening home ownership, and 
design quality, (which although important is not the focus of this study).  Here we outline 
those policies that do have a direct bearing on this study. 

NPPF policy encourages Garden Cities principles (para 52: chapter 6) 

2.3 Paragraph 52 of chapter 6 states ‘the supply of new homes can sometimes be best 
achieved through planning for larger scale development, such as new settlements or 
extensions to existing villages and towns that follow the principles of Garden Cities’.  

2.4 These principles are outlined below. 

Principles of the Garden City and New Towns 1 

The Garden cities were the original manifestation of sustainable developments.  The key 
principles include:  

 Access to strong local cultural, recreational and shopping facilities  
 Community ownership of land and long term stewardship of assets 
 High quality imaginative design including homes with gardens 
 Mixed tenure homes which are affordable for ordinary people  
 A strong local jobs offer with a variety of employment opportunities within the garden 

city and easy commuting distance of homes 
 Generous green space linked to the wider countryside.  
 Integrated and accessible transport systems 
 Local food sourcing, including allotments. 

2.5 This study considers the first two of these bullet points – which relate directly to the 
provision and management of community infrastructure. 

NPPF policy encourages the creation of strong and cohesive communities 
through design 

2.6 Paragraph 69 of chapter 8 of the NPPF ‘Promoting healthy communities’ states that ‘the 
planning system can play an important role in facilitating social interaction and creating 

                                                
1 Source: http://www.tcpa.org.uk/pages/garden-cities.html 

http://www.tcpa.org.uk/pages/garden-cities.html
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healthy, inclusive communities’. Furthermore, planning decisions should aim to achieve 
places which promote: 

 Opportunities for meetings between members of the community who might not 
otherwise come into contact with each other, including through mixed-use 
developments, strong neighbourhood centres and active street frontages which bring 
together those who work, live and play in the vicinity. 

 Safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do 
not undermine quality of life or community cohesion. 

 Safe and accessible developments, containing clear and legible pedestrian routes, and 
high quality public space, which encourage the active and continual use of public areas. 

What does this mean for this study? 

2.7 The underlying principle of this policy, particularly in the first bullet point, is about creating 
strong and cohesive communities by encouraging daily interaction of members of the wider 
community through the provision and siting of community infrastructure and creating active 
street frontages that ‘draw people together’. 

NPPF Policy seeks to deliver positively planned provision of community 
facilities 

2.8 Paragraph 70 of chapter 8 of the NPPF states that ‘to deliver the social, recreational and 
cultural facilities and services the community needs, planning policies and decisions should: 

 ‘Plan positively for the provision and use of shared space, community facilities (such as 
local shops, meeting places, sports venues, cultural buildings, public houses and places 
of worship) and other local services to enhance the sustainability of communities and 
residential environments’; 

 Guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, particularly where 
this would reduce the community’s ability to meet its day-to-day needs; 

 ‘Ensure that established shops, facilities and services are able to develop and 
modernise in a way that is sustainable, and retained for the benefit of the community; 
and 

 Ensure an integrated approach to considering the location of housing, economic uses 
and community facilities and services’. 

What does this mean for this study? 

2.9 There are some important considerations in this policy and worth re-iterating as: 

 Look to safeguard existing provision – thus consider what is already available nearby. 
 Plan positively to meet future needs in a sustainable way.  Based on experience of the 

demise of community facilities, we consider the emphasis should be on ‘economic 
sustainability’.  The policy also emphasises the importance of shared use of facilities, a 
feature that is increasing important to support the economic sustainability of facilities. 
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 Careful consideration is needed about the location of infrastructure, which in our 
experience means ensure the facilities are sited to maximise trade. 

The NPPF policy seeks to reaffirm the importance of Neighbourhood Planning 
as a way for communities to shape their area (paragraphs 183-185) 

2.10 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) recognises the important role that 
Neighbourhood Plans play in ensuring that communities have a greater say over the type of 
development in their local area. Paragraph 184 highlights the importance of positively 
prepared Neighbourhood Plans for communities to develop a shared vision for their 
neighbourhood. The NPPF clearly sets out that Neighbourhood Plans “should be aligned 
with the strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area”. All Neighbourhood Plans will 
need to be in general conformity with both National policy and the strategic policies of the 
Local Plan. 

2.11 There are presently no designated Neighbourhood Areas within Northampton Borough that 
affect the SUEs2, although both Duston Parish Council and Wootton and East Hunsbury 
Parish Council are actively working on preparing formal applications, whilst Hardingstone 
has indicated proposals for a future Neighbourhood Plan. These plans will relate to the 
Northampton West, Northampton South and Northampton South of Brackmills SUEs 
respectively. Outside of Northampton, Harpole Parish Council (South Northamptonshire) 
and Moulton Parish Council (Daventry District) have designated areas for the purpose of 
Neighbourhood Planning which will relate to the Northampton West and Northampton North 
SUEs respectively. 

What does this mean for this study? 

2.12 One of the key emerging themes within Neighbourhood Planning is the importance of 
community infrastructure. In developing the ‘bottom up’ stage of assessment to inform the 
infrastructure requirements for the SUEs, consideration should be given to the emerging 
Neighbourhood Plans and the identification of community infrastructure requirements which 
may jointly relate to the SUE development.  

The NPPF recognises the importance of viability and deliverability 
2.13 We consider it important in the current economic climate to think about the implications of 

any infrastructure requirements on deliverability and viability of the scheme.  Although 
consideration of viability is beyond the scope of our brief, we touch on this briefly to help 
partners think about ‘prioritising the community infrastructure requirements’ from the outset 
and think seriously about the impact on viability of their requirements and consider 
alternative ways of providing the infrastructure through shared use for instance or through 
other delivery partners (rather than expecting developers to provide this). 

                                                
2 Two additional Neighbourhood Plans are being progressed within Northampton, Spring Boroughs (Northampton Central 
Area) and Blackthorn (Northampton East); these plans do not relate to the Strategic Urban Extensions within the 
Northampton Related Development Area. 
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2.14 Recent headlines in Planning magazine have highlighted a number of high profile cases 
where local planning authorities have re-negotiated planning conditions relating to 
community infrastructure requirements.  The Government’s letter3 to all planning authorities 
dated 31 March 2011, states the following: 

‘To further ensure that development can go ahead, all local authorities should reconsider, at 
developers’ request, existing Section 106 agreements that currently render schemes 
unviable, and where possible, modify those obligations to allow development to proceed; 
provided this continues to ensure that the development remains acceptable in planning 
terms.’ 

The NPPF policy seeks to incorporate viability considerations at the outset 
(paragraph 173) 

2.15 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), recognises that the ‘developer funding 
pot’ or residual value, is finite and decisions relating on how this pot is distributed between 
affordable housing, infrastructure, and other policy requirements have to be considered as 
a whole, they cannot be separated out.   

2.16 Paragraph 173 of the NPPF introduces the policy on plan wide viability assessment, 
including statements about ensuring that the scale of obligations and how policy burdens 
should not threaten the viability of development.  The following is an extract from paragraph 
173 of the NPPF: 

 “to ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development, 
such as requirements for affordable housing, local standards, infrastructure contributions 
or other requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of development and 
on-site mitigation, provide acceptable returns to a willing land owner and willing developer 
to enable the development to be deliverable.”   

What does this mean for this study? 

2.17 The guidance from this for new developments is that early consideration should be given on 
prioritisation of community infrastructure essential for the SUEs and consideration should 
be given to alternative means of delivery and efficiency in provision through possible shared 
use. 

Summary of findings from national policy 
2.18 The key points from our assessment of national policy are that the NPPF recognises that: 

 Sustainable urban extensions should seek to follow the principles of the Garden Cities, 
which includes access to community facilities and community management and 
stewardship of assets. 

                                                
3 Letter dated 31 March 2011 from the Chief Planner at Department for Communities and Local Government (Planning 
for Growth) to all Local Authority Chief Planning Officers 
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 Urban extensions should be designed to support strong and cohesive communities by 
encouraging daily interaction of members of the wider community through the provision 
and siting of community infrastructure and creating active street frontages that ‘draw 
people together. 

 Safeguarding existing provision is important – either by improving the capacity of 
existing or alternatively providing a new facility for the benefit of existing and new 
communities. 

 The importance of long term sustainability of the community infrastructure with an 
emphasis in exploring the potential for shared use of facilities, flexibility of use and 
location to maximise prominence and footfall. 

 Early consideration of prioritisation of infrastructure requirements, exploring alternative 
means of delivery and cost efficiencies in provision. 

 Early engagement of neighbourhood communities – both existing neighbouring 
communities and new residents to inform community requirements, delivery and future 
management. 
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3 OUR GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
3.1 In this section we outline the findings of our literature review and case studies to articulate a 

series of ‘guiding principles’ to help those working on the delivery of the SUEs to think 
about what, how and where the community infrastructure is to be provided and managed to 
maximise community cohesion and economic sustainability. 

Literature review on urban extensions and community infrastructure 
3.2 We reviewed the following documents to learn lessons about delivering community 

infrastructure within urban extensions: 

 Town and Country Planning Association’s (TCPA) study entitled “Best practice in urban 
extensions and new settlements” 2007 

 Urban Design Compendium (English Partnerships & Housing Corporation), 2007 
 21st Century Peabody – creating communities for today and tomorrow 
 Planning community needs - a guide to effective section 106 agreements & statements 

of community involvement  by the TCPA  
 Community cohesion in Charnwood Pathfinder report – ‘meeting the challenge 2005’ 
 South West Bristol  - Alternative Spatial Growth Options Study – 2009 
 Re-imagining garden cities for the 21st century – benefits and lessons in bringing 

forward comprehensively planned new communities by TCPA / Land Securities 2011 
 The sign of a good place to live by the Building for Life Partnership 2012 

No one solution is right – but we can learn lessons 

3.3 It is important to note that none of the studies reviewed were specifically commissioned to 
look at community infrastructure.  Most of the documents look at case studies with a focus 
on housing tenures, density, mixed communities, environmental sustainability, urban 
design, transport and green infrastructure.   

3.4 However, we have extracted any relevant information from the literature review and 
grouped the key messages into relevant themes to inform the study guiding principles.  
These themes are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Involving communities at the outset in master planning and building in 
flexibility to revise the layout 

3.5 The current focus on neighbourhood planning highlights the importance of securing wider 
community ‘buy-in’ to new development proposals.  The problem is how to involve a 
community that does not yet exist.  Existing communities should be engaged, recognising 
that there are likely to be tensions between local aspirations and strategic considerations to 
deliver growth.  The use of an impartial body engaged in consultation to explain the 
challenges and opportunities may help to disperse some tensions.   

3.6 The next step after this study will be to seek a ‘bottom up’ input into what community 
infrastructure is required for the SUEs.  The various considerations on social infrastructure 
will need to be incorporated into a masterplan.  It is important that the Masterplan is treated 
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as a framework for delivery rather than a blueprint – retaining flexibility as the plan 
progresses to allow the plan to adapt to changes will be critical. 4 

Developing community cohesion by reducing tension and promoting 
interaction 

The following extract from key findings of the TCPA study 5 highlights the importance of not 
placing strain on existing infrastructure when introducing new development. 

3.7 The TCPA study recommendation states, that ‘it is particularly important that new 
developments do not put excessive strain on existing infrastructure, which can be a source 
of tension with neighbouring communities’.  Thus understanding local capacity and 
infrastructure strain is critical in shaping what infrastructure should be provided to meet the 
needs of new development.   

3.8 For this study, we have pulled together existing assessment on infrastructure requirements 
for the SUEs and mapped where known existing provision is to help facilitate detailed 
planning of new infrastructure.  However further locally specific understanding of capacity 
and requirements will need to be informed through ‘bottom up’ locally specific consultation. 

3.9 We are careful here not to say that the provision of new infrastructure should necessarily be 
provided within the new development, as the loss of existing provision can also be a source 
of major tension6.  Similarly the careful provision and management of new infrastructure 
can help to develop community cohesion through joint and shared activities between 
existing and new residents (see next paragraph). 

The following extract from a community cohesion pathfinder7 report highlights a potential 
risk of introducing urban extensions adjacent to existing communities. 

3.10 ‘There is a need to take account of community needs, especially youth facilities and issues 
of integration between existing and new communities.  With regard to new residential 
developments, a recent discussion with existing residents concluded that the majority of 
‘new comers’ were strangers to them; who drove away to work in the daytime and had little 
to do with the local community.’ (extract).  The residents felt that they would like to see 
sensitively planned new development that helped to create cohesive communities and a 
sense of community. 

3.11 This extract from Charnwood highlights how the siting and use of community infrastructure 
can play a very important role in ‘helping to integrate new and existing residents’.  Uses / 
infrastructure that are especially good ‘integrators and encourage joint activities or 
conversations’ include schools, nurseries, libraries, community centres, doctors surgeries, 
cafes, shops and places of employment and play areas. 

                                                
4 Re-imagining garden cities for the 21st Century TCPA / Land Securities July 2011 
5 Re-imagining garden cities for the 21st Century TCPA / Land Securities July 2011 
6 See section re libraries infrastructure for Moulton / Kings Heath. 
7 Community Cohesion in Charnwood – meeting the Challenge – a report of the Pathfinder Team April 2005 
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Developing economic sustainability and cohesion by careful design and 
siting of community infrastructure  

The following extract from ‘achieving mixed-use’’8 highlights the importance of ‘connectivity 
and accessibility in generating footfall to help support the economic sustainability of uses 
such as retail.  Note none of the reference documents actually refer to economic 
sustainability this is a concept we have introduced. 

3.12 ‘To be successful, mixed-use centres must be in the right place, with the right connections 
… Flexibility of use should be built in so that buildings can adapt as needs change.  When 
designing new places, we should locate uses which require the most footfall (such as retail) 
in locations which are the best connected to the surrounding street structure.  Connectivity 
is different to centrality.  A site may be central, but if it is not well connected, it will not have 
high footfall unless it is a destination in its own right (e.g. a school).   

3.13 Multi-use centres must be easily accessible.  To achieve this they should be: 

 At the junctions of movement routes, or on a route to another destination (in the case of 
the SUEs the primary schools will act as the major draw / alternative destination 
function). 

 Served by public transport. 
 Orientated towards the street and visible from it. 
 Easy to access and pleasant to use. 
 Adjacent to a community facility if possible. 
 Convenient for parking. 
 Incorporate day and night activities, so some residential uses on upper floors will be 

useful if they are to be secure by design. 
The following guidance on ‘facilities and services’9 re-iterate the point about locating 
facilities where they can generate the greatest trade – possibly at the edge of a 
development or on a through route. 

3.14 Locating new facilities (if provided) where the greatest number of existing and new 
residents can access them easily, recognising that this may be at the edge of a new 
development or on a through route.  But consideration should be given to whether an 
existing facility can be enhanced before proposing new ones. 

3.15 Note we shall return to this issue of ‘existing capacity’ in terms of retail / local centre 
provision where there is already a provision nearby.  Taking note from the NPPF, there 
should be an assessment of existing capacity, and it will be critical to ensure that any new 
provision does not undermine the sustainability of existing provision.  

                                                
8 The English Partnership Compendium to Urban Design 2007 
9 Sign of a good place to live – Building for Life Partnership 2012 
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Case study based on creating a new mixed-use neighbourhood in Devonport10 

3.16 This case study highlights the importance of connectivity and visibility for mixed uses.   

Figure 3.1 Devonport – creating a new mixed-use neighbourhood 

 

Source: Delivering Quality Places – Urban design Compendium 2 (page 79) 

3.17 Figure 3.1 shows that the main retail and employment uses such as offices and police 
station have been located along the main road through Devonport, to ensure that they will 
benefit from high visibility and passing trade. 

When should community infrastructure be delivered? 

3.18 The various documents we reviewed highlight the importance of delivering community 
infrastructure as early as possible and often ahead of the main development.   

                                                
10 Delivering Quality Places – Urban design Compendium 2 



  Supporting SUE’s with Community Infrastructure 
 

Final Report | July 2013  11 
 
 

TCPA study11 concludes as one of its recommendations that infrastructure delivery should 
be planned and delivered in parallel with community development. 

3.19 The study states that community infrastructure must be delivered early and on time.  It is 
essential that vital services such as health centres, schools and sports facilities are ready 
before the first residents move in. 

3.20 Similarly the ‘Sign of a good place to live12’ document states ‘aim to get new places where 
people can meet each other such as public spaces, community buildings, cafes and 
restaurants as early as possible.  It does not state at the start of the development – 
recognising that this can be difficult. 

3.21 The English Partnership Compendium13 builds in some flexibility, highlighting the 
importance of early provision of community facilities, but recognising that while the 
population is growing, temporary accommodation might be provided, such as a small shop 
unit, which could convert to its intended use as the neighbourhood grows. 

3.22 In the current economic climate, the delivery of community infrastructure presents a difficult 
dilemma - financial viability considerations of providing costly infrastructure ‘upfront’ within a 
development can be difficult prior to a scheme generating any income through the sale of 
homes.  Likewise, we find that some infrastructure providers such as education authorities 
do not want to build and open a school until there is a sensible number of pupils generated 
from a development.  In this instance, the EP suggestion above of a flexible use of some 
limited space may provide a starting point in helping to generate community engagement, 
without incurring costly upfront expenditure.  It also, enables the views of the new residents 
moving into an area to be taken account of in shaping the provision of infrastructure. 

Creating a sense of belonging and establishing long term infrastructure 
delivery structures 

3.23 The TCPA14 study recommends that funding and delivery of infrastructure must be carefully 
coordinated, and the roles of the various agencies involved must be clearly defined at the 
outset to ensure delivery takes place.  The document highlights the importance of 
establishing a mechanism for the on-going management of the assets via some form of 
structure such as the establishment of a Community Trust.   

3.24 The following in an extract from the Peabody 21st Century vision statement which emphasis 
how community involvement in the management can instil a sense of belonging: 

Stephen Howlett, Chief Executive – Peabody Homes15 

                                                
11 Planning community needs - a guide to effective section 106 agreements & statements of community involvement  by 

the TCPA  
12 Sign of a good place to live – Building for Life Partnership 2012 
13 The English Partnership Compendium to Urban Design 2007 
14 Planning community needs - a guide to effective section 106 agreements & statements of community involvement  by 
the TCPA 
15 21st Century Peabody – creating communities for today and tomorrow 
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We believe that there are innumerable benefits to getting this right balance.  Benefits 
beyond a good home to the impact on an individual’s quality of life and the aspirations of a 
whole community.  By creating a real sense of purpose through employment and 
volunteering or involvement in civic activities and instilling a strong feeling of belonging 
through a wider contribution to neighbourhood management, we can create and support 
thriving, cohesive communities.  Getting it wrong or not challenging ourselves to develop 
the right solutions will have far reaching consequences for individuals, communities and 
society. 

3.25 Similarly, the Garden City concept was based on creating community ownership of land and 
assets – to encourage community pride, and ensure the right type of facilities are delivered 
and ensure the longer term sustainability of facilities.  Indeed the Cadbury Trust and 
Bourneville Trust are still in existence fulfilling these roles.  The EP compendium16 sites a 
number of different case studies and management structures that the client team may wish 
to consider. 

