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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Northampton Borough Council is preparing its Northampton Local Plan Part 2, 
which seeks to deliver the strategic requirements contained in the adopted West 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (adopted 2014). 
 
1.2 This Statement of Compliance sets out how Northampton Borough Council 
(“the Council”) has carried out its responsibilities under the Duty to Co-operate in the 
production of the Northampton Local Plan Part 2. It describes how cross boundary and 
strategic issues have been considered and how the Council has worked with other key 
organisations to address them until the Submission stage. It also clarifies and confirms 
the cooperation in the wider context of the ongoing relationships and delivery 
partnerships between local authorities and other key cross boundary agencies.   
 
1.3 This document outlines the national and local policies which govern the 
requirements for the Duty to Cooperate and demonstrates the context within which 
Northampton Borough Council is required to comply. It also provides a summary of 
the duty-to-cooperate measures undertaken where there are outstanding issues 
following the second round of the Regulation 19 consultation. 
 
2 NATIONAL POLICY AND LEGAL CONTEXT 
 
2.1 The Duty to Cooperate (DTC) was introduced by the Localism Act 2011 
following the abolition of the regional and sub-regional tiers of planning. It places a 
duty on local planning authorities to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing 
basis to maximise the effectiveness of Local Plan preparation in the context of 
strategic cross boundary matters. The Local Planning Regulations 2012 (Part 2: Duty 
to Cooperate) prescribe which bodies are subject to the Act.  
 
2.2 The Localism Act 2011 states that the Duty to Cooperate (DTC):  
 

 Relates to a strategic matter defined as sustainable development or use of 
land that has or would have a significant impact on at least two local planning 
areas or on a planning matter that falls within the remit of a county council 

 Requires that councils and public bodies “engage constructively, actively and 
on an ongoing basis” in the preparation of development plan documents, and 

 Requires councils to consider joint approaches to plan-making 
 
2.3 In addition to demonstrating that the plan has been prepared in accordance 
with the DTC, local authorities must also demonstrate how joint working has influenced 
policy outcomes within the plan in order for the plan to be found sound at examination.  
 
2.4 The following paragraphs from the National Planning Policy Framework 
(February 2019) are relevant to this Statement of Compliance to the DTC.   
 

 Paragraph 24 states that local planning authorities have a Duty to Cooperate 
with each other, and other prescribed bodies, on strategic matters that cross 
administrative boundaries. This is to ensure that strategic aims are translated 
to initiatives at the local level. 

 



 Paragraph 25 states that that strategic issues should be identified and 
addressed jointly by strategic policy-making authorities. 

 
 Paragraph 26 describes how effective and on-going joint working is an integral 

part of demonstrating that a plan has been positively prepared and is justified. 
 
2.5 Paragraph 33a of section 110 of the Localism Act 2011 describes in further 
detail the legal requirement to cooperate for the purposes of sustainable development. 
In particular, it outlines the need to engage constructively and have regard to the 
activities of prescribed bodies. 
 
2.6 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) was published in March 2014 and is 
regularly updated.  It states that Local Planning Authorities must demonstrate how 
they have complied with the DTC. If a Local Planning Authority cannot demonstrate 
that it has complied with the duty then the local plan will not be able to proceed further 
in examination.  The PPG explains that the duty to cooperate is not a ‘duty to agree’, 
but must demonstrate that planning authorities have made every effort to seek 
necessary agreements and cooperation over strategic planning matters prior to 
submitting the plan for examination.  
 
2.7 Therefore, should another authority or organisation subject to the duty, not 
cooperate on strategic cross-boundary issues, it must be demonstrated with 
comprehensive and robust evidence that efforts have been made to cooperate and 
any outcomes achieved should reflect this.  
 
2.8 Where Local Planning Authorities are at different stages of local plan 
preparation, the PPG advises that the respective Local Planning Authorities should try 
to enter into formal agreements, demonstrating their long-term commitment to a jointly 
agreed strategy on cross boundary matters. The key element is that there is sufficient 
certainty through the agreements that an effective strategy will be in place for strategic 
matters when the plans are adopted.  
 
2.9 The prescribed bodies are specified in Regulation 4 of the 2012 Regulations 
(as amended) and in the case of Northampton can be listed as follows:  
 

 Environment Agency 
 Historic England 
 Natural England 
 Civil Aviation Authority 
 Homes England (formerly known as Homes and Communities Agency) 
 National Health Service (including Northamptonshire Clinical Commissioning 

Group) 
 Office of Rail and Road (formerly known as the Office of Rail Regulation) 
 Highways England 
 Northamptonshire County Council Highways 
 South East Midlands Local Enterprise Partnership 
 Northamptonshire Local Nature Partnership 

 
2.10 In addition, neighbouring, partner local planning authorities are required to be 
consulted. For Northampton this includes: 



 
 Daventry District Council  
 South Northamptonshire Council 
 Borough Council of Wellingborough 
 Northamptonshire County Council 

 
2.11 In order to satisfy paragraph 27 of the National Planning Policy Framework, a 
number of Statements of Common Ground are being prepared between: 
 

 Northampton Borough Council and Historic England 
 Northampton Borough Council, Natural England and Northamptonshire 

County Council (Ecology) 
 Northampton Borough Council and Anglian Water 
 Northampton Borough Council, Anglian Water, the Environment Agency and 

Natural England 
 Northampton Borough Council and Northamptonshire County Council 

(Transport) 
 Northampton Borough Council, Daventry District Council, South 

Northamptonshire Council and Northamptonshire County Council (Planning) 
 
3 STRATEGIC POLICY  
 
3.1 The West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (WNJCS) was prepared by the 
West Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit involving collaboration between 
Northampton Borough Council, Daventry District Council, South Northamptonshire 
County and Northamptonshire County Council and was adopted in December 2014.  
It provides an overall framework to guide plan-making/ decision-making at the strategic 
West Northamptonshire level. The Strategy was assessed at examination post-
publication of the original NPPF (2012) and was adopted in 2014. It provides up-to-
date planning policies for the whole of Northampton Borough and its adjoining areas 
of Daventry District and South Northamptonshire. It sets strategic policies to guide 
decision making about new development generally as well as within Sustainable 
Urban Extensions with a view to protecting the quality of life of residents, workers and 
visitors. 
 
3.2 This document represents Part 1 of the suite of Local Plans in West 
Northamptonshire and guides development across the whole of West 
Northamptonshire to 2029. It provides the strategic framework to guide the preparation 
of Part 2 Local