3.26 More recent regeneration initiatives such as the Lower Broughton Regeneration Project17 
have set up the Broughton Trust, whose aim is to support the social and economic vitality of 
the community.  Similarly Peabody Homes has undertaken research into creating exemplar 
homes of the future.  A corner stone of their strategy is to provide developments that 
encourage a sense of belonging amongst the communities they work with in London.   

3.27 Increasingly the community assets such as community halls, joint service centres, green 
infrastructure, sports facilities fall within some form of community based management 
framework.  We understand that Northampton Borough Council is looking to identify third 
parties to take on the management of existing community facilities, and the delivery of the 
St Crispin’s centre at Upton Lodge is currently awaiting arrangements to hand over 
management to a third party.  Similarly, the library service has reviewed all its assets with a 
view to reducing the on-going maintenance costs of these and exploring the possible 
closure of some facilities.  In the current economic climate of budget cuts, the local 
authorities cannot afford to take on the potential ‘liability and management cost 
responsibilities of new community infrastructure.   

3.28 We suspect that identifying individuals to become members of a Community Trust may be 
difficult for the SUEs.  Careful thought will be required in not only providing community 
infrastructure but who is likely to take on the longer term management of it.  This means 
thought should be given at the outset when designing the community infrastructure to 
enable the ‘assets’ to generate some form of regular income – possibly through the 
inclusion of upper floor social housing, or other commercial property that can be rented out 
and yield a revenue stream to cross subside the community facility / community trust.  
Alternatively, the community facility should be included as part of an existing facility that has 
management costs already built in e.g. a school or a health centre.  

                                                
16 The English Partnership Compendium to Urban Design 2007 
17 Planning Community Needs – A guide to effective Section 106 agreements and statements of community involvement 
by TCPA 
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3.29 If possible, consideration should be given to allocating resources at the outset in starting 
some form of a community associations / sports and recreation association where there is 
nothing in place at present.  The New Towns often appointed dedicated officers to help 
develop community activities to help integrate new and existing residents - this could be 
particularly helpful where there are existing adjoining communities. 

Focus on self-containment or recognising the need to travel for work? 

3.30 The TCPA study18 recognises that despite the emphasis on self-containment, the new 
communities which have performed best are those that have good external road and rail 
links.  It notes that self-containment must be re-imagined for the 21st century – 
acknowledging the need for and inevitability of wider commuting and movement. 

3.31 This is an important consideration in informing decisions relating to the quantum, type and 
location of employment uses within the SUEs.  More research will be required at a local 
level to understand the market demand in each location.  Our assessment has reviewed the 
various employment land studies and based on this we make some suggestions on where 
new employment is likely to be required.  

Thresholds and critical mass to support community infrastructure 

3.32 The TCPA study19 advises that in order for a place to be regarded as a sustainable 
community it ‘will provide for their own education requirements up to a certain level, and 
that the same approach might be taken to other aspects of living such as some shopping, 
recreation and employment’.   

3.33 Various documents have been published setting out thresholds for different services. Key 
reference documents include: 

 Shaping Neighbourhoods (Barton H et al), 2003 
 Urban Design Compendium (English Partnerships & Housing Corporation), 2007 
 Urban Task Force Report (Urban Task Force), 1999 

3.34 Table 3.1 has been extracted from the South West Bristol - Alternative Spatial Growth 
Options Study (May 2009).  It identified thresholds required for different levels of 
infrastructure provision in each of the publications listed above and then provides an overall 
average. 

3.35 Table 3.1 provides an indication of the possible infrastructure thresholds that might be 
required.  However some care is needed in any literal interpretation of these thresholds.  
Firstly this does not take account of any existing capacity or deficit affecting local 
infrastructure provision.  Secondly, the yield rates and catchments will vary for 
Northamptonshire.  Finally, it is increasingly recognised that people are more mobile now, 

                                                
18 Re-imagining garden cities for the 21st century – benefits and lessons in bringing forward comprehensively planned 

new communities by TCPA / Land Securities 2011 
19 Re-imagining garden cities for the 21st century – benefits and lessons in bringing forward comprehensively planned 
new communities by TCPA / Land Securities 2011 
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taking parental choice in education (transporting children to schools beyond defined 
catchment areas), and commuting for work and using health and shopping facilities near 
work places rather than where they live.   

3.36 So thresholds and critical mass assessments provide a starting point in assessing 
infrastructure requirements, but some realism, and local market intelligence will be required 
in setting thresholds for each of the SUEs. 

Table 3.1 Thresholds for community infrastructure 

 

Source: South West Bristol (May 2009) - Alternative spatial growth options study 

Case study review on urban extensions and community infrastructure 
3.37 We have put together a literature review of three case studies to consider what lessons can 

be learnt from the practical experience of delivering community infrastructure.  The 
following three case studies were reviewed:  

 Upton, Northampton 
 Hampton, Peterborough 
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 Brooklands, Milton Keynes 

3.38 Our findings for each of these case studies are detailed in Appendix 1 and lessons learnt 
are outlined below. 

The importance of early and on-going engagement of community and 
stakeholders 

3.39 The Upton development included an ‘Enquiry by Design’ stakeholder workshop which 
informed the framework plan for the delivery of the development including the infrastructure 
to be provided.  Momentum has been maintained through the Upton Steering Committee 
which meets regularly and includes membership from the local community.  The plan is 
upon completion to transfer the Upton Management Company to residents’ control that will 
in turn be responsible for management of a range of infrastructure on site.   

3.40 This demonstrates an exemplary example of engagement at an early stage, on-going 
consultation and having an exit plan in mind.  It may be something that the new SUEs 
delivery could consider as an example to emulate, however, such on-going consultation 
and involvement would require some staff resourcing from the outset. 

The difficulty in predicting community needs and developing community 
management should not be underestimated 

3.41 Schools at Hampton provide the focus for some community activity – the importance of 
schools as important community infrastructure should not be under-estimated.  However, it 
is proving extremely difficult to predict the needs of the community over the long term, and 
proposals for a multi-use community building, although welcomed by all as the best way 
forward – is still proving difficult to move from concept to reality.  Planning for appropriate 
community facilities can be a long term process which needs a ‘champion’ to make it 
happen.  At Hampton, the emergence of a ‘community champion’ or group of people willing 
to lead the resident community has not ‘resulted naturally’, but has now been established 
successfully.  The master developer has acted like a ‘parish council’ for the area, and it has 
been harder to get the community to take-on responsibility.  Whereas in the case of Upton 
above, the aim has been to transfer control to a resident controlled Upton Management 
Company, this was not the case in Hampton. 

3.42 The lesson to learn from this is to seek early community engagement and start to empower 
the community from this early stage to take on more of a decision making role with a view 
to longer term management role of the area. 

Neighbourhood briefs used to translate a strategic plan into local 
development 

3.43 In the case of Hampton, the strategic framework was translated into a series of 
neighbourhood briefs, designed to guide the delivery of individual parcels of land in a way 
that respects the overarching framework.  A similar approach was adopted for Brooklands 
where design codes were prepared to guide individual parcels of land. In the case of Upton, 
there was a continued role for design champions to remain involved during the scheme 
delivery thus giving some continuation. The requirements for social and community 
infrastructure provision was agreed at outline planning application stages and then 
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translated into detailed delivery.  This shows the importance of committing time and 
resources to securing the detailed implementation of the scheme after outline consent has 
been secured. 

Grouping community facilities to generate linked trips 

3.44 In order to be successful and viable, mixed-use development must operate as ‘centres of 
activity’, rather than as a collection of non-residential land uses.  Public transport should be 
woven into mixed use areas, in order to create a certain threshold of activity.  For example, 
in Hampton Vale, the primary school and the neighbourhood centre create a focus for 
activity generating uses.   

3.45 Each school in the Brooklands development brief has been located fronting on the ‘city 
street’, addressing and characterising the public realm while giving easy access to public 
transport.  In addition opportunities have been found to locate schools in close proximity to 
other key facilities such as mixed use areas, and multi-games areas thereby facilitating 
linked trips, generating community activity and facilitating social interaction. 

Siting community buildings along main roads and retaining flexibility 

3.46 In the case of Upton, interestingly, there was a variation of planning condition, to relocate 
the local centre from its central site within the development to Weedon Road at Upton’s 
northern edge. 

3.47 In the case of Brooklands, the design model is based on a traditional market high street, 
where mixed uses are concentrated.  However, until it is certain what the mix of community 
uses will be, the built form has been kept flexible to adapt over time. 

3.48 In the case of Hampton, the community have come back asking for a public house to be 
provided as part of the development – however, it is questionable whether this can be 
considered as a legitimate developer contribution item, and yet to be viable it would need 
some additional funding.  An early requirement from the community in Hampton was for a 
police officer to patrol the area, thus showing the importance of being flexible and adapt to 
changing requirements from the community.  The new Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
neighbourhood fund would allow for CIL funds to be used flexibly in this way. 

Phasing and delivery of community infrastructure and S106 funding 

3.49 The provision of community facilities is seen as important in generating a sense of 
community, however, where there is no existing community, it is hard to predict the needs 
of the community over the long term.  Also with the plethora of agencies involved in 
delivering community infrastructure, who have ever changing funding and management 
regimes (e.g. health, schools), clarity will be required from the outset as to which agency 
will take responsibility of managing the infrastructure once it has been provided. There 
should be a focus on securing the commitment of service providers (either from the public, 
private or community sector) to deliver infrastructure at the earliest possible stage.   

3.50 In the case of Hampton - funding has been provided via S106 obligations and land has 
been set aside for community infrastructure delivery; however, few facilities have actually 
been delivered, leaving empty sites.  There is also some uncertainty as to where the S106 
funding contributions made for these sites will be available for the benefit of communities 
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moving into these urban extension or whether due to the long lead in time to deliver the 
schemes, the funds could have been reallocated elsewhere. From the developer’s 
perspective, there is a need for some certainty that funding provided for their development 
will be safeguarded for that scheme (though over time the use may change depending on 
community requirement). 

The importance of economic viability in the delivery of community 
infrastructure 

3.51 A number of recent case studies20 and Government schemes via mediation support to help 
re-negotiate developer contribution agreements have highlighted the importance of 
considering the impact on overall viability from various policy requirements.  Thus care 
should be taken on ensuring that when asking for community infrastructure requirements as 
part of S106 planning obligations there is strong justification for need and that the viability 
implications of this on the overall ‘ask’ are considered.  Thus, when considering community 
infrastructure for the SUEs – there may be a need to have a process of prioritisation of the 
‘developer asks’ and considering shared or alternative means of delivering some of the 
infrastructure. 

Guiding principles to inform the delivery of community infrastructure  
3.52 The following guiding principles are based on the assessment of literature and case studies 

reviewed in this section.  These form the starting point for the consideration of community 
infrastructure for the seven proposed SUEs in NRDA.  However, we would re-iterate that 
‘no one particular solution is right’ much will depend on the local circumstances. 

Guiding principle one: Assessing community needs, engaging and 
empowering communities to take ownership of their area 

Consideration should be given to: 

 The best way to ensure ‘bottom up’ needs of the existing and future communities are 
incorporated in shaping the delivery of new developments? 

 What mechanisms can be deployed to engage existing and future communities in the 
development and management of infrastructure? 

 How can longer term engagement of communities be maintained? 
 How can these communities be gradually empowered to be confident to take ownership 

of the community infrastructure once provided? 

Guiding principle two: Avoid creating community tensions between existing 
and new communities  

Consider how the introduction of new communities might cause tensions: 

 Will the proposed development place a strain on existing overstretched infrastructure? 

                                                
20 Hale Village, London and Finzels Reach, Bristol, and the recent Government mediation scheme to hel re-negotiate 
S.106 agreements. 
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  If so what should be done to ameliorate this? 
 Might the development lead to the closure of existing facilities currently enjoyed by 

existing communities?   
 If so are there any other alternative options for delivery that reduce the potential for 

community tension and add to community cohesion? 

 

Guiding principle three: The role of community infrastructure in helping to 
develop community cohesion between existing and new residents  

Consider how community infrastructure can support integration: 

 Uses that are especially good ‘integrators and encourage joint activities or 
conversations’ include schools, libraries, community centres, doctors surgeries, cafes, 
shops, place of employment and play areas.  Does the SUE involve the introduction of 
any of these uses? 

 If so, what scope is there for siting any of this community infrastructure in such a way as 
to help integrate new and existing residents’ and encourage joint use by both 
communities? 

 Is there scope for either a project officer or voluntary resource to build cohesion 
between exiting and new communities through sport, art or cultural activities? 

 

Guiding principle four: self - containment is no longer realistic for the 21st 
century 

Consider how well connected the SUE is to other areas within the NRDA: 

 Accepting that the new communities which have performed best are those that have 
good external road and rail links, is it then right to accept that self-containment must be 
re-defined for the SUEs?(Acknowledging the inevitability of wider commuting and 
movement).  

 If this is accepted then will there be a need to provide some new employment and retail 
facilities on site?   

 Or is there good strategic, well accessible provision nearby that might suffice? 

Guiding principle five: Siting local centres and food stores to maximise 
economic sustainability  

Consider how best to maximise the economic sustainability of facilities: 

 When considering whether to provide a local centre or other community infrastructure, 
has consideration been given to what is already available in the area and the impact on 
performance of that? 

 When considering where to locate local centres or community infrastructure, what 
consideration has been given in the siting of this to maximise the footfall and cross 
trading between other trip generators? 
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 Is there an opportunity to maximise access to the facility from existing and new 
residents?  (Recognising that this may be at the edge of a new development or on a 
through route).  

 

Guiding principle six: Ensure that the longer term management of 
infrastructure is considered  

Consider who will be responsible for the management of new infrastructure: 

 When considering the provision of new infrastructure, who will take on the longer term 
management of this facility?   

 Where the developer is prepared to provide the capital funding, it may still be difficult to 
find a service provider willing to take on the management liability of the infrastructure, is 
this likely to be an issue? 

 If so, can you identify an alternative body that maybe prepared to take on the 
management? 

 What management structures and revenue streams ought to be planned at the outset to 
support the cross subsidisation of this infrastructure? (For example a community 
meeting hall with some form of rental accommodation associated with it). 

 Where there is likely to be difficulties in finding suitable management bodies for 
infrastructure, are there other alternative means of securing the facility? 

 

Guiding principle seven: timing, prioritisation and new ways of delivering 
infrastructure  

Consider how to prioritise between different community infrastructure: 

 Given the current economic climate, what form of prioritisation will you adopt to help 
secure the most essential community infrastructure? 

 When will the infrastructure be needed? Can provision be delayed until some properties 
have been sold generating an income stream and potential new ‘clients / users’ for the 
facility? 

 How will the Health Act and recent changes to education affect the way future health 
and education infrastructure is provided in the future (with GPs acting as budget holders 
and the move towards School Trusts and Academies)? 

 What other ways are there of providing infrastructure that is not easy to provide e.g. 
community centres? 

 Has scope for joint service provision been explored to maximise delivery and cost 
efficiencies? 
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4 STRATEGIC INFRASTRUCTURE ASSESSMENT 
4.1 This section provides an overview of the approach adopted for the strategic assessment of 

infrastructure for the proposed SUEs.  We have undertaken a ‘top down’ strategic 
assessment of infrastructure requirements for the SUEs.  This is based on various existing 
infrastructure and other studies available for the area.  This was supplemented with a few 
interviews of individuals who were closely involved in undertaking the infrastructure 
assessment research. 

4.2 Note that locally specific understanding of capacity, requirements and how and where best 
to provide the facilities will be informed through a ‘bottom up’ consultation of stakeholders 
including communities, which will follow after the completion of this study.   

The seven sustainable urban extensions assessed 
4.3 Seven planned Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUE’s) are proposed within the 

Northampton Related Development Area (NRDA), these are shown mapped at Figure 4.1 
below. 

Figure 4.1 Location of planned sustainable urban extensions for the NRDA 

 

Source: West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy Pre-Submission February 2011 

4.4 In this study we refer to each of the SUEs as follows: 
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 Northampton North – 2000 dwellings 
 Northampton North of Whitehills – 1050 dwellings 
 Northampton Kings Heath – 3000 dwellings 
 Northampton West – 1,500 dwellings 
 Northampton Upton Park – 1000 dwellings 
 Northampton South – 1000 dwellings 
 Northampton South of Brackmills – 1000 dwellings 

4.5 The WNJCS examination took place in April/May 2013, but will require additional sessions 
in late November 2013, to conclude. It is anticipate a number of SUE applications will be 
submitted to the Council during the remainder of 2013. 

The ‘community infrastructure’ categories assessed 

4.6 We investigated the following categories of ‘community infrastructure’: 

 Community meeting venues 
 Schools 
 Health / doctors surgeries 
 Libraries 
 Retail facilities - local centres 
 Employment 

4.7 Our approach to each of the assessments is based on a wealth of existing evidence 
prepared for the Joint Core Strategy Examination. We summarise the findings from this to 
articulate the likely ‘top down’ infrastructure requirements for each of the SUEs.  A 
consistent approach is used for each of the infrastructure categories assessed. 

Traffic light assessment of capacity 
4.8 We have adopted a simple traffic light presentation to show whether an item of 

infrastructure is likely to be required or not based on the following: 

 Red indicates new provision is likely to be required. 
 Amber indicates it is uncertain whether there is a requirement. 
 Green indicates at this strategic level, there is unlikely to be a requirement.   

4.9 However, this traffic light assessment must be treated with caution; it is based on 
documented information available at a particular point in time. The infrastructure 
requirements and provision will be constantly changing.  The assessment will also need to 
be informed through local research on existing capacity and needs informed by the service 
providers and existing neighbourhoods. 

Isochrone maps of existing community infrastructure 

4.10 We have undertaken some isochrone mapping to help inform the accessibility of existing 
infrastructure.  We mapped schools, libraries, doctors surgeries, community centres, 
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strategic employment areas, district and local shopping centres and supermarkets. Most of 
these are based on walking time zones, though for employment, retail and secondary 
education we mapped drive times.  To do this we used an existing road network supplied by 
Navteq premium21 and based the mapping on the following parameters: 

Average Walk Speed 
 5km/Hour 
Drive Time Parameters 
 Motorway: 90km/hour 
 Primary Roads: 58km/hour 
 A Roads: 51km/hour 
 B Roads: 45km/hour 
 Unclassified Roads: 38 km/hour 
 Streets: 28km/hour 

4.11 The walk time zone maps are based on 10, 20 and 40 minute walking distances, the drive 
time zones are based on 15-minute drive time distances.  Any references on the maps are 
detailed in Appendix 2. 

                                                

21 Navteq is a digital vector road network captured and maintained by the company Navteq 
http://www.allmapdata.com/navteq-premium-streets-for-geomarketing-use-only-uk.html 
 

http://www.allmapdata.com/navteq-premium-streets-for-geomarketing-use-only-uk.html
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5 COMMUNITY MEETING VENUES 
Our community assessment is based on the IDP Update July 2012 

5.1 Our assessment of community centres infrastructure requirement is drawn from the IDP 
update prepared by the West Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit (WNWNJPU) in July 
2012.  We have mapped existing community centre facilities within ten and twenty minute 
walking distances to see if there are any existing facilities close to the proposed SUEs.   

5.2 We have not undertaken a detailed assessment of capacity of existing centres and the 
need for new facilities.  The IDP notes that Northampton Borough Council are in the 
process of undertaking additional work to look at the provision of community facilities 
across the borough and its associated SUEs.  This will give a finer grained view of facilities 
such as community halls that are required across the borough and where these can be 
upgraded, or provided within SUEs.  The community halls/centres schedule will therefore 
be updated as further information becomes available. 

Northampton Borough Council is currently looking to ‘outsource’ community 
centres 

5.3 We are aware that Northampton Borough Council is currently looking to reduce its on-going 
revenue commitments for community centres, by looking to outsource its community 
centres.  In the light of this we think it will be highly unlikely that the Borough would be 
prepared to take on the future management of any new community facility provided on any 
of the SUEs.  Careful consideration will be required as to how any new provision will be 
managed so that is it is self-sustaining.  There are examples of centres such as the Elgar 
Centre at Upton already to provide local learning opportunities on future management 
mechanisms. 

Map of existing community facilities within walking distance 

5.4 Figure 5.1 shows the existing community facilities that are located within 10, 20 and 40 
minutes walking distances.  The key to each of the centres marked on the map is included 
in Appendix 222.  

 

                                                
22 Note that the Elgar Centre at Upton and the proposed St Crispin’s centre have not been identified on this map.  
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Figure 5.1 Existing community centres within walking distance of the proposed SUES 
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Community centre requirements for the proposed SUEs 

5.5 Community facilities in the form of halls or other meeting spaces are generally included in 
proposals for local centres. Typically, the expectation is that the proposed SUEs will include 
the provision of some form of community facility, possibly as a shared buildings with other 
uses and will form part of the ‘local centre’.   However, the requirements of the new 
emerging community can be difficult to ascertain at the outset, and more importantly the 
question is whether such a facility can manage to sustain itself financially?  Much will 
depend on how the SUE functions as a ‘community’ and this will shape its needs for a local 
space for meeting and activities; however it is unlikely to be known until the SUE is fully 
established which could take anything up to thirty years or more.  Often an SUE layout may 
include some notional land allocation for a ‘community meeting facility’ however, if no one 
takes responsibility for ascertaining the requirements of the community and delivering this 
facility and ensuring there is funding allocated for this facility, then this type of infrastructure 
could get ‘left out’ simply because it is difficult to deliver and manage.  Yet in some of the 
most successful ‘village communities’ the village hall can be a focal point for bringing the 
community together. In moving forward the NRDA SUEs greater thought should be given as 
to how such infrastructure might be successfully provided, long term business plan to 
support its management and land safeguarded for this use over a longer period, with 
possible short term uses for the land identified to avoid the site becoming an eyesore. 

5.6 Some alternative form of community facility – possibly in the form of a community café 
linked to the development may provide an alternative temporary solution whilst the 
community is getting established.  This would help to bring residents ‘together’ and help to 
shape the community’s needs.  Alternatively, shared facilities with other community 
infrastructure that is provided could be another way of meeting this requirement, e.g. as 
part of the proposed primary schools or doctors surgeries. 

Requirements to inform SUE assessment 
5.7 The traffic light Table 5.1 shows the existing community centres to each of the SUEs and 

the proposed new requirements stemming from the IDP assessment.    

5.8 There are a number of village halls or other type of community facilities in Northampton and 
the surrounding villages.  Our assessment based on information provided by NBC and our 
own research shows that the existing provision at most of the proposed SUEs is between 
twenty to forty minutes distance.  

5.9 Some of the SUEs have been identified as requiring new provision within the IDP whilst the 
smaller SUEs will require improvements to existing facilities.   

Questions for further consideration 

 From our infrastructure studies, we are seeing that increasingly local authorities 
are looking to outsource responsibility for the management and upkeep of 
community centres to local community groups. 
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 If there is a desire to help encourage a vibrant sustainable community, then some 
early community engagement and temporary provision in the form of a community 
café, community gym or similar maybe provided at the outset of the SUE to help 
bring the ‘community together’ and empower it to become a Community Trust with 
employees and assets who have the skills and resources to take on the 
management of the community infrastructure (and possibly other infrastructure 
such as open spaces, heating, utilities etc.) as encouraged by the NPPF. 

 Ascertaining the community facility needs of an SUE can take a long time (anything 
from 15 to 30 years) to materialise.  Thought should be given to how this long lead 
in timescale can be factored into the delivery and funding for a community facility 
on the new SUEs?  

 Whilst the needs of the community take time to establish, should land be allocated 
in the masterplan for some form of a flexible community facility?  If so, how and 
where can it be sited so that it is not an eyesore for the delivery of the rest of the 
SUE?  Can the land be put to some form of alternative ‘temporary use’ and yet 
safeguarded for community needs in the longer term? 

 All the SUEs have a primary school included within them, is there scope to 
consider developing a shared use facility as part of this infrastructure (if the design 
features can incorporate suitable security measures)?  Alternatively, could some 
form of community facility be incorporated in the proposed health centres / doctors 
surgeries? 
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Table 5.1 Summary of requirements of community centres for the SUE 

 Northampton North  Community centre 

 Northampton North 

 North West SUE  Community centre 

 North West SUE 

 Northampton South SUE  Community centre 

 Northampton South SUE 

 Northampton South of 
Brackmills   Community centre 

 Northampton South of 
Brackmills  

 Northampton Kings Heath   Community centre 

 Northampton Kings Heath  

 Northampton North of 
Whitehills   Community centre 

 Northampton North of 
Whitehills  

 Northampton Upton Park  Community centre 

 Northampton Upton Park 
The existing development at Upton includes two community centres –one that is already developed called the Elgar centre and another that is proposed at St Crispins which is 
awaiting management details to be sorted. There are three other centres within fourty mins of walk to the SUE.  There is no specific requirement included in the IDP as it is viewed 
that improvement to existing will be appropriate 

There is one hall within twenty minutes walking time at Welford Road, Kingsthorpe and two halls within forty minutes walking time these include Boughton village, Mill Lane 
Kingsthorpe.There is no specific requirement included in the IDP as it has already been included in the planning application

There and two halls within forty minutes walking time these include Duston village hall on Sycamore Road and Pendle Road Durston. Requirement in the IDP for a multi-use 
community building, cost estimate £1.5m

There are various village halls in the vicinity of Northampton South, including Rothersthorpe, Collingtree, Hardingstone, Blisworth, Bugbrooke Community Centre and 
Gayton.There is no specific requirement included in the IDP as it is viewed that improvement to existing will be appropriate

There are various village halls in the vicinity of Northampton South, including Collingtree, Hardingstone, Blisworth, Brafield Sargeant Memorial Hall, and Denton.
There is no specific requirement included in the IDP as it is viewed that improvement to existing will be appropriate 

One hall within twenty minutes walking time at North Oval, Kings Heath, Northampton and three halls within forty minutes walking time these include Mill Lane, Kingsthorpe, 
Northampton, St James Road, Northampton, Tintern Avenue, Spencer, Northampton.Requirement in the IDP for a multi-use community building, cost estimate £1.5m

There are five village halls within forty minutes walking time these include, Sywell, Overstone, Moulton, and Crestwood Road, Northampton.
Requirement in the IDP for a multi-use community building, cost estimate £1.5m
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6 EDUCATION 
NPPF places great importance in the provision of school places 

6.1 Paragraph 72 of the NPPF states ‘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. They should: 

 Give great weight to the need to create, expand or alter schools; 
 Work with schools promoters to identify and resolve key planning issues before 

applications are submitted’. 

Our education assessment is based on the IDP Update July 2012 

6.2 This assessment has been based on information included in the West Northampton IDP 
Update (July 2012) and consultation with the education officer and WNJPU officers. 

6.3 Information on the number and sizes of schools required to provide for the growth 
anticipated over the plan period is provided by Northamptonshire County Council (NCC) as 
education provider. 

Primary school requirements 

6.4 Primary schools by their nature are required to be provided close the population they serve.  
As such each of the SUEs has included the provision of a primary school, with the size of 
school determined by the scale of growth proposed at the SUE.  As the need for school 
places arises only when the dwellings are occupied the provision of primary schools in the 
SUEs will be linked to the delivery of development.    

Secondary school requirements 

6.5 The assessment of secondary school infrastructure is based on a strategic review of 
secondary provision across the area as a whole by Northampton County Council (NCC).  It 
is estimated, that Northampton will require a new secondary school and extensions to 
existing secondary schools to serve the Northampton area.   

6.6 The County Council anticipates that places equivalent to up to 16 forms of entry will be 
required within the plan period.  Over a 15 year period this is impossible to accurately 
predict and therefore some flexibility is built in to the projected delivery.  The preferred 
location identified by NCC for the new secondary school to accommodate 8 or up to 10 
forms of entry is at Northampton Kings Heath SUE.  A site has already been accounted for 
this school in the developer’s master planning.  To provide sufficient secondary school 
places the new school will require to be supplemented by extensions and modifications to 
existing schools.  These will be established in response to the delivery and location of new 
development.        
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Map of existing school within walking distance 

6.7 Figure 6.1 shows the existing primary and secondary schools that are located with 10, 20 
and 40 minute walking distances.  Although it has been assumed that each of the SUE’s 
will provide their own primary schools, it is important to have an understanding of other 
schools in the vicinity to help phasing and delivery considerations.  The reference key for 
each of the schools marked on the map is included in Appendix 2. 
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Figure 6.1 Existing primary and secondary schools within walking distance of the SUEs 
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Requirements to inform SUE assessment 
6.8 The traffic light Table 6.1 highlights where some need for infrastructure has been 

highlighted.   

6.9 Primary schools are likely to be required at each of the proposed SUEs.  Additional 
secondary school provision to meet the expanding growth is likely to be required over the 
plan period, some of this will be through extensions of existing schools.  For now new 
school provision has been proposed at Northampton Kings Heath. 

6.10 This assessment should be treated with care, it is a high level assessment to inform overall 
planning and further more detailed assessment will be required at the master planning / 
outline planning application stage. 

6.11 The primary schools provide an important opportunity for community infrastructure provision 
on all the SUEs and should be carefully sited to maximise footfall within the SUEs and 
ensure cross subsidisation of this with other economic uses.   

6.12 Every effort to share provision generated by schools should be explored – particularly to 
serve as community space for night classes. 

Questions for further consideration: 

 Given the importance of primary schools acting as a hub for community activity 
and the potential to generate footfall for other local facilities, where are they best 
sited in the development? 

 How best can further community use of school facilities be developed? 
 The opportunity for the establishment of Free Schools (which are outside the 

County Council’s control) will reflect on the wider school provision and 
management.  This may provide new innovative means for the SUE promoters to 
work directly with new school providers.  There will be a need to identify a lead 
agency that will take the responsibility for the delivery and management of the 
school infrastructure at each of the SUEs.  What mechanism should be 
established with NCC and the SUE promoters to keep the potential opportunities 
presented by these changes under review?   
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Table 6.1 Summary of primary and secondary schools requirements and cost estimates 

  

 Northampton North  Schools 

 Northampton North 

 North West SUE  Schools 

 North West SUE 

 Northampton South SUE  Schools 

 Northampton South SUE 

 Northampton South of 
Brackmills   Schools 

 Northampton South of 
Brackmills  

 Northampton Kings Heath   Schools 

 Northampton Kings Heath  

 Northampton North of 
Whitehills   Schools 

 Northampton North of 
Whitehills  

 Northampton Upton Park  Schools 

 Northampton Upton Park 

New three form entry Primary School.  Cost estimate £10m. 

New two form entry primary school. Cost estimate £6.45m. 

New two form entry Primary Cost estimate £6.45m. 

New two form entry primary school. Cost estimate £6.45m. 

New one form entry Primary school, cost estimate £4.05m 

Two new primary schools of two form entry, cost estimate £13m.  New Secondary School 8-10 form entry.  Cost estimate £30m. 

New two form entry primary school, Cost estimate £6.45m. 
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7 HEALTH CARE 
Primary Healthcare assessment based from IDP Update July 2012 

7.1 Northamptonshire NHS Primary Care Trust (PCT) was responsible for commissioning 
primary healthcare within the County however; it ceases to do so as of April 2013.  The 
PCT did sometimes fund new capital programmes however this funding was limited and 
there has been a growing reliance on developers to fund GP surgeries.   

7.2 The Department of Health changes to the delivery of healthcare facilities takes effect from 
April 2013.  The £60 - £80 billion of funds that the PCTs administered will be transferred to 
clinical commissioning groups (CCG) run by GPs and other clinicians.  These CCG will be 
free to make commissioning decisions and determine care budgets.   

7.3 The work of the CCG will be overseen by new Regional NHS Commissioning Boards.  The 
Commissioning Board covering Northamptonshire (including Hertfordshire, Luton and 
Bedfordshire and Milton Keynes) is referred to as the Hertfordshire and South Midlands 
Local Area Team. 

7.4 The current view is that developer contributions will be expected to support some primary 
healthcare facilities in response to the needs of a development.  Historically, in very 
simplistic terms, if a GP practice owned their own building, they were paid rent towards 
providing the facility by the PCTs, alternatively, the PCTs funded capital investment 
programmes to build new or renovate existing health centres and then enable the GP to 
use these rent free.  This was because the PCTs retained control on where new surgeries 
were established. 

7.5 Whether this continues with the current Health reforms remains to be seen, if there is 
greater freedom on the scope for surgeries to set up where the demand is (in much the 
same way as other businesses), there could be a role reversal whereby surgeries could 
compete for sites with high catchment areas such as the SUEs.  There have been some 
suggestions that some GP consortiums could be listed on the Stock Exchange.   

7.6 It is early days and not possible to speculate how the Health Reforms will take shape in 
practice.  For now, our assessment has included the research previously carried out to 
estimate the infrastructure requirements identified in the JCS in consultation with NHS 
Directly Commissioned Services and Primary Care Estates as coordinated by the NHS. 

Map of existing GP surgeries within walking distance 

7.7 Figure 7.1 shows the existing GP surgeries that are located with ten, twenty and 40 minute 
walking distances.  The reference key for each of the GP surgeries marked on the map is 
included in Appendix 2. 
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Figure 7.1 GP Surgeries within walking distance of the SUEs 
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Table 7.1 Summary of doctors surgery requirements and cost estimates 

 

 

 Northampton North  Health facilities 

 Northampton North 

 North West SUE  Health facilities 

 North West SUE 

 Northampton South SUE  Health facilities 

 Northampton South SUE 

 Northampton South of 
Brackmills   Health facilities 

 Northampton South of 
Brackmills  

 Northampton Kings Heath   Health facilities 

 Northampton Kings Heath  

 Northampton North of 
Whitehills   Health facilities 

 Northampton North of 
Whitehills  

 Northampton Upton Park  Health facilities 

 Northampton Upton Park 

Exsting Medical Centres at Wootton and Grange Park will have sufficient capacity to cater for new patients.  Wootton Medical Centre will require financial contributions to cover internal 
modifications to the existing building to create dual use rooms and to relocate staff within the building and Grange Park Medical Centre may require funding to fill a potential funding gap.  
Estimated cost £0.9m. Broad phasing 2014

GP practice to the North of Northampton is at capacity and there is no space to expand on their current site.  The local GPs have commissioned a site search to identify a new site. There 
are a number of options for relocation including the potential for a site within the Northampton North SUE.  A site of approximately 0.4ha is likely to be required. Estimated cost £2.1m. 
Broad phasing 2016. 

A new facility will be required to serve both Northampton Kings Heath and Northampton West SUEs (and other).  The opportunity exists for the development of a 9 GP practice within 
multi-purpose building located on Kings Heath SUE. The developer will be required to provide a site to cater for a building of 1,000 sq.m (but may be larger dependent on extent of 
services included) and contributions towards the cost of the infrastructure estimated at £3m.  Broad phasing 2016.

The existing Medical Centres at Wootton and Grange Park will have sufficient capacity to cater for new patients.  Wootton Medical Centre will require financial contributions to cover 
internal modifications to the existing building to create dual use rooms and to relocate staff within the building and Grange Park Medical Centre may require funding to fill a potential 
funding gap.  Estimated cost £0.9m.  Broad phasing 2014

Facility will be required to serve both Northampton Kings Heath and Northampton West SUEs (and other).  The opportunity exists for the development of a 9 GP practice within multi-
purpose building located on Kings Heath SUE. The developer will be required to provide a site to cater for a building of 1,000 sq.m (but may be larger dependent on extent of services 
included) and contributions towards the cost of the infrastructure estimated at £3m.  Broad phasing 2016.

Contribution towards internal refurbishment of existing GP practice. Estimated cost £0.6m. Broad phasing 2014.

St Luke’s Medical Centre in Duston is anticipated to open in September 2012 and will provide 2,100 sqm of primary care (including a pharmacy, optician, dentist and other private 
complementary services) and will cater for the Upton area of Northampton including Upton Park SUE.
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Requirements to inform SUE assessment 
7.8 The traffic light table 7.1 above highlights where some need for infrastructure has been 

identified.  The southern SUE and Upton are well catered for with existing health care 
provision either at Grange Park or Duston. The main requirements will be expansion or 
improvement of these existing facilities to cater for the proposed new growth, which should 
be more cost effective to provide. 

7.9 The feedback to the WNJPU team from the PCT was that existing facilities to the north of 
the town are already stretched and the Northampton North SUE could offer an opportunity 
to provide a new facility to cater for both the existing and new communities. 

7.10 The SUEs to the west Northampton Kings Heath and Northampton West provide an 
opportunity for the provision of new health centre to cover the needs of both SUEs in a 
single location, most likely at Northampton Kings Heath as the larger of the two SUEs. 

Questions for further consideration 

 How do the changes in the Health Act affect the delivery of doctor’s surgery 
facilities?  In particular will their provision be controlled by the Commissioning 
Boards, or will there be a move towards greater freedom to enabling GPs to set up 
practices where the ‘market for potential clients’ is? 

 Will doctor’s now be responsible for finding and paying for their own buildings like 
any other commercial business, in which case should there be a requirement for 
developer  contribution to fund part of the cost of GP surgeries? 

 These considerations may inform any prioritisation of infrastructure that may be 
needed if resources are limited. 
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8 LIBRARIES 
Library assessment based from IDP Update July 2012 

8.1 Northampton County Council23 is responsible for library services. In 2011 NCC consulted 
on a number of library closures which met with strong public resistance.  As a result NCC 
reviewed all 36 of its libraries across the County in order to ensure they were fit for 21st 
century.  The resulting strategy from this review24 proposes a tough but realistic future for 
Northamptonshire’s libraries in the context of the on-going pressure on public finance.  The 
strategy looks at the future of each library and sets out a range of cost saving measures.  
The position regarding libraries will be reviewed mid-2013 to ensure the strategy is on track, 
however the continuation of the library service without the loss of any libraries in the future 
will rely in part on continued volunteer time and philanthropic support.   

8.2 At present NCC cannot afford to open more libraries but could relocate existing libraries to 
ensure they are as accessible as possible. Some of the 19 libraries in West 
Northamptonshire are well placed in relation of proposed SUEs.   

Possible scope to relocate the library at Kings Heath SUE as part of a joint 
service delivery 

8.3 There has been a suggestion that the SUEs could provide two opportunities for library 
relocations to improve existing provision.  Northampton Kings Heath SUE offers the 
opportunity for the relocation of the Kingsthorpe library which is presently in a poor location 
in a basement area and with restricted parking.  A replacement facility could be sited at 
Northampton Kings Heath SUE as part of a new community hub.   

Possible scope to improve delivery of the existing Moulton library within the 
Northampton North SUE 

8.4 Moulton library, whilst a popular library at the heart of the community is very small and in a 
poor state of repair with lack of space inhibiting the activities.  A replacement library could 
be sited within Northampton North SUE as part of a community hub, however the views of 
Moulton Village would need to be fully taken into account ahead of any re-provision. 

Map of existing libraries within walking distance 

8.5 Figure 8.1 shows the existing libraries located with 10, 20 and 40 minute walking distances.  
It should be noted that although the Weston Favell library and Kingsthorpe library is outside 
the time zones, Weston Favell is a major shopping destination and as such a facility 
available to SUE residents that might shop at Weston Favell. The reference key for each of 
the libraries marked on the map is included in appendix 2. 

                                                
23 Extract from IDP July 2012 
24 Libraries Review and Strategy  April 2012 to March 2015 
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Figure 8.1 Existing libraries within walking distance of the SUEs 
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Requirements to inform SUE assessment 
8.6 The traffic light Table 8.1 highlights where some need for infrastructure has been 

highlighted.   

8.7 There is a growing recognition amongst service providers who are responsible for 
infrastructure items with an on-going revenue cost implication, to seriously consider 
whether they can afford to operate any new capital infrastructure.  The move in the current 
economic climate is for efficiency savings, shared uses and closure of inefficient / costly 
provision.  This approach is clearly being adopted for new library infrastructure 
requirements stemming from the IDP update. 

8.8 There are suggestions for the possible relocation of two existing libraries to new modern 
facilities at Kings Heath and Northampton North SUEs, but consultation with local 
neighbourhoods will be paramount in informing the options and final decision.   

8.9 When considering the delivery of the two new facilities, the delivery should be considered 
as part of a wider joint service provision, possibly linked to shared space within a 
community building or associated with a new school.  

Questions for further consideration 

8.10 Libraries can be a good opportunity for developing community cohesion due to the nature of 
activities that can be offered over and above the lending function – consideration should be 
given to how either existing or improved library provision can help to informally bring new 
and existing residents together through possible semi structured activities or events.   
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Table 8.1 Summary of library requirements 

 

 

 Northampton North  Library 

 Northampton North 

 North West SUE  Library 

 North West SUE 

 Northampton South SUE  Library 

 Northampton South SUE 

 Northampton South of 
Brackmills   Library 

 Northampton South of 
Brackmills  

 Northampton Kings Heath   Library 

 Northampton Kings Heath  

 Northampton North of 
Whitehills   Library 

 Northampton North of 
Whitehills  

 Northampton Upton Park  Library 

 Northampton Upton Park Existing provision at - Duston; St. Jame’s Library No new provision some refurbishment of existing may be needed.

Existing provision at - Abington; Brixworth; Far Cotton; St. Jame’s Library; and, Kingsthorpe.  No new provision some refurbishment of existing may be needed.

Existing provision at - Abington; Kingsthorpe; Northampton Central; and St. Jame’s Library. Opportunity to relocate the exiting Kingsthorpe library to better facility here.

Existing provision at - Abington; Roade; Northampton Central No new provision some refurbishment of existing may be needed.

Existing provision at - Duston; and Moulton Library. No new provision some refurbishment of existing may be needed.

Existing provision at - Abington; Brixworth; Far Cotton; Weston Favell; Kingsthorpe; and, Moutlon. Possible opportunities to refurbish / relocate the Moulton library.  Any proposal 
should be developed jointly with the Moulton community and new residents of the SUE

Existing provision at - Hunsbury Library; Roade;  No new provision some refurbishment of existing may be needed.
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9 RETAIL 
9.1 In this section we present a qualitative review of existing strategic retail facilities in the 

Northampton urban area in the vicinity of the seven proposed SUEs, examining their scope 
for accommodating additional demand for their services and facilities, and where gaps in 
provision exist. We also undertake a similar exercise for the major foodstores in 
Northampton. In both cases, we draw on the findings of the West Northamptonshire Retail 
Capacity Study (WNRCS), prepared by Roger Tym & Partners on behalf of the WNJPU and 
published in 2011. Finally, we provide high-level guidance on the type of provision which 
could be developed at the SUEs, although we do not provide guidance on the quantitative 
amount of floorspace which should be developed in this respect.  

Existing retail facilities in Northampton 

9.2 Northampton has a well-developed network of shopping facilities, anchored by the offer in 
the town centre, and supported by a series of strategic district centres, local centres, and 
standalone retail facilities.  

9.3 Here we consider the extent to which this existing network of facilities is suitable and 
capable of meeting the needs of an enlarged residential population which will come about 
through the development of the planned SUEs. 

9.4 Northampton town centre sits at the top of the Borough’s retail hierarchy, and performs a 
function as a regional shopping destination. The town centre has a good range of 
comparison goods shopping facilities, including the Grosvenor Shopping Centre. There are 
plans for enhancement of this offer in the near future, through the extension to the 
Grosvenor Centre on the site of the Greyfriars Bus Station. Although there have been a 
number of delays to the implementation of this scheme, it is understood that proposals 
remain live and we expect the scheme to be delivered in tandem with the SUE 
developments. The improvements to the comparison goods retail offer in the town centre 
will improve the sustainability of Northampton as a comparison goods shopping destination, 
and reduce the current patterns of expenditure leakage to other nearby destinations both 
outside the town (such as Milton Keynes) and within the town (to retail park developments) 
— both trends identified in the West Northamptonshire Retail Capacity Study (WNRCS). 

Location of existing district / local centres and foodstores 

9.5 The hierarchy of centres in Northampton is informed by recommendations set out in the 
WNRCS, which undertook detailed assessments of the vitality and viability of each of the 
above-listed centres.  Figure 9.1 shows the location of these district and local centres 
relative to the SUEs, as well as the location of major foodstores in Northampton, which we 
discuss in turn below. 
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Figure 9.1 — Current provision of local, district and foodstores in Northampton
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Provision of existing centres in Northampton 

9.6 There is no definition in NPPF for a district or local centre.  The Practice Guidance Annex B 
of PPS4 includes the following definitions: 

 District centres ‘will usually comprise of a group of shops often containing at least one 
supermarket or superstore and a range of non-retail services, as well as local public 
facilities such as a library’. 

 Local centres ‘will usually include a range of small shops of a local nature, serving a 
small catchment.  Typically, local centres might include, amongst other shops, a small 
supermarket, a newsagent, a sub-post office and a pharmacy.  Other facilities could 
include a hot-food takeaway and launderette. 

9.7 The supporting network of district and local centres in Northampton set out in the West 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (submission version), is listed below. 

District centres in Northampton include: 
 Weston Favell 
 Kingsthorpe 
Local centres in Northampton include: 
 St James End 
 Far Cotton 
 Wellingborough Road (Abington) 
 Kettering Road (Kingsley) 
Local centres to be provided within the SUEs: 
 Not identified specifically in the WNJCS although some form of local centre type 

provision of varying scale is expected in most, but much will depend on what is already 
in the vicinity. 

Northampton North SUE residents are likely to look to Weston Favell 

9.8 Table 9.1 indicates that the SUEs proposed on the northern side of Northampton are likely 
to look towards one of the two existing district centres in the town as their nearest centre. 
Both Kingsthorpe and Weston Favell offer a range of facilities which enable day-to-day 
shopping needs to be met. It should be noted that there is a large Morrison’s foodstore on 
Kettering Road (not within a district centre) which many residents in the Northampton North 
SUE look towards for their main food shopping needs (as well as stores at Weston 
Favell/Kingsthorpe).   

9.9 Weston Favell is a purpose-built district centre, anchored by a large Tesco Extra foodstore, 
alongside a range of supporting convenience and comparison retailers. The centre is akin 
to a shopping mall, and is also set apart from the other district/local centres in Northampton 
on account of the fact the majority of the retail offer is taken up by national retailers in 
purpose built, relatively modern units. As such the centre functions more as a self-
contained town centre, and it would appear that trade draw of the centre is much higher 
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than would be expected from a ‘traditional’ district centre. On this basis, the centre is likely 
to be in a position to cope with additional demand for its facilities. 

9.10 The WNRCS identified that Weston Favell is well-provided for facilities, and is the only 
district/local centre in Northampton to offer all eight of the benchmark service facilities 
surveyed in our assessment. Doctor and dentist facilities are present at the Weston Favell 
Health Centre; there are post office facilities available within the Tesco Extra store, and the 
enclosed mall offers Boots and Superdrug pharmacies, an opticians, and branches of 
Lloyds, Barclays and Natwest banks.  

9.11 Weston Favell is highly accessible, owing to its prominent location on the strategic highway 
network, and it is also served by upwards of ten bus routes.  However, the distance to 
Weston Favell from Northampton North does indicate that there may be a requirement for 
additional provision within the SUE itself to meet local shopping needs, however, in order to 
promote sustainable patterns of travel and ensure self-sufficiency of the SUE.  

Whitehills, Kings Heath and Northampton West SUES residents are likely to 
look to Kingsthorpe district centre 

9.12 We would anticipate that residents in the Whitehills, Kings Heath and Northampton West 
SUEs will look towards retail facilities in the Kingsthorpe area in order to help meet their 
day-to-day needs. As identified in Table 9.1 below Kingsthorpe is well-located in respect of 
the Kings Heath SUE, although Whitehills and Northampton West are a distance further 
afield. Kingsthorpe is the second of the two second-tier ‘district’-level centres in 
Northampton, and, as shown in Table 9.1, again offers a good range of facilities. 
Kingsthorpe is a linear centre to the north of Northampton town centre, at the confluence of 
the busy Harborough Road and Welford Road. The centre is one of the largest centres in 
Northampton, and is anchored by strong-performing Asda and Waitrose foodstores plus a 
range of additional comparison and services such as banks, post office, and a library. 

9.13 Seven of the eight benchmark facilities are present in Kingsthorpe, suggesting that 
Kingsthorpe is well provided for in terms of the range of facilities available to local residents. 
. The only absent facility in the centre is a doctor’s surgery (although we note that Queens 
View medical centre is nearby). However, there is limited scope for outward expansion of 
the centre should demand for facilities significantly increase, and the Asda store which 
anchors the centre is a small and dated store when compared to much of the company’s 
property portfolio.  

The Southern SUEs will look towards Far Cotton Local Centre and larger free 
standing superstores 

9.14 Residents from the southern SUEs will look to Far Cotton Local Centre and free standing 
supermarkets at Mereway and Newport Pagnell Road.  It is important that adequate local 
shopping facilities are provided for in these SUEs in order to reduce the need to travel 
further afield. In terms of defined centres, the nearest existing centre will be Far Cotton, a 
small local centre on the southern side of Northampton town centre. The centre has a 
reasonable, but ultimately limited range of facilities, and is principally designed to meet the 
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needs of the surrounding residential area (i.e. a relatively limited catchment). Investment in 
the centre is forthcoming with a permitted extension to the anchor Asda foodstore, but there 
are a number of gaps in the offer of the centre. Although we note the ‘community centre’ at 
the rear of the local centre includes a library, pharmacy and playgroup. 

9.15 In practice, many SUE residents may choose to use the larger facilities at the Tesco Extra 
store at Mereway, which also benefits from a recent planning permission for extension but 
is not a defined centre as it functions as a standalone retail destination. As well as offering 
a large food shopping offer, the store also has facilities such as a pharmacy, photo 
development and dry cleaners and there is also access to a library and leisure centre 
nearby. We also note that planning permission has recently been granted for a new 
Waitrose foodstore at Wootton, which will provide further consumer choice, although again 
will be a freestanding foodstore. This store is yet to be constructed.   

Upton Park is not currently served by a district centre, though there are retail 
and leisure facilities in close proximity 

9.16 There is no existing standalone district centre identified as serving Upton Park though it is 
close to a retail park (Sixfields) which includes a supermarket and various comparison 
shops, including a number of ‘high street’ retailers.  There is also an existing local centre at 
St Crispin’s consisting of various retail and commercial units.  Also the proposal at Upton 
Lodge may include some form of a local centre, but this has not yet been constructed.  
Therefore before requiring any additional new retail facilities at Upton Park, a careful 
consideration of impact on existing capacity should be undertaken to see if there is capacity 
to support a new facility. 

Qualitative review of major food store provision in Northampton 

9.17 Northampton has a good network of large foodstores.  The principal foodstores in the town 
are Tesco Extra stores at Weston Favell and Mereway; Sainsbury’s stores at Sixfields and 
in Northampton town centre; Morrisons stores at Kettering Road and Victoria Promenade 
(the latter adjacent to Northampton town centre), Asda stores at Kingsthorpe and Far 
Cotton, and a Waitrose store at Kingsthorpe.  

9.18 In some cases, the foodstores are anchor stores to district centres, however in other cases, 
the foodstores are standalone operations, requiring a separate shopping trip. Figure 9.1 
shows the location of the main foodstores in the Northampton, relative to the planned SUE 
development locations.  

9.19 Figure 9.1 shows that each of the proposed SUEs will benefit from at least one foodstore 
within reasonable proximity to the new development. In Table 9.1 we identify the closest 
existing ‘major’ foodstore in Northampton to each of the SUEs.  

9.20 Table 9.1 shows that the greatest pressure is likely to fall on Sainsbury’s at Sixfields (for 
the Upton, West and possibly Kings Heath SUEs); stores at Kingsthorpe District Centre (for 
Kings Heath and Whitehills SUE) and Weston Favell (for Northampton North SUE).  
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9.21 An important consideration is that the WNRCS identified that a number of these foodstores 
are currently ‘over-trading’: that is to say, the turnover of the stores is in excess of what 
would be expected based on respective company averages. The influx of a larger 
residential population is likely to increase the trading performance of these stores further.  

9.22 As noted above, provision on the southern side of Northampton will be enhanced through 
the development of a Waitrose foodstore at Newport Pagnell Road, Wootton, which 
secured planning permission in July 2012. This will have the benefit of improving consumer 
choice for residents on the south side of the town – including the Northampton South and 
Brackmills SUEs — and will also likely temper the current over-trading of the Tesco 
foodstore at Mereway. We also understand that planning permission has been granted for 
extensions to Sainsbury’s at Gambrel Road, Tesco at Mereway, which will serve as 
enhancements to the current offer. In addition, we are aware that planning permission has 
been grated for a new foodstore on the site of the former Royal Mail depot site at Barrack 
Road (south of Kingsthorpe district centre), however we understand that there is some 
uncertainty as to whether this permission will be implemented.   

Requirements to inform SUE assessment 
9.23 A summary of the retail assessment is included in Table 9.1. The traffic light Table 9.2 

highlights where some need for infrastructure has been highlighted.   

Table 9.1 Summary of district / local centres and supermarkets to each of the SUEs 

                                                

25 Nearest main foodstore of 800 sq.m net sales area or more. 
26 Marginal under/over-trading’ is under/over £5m company benchmark levels. ‘Under/over-trading’ is more than £5m 
under/over company benchmark levels 

Nearest25 
existing district 
/ local centre 

Centre 
hierarchy 

Key local centre 
facilities and 
supermarkets trading 
performance26 

Requirements at SUE 

Northampton North 

Weston Favell District • Tesco Extra foodstore 
• Doctor’s surgery 
• Pharmacy 
• Opticians 
• Dentist 
• Library 
• Bank/Bldg Society 
• Post Office 

Served by Weston Favell which 
has a good range of facilities. 
 

North of Whitehills, and Kings Heath, 
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Kingsthorpe 
 

District • Asda supermarket 
• Waitrose supermarket 
• Pharmacy 
• Opticians 
• Dentist 
• Library 
• Bank/Bldg Society 
• Post Office 

. 

Northampton West 

Kingsthorpe 
 

District • Asda supermarket 
• Waitrose supermarket 
• Pharmacy 
• Opticians 
• Dentist 
• Library 
• Bank/Bldg Society 
• Post Office 

Served by Kingsthorpe district 
centre which is some distance 
away but has a range of facilities. 
 

Northampton West is also served by Sainsbury’s at Gambrel Road, Sixfields.  

Northampton Brackmills 

Far Cotton  Local Supermarket 
• Opticians 
• Dentist 
• Bank/ Bldg society 

Nearest provision at Far Cotton 
district centre which is a long 
distance and limited range of 
facilities. 
Possible need for local foodstore 
(though need to assess impact of 
recent consents) and local centre 
with a few shops to meet local 
demand e.g. take-away, and 
pharmacy.   

Brackmills is also served by Tesco Extra, Mereway, and the permitted Waitrose foodstore 
at Wootton.  
Northampton South 

Far Cotton  Local • Supermarket 
• Opticians 
• Dentist 
• Bank/Bldg society 

Nearest provision at Far Cotton 
district centre is a long distance 
and limited range of facilities. 
Need for local foodstore (though 
need to assess impact of recent 
consents).  Possible need for a 
local centre with shops to meet 
local demand e.g. take-away, 
pharmacy.    

Northampton South is also served by Tesco Extra, Mereway, and the permitted Waitrose 
foodstore at Wootton. 
Upton Park 
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St Crispin’s 
nearby and 
some local 
provision 
nearby too.  

Local  Nearest local centre at St  
Crispin’s, but also some planned 
provision already within existing 
Upton Lodge developments and 
nearby by Sixfields retail park. 
 

Upton Park is also served by Sainsbury’s at Gambrel Road, Sixfields. 
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Table 9.2 Retail requirements at the SUES 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 Northampton North  Retail 

 Northampton North 

 North West SUE  Retail 

 North West SUE 

 Northampton South SUE  Retail 

 Northampton South SUE 

 Northampton South of 
Brackmills   Retail 

 Northampton South of 
Brackmills  

 Northampton Kings Heath   Retail 

 Northampton Kings Heath  

 Northampton North of 
Whitehills   Retail 

 Northampton North of 
Whitehills  

 Northampton Upton Park  Retail 

 Northampton Upton Park 

Served by Weston Favell which has a good range of facilities.
Existing supermarket is marginally under-trading and so may need a convenience store / local centre consisting of shops such as a take-away.

Nearest provision at Far Cotton local centre is a long distance and limited range of facilities.
Need for local foodstore (though need to assess impact of recent consents).  Possible need for a local centre with a few shops to meet local demand e.g. take-away, pharmacy.

Served by Kingsthorpe district centre which is some distance away but has a good range of facilities.  Existing stand alone supermarket is overtrading and so may need a  convenience 
store / local centre with take-away.

Nearest provision at Far Cotton local centre which is a long distance and limited range of facilities.  Possible need for foodstore (though need to assess impact of recent consents) and 
local centre with a few shops to meet local demand e.g. take-away, and pharmacy.  

Served by Kingsthorpe district centre which has a good range of facilities.  Existing supermarket is overtrading and so may need a convenience store and a few other shops (due to scale 
of SUE), such as take-away and units to support the proposed health facilities such as pharmacy, and dentist.

Nearest local centre at St James End with limited facilities, but also some provision already within existing Upton Park developments and nearby by Sixfields retail park.
Existing supermarket is overtrading and so may need a convenience store but effect of existing schemes need assessing.

Served by Kingsthorpe district centre which has a good range of facilities. Existing supermarket is overtrading and so may need a  convenience store and a few other shops (due to scale 
of SUE), such as take-away and units to support the proposed health facilities such as pharmacy, and dentist.
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9.24 Our assessments suggests that although there are a number of existing shopping centres 
and large stand-alone foodstores, a number of these foodstores were identified in the 
WNRCS as over-trading, or the distance and or range of facilities is limited and so there 
could be a need for additional provision within each of the SUEs.   

9.25 The southern SUEs are generally seen as most in need of  facilities as part of a local centre 
due to current provision though permitted Waitrose store will enhance provision in this area.  
. 

9.26 Where the SUE is located further from an existing centre or is served by a centre with a 
limited range of facilities and the supermarket in the area is overtrading, we have indicated 
a red code to signify the need for some form of local facility and foodstore should be 
provided at the SUE.  Where the SUE has good access to a nearby local or district centre 
we have given it an amber code, indicating no need for a great deal of local provision apart 
from perhaps a small foodstore and a take-away unit.  Most of the SUEs have included a 
take-away, as in our experience, recent trends in shopping and local centres seem to have 
a greater focus on eating establishments and less demand for post offices or some of 
traditional facilities such as laundrettes. 

9.27 The likely scale of the local food stores will vary with the size of the development proposed 
and assessment of capacity at any point in time of existing facilities.  

Questions for further consideration 

 How can any local centre be located to best benefit from passing footfall? 

 What other facilities are needed for each SUE to help create a sense of place 
and dynamism? 

 Where is it best to locate a local centre – on the edge of development so it 
brings existing and new residents to the facility and helps with economic 
performance and cohesion? Or is it best in the central part of the master plan to 
create a ‘heart’ or focus for the SUEs? 

 Are there any particular uses besides the convenience store, for instance cafes, 
takeaways that can help to act as a ‘pull’ in drawing residents to the centre? 
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10 EMPLOYMENT 
10.1 In this section we provide a brief desktop review of the existing employment studies which 

cover the Northampton area, in order to provide the Council with a qualitative review of the 
strategic provision in the vicinity of the seven SUE’s, and, drawing from the findings of the 
studies, high-level guidance on what provision might be needed to serve the needs of the 
SUE’s.  

10.2 The current evidence base in respect of employment land in the Northampton area is based 
on the West Northamptonshire Employment Land Study (WNELS) by Roger Tym & 
Partners on behalf of the WNJPU (2010). 

10.3 The WNELS was prepared to supplement the two other studies, in order to provide the 
WNJPU with a robust evidence base on which to prepare the WNJPU’s employment 
policies in strategic planning documents. In particular, the study audits the existing stock of 
employment land across West Northamptonshire, to examine whether it is fit for purpose 
and likely to remain the case in the future. Accordingly, this study forms the principal point 
of reference for our summary here.  

10.4 The review of sites focused on their market potential and commercial attractiveness – i.e. 
whether the site would be realistically taken up for employment use if offered to developers 
or occupiers in the context of a reasonably balanced market. The assessment considered 
the ‘fit for purpose’ state of the site, whether the site is occupied, and whether there is 
evidence of renewal or investment.   

The employment assessment did not directly consider the SUEs 

10.5 The study does not make specific recommendations in respect of the SUEs, but does split 
its review of sites across West Northamptonshire into four areas – Northampton Central 
(the area which is the subject of a separate Area Action Plan), the rest of Northampton 
Borough (i.e. outside the Central area), Daventry and South Northamptonshire Districts. For 
the purposes of this review, we focus on the sites discussed in the remainder of 
Northampton Borough, although it should be remembered that parts of the SUE 
developments do extend into Daventry and South Northamptonshire Districts. 

10.6 Paragraph 4.269 of the WNELS comments on the nature of existing employment land 
provision outside of the Central area of Northampton, summarising as follows: 

‘Outside of the Central Area, the Borough accommodates significant employment on a 
relatively small number but very large employment areas. Some date from the new town 
era whilst others are much newer. There is very little old, traditional employment space as 
may be found elsewhere in the region’. 

10.7 Figure 10.1 shows a summary map of existing employment land sites in Northampton 
Borough, identified in the WNELS. The map identify a strong concentration of employment 
land in and around Northampton town centre, but also a variety of sites around the 
periphery of the Northampton urban area, with particular concentration on the western 
fringes, close to the M1 motorway; south east of the town centre, and on the northern 
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fringes of the town. This would suggest that, at high level, there are employment sites 
available within Northampton which are readily accessible for residents of all the SUE 
locations; although clearly the quality of the employment offered at these sites cannot 
automatically be expected to correlate with the needs of the new residential populations. 

Figure 10.1 — Employment land sites in Northampton (WNELS) 

 

10.8 It is not the purpose of this assessment to review and update the findings of the various 
evidence base documents set out above. We therefore consider each of the SUE areas in 
turn below, and provide high-level commentary on the employment land provision in these 
areas, informed by the recommendations and assessments of the aforementioned evidence 
base documents. 

Northampton South SUE 

10.9 The Northampton South SUE benefits from good proximity to the Swan Valley employment 
area, which lies to the north-west of the SUE area. Swan Valley is an established area of 
large, strategic warehousing, accessed off junction 15a of the M1. The area is home to 
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distribution facilities for a number of large companies including Royal Mail, Morrisons and 
Carlsberg. There is also some modern office development. 

10.10 Development of new warehouse and office floorspace at Swan Valley is on-going, including 
the recently completed Swan Valley Office Village. There remains scope for further 
development at this location, with a number of vacant plots of land. The WNELS identifies 
Swan Valley as a good employment site, but notes problems of traffic congestion in the 
area owing to its location adjacent to the M1 junction. There are also good public transport 
links to the area.   

10.11 Therefore, it is considered that Northampton South is well-placed to take advantage of the 
presence of this major strategic employment area. 

South of Brackmills SUE 

10.12 The South of Brackmills SUE has good access to a range of existing and proposed 
employment land facilities in the Brackmills area. The Brackmills Industrial Estate occupies 
a large area of land south of the A45 Nene Valley Way / A428 Bedford Road. Strategic 
access to the site is therefore good. The site is split between Brackmills North, which 
includes a mixture of premises, ranging from large industrial units to small and medium-
sized general industrial units, and Brackmills South, with has a stronger representation from 
strategic distribution warehouses. A number of national and international companies are 
based in the area, including Asda, John Lewis, Coca Cola and Panasonic.  

10.13 Further expansion of the estate is anticipated, with approximately 90ha of Proposed 
Business Development Sites identified in the WNELS, including three parcels of land each 
upwards of 20ha. In addition there are a number of older, smaller-scale employment 
facilities in the area, such as the Rothersthorpe and Ransome Road Industrial Estates. 
Whilst closer to the town centre, these are more dated premises which have poorer 
strategic access.  

10.14 Overall it can be concluded that residents in the South of Brackmills SUE would benefit 
from good access to a range of employment sites in the local area.  

Upton Park SUE 

10.15 The Upton SUE, situated on the western side of Northampton, abuts the northern edge of 
the Swan Valley employment area, as discussed, and is therefore well placed to take 
advantage of both the good access to this site, and the opportunities for its further 
development. The location of the SUE adjacent to the A4500 Weedon Road also affords 
good access to the range of smaller, established employment areas on the western side of 
Northampton town centre (such as St James End) as well as the town centre itself. 

10.16 Overall it can be concluded that residents in the Upton SUE would benefit from good 
access to a range of employment sites in the local area.  

Northampton West SUE and Kings Heath SUE  

10.17 The employment sites which are closest to these SUEs are smaller, more established, 
estates which principally serve a local function, owing largely to their poorer access to 
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strategic road network (for example to access the motorway there is a need to travel via 
Northampton town centre). Currently, we are not aware of any proposals for new strategic 
employment land development in this area.  

10.18 The principal employment site closest to the West and Kings Heath SUEs is the Lodge 
Farm Industrial Estate (52ha), which is used for a mixture of distribution, offices and light 
industry. The Estate appears reasonably dated in parts and in need of modernisation, and 
the WNELS identifies some issues with parking provision. The Estate is popular with 
generally low vacancy rates. The site is well placed in relation to the two planned SUEs, 
with good levels of local access, suggesting that scope may exist for the improvement of 
the Estate in the medium to long term (although opportunities for expansion of the Estate 
appear to be limited, therefore any improvement would be focused on refreshing existing 
employment land stock).  

10.19 There is also reasonable access from the SUEs to the Kings Heath Industrial Estate, a 
more dated estate extending to an area of 22ha, which includes a mixture of general 
industrial and offices. Access is also good to the estates north of the town centre and the St 
James End area.  

10.20 Access to the Swan Valley area from these SUEs is also reasonable (between 10 and 15 
minutes’ drive) when taken via Harlestone Road / Bants Lane but cross-Northampton public 
transport connections are poor, necessitating a change of bus routes at St James End.  

10.21 Overall it can be concluded that residents in the Northampton West SUE and Kings Heath 
SUE benefit from good access to a range of employment sites in the local area however, 
some of these are dated and would benefit from improvement in the medium term. The JCS 
policy requires 10 ha of employment provision to support provision for the western SUEs. 

North of Whitehills SUE 

10.22 The Whitehills SUE benefits from good access to the nearby Moulton Park employment 
area, which occupies a large area of land to the east of the SUE. Moulton Park extends to 
approximately 105ha, and benefits from strong access from the local road network 
(although poorer access to the wider strategic road network). Moulton Park Industrial Estate 
is principally home to light engineering, distribution, food wholesalers, manufacturing and 
offices, and therefore has a broad range of end users, both national and local. There are a 
range of unit sizes, from small/medium-sized units to larger distribution warehouses — 
although provision of offices across the Estate is relatively limited, and demand for offices in 
the area is understood to be strong. 

10.23 We understand that there are proposals for further small-scale expansion of the Estate, 
amounting to approximately 12ha in total.  

10.24 Moulton Park is readily accessible from Whitehills via the A508 Harborough Road / A5076 
Holly Lodge Drive, with journey times by car under 10 minutes (although there is currently 
no public transport access without travelling via the town centre). Therefore, although 
access to major employment sites is more limited than some of the other SUEs, however 
we could consider it to be reasonable.  
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10.25 Overall it can be concluded that residents in the North of Whitehills SUE benefit from good 
access to Mouton Park employment sites and there is scope to expand particularly for the 
office sector.  

Northampton North SUE 

10.26 Northampton North also benefits from a similar level of access to the Moulton Park 
Industrial Estate as the Whitehills SUE described above, and this represents the closest 
existing major employment site for residents of Northampton North. To the immediate south 
of the SUE location is another industrial estate, Round Spinney, which is smaller than 
Moulton Park, amounting to approximately 37ha in total. The occupiers of the Estate are 
mostly storage, light engineering and manufacturing, and there is only limited office 
provision. The Estate is relatively dated and in need of modernisation, and the WNELS 
identifies that it appears to benefit from a lower level of market interest than other locations 
in Northampton. Should improvement works take place to the Estate, residents of the 
Northampton North SUE will be well placed to take advantage.  

Map of existing GP surgeries within walking distance 

10.27 Figure 10.1 shows the strategic and main employment sites that are located within 15mins 
drive time.   

Requirements to inform SUE assessment 
10.28 The traffic light Table 10.1 highlights where some need for infrastructure has been 

highlighted.  Red indicates a possible requirement at the SUE, amber indicates that the 
requirement is not definite or significant and green signifies no new additional requirement 
at the SUE.   

10.29 This assessment should be treated with care, it is a high level assessment to inform overall 
planning and further more detailed assessment will be required at the master planning / 
outline planning application stage. 

 





  Supporting SUE’s with Community Infrastructure 
 

Final Report | July 2013  61 
 
 

 

Table 10.1 Requirements for employment infrastructure at the SUEs 

 

 

 Northampton North  Employment 

 Northampton North 

 North West SUE  Employment 

 North West SUE 

 Northampton South SUE  Employment 

 Northampton South SUE 

 Northampton South of 
Brackmills   Employment 

 Northampton South of 
Brackmills  

 Northampton Kings Heath   Employment 

 Northampton Kings Heath  

 Northampton North of 
Whitehills   Employment 

 Northampton North of 
Whitehills  

 Northampton Upton Park  Employment 

 Northampton Upton Park 

Northampton North also benefits from good access to the Moulton Park Industrial Estate which occupies 105ha of land to the east of the SUE, and serves a mix of employment uses. 
Provision of offices across the Estate is relatively limited, and demand for offices in the area is understood to be strong – so any additional provision may consider a focus on this.

The principal employment site closest to this SUE is the Lodge Farm Industrial Estate (52ha), which is used for a mixture of distribution, offices and light industry. The Estate is popular 
with generally low vacancy rates however; it is reasonably dated in parts and in need of modernisation.  Should consider opportunities for expansion of the Estate or other means for 
providing scope for additional provision.

The Whitehills SUE benefits from good access to the nearby Moulton Park employment area, which occupies 105ha of land to the east of the SUE, and serves a mix of employment 
uses. Provision of offices across the Estate is relatively limited, and demand for offices in the area is understood to be strong – so any additional provision may consider a focus on this.

The principal employment site closest to this SUE is the Lodge Farm Industrial Estate (52ha), which is used for a mixture of distribution, offices and light industry. The Estate is popular 
with generally low vacancy rates however; it is reasonably dated in parts and in need of modernisation.  Opportunities for expansion of the Estate or other provision should be explored.

This SUE has good access to a range of existing and proposed employment land facilities in the Brackmills area. The Brackmills Industrial Estate occupies a large area of land south of 
the A45 Nene Valley Way / A428 Bedford Road.  Further expansion of the estate is anticipated, with approximately 90ha of Proposed 

The Northampton South SUE benefits from good proximity to the Swan Valley employment area, which lies to the north-west of the SUE area. Swan Valley is an established area of 
large, strategic warehousing, accessed off junction 15a of the M1. Development of new warehouse and office floorspace at Swan Valley is on-going, including the recently completed 
Swan Valley Office Village. Northampton South is well-placed to take advantage of the presence of this major strategic employment area.

The Upton SUE, situated on the western side of Northampton, abuts the northern edge of the Swan Valley employment area,  and is therefore well placed to take advantage of both the 
good access to this site, and the opportunities for its further development.





  Supporting SUE’s with Community Infrastructure 
 

Final Report | July 2013  63 
 
 

10.30 Northampton has a series of modern, strategic employment sites to its south and west, 
reflecting the strong location of these parts of the town to the national and regional strategic 
road network. The northern side of the town has older estates which meet largely local 
need for a mix of manufacturing uses. 

10.31 Our headline analysis has shown that residents from the proposed SUEs to the south and 
west of Northampton have the best access to the modern, strategic employment facilities at 
Swan Valley and Brackmills. However, it should be noted, that the distribution-focussed 
offer of these two developments may not necessarily match the skills of the residents from 
the new SUEs.  

10.32 The SUE’s on the northern side of the town generally have poorer connections to modern, 
high quality employment areas, with many of the estates on the northern side of 
Northampton and around the town centre being smaller, more dated sites, some of which 
are in need of modernisation.  

10.33 However the presence of Moulton Park on the northern edge of Northampton does afford 
opportunities for residents living in these areas. There is a noted demand for office space in 
the area for which there is a shortfall on the Estate.  Any opportunities to improve and 
diversify the older industrial estates across Northampton should be supported to ensure 
that employment needs continue to meet the needs of modern businesses. 

Questions for further consideration 

 As most of the SUEs are reasonably well provided for strategic / major 
employment sites, should there provision for some employment to serve local 
need within each of the SUEs? 

 Is there a need for flexibility in this provision / allocation to allow for market 
demand – it is possible to allocate a site, but have no real demand and the site 
could sit vacant for years to come thus blighting the area. 

 Is there a need for some research to be undertaken by the promoters to show the 
likely demand / take up of employment land?
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11 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
11.1 The client team were keen to get beyond a ‘checklist mentality’; recognising that there is a 

unique opportunity presented to the partners working together to deliver exemplary well-
functioning urban extensions.  The client was keen to have a deeper understanding of how 
the delivery of community infrastructure can contribute to creating economically sustainable 
infrastructure and encourage community cohesion; treating each of the SUE’s individually 
but also considering the relationship between them and existing neighbourhoods.   

11.2 Our assessment has identified some important areas for the client team to consider beyond 
simply allocating or seeking the provision of community infrastructure.  We have highlighted 
the important actions required now to ensure the communities are empowered to take 
ownership and manage infrastructure in an economically sustainable way but also use this 
as a mechanism of developing cohesion between existing and new communities.  

National policy sets the framework of what is needed 

11.3 It is important to note that national policy is quite explicit about the requirements for 
community infrastructure, seeking to develop strong communities who have a say and a 
real stake in the delivery of development.  There is much to learn from the principles of the 
Garden Cities - we particularly value the concept of giving ownership of assets to 
communities.  The National Planning Policy Framework encourages the use of existing 
capacity before providing new facilities, and instils the need to establish community 
ownership and management.  It also highlights the importance of taking account of 
economic viability considerations as part of the ‘whole ask’ from developers.  Viability and 
delivery considerations of how and when infrastructure is provided for the SUEs will be a 
very important consideration in the current economic market  

11.4 The NPPF has given considerable store to empowering local communities to develop a 
shared vision for their neighbourhood. The NPPF clearly sets out that Neighbourhood Plans 
“should be aligned with the strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area.  A major 
focus of neighbourhood plans is on the delivery of community infrastructure and the 
potential funding from the Community Infrastructure Levy channelled directly to 
neighbourhoods will bring considerable new opportunities for the delivery of locally 
important infrastructure requirements. 

Literature review and case studies provide important guiding principles 

11.5 As a result of the case studies and literature review, we have set out seven guiding 
principles in section three with prompt questions to support the planning and delivery of the 
NRDA SUEs.  The guiding principles can, if used correctly and translated to the local 
context, help to act as a highly useful tool in the early planning and decision making 
process.  They are intended to be used by all those involved in the development process 
(including service providers, planners, communities and developers) to think though some 
critical issues about the potential role of community infrastructure delivery and spatial 
planning in helping to shape strong and cohesive communities. 

11.6 Community engagement at an early stage is critical and maintaining community 
involvement to the point that they are empowered to take ownership and stewardship of 
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certain infrastructure is crucial.  However, our case studies highlight that delivery of 
community infrastructure can take a very long lead in time and it can be hard to secure the 
management of some infrastructure items.  Careful planning and engagement is needed 
from the outset, and clarity as to who will take responsibility for the delivery and 
management of the infrastructure once provided.  Early consideration should also be given 
to creating a revenue income stream to support the longer term sustainability of community 
infrastructure (See guiding principles one and six) 

11.7 There is an important role in the planning, design and siting of infrastructure in helping to 
avoid tensions between existing and new communities and engendering opportunities for 
social interaction.  This is particularly true where existing communities could be seen as 
‘loosing’ facilities to new developments; care should be taken not to assume that all new 
provision should be provided within the new development.  Sometimes upgrading existing 
facilities can help avoid tensions and encourage integration. (See guiding principles two 
and three) 

11.8 It is evident that self-containment is no longer realistic for the 21st century, and good 
connectivity between the SUEs and particularly Northampton town centre and between 
other employment, retail and community facilities to enable the use of existing provision 
where possible.  (See guiding principle four) 

11.9 For mixed use areas to be successful they must operate as centres of activity, rather than a 
collection of non-residential land uses.  This is particularly importance in ensuring that 
community infrastructure is well-sited to maximise spend and cross selling opportunities of 
various non-residential uses and help to ensure the longer term economic sustainability of 
the provision.  (See guiding principle five) 

11.10 We would recommend the client team engages with key stakeholders at an early stage to 
see how some of the guiding principles identified in this study can best be met on the 
ground to reflect the uniqueness of each SUE.  To be effective, this may involve a wide 
range of stakeholders including site promoters and neighbourhood forums.  

 ‘Top down’ assessment of community infrastructure requirements 

11.11 Our ‘top down’ community infrastructure capacity and requirements assessment is based 
on existing research.  It is important to note that this top down assessment will need to be 
supplemented with locally specific research and consultation to inform the local capacity, 
development specific and wider requirements.   We provide a considered starting point to 
inform this assessment and highlight further questions to consider in formulating the final 
requirements.  Note this must be treated with care, as infrastructure requirements will be 
constantly evolving and our assessment is based on a point in time. 

11.12 All the SUEs do not require the full range of community infrastructure that we assessed.  
Appendix two summarises our simple traffic light assessment based on infrastructure 
requirements by each SUE. 

11.13 There is a requirement for primary schools of varying size at each of the SUEs, and a 
requirement (based on scale of development) for community meeting halls - however this 
assessment needs further consideration to assess existing local provision, capacity and 
longer term management opportunities.   
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11.14 Kings Heath, being the largest of the SUEs. appears to have a requirement for most of the 
community infrastructure. Service providers seem to see this as an opportunity to 
potentially provide infrastructure to meet wider needs - for instance a secondary school, 
library, health centre, and community meeting place.  We would recommend that a wider 
range of possible options for these infrastructure items are fully explored before committing 
them to Kings Heath.  For instance the residents where an existing library may have to 
close down to accommodate an alternative facility at Kings Heath may not see this option 
as the most favourable one and this may not help with community cohesion, whereas an 
option of upgrading the existing facility might also be explored.  Similarly, other more 
accessible options for locating a new secondary school to serve the whole Borough could 
be fully explored before coming to a view that it should be sited at Kings Heath.   

11.15 For instance, there is a clear need identified for doctor’s surgeries at two of the SUEs (to 
serve both the growth related need and existing deficit in the area), whilst in all other cases, 
there is either existing capacity or scope to expand existing provision.  Given the changes 
stemming from the recent Health Act and the way such facilities will be provided and funded 
in the future we recommend detailed discussions are needed with the service providers / 
fund holders for health infrastructure at an early stage to inform where and how best to 
deliver the identified requirement.  

11.16 There was no need identified for any additional libraries, however, some of the SUEs 
present the opportunity to possibly modernise existing provision.  We would recommend 
that a wider range of options are explored with the existing communities. 

11.17 Our assessment of retail and employment draws on existing evidence which provides a 
basis for informing the quality and scale of existing provision and how this might influence 
the need for future requirements at the SUEs.  In terms of retail, the distance and quality of 
current provision meeting the needs of the southern SUEs in particular is limited and this 
may need to be reflected in the facilities provided at the local centres here.  Our client 
workshop highlighted that there is a growing demand for local centres to incorporate health 
‘gym’ fitness centres and restaurants and take-aways which reflects modern lifestyles and 
are also important ‘community integrators’. 

11.18 With regard to employment, the northern SUEs may have scope to provide some provision 
for modern employment space, whilst the southern SUEs are close to a number of strategic 
employment sites.  The research identified that in the 21st century there is a need to 
acknowledge that people will travel for employment, and good connectivity is important, 
particularly into Northampton Town Centre, and to the new waterside employment areas.  
However, some local employment provision at the SUEs are also important to provide. 

11.19 In the current economic climate, it is likely that a process of prioritisation of infrastructure 
requirements is likely to be needed for any S106 negotiations.  Thought should also be 
given to the timing of when the infrastructure is likely to be required.  Alternative means of 
delivering some infrastructure may need to be considered such as sharing facilities or 
seeking providers to pay for the cost of infrastructure.  This is particularly true with the 
massive changes taking place in the way schools and health facilities are to be provided in 
the future. 
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Bottom up assessment is required to inform what, where and how? 

11.20 It should be noted that our ‘top down’ assessment is based on a literature review and to 
come to a more considered view of the final list and priorities for community infrastructure a 
‘bottom up’ assessment based on community and service provider consultations to 
ascertain the quantity and quality of current provision, its capacity and need for and how 
any new provision should be provided and managed. 

11.21 As work in assessing each of the SUEs evolves, there will be a need to work closely with 
the site promoters, neighbouring communities and the new residents that move into the 
homes to explore how best to deliver ‘important’ pieces of community infrastructure in such 
a way as to help create strong and cohesive communities with a strong sense of belonging.  
The questions we provide at the end of each the infrastructure section are intended to guide 
this next stage of consultation in the delivery of the SUEs.  They are intended to prompt the 
planners, communities, service providers and developers to think about how best to locate 
the required infrastructure in such a way from the outset of the masterplanning process, so 
as to ensure the longer term economic sustainability and community cohesion in mind.  The 
aim is to avoid siting these critical pieces of infrastructure as an afterthought, or where they 
can be ‘tagged on’ after the main roads and housing has been designed.  The importance 
of the correct siting and management structures of the community infrastructure cannot be 
underestimated.  This can help to contribute to a really vibrant community or miss an 
opportunity to do so. 

Community needs and community infrastructure management mechanisms  

11.22 Where there is no existing community, it is hard to predict what the needs of the community 
will be over the long term and even harder to establish management structures to take on 
the management of these facilities.  Some community infrastructure requirements will only 
be ascertained after many years - once a community has got established (possibly some 15 
to 30 years).  However, securing community ownership and stewardship of community 
assets should be a key objective. 

11.23 Identifying individuals to become members of a Community Trust may be a challenge at a 
later stage as has been shown by our case studies.  Therefore, starting early in helping to 
establish a residents group that is empowered to develop into a Community Trust over time 
maybe a proactive way of thinking about the longer term success of the SUE.  To this end, 
we would recommend the provision of a short term ‘community meeting facility’  that can 
adapt with the needs of the community.  The use of a community café may provide a 
starting point in helping to generate community engagement during the early days.  The 
community café could become an ‘income generating asset that is given to a community’ 
trust to manage and support other community projects such as a community centre in the 
longer term.  

11.24 In the meantime land and resources allocated to develop community infrastructure will need 
to be ‘safeguarded’ and sited in such a way that it does not become an eyesore to the 
delivery of the rest of the SUE and flexibility will need to be retained to allow the 
‘community’ to identify its needs over time.   
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11.25 Careful thought will be required as to who is likely to take on the longer term ownership and 
stewardship of community infrastructure – it can be hard to find volunteers to take on this 
type of commitment.  The most successful Community Trusts have revenue generating 
assets and paid employees and operate as a ‘business’.  Thus for the NRDA SUEs to have 
effective sustainable longer term community infrastructure, consideration should be given at 
the outset to how the community infrastructure will be able to sustain itself economically. 
Changes in the way education is provided via self-funding schools, may provide another 
opportunity in some instances to also provide wider community assets. 

11.26 Early consideration should be given to ensuring revenue earning assets are included from 
the outset to fund ‘paid employees’ as part of the Community Trust.  These employees 
could be responsible for the management of some community infrastructure (both social 
and green infrastructure) and be required to ensure these are self-sustaining over the 
longer term. Thus thought should be given at the outset to allocating / developing revenue 
generating assets (e.g. rental housing, rental income from doctor’s surgeries, retail units, 
energy generation, management of utilities infrastructure, and green infrastructure could all 
be considered as part of the solution).   

11.27 There will also be a need for some initial revenue income to pay for staff to manage a 
community café or similar project aimed at community engagement and developing 
cohesion during the early years of establishing the SUEs.  It is possible if a Community 
Infrastructure Levy is in place then some proceeds from this could be used for this type of 
initial set up cost with a view to becoming self-financing over time.    

Recommendations 

11.28 Our recommendations as a result of this assessment are: 

 If developing strong and cohesive communities, early engagement and empowerment 
of existing neighbourhoods and new residents moving into the SUEs will be critical. The 
objective should be to consider from the outset how to empower communities to take 
ownership and stewardship of community infrastructure.  This is likely to require a 
phased programme of changing provision as the needs of the community evolve over 
time.  A critical consideration will be to ensure that any provision is linked to income 
generation so that it is sustainable over the longer term. This will be challenging but if 
done well it will be highly transforming and will enable communities become stewards 
and custodians of their neighbourhoods and communities. 

 We recommend the client team engages with a wide range of stakeholders to use the 
guiding principles and lessons learnt from this study to translate them locally to each of 
the SUEs.  This should initially be undertaken as a series of targeted workshops 
involving communities, site promoters and their designers, service providers, planners 
and policy makers.  The initial output should be a draft list of infrastructure requirements 
and delivery options and ideas as to how to maintain / establish an SUE group to 
continue inputting into this over time. 

 Detailed consultations are required with key service providers – particularly education, 
health and libraries to discuss local specific requirements, capacity, phasing and 
funding options.  Some prioritisation of infrastructure requirements or the need to 



  Supporting SUE’s with Community Infrastructure 
 

Final Report | July 2013  A1 
 
 

consider alternative funding mechanisms maybe required in recognition that developer 
contributions may not be able to meet all the policy and infrastructure requirements for 
the SUEs.   
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APPENDIX ONE  
Case studies of community infrastructure provision in urban extensions 
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Upton, Northampton  
Key Facts 

 
Image source: www.northamptonshireobservatory.org.uk 

Location 
West of Northampton 
Development to include  
1,000 - 1,300 homes (40-50 dph), 700 sqm 
retail, a primary school, small local retail units, 
a public house, nursery, live/ work units and 
3,200 sqm of office space 
Delivery  
Planning permission: 2003 Delivery: First 
phase complete27.  
 

SUMMARY   
 
The development 
 
Upton has become the first phase of a larger greenfield sustainable urban extension known as the 
south-west expansion of Northampton, which, once completed will comprise approximately 5,000 
dwellings. Two further phases are planned to the west – Upton Lodge (approximately 2,500 units) 
north of Weedon Road; and Upton Park (approximately 1,100 units) south of Weedon Road. 
Masterplanning and approvals work is presently proceeding on these locations28.  
 
The Upton site itself covers approximately 44 hectares, and when complete it will comprise 
approximately 1,350 homes, together with a range of other uses, including: 

▫ A primary school (420 children) 
▫ Community facilities including changing facility/community meeting hall/Upton interpretation 

centre, partially powered by a wind turbine and including an educational area that uses 
renewable technologies and design innovation is presently being built on the community 
playing fields. 

▫ Local centre with commercial and retail uses.  
 

Notably, the development is not expected to support higher-level functions such as a secondary 
school. 
 
A variation to the original planning approval was granted in February 2003, covering relocation of the 
local centre from its central site to Weedon Road, at Upton’s northern edge and adjacent to existing 
housing. In conjunction with this variation, another outline planning permission was granted to 
introduce mixed uses along the frontage to Weedon Road, a key gateway into Northampton 29. The 
final development parcels (F and G, whose development has been delayed) – in the north of the 
development abutting Weedon Road, will provide a convenience store (380 sqm); small retail units 

                                                
27 Broadway Maylan on behalf of South West Bristol , 2009, Alternative Spatial Strategy Growth Options Study 
28 Scottish Government, 2012, Delivering Better Places in Scotland – A guide to learning from broader experiences: Case Study 7 
Upton, Northampton.  
29 RUDI, 2008, PLACEmaking: A synthesis of professional practice and case studies about better living environments 
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(620 sqm); a public house; office space (3,200 sqm); a café/restaurant; and a 70-place children’s day 
nursery30. 
 
 
Consultation and engagement 
 
Upton was brought about by an English Partnership sponsored Enquiry-by-Design exercise carried 
out in 2001. This new urban extension was to involve innovative stakeholder engagement as an 
integral part of developing the spatial plan. These large scale workshops involved stakeholders, 
communities and professionals in the planning and design of an area. Following the EbD workshop, a 
new framework plan was developed based on design principles agreed with the stakeholders. The 
Upton Framework Plan received planning approval in February 2003 for eight sites and work started 
on the infrastructure provided by EP. The 2003 design code was not adopted by the local authority 
but became the landowner’s instrument for achieving the plan’s objectives and to maintain quality 
throughout implementation The design codes promote legibility at Upton by identifying focal points at 
key locations. This code is used as a tool for collaboration with the major housebuilders, raising the 
standard of housebuilding and encouraging developers to explore the Northamptonshire vernacular 
rather than to prescribe architectural style 31. This has helped in the development of a place that, 
while expressing no uniform architectural language, nevertheless has overall cohesion. In addition the 
design code formed the basis for selecting house builders. This was done through a two-stage 
tendering process, the first producing a short list based on design quality, from which the second 
stage winner, Paul Newman Homes’ scheme designed by KRT Associates, was selected by taking 
financial considerations into account  32. 
 
Management 
 
Momentum generated by the EbD workshops has been maintained through the Upton Steering 
Committee, which meets every six to eight weeks, with membership drawn from local residents, Upton 
Parish Council, NBC Council, project partners and key consultants. Follow-up workshop sessions 
have promoted dialogue between key stakeholders and residents from adjacent farmland. This 
collaborative approach helps build trust within the existing communities and establishes buy-in for 
detailed decisions during implementation. These decisions range from the gradient of SUDS channels 
to the choice of solar powered, real-time display at bus shelters. The Upton Management Company 
will take an active part in the development of the local community. In addition to its management 
obligations, it will also play a key role in initiating community events. On completion of development, 
the management company will be transferred to residents’ control.  
 
The involvement of Northampton Borough Council and Northampton County Council in the design 
code’s development ensured that code-compliant detailed planning application would gain approval 
swiftly. The use of a two-phase bidding process ensures that shortlisted schemes are high quality 
design, though it is a resource intensive exercise that placed a financial burden on both the 
developers and the enforcers of the design codes. To ensure that high quality is implemented, it is 
important for design champions to be involved in the delivery process, and not only at scheme design 
stage. Design codes ensure a degree of project continuity, particularly when there are changes of 
personnel within the organisations involved over a seven-year period. The order and phasing of 
delivery between infrastructure, housing and community facilities needs to be considered as part of 
the sustainable community plan. Upton has demonstrated how local amenities can be delivered in 
good time to support an emerging community33. 

                                                
30 Town & County Planning Association (TCPA), 2007, Best practice in urban extensions and new settlements 
31 RUDI, 2008, PLACEmaking: A synthesis of professional practice and case studies about better living environments 
32 Building For Life, Case Studies: Upton Phase 1 [www.buildingforlife.org]. 
33 Scottish Government, 2012, Delivering Better Places in Scotland – A guide to learning from broader experiences: Case Study 7 
Upton, Northampton. 
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Economic sustainability 
 
The average net density of 45 dph at Upton ensures the efficient use and viability of infrastructure 
including the local centre, public transport and community facilities. Shared amenities are important 
tools in creating social bonds and promote equity within the new community. The local centre has 
been carefully planned to meet resident needs by offering shops, offices, a pub, a nursery and live-
work units. The inclusion of workspace and flexible building forms encourages working from home. 
The masterplan design guidelines specify high-quality public realm design and architecture to retain 
long-term investment value. The establishment of the Upton Management Company will provide 
stewardship and maintain the public realm, SUDS, neighbourhood squares and playing fields 34 
 
Infrastructure Provision 
 
English Partnership’s investment in advance infrastructure (calculated to be £24.6 million) drove 
development forward by simplifying the development process for housebuilders. When provided with 
serviced parcels, housebuilders did not need to consider wider matters of land development and 
could focus on parcel development and house building, and thereafter the marketing and selling of 
those houses. Work on the on-site physical infrastructure started in 2003. Some elements of 
infrastructure (a school, SUDS, affordable housing etc) were required by a Section 106 agreement 
associated with the planning consent. English Partnerships funded some of this upfront and then 
endeavoured to recover its costs from the land sales and in the event of any shortfall, through public 
subsidy.  
 
Immediately to the south beyond a large sports field, Northampton Borough Council has been 
developing the new Upper Nene Valley County Park, which as well as enhancing the land’s function 
as a flood plain, provides approximately 43 hectares of open space including footpaths, bridleways 
and cycleways and improved access to the River Nene, and new woodland areas35. 

In addition, improvements were made to the nearby Duston Mill reservoir - a large flood attenuation 
device previously constructed by the Commission for New Towns to provide service water run-off 
catchment for the south-west expansion site. The SUDS is an integrated part of the street design and 
creates an attractive landscape as well as promoting local biodiversity by allowing new wildlife 
habitats to establish, is a popular play space and provides a green space network. 

A bus public transport system links Upton with Northampton town centre and the railway station, and 
has been running since 10 homes were occupied.  

Urban design considerations  

As a result of the Enquiry by Design exercises, a radically different plan for a sustainable community 
was prepared using a design code. Major differences included a network of connected streets with a 
spinal high street, and shifting local services to the urban extension’s edge to link with adjoining 
neighbourhoods and better integrating it with the rest of Northampton36. 

Upton is divided into four distinct character areas. Each has a different role to play within Upton and 
relates to the overall urban hierarchy within the wider South West District. The main features of each 

                                                
34 Scottish Government, 2012, Delivering Better Places in Scotland – A guide to learning from broader experiences: Case Study 7 
Upton, Northampton. 
35 Town & County Planning Association (TCPA), 2007, Best practice in urban extensions and new settlements 
36 Brooklandsmk, 2012, Brooklands Scopes Family Homes Awards Success [Article online: 1 June 2012]. 
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are outlined 
below: 

▫ Urban Boulevard: Focused on Weedon Road at Upton’s northern edge, the Urban Boulevard 
area is the most urban part of the community. It will contain offices, shops, community uses 
and live-work spaces, supported by a high-quality public realm and a public transport route. 
Within the wider context of the South West District, the Urban Boulevard will form a focus for 
Upton and for other communities to be developed near Weedon Road, a key artery into the 
town. 

▫ Neighbourhood Spine: Extending south from the Urban Boulevard, the Neighbourhood Spine 
will bring activities and public transport into Upton, allowing the Main Street to evolve into a 
high-density, mixed-used core in the longer term. The Main Street will be the primary route 
through the community, connecting two urban boulevards. 

▫ Neighbourhood General: The majority of the residential area at Upton falls into this category 
and is located away from the main streets. The homes will be built in clearly-defined blocks 
with secure courtyards providing parking along with communal spaces and rear access. 
Typically, housing in these areas will be mews-style development, with smaller residential 
units pepper-potted throughout. 

▫ Neighbourhood Edge: At the southern and western edges of Upton, the intensity of 
development will be lower than elsewhere. The block structure of the street pattern will be 
retained, but semi-detached and detached homes will be introduced. A broader variety of 
boundary treatments will be used, contributing to the diversity of urban forms that make up 
Upton. 
 

Social cohesion is sought through the following requirements laid down in the design code: 
 

▫ Diverse dwelling types and tenure mix: Upton will include a wide range of dwelling types, 
sizes and tenure to cater for people with different incomes and at different stages of their 
lives. 

▫ Indistinguishable affordable housing: A minimum of 22 per cent affordable housing will be 
provided, pepper-potted throughout the development. The external design of the social 
housing will be indistinguishable from that of market housing, as is the case at Poundbury. 

▫ Mix of uses: The local population will support a mix of uses, including a primary school, local 
shops and live-work units. Other commercial office, retail and community uses will form a 
local centre along Weedon Road at Upton’s northern edge. 

▫ Area-wide integration: The local centre will form the activity focus for Upton and other 
communities to be developed within the South West District, including the Princess Marina 
and St Crispin’s Hospital developments37.  

Key Lessons 

▫ Design codes as a collaborative tool. Large scale workshops led to the development of the 
design code. Code then used as a tool to aid design collaboration with major housebuilders, 
as well as a means with which to assess house builders in the tendering process. 
Encouraged developers to meet the spirit of the code rather than dilute their scheme to meet 
the letter of the documents. 

▫ Follow-up workshop sessions to carry forward momentum, and through a collaborative 
approach between stakeholders: the Environment Agency, the local education authority, 
county highways authority and community groups – establish buy-in and trust.  

▫ Management – the role of design champions (individuals) to be involved throughout the 
process from scheme design to the delivery process. 

▫ Advance infrastructure provision driving forward development by simplifying the development 
process for housebuilders 

▫ Joint planning of community facilities surrounding the site with Northampton Borough Council 

                                                
37 RUDI, 2008, PLACEmaking: A synthesis of professional practice and case studies about better living environments 
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Hampton, Peterborough   
 

 

KEY FACTS 

 
Image Source: www.davidlock.com  

 

Location 
South of the city of Peterborough 
Elements of the development  
8,000 homes (approx. resi density 25-40 dph 
in resi neighbourhoods, 60-120 dph close to 
shopping centre), 27 ha business park, 2 
primary schools (420 places), a secondary 
school (1,300 places), 280,000 sqft shopping 
centre (18 units), health and fitness centre 
and 50% open space. Leading edge bus 
priority services are being developed.  
Delivery  
The first neighbourhood of Hampton Hargate 
is now completed (1,600 dwellings plus 
neighbourhood centre). The second 
neighbourhood is well under way. To date, 
3,600 dwellings in three neighbourhoods 
have detailed consent. Community 
infrastructure provided to date includes a 
secondary school, a medical centre, a police 
station and two primary schools. Subsequent 
outline applications within the Hampton area 
have permitted 8,000 dwellings in total, plus 
an additional 700 dwellings at Hempsted. A 
further 400 homes are planned on the site of 
the former Orton Brickworks 38. Hampton 
reached its half-way point of 4,000 dwellings 
in 2011, and development is ongoing.  
SUMMARY  
 
At the TCPA EcoTowns Conference in December 2007, Sir Peter Hall quoted Hampton as being one 
of three best practice examples of large scale, mixed use development in the UK. The first dwelling at 
Hampton was constructed in 1996, and homes have been delivered at the rate of 500 per annum 
since 2003. O&H Properties is the master developer, with David Lock Associates as planners and 
masterplanners39…..and PBA the engineers. 
The development 
 
Hampton lies to the south of the city of Peterborough and is a 1,000 hectare brownfield site straddling 
the A15 road, abutting the East Coast Main Line railway to the east and bound to the north by the 
Fletton Parkway and the existing urban area40. 
 
Outline planning consent was granted in 1993 for the new township. A framework plan formed part of 
the consent, setting out the general structure and layout of development in terms of land use and 
highway infrastructure. The 1993 Framework Plan proposed 5,200 dwellings with low-density core 
residential areas and 12,000 jobs within dedicated commercial and industrial areas. At this time, the 

                                                
38 Town & County Planning Association (TCPA), 2007, Best practice in urban extensions and new settlements 
39 Scottish Government, 2012, Delivering Better Places in Scotland – A guide to learning from broader experiences: Case Study 7 
Upton, Northampton. 
40 RUDI, 2008, PLACEmaking: A synthesis of professional practice and case studies about better living environments 
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township was perceived and marketed as a separate entity from the rest of Peterborough. 
Hence, the 1993 framework plan proposed a masterplan dominated by a traditional hierarchy of 
highways, segregating land uses and not conductive to public transport provision or the creation of 
walkable neighbourhoods. There were also extensive dedicated employment areas which would have 
delivered a locational imbalance between population and jobs, thereby creating a potentially 
unsustainable settlement composition. 
 
One of the advantages of the 1993 outline permission was that it included in its conditions a 
requirement to prepare a series of neighbourhood development briefs, approved by the local planning 
authority, designed to guide detailed development on site. Over the ten years since the first house 
was built on site, this process has proved a successful mechanism for translating a strategic 
masterplan into a more detailed development framework capable of being interpreted effectively by 
third-party housebuilders and developers. Development briefs have been prepared and adopted for 
the two residential neighbourhoods of Hampton Hargate (1,600 dwellings) and Hampton Vale (1,900 
dwellings), and for the first two phases of Hampton Centre (retail, commercial, community uses and 
600 higher-density residential units). 
 
The development brief for the most recent neighbourhood (Hampton Vale) differs from the 1993 
masterplan in a number of ways. It introduces a second area of mixed use within Hampton Vale 
related to catchment of population and provision of public transport services. The increase in housing 
density has consequences for the provision of local facilities and services to support new 
communities. In order to be successful and viable, mixed-use areas must operate as centres of 
activity, rather than as a collection of non-residential land uses. Public transport therefore needs to be 
woven through such mixed-use areas in order to create a certain threshold of activity. Activity-
generating uses are also vital in promoting successful mixed-use areas: in Hampton Vale, the primary 
school and neighbourhood centre create this focus.  Although the content of the briefs was set out in 
the conditions of the original consent, the first briefs for the residential neighbourhoods were 
prescriptive only in certain aspects of detailed design. Numbers of dwellings, dwelling mix, parcel size 
and boundaries, and delivery of section 106 obligations on site were specified41.  
Management 
 
Hampton, a residential-led mixed use new community south of Peterborough, will have been 25 years 
in the making once complete. It takes a great deal of commitment and attention to detail to create a 
place that accommodates 8,000 homes, schools, ‘free range kids’ and a colony of great crested 
newts, says Heather Pugh. 
 
“Large scale development inevitably takes time to implement. Hampton is not programmed for 
completion until 2016, 25 years after the original application was submitted. Considerable additional 
planning and masterplanning work has been necessary over the last 15 years to ensure development 
on the ground responds in the best way possible to changing agendas” 42. 
 
A new generation of private sector developer is emerging, prepared to go beyond the traditional 
housebuilder role to promote a whole settlement; advancing the funds for a range of services on the 
basis that they will enhance the quality of their development. …The private company O & H 
Developments at Hampton has taken on the role of helping the residents settle into their homes and 
communities43. 
A long-term approach 
 
From a developers’ perspective, one of the critical issues relating to this scale of development is the 
need to take a long term approach. In relation to cash flow, this means putting aside the need for a 

                                                
41 RUDI, 2008, PLACEmaking: A synthesis of professional practice and case studies about better living environments 
42 Scottish Government, 2012, Delivering Better Places in Scotland – A guide to learning from broader experiences: Case Study 7 
Upton, Northampton. 
43 RUDI, 2008, PLACEmaking: A synthesis of professional practice and case studies about better living environments 
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favourable yearly balance sheet in favour of adopting a ‘long term value’ approach to returns on 
investment: an approach adopted by O&H at Hampton. Many developers find this very difficult to do, 
as most have shareholders to satisfy and annual profits to secure. Land remediation and strategic 
infrastructure provision – not insignificant on a 1,000-hectare former brickworks site – meant that the 
first land sale did not happen at Hampton until three years after the grant of outline consent. This 
meant three years of the developer funding advance works without the benefit of any land receipts. 
Meanwhile, costs incurred in s106 obligations (such as schools and highways) could not be 
postponed merely because the site needed remediation. The long-term nature of development at this 
scale has implications for on-going developer involvement, staffing and resources. Adopting the role 
of ‘master developer’ – similar to the role of the New Town Development Corporations in terms of 
delivering common primary infrastructure, schools and open spaces – is necessary to ensure a high 
quality of development over time. O&H has appointed a General Manager to oversee the onsite 
development of Hampton, with a dedicated implementation team based at new offices within the site, 
recognising that their involvement is required – and does not diminish – during the 20-year project. 
The s106 agreement required the local planning authority to dedicate a planning officer to work 
exclusively on Hampton for the duration of the project – this is now expanded and a team of several 
officers now spend a significant proportion of their time working on Hampton. 
Community engagement 
 
Early provision of community facilities is an essential part of generating a sense of community for new 
places that often have no existing resident population. However, it is extremely difficult to predict the 
needs of the community over the long term, and the plethora of agencies involved – together with their 
varied and ever-changing funding and management regimes – has meant that whilst the s106 
obligations have been fulfilled in terms of land provision at Hampton, few facilities to date have been 
delivered on site. 
 
Schools at Hampton provide the focus for some community activity, but current proposals for a multi-
use community building – although welcomed by all as the best way forward – are still proving difficult 
to move from concept to reality. It is becoming clear that planning for (and delivering) appropriate 
community facilities is a lengthy process which needs a ‘champion’ to make it happen. At Hampton, 
the emergence of a community ‘champion’ – or group of people willing to lead the resident community 
in its endeavours – has not been forthcoming. Ironically, the key reason for this appears to be O&H’s 
continuing day-to-day involvement and commitment: the company still manages and maintains 
common land and buildings, has a constant presence on site and holds monthly meetings with the 
residents’ association and the Council to help resolve residents’ complaints. O&H has effectively 
taken on the role of a Hampton Parish Council, which unfortunately means that there is currently no 
impetus for the residents to galvanise themselves into action. The most valuable ‘community asset’ to 
date at Hampton was the introduction of a Hampton community police officer from the time of the first 
resident on site. Based in a temporary community building, the officer was a very visible and 
approachable central point of contact for residents and community groups in addition to policing the 
area for crime. However, because of the resultant low crime levels in Hampton, the officer has since 
been redeployed elsewhere in the city. One key facility which the Hampton community feel is lacking 
is a local pub. This would provide a welcome meeting place and a central community focus. It is only 
now that Hampton is half complete that the first neighbourhood pub is being progressed 44. 
The physical environment 
 
As Hampton reaches the halfway stage, we are exploring ways in which the development can 
continue to evolve and adapt to meet current agendas. The quality of the environment at Hampton 
has always been paramount. From the designated 120 hectare Special Area for Conservation for 
Great Crested Newts, managed by O&H, to the hundreds of hectares of lakes within the four 
neighbourhoods, the physical environment underpins the character of the four neighbourhoods and 
has had a positive influence on the layout and design of built development. We are now exploring 

                                                
44 Scottish Government, 2012, Delivering Better Places in Scotland – A guide to learning from broader experiences: Case Study 7 
Upton, Northampton. 
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ways in which the physical environment can also assist in redressing some of the social issues 
currently being experienced across the UK. As part of its continuing environmental work at Hampton, 
O&H runs a regular environment forum with some of the UK’s leading thinkers on environmental 
issues. Initiatives currently being considered including helping to combat obesity through adopting 
Active Design principles – a concept generated by Sport England and David Lock Associates – into 
neighbourhood design ; encouraging ‘free range children’ who would rather play outdoors in all 
weathers than sit inside in front of the computer screen or TV; and encouraging adults to spend more 
of their leisure time outdoors, and thereby increasing contact and interaction with other members of 
their community. 
Delivering a quality public realm 
 
Much has been written about the process of obtaining planning consent for large scale development, 
and the mechanisms employed to ensure that development on the ground reflects the original ‘vision’. 
The drafting of lengthy and detailed Design and Access Statements, development briefs and design 
codes – whilst all ticking the right boxes – cannot guarantee high quality development on the ground. 
Experience at Hampton suggests that the use of development and design briefs has led to the 
delivery of a high quality public realm and development layouts which for the most part reflect best 
practice in urban design. However, the influence that can be exerted over architectural style has been 
limited, with volume housebuilders using their standard product (or a subtle variation of it) in detailed 
schemes. Does this matter? In terms of the aesthetics of design – a somewhat subjective topic – 
many of us would agree that in general the new residential development we see in the UK does not 
do much to promote contemporary and attractive architectural design. But this in itself does not 
govern whether a new community is successful. It is design and layout at a neighbourhood scale, plus 
the quality and design of the public realm and delivery of appropriate facilities, that is critical to the 
successful function of a place45. 
 
Hampton’s size means that it achieves a critical mass to support a wide range of services and 
facilities. It can also justify delivering leading edge bus priority measures to connect it to the city 
centre, thus creating a truly sustainable urban extension.  
 
Key Lessons 
 

▫ Be firm with service providers to commit to community projects from the outset. Long-term 
value approach in terms of providing infrastructure investment upfront.  

▫ Allow for flexibility in the brief by providing the parameters so that the developer can respond 
to the market.  Build in simple mechanisms for varying s106 agreements, triggers and 
conditions which will allow long term development to adapt to changing policy or practices 
without affecting delivery or necessitating new planning applications. 

▫ Area of mixed-use relating to catchment of population and provision of public transport 
services. In order to be successful and viable missed use areas must operate as centres of 
activity, rather than as a collective of non-residential uses.  

▫ Commit time and resources to on-going implementation. Importance of community champion 
group to lead the residential community in its endeavours.  

 
 
  

                                                
45 Scottish Government, 2012, Delivering Better Places in Scotland – A guide to learning from broader experiences: Case Study 7 
Upton, Northampton. 
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Brooklands, Milton Keynes  
KEY FACTS 

 
Image source:  www.miltonkeynespartnership.info 

Location 
East Milton Keynes 
Development to include   
2,500 homes will be built alongside 
schools, a new mixed use commercial 
centre, and extensive parkland  
Delivery  
Phase one of 200 homes is nearing 
completion and the first residents are 
already enjoying living at 
Brooklands.  Development to roll out 
over the next fifteen years46. 

SUMMARY  
 
The development 
 
Brooklands comprises some 160ha of land immediately adjacent to Junction 14 of the M1 motorway 
and the historic village of Broughton. Following a successful appearance at the Milton Keynes Local 
Plan Inquiry the site was allocated as a sustainable urban extension. A hybrid planning application for 
Brooklands was approved by Milton Keynes Partnerships on 7 August 2007 (application no. 
06/00220/MKPCO). Outline permission for residential development comprising up to 2501 units, a 
new mixed use commercial centre, a hotel, a segregated transport route, public open space, sites for 
three schools, ancillary roads, structural landscaping and infrastructure including an extension to 
Broughton Brook Linear Park and detailed planning permission for the construction of Brooklands 
Public Open Space Ridge along the eastern boundary of the site on Land at Brooklands, north of 
Broughton Brook, to the west of the M1 Motorway and south of the A509, Eastern Expansion Area, 
Milton Keynes (Duplicate). 
 
Required sites Delivery Timetable (Source: S106 07.08.07) 

 
Developer model 
 
A new development consortium was appointed in December by the private landowners to take 
the scheme forward. Making Places was established in summer 2007, bringing together the civil 
engineering company Cofton and housing association Places for People.  ‘The consortium provided 

                                                
46 Brooklandsmk, 2012, Brooklands Scopes Family Homes Awards Success [Article online: 1 June 2012]. 
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significant strengths,’ according to Mary Parsons, land and development director, major projects at 
PfP. Cofton is carrying out the site preparation and infrastructure work while Places for People has 
the capital and the expertise to manage developments in the long term. Parsons sees investment in 
the social infrastructure as important in contributing to the land values as well as the social 
sustainability of the scheme. The provision of local employment is seen by Parsons as important to 
create a sustainable area and the development consortium is looking to create a predominantly 
business area on a three hectare site close to the M1 junction 47. 

The philosophy of Places for People seems to be that investment up front will bring long-term value in 
the development.  
 
Urban design considerations 
 
Due to the large scale of the development and in accordance with the requirements of the Section 
106 Agreement, the landowners intend to produce two Design Codes for Brooklands.48  
 
Milton Keynes Partnership has welcomed the first Design Code for Brooklands, which aims to ensure 
that this new area of the city is developed to a very high standard. The code was prepared for the 
landowners by independent town planning and urban design company David Lock Associates.  
The vision for Brooklands is to create an attractive, vibrant new neighbourhood in a landscape setting 
that will incorporate a structured layout of public parks and formal gardens. Brooklands has been 
conceived as a public transport friendly development with convenient access to national and local 
transport services. A city street, with a lane for cars and a dedicated bus lane, will form the backbone 
to Brooklands and connect the five main residential areas. As an extension of the existing grid system 
the Brookland’s City Street will link to the key destinations in the Eastern Expansion Area including 
the A5130, A421 and Junction 14 of the M149.  
 
The Brookland’s Development Brief (2006) states: 
 
Para 4.10 Each school is located fronting on the city street, addressing and characterising the public 
realm while giving easy access to public transport. In addition, opportunities have been found to 
locate schools in close proximity to other key facilities including multiuse games areas (MUGA) and 
mixed use areas, thereby facilitating linked trips, generating community activity and facilitating social 
interaction.  
 
Para 4.15 Within the southern quarter, the mixed use local centre will provide key facilities for those 
living and working within Brooklands, as well as attracting visitors to the neighbourhood. This area will 
provide a focal point for activity within the community, and, as a destination for visitors, also presents 
an opportunity to establish a strong identity for Brooklands.  
 
Para. 4.16 The proposed layout, loosely based on the model of the traditional market high street, will 
have mixed uses, including a new secondary school, grouped around and facing into the city street 
and Brookland’s Square. Public transport will be readily accessible, and discrete areas of public 
parking will be provided both on street and within development blocks. Built form must be robust and 
flexible in order to accommodate a variety of uses and be easily adaptable to change over time. It is 
envisaged that the mix of uses will include: retail, finance and professional services, restaurants, 
snack bars and cafes, pubs and bars, health facilities such as general practitioners and a dentist, 
sports pavilion, veterinary practice, community centre, crèche and police service ‘one stop shop’, 
reserve sites for community use and residential. 

                                                
47 Scottish Government, 2012, Delivering Better Places in Scotland – A guide to learning from broader experiences: Case Study 7 
Upton, Northampton. 
48 MKP Planning Sub Committee 18.03.08 Agenda Item no. 11 TAKE OUT 
49 Builder and Engineer magazine http://www.builderandengineer.co.uk/news/milton-keynes-design-code-welcomed) CHECK WEBSITE 
DOWN  

http://www.builderandengineer.co.uk/news/milton-keynes-design-code-welcomed
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Integration of Secondary School 
 
5.5.1 The High Street will provide the setting for a secondary school which will be integrated into the 
prevailing urban form. This should be modelled on the type of townscape integration found in the 
colleges of Oxford and Cambridge.  
 
5.5.2 Facilities for life-long learning and the sharing of educational resources will ensure that the 
widest possible spectrum of local residents and workers are able to participate in education. This 
approach will encourage the education buildings to be integrated parts of the community that can be 
used for more than just the standard 6 or 7 hours a day.  
 
Extract from Brooklands Development Brief (2006) - 
 

 
City Street 

Brooklands has a ‘city street’ through the heart of the development, which delivers direct public 
transport, linked to the park and ride adjacent to the residential development area.   

Within the Brooklands development the balance will strongly be in favour of pedestrian movement, 
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public and private amenity space and as can be seen from the diagrams wherever possible all streets 
and public spaces will be addressed by active frontages. The creation of active frontages will help 
build safety into the built environment by ensuring natural surveillance and human presence. This will 
create an ideal opportunity for the school site to establish a visually permeable active frontage 
allowing siting of the school building to maintain established massing heights along the City Street50. 
 
The linear layout of the neighbourhood means that the high street is widely accessible to the more 
residential areas around it. In addition, a dedicated bus route down the high street will provide access 
to other neighbourhoods in MK, as well as to the central railway station51. 

The scheme has provided a linear park and school before the first 100 dwellings are complete, along 
with some serious investment in landscape and other infrastructure (including the city street and 50M 
broadband in the service runs).  

                                                
50 Brooklands Farm Primary School, Architectural Design & Access Statement Feb 2009. TAKE OUT 
51 RUDI, 2008, PLACEmaking: A synthesis of professional practice and case studies about better living environments 
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Key Lessons 
 

▫ Development consortium of different skills sets gives significant strength enabling project to 
develop successfully in long term 

▫ Opportunities have been found to locate schools in close proximity to other key facilities in 
mixed-use areas thereby facilitating linked trips generating community activity and facilitating 
social interaction.  

▫ School is located on City Street, addressing and characterising the public real while giving 
easy access to public transport. Establishing a visually active frontage allows the school 
building to maintain established massing heights along the city street.  
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APPENDIX TWO 
Summary of community infrastructure requirements for each SUE 
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Figure 1 Northampton North SUE summary of requirements 

  
 

Figure 2 Northampton North of Whitehills SUE summary of requirements 
 

  
 
 

Northampton North

 Community centre 

 Health facilities 

 Schools 

 Employment 

 Retail 

 Library 

Served by Weston Favell which has a good range of facilities.
Existing supermarket is marginally under-trading and so may need a convenience store / local centre consisting of shops such as a take-away.

Existing provision at - Abington; Brixworth; Far Cotton; Weston Favell; Kingsthorpe; and, Moutlon. Possible opportunities to refurbish / relocate the Moulton library.  Any proposal should 
be developed jointly with the Moulton community and new residents of the SUE

Northampton North also benefits from good access to the Moulton Park Industrial Estate which occupies 105ha of land to the east of the SUE, and serves a mix of employment uses. 
Provision of offices across the Estate is relatively limited, and demand for offices in the area is understood to be strong – so any additional provision may consider a focus on this.

New three form entry Primary School.  Cost estimate £10m. 

  Original trajectory 

GP practice to the North of Northampton is at capacity and there is no space to expand on their current site.  The local GPs have commissioned a site search to identify a new site. There 
are a number of options for relocation including the potential for a site within the Northampton North SUE.  A site of approximately 0.4ha is likely to be required. Estimated cost £2.1m. 
Broad phasing 2016. 

There are five village halls within forty minutes walking time these include, Sywell, Overstone, Moulton, and Crestwood Road, Northampton.
Requirement in the IDP for a multi-use community building, cost estimate £1.5m

Northampton Whitehills 
 Community centre 

 Health facilities 

 Schools 

 Employment 

 Retail 

 Library 

The Whitehills SUE benefits from good access to the nearby Moulton Park employment area, which occupies 105ha of land to the east of the SUE, and serves a mix of employment 
uses. Provision of offices across the Estate is relatively limited, and demand for offices in the area is understood to be strong – so any additional provision may consider a focus on this.

New one form entry Primary school, cost estimate £4.05m 

There is one hall within twenty minutes walking time at Welford Road, Kingsthorpe and two halls within forty minutes walking time these include Boughton village, Mill Lane 
Kingsthorpe.There is no specific requirement included in the IDP as it has already been included in the planning application

Contribution towards internal refurbishment of existing GP practice. Estimated cost £0.6m. Broad phasing 2014.

Served by Kingsthorpe district centre which has a good range of facilities. Existing supermarket is overtrading and so may need a  convenience store and a few other shops (due to scale 
of SUE), such as take-away and units to support the proposed health facilities such as pharmacy, and dentist.

Existing provision at - Abington; Brixworth; Far Cotton; St. Jame’s Library; and, Kingsthorpe.  No new provision some refurbishment of existing may be needed.
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Figure 3 Northampton Kings Heath summary of SUE requirements  
  

 
 

Figure 4 Northampton West summary of SUE requirements 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Northampton Kings Heath 

 Community centre 

 Health facilities 

 Schools 

 Employment 

 Retail 

 Library 

The principal employment site closest to this SUE is the Lodge Farm Industrial Estate (52ha), which is used for a mixture of distribution, offices and light industry. The Estate is popular 
with generally low vacancy rates however; it is reasonably dated in parts and in need of modernisation.  Opportunities for expansion of the Estate or other provision should be explored.

One hall within twenty minutes walking time at North Oval, Kings Heath, Northampton and three halls within forty minutes walking time these include Mill Lane, Kingsthorpe, 
Northampton, St James Road, Northampton, Tintern Avenue, Spencer, Northampton.Requirement in the IDP for a multi-use community building, cost estimate £1.5m

Facility will be required to serve both Northampton Kings Heath and Northampton West SUEs (and other).  The opportunity exists for the development of a 9 GP practice within multi-
purpose building located on Kings Heath SUE. The developer will be required to provide a site to cater for a building of 1,000 sq.m (but may be larger dependent on extent of services 
included) and contributions towards the cost of the infrastructure estimated at £3m.  Broad phasing 2016.

Two new primary schools of two form entry, cost estimate £13m.  New Secondary School 8-10 form entry.  Cost estimate £30m. 

Existing provision at - Abington; Kingsthorpe; Northampton Central; and St. Jame’s Library. Opportunity to relocate the exiting Kingsthorpe library to better facility here.

Served by Kingsthorpe district centre which has a good range of facilities.  Existing supermarket is overtrading and so may need a convenience store and a few other shops (due to scale 
of SUE), such as take-away and units to support the proposed health facilities such as pharmacy, and dentist.

North West SUE

 Community centre 

 Health facilities 

 Schools 

 Employment 

 Retail 

 Library 

The principal employment site closest to this SUE is the Lodge Farm Industrial Estate (52ha), which is used for a mixture of distribution, offices and light industry. The Estate is popular 
with generally low vacancy rates however; it is reasonably dated in parts and in need of modernisation.  Should consider opportunities for expansion of the Estate or other means for 
providing scope for additional provision.

Served by Kingsthorpe district centre which is some distance away but has a good range of facilities.  Existing stand alone supermarket is overtrading and so may need a  convenience 
store / local centre with take-away.

Existing provision at - Duston; and Moulton Library. No new provision some refurbishment of existing may be needed.

New two form entry Primary Cost estimate £6.45m. 

A new facility will be required to serve both Northampton Kings Heath and Northampton West SUEs (and other).  The opportunity exists for the development of a 9 GP practice within 
multi-purpose building located on Kings Heath SUE. The developer will be required to provide a site to cater for a building of 1,000 sq.m (but may be larger dependent on extent of 
services included) and contributions towards the cost of the infrastructure estimated at £3m.  Broad phasing 2016.

There and two halls within forty minutes walking time these include Duston village hall on Sycamore Road and Pendle Road Durston. Requirement in the IDP for a multi-use community 
building, cost estimate £1.5m
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Figure 5 Northampton Upton Park – summary of SUE requirements 
 

 
 
 

Figure 6 Northampton South – summary of SUE requirements 
 

 

Northampton Upton Park

 Community centre 

 Health facilities 

 Schools 

 Employment 

 Retail 

 Library 

New two form entry primary school, Cost estimate £6.45m. 

The Upton SUE, situated on the western side of Northampton, abuts the northern edge of the Swan Valley employment area,  and is therefore well placed to take advantage of both the 
good access to this site, and the opportunities for its further development.

Nearest local centre at St James End with limited facilities, but also some provision already within existing Upton Park developments and nearby by Sixfields retail park.
Existing supermarket is overtrading and so may need a convenience store but effect of existing schemes need assessing.

Existing provision at - Duston; St. Jame’s Library No new provision some refurbishment of existing may be needed.

The existing development at Upton includes two community centres –one that is already developed called the Elgar centre and another that is proposed at St Crispins which is awaiting 
management details to be sorted. There are three other centres within fourty mins of walk to the SUE.  There is no specific requirement included in the IDP as it is viewed that 
improvement to existing will be appropriate 

St Luke’s Medical Centre in Duston is anticipated to open in September 2012 and will provide 2,100 sqm of primary care (including a pharmacy, optician, dentist and other private 
complementary services) and will cater for the Upton area of Northampton including Upton Park SUE.

Northampton South SUE

 Community centre 

 Health facilities 

 Schools 

 Employment 

 Retail 

 Library 

Nearest provision at Far Cotton local centre is a long distance and limited range of facilities.
Need for local foodstore (though need to assess impact of recent consents).  Possible need for a local centre with a few shops to meet local demand e.g. take-away, pharmacy.

Exsting Medical Centres at Wootton and Grange Park will have sufficient capacity to cater for new patients.  Wootton Medical Centre will require financial contributions to cover internal 
modifications to the existing building to create dual use rooms and to relocate staff within the building and Grange Park Medical Centre may require funding to fill a potential funding gap.  
Estimated cost £0.9m. Broad phasing 2014

New two form entry primary school. Cost estimate £6.45m. 

There are various village halls in the vicinity of Northampton South, including Rothersthorpe, Collingtree, Hardingstone, Blisworth, Bugbrooke Community Centre and Gayton.There is no 
specific requirement included in the IDP as it is viewed that improvement to existing will be appropriate

Existing provision at - Hunsbury Library; Roade;  No new provision some refurbishment of existing may be needed.

The Northampton South SUE benefits from good proximity to the Swan Valley employment area, which lies to the north-west of the SUE area. Swan Valley is an established area of 
large, strategic warehousing, accessed off junction 15a of the M1. Development of new warehouse and office floorspace at Swan Valley is on-going, including the recently completed 
Swan Valley Office Village. Northampton South is well-placed to take advantage of the presence of this major strategic employment area.
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Figure 7 Northampton South of Brackmills – summary of SUE requirements 
 

 
 

Northampton South of Brackmills 

 Community centre 

 Health facilities 

 Schools 

 Employment 

 Retail 

 Library 

New two form entry primary school. Cost estimate £6.45m. 

The existing Medical Centres at Wootton and Grange Park will have sufficient capacity to cater for new patients.  Wootton Medical Centre will require financial contributions to cover 
internal modifications to the existing building to create dual use rooms and to relocate staff within the building and Grange Park Medical Centre may require funding to fill a potential 
funding gap.  Estimated cost £0.9m.  Broad phasing 2014

This SUE has good access to a range of existing and proposed employment land facilities in the Brackmills area. The Brackmills Industrial Estate occupies a large area of land south of 
the A45 Nene Valley Way / A428 Bedford Road.  Further expansion of the estate is anticipated, with approximately 90ha of Proposed 

Nearest provision at Far Cotton local centre which is a long distance and limited range of facilities.  Possible need for foodstore (though need to assess impact of recent consents) and 
local centre with a few shops to meet local demand e.g. take-away, and pharmacy.  

There are various village halls in the vicinity of Northampton South, including Collingtree, Hardingstone, Blisworth, Brafield Sargeant Memorial Hall, and Denton.
There is no specific requirement included in the IDP as it is viewed that improvement to existing will be appropriate 

Existing provision at - Abington; Roade; Northampton Central No new provision some refurbishment of existing may be needed.
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APPENDIX THREE 
Key to service maps
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SUE Name Primary Schools 
Map 
ID Minutes 

Nortampton West Upton Meadows Primary School GG 10 mins 
  Duston Eldean Primary School R 20 Mins 
  Harlestone Primary School C 40 Mins 
  Hopping Hill Primary School K 40 Mins 
  Harpole Primary School U 40 Mins 
  St Luke's Church of England VA Primary School V 40 Mins 
Northampton Kings heath King's Heath Primary School G 20 Mins 
  St Mary's Catholic Primary School Y 20 Mins 
  Earl Spencer Primary School F 40 Mins 
  Lyncrest Primary School H 40 Mins 
  Chiltern Primary School I 40 Mins 
  Kingsthorpe Grove Primary School Q 40 Mins 
  St James CofE VA Primary School X 40 Mins 
  The Good Shepherd Catholic Primary School AA 40 Mins 
  Kingsthorpe Village Primary School FF 40 Mins 
Northampton South of 
Brackmills Hardingstone Primary School B 20 Mins 
  Preston Hedges Primary School EE 20 Mins 
  Wootton Primary School E 40 Mins 

Northampton South   Wootton Primary School E 40 Mins 

  East Hunsbury Primary School S 40 Mins 

  Simon de Senlis Primary School T 40 Mins 
Northampton North of 
Whitehills Whitehills Primary School J 10 Mins 
  Boughton Primary School A 40 Mins 
  Sunnyside Primary School L 40 Mins 
  Green Oaks Primary School P 40 Mins 
  Kingsthorpe Grove Primary School Q 40 Mins 
  The Good Shepherd Catholic Primary School AA 40 Mins 
  All Saints CofE VA Primary School CC 40 Mins 
  Kingsthorpe Village Primary School FF 40 Mins 
Northampton Upton park Lyncrest Primary School H 40 Mins 
  Chiltern Primary School I 40 Mins 
  St Luke's Church of England VA Primary School V 40 Mins 
  St James CofE VA Primary School X 40 Mins 
  Millway Primary School BB 40 Mins 
Northampton North   Overstone Primary School D 20 Mins 
  The Arbours Primary School M 40 Mins 
  Boothville Primary School N 40 Mins 
  Thorplands Primary School O 40 Mins 

  
Sywell Church of England Voluntary Aided Primary 
School W 40 Mins 

  St Gregory's Catholic Primary School Z 40 Mins 
  Moulton Primary School DD 40 Mins 
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SUE Name Secondary Schools Map ID Minutes 
Nortampton West       
Northampton Kings heath       
Northampton South of Brackmills       

Northampton South         
Northampton North of Whitehills       
Northampton Upton park The Duston School A 40 Mins 
Northampton North         
  

SUE Name ATM's Map ID Minutes 
Nortampton West NATWEST L 40 Mins 
  SQUIRRELS M 40 Mins 
  NATIONWIDE BUILDING SOCIETY Q 40 Mins 
Northampton Kings Heath HSBC C 40 Mins 
  LLOYDS TSB D 40 Mins 
  POST OFFICE E 40 Mins 
  NATIONWIDE BUILDING SOCIETY F 40 Mins 
  NATWEST G 40 Mins 
  NATIONWIDE BUILDING SOCIETY J 40 Mins 
  ASDA K 40 Mins 
  BARCLAYS P 40 Mins 
  NATWEST R 40 Mins 
  BARCLAYS S 40 Mins 
Northampton South of Brackmills YEOMAN OF ENGLAND H 40 Mins 
  POST OFFICE I 40 Mins 
Northampton South   HILTON NORTHAMPTON N 40 Mins 
Northampton North of Whitehills POST OFFICE A 20 Mins 
Northampton Upton park NATIONWIDE BUILDING SOCIETY F 40 Mins 
  NATWEST G 40 Mins 
  NATWEST L 40 Mins 
  SQUIRRELS M 40 Mins 
  SAINSBURYS O 40 Mins 
  BARCLAYS P 40 Mins 
  NATIONWIDE BUILDING SOCIETY Q 40 Mins 
Northampton North   HIGHLANDS POST OFFICE B 40 Mins 
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SUE Name Libraries Map ID Minutes 

Nortampton West DUSTON LIBRARY A 40 Mins 

        

Northampton Kings Heath ST JAMES LIBRARY B 40 Mins 

  KINGSTHORPE F 40 Mins 

Northampton South of Brackmills       

        

Northampton South         

        

Northampton North of Whitehills KINGSTHORPE F 40 Mins 

        

Northampton Upton park ST JAMES LIBRARY B 40 Mins 

        

Northampton North   MOULTON LIBRARY J 20 Mins 

Other areas ABINGTON LIBRARY C   

Other areas FAR COTTON D   

Other areas HUNSBURY E   

Other areas NORTHAMPTONSHIRE CENTRAL G   

Other areas WESTON FAVELL H   

Other areas WOOTTON FIELDS I   
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SUE Name GP's Map ID Minutes 

Nortampton West Southfield Road M 40 Mins 

Northampton Kings heath North Oval N 20 Mins 

  Harlestone Road A 40 Mins 

  Thornton Road F 40 Mins 

  Eastern Avenue South H 40 Mins 

  Clarence Avenue K 40 Mins 

  North Oval N 40 Mins 

  Harlestone Road O 40 Mins 

Northampton South of Brackmills High Street D 40 Mins 

  Hardwick Road E 40 Mins 

Northampton South   High Street D 40 Mins 

  Hardwick Road E 40 Mins 

  Rowtree Road J 40 Mins 

Northampton North of Whitehills Harborough Road North G 20 Mins 

  Clarence Avenue K 40 Mins 

Northampton Upton park Harlestone Road A 40 Mins 

  Hunsbury Hill Road L 40 Mins 

  Southfield Road M 40 Mins 

  Harlestone Road O 40 Mins 

  Bowmans Close P 40 Mins 

Northampton North   Tonmead Road B 40 Mins 

  Northampton Lane North C 40 Mins 

  Holmecross Road I 40 Mins 
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SUE Name Community Venues Map ID Minutes 
Nortampton West Pendle Road, Duston, Northampton M 40 mins 

  
Duston Village Hall, Sycamore Road, 
Duston, Northampton C 40 mins 

Northampton Kings heath North Oval, Kings Heath, Northampton K 20 Mins 
  Mill Lane, Kingsthorpe, Northampton G 40 mins 
  St James Road, Northampton I 40 mins 
  Tintern Avenue, Spencer, Northampton J 40 mins 

Northampton South of Brackmills 
HARDINGSTONE VILLAGE HALL, 
NORTHAMPTON B 40 Mins 

Northampton South         

Northampton North of Whitehills 
Off Acre Lane, Welford Road, 
Kingsthorpe, Northampton L 20 Mins 

  Mill Lane, Kingsthorpe, Northampton G 40 Mins 

  
Boughton Village Hall, Butchers Lane, 
Boughton, Northampton A 40 Mins 

Northampton Upton park St James Road, Northampton I 40 Mins 

  
Towcester Road, Far Cotton, 
Northampton O 40 Mins 

  
Duston Village Hall, Sycamore Road, 
Duston, Northampton C 40 Mins 

Northampton North   Farmhill Road, Southfields, Northampton H 40 Mins 
  Crestwood Road, Goldings, Northampton N 40 Mins 
  Sywell, Northamptonshire D 40 Mins 

  
Moulton Village Hall, Pound Lane, 
Moutlon, Northampton E 40 Mins 

  Sywell Road, Overstone, Northampton F 40 Mins 
 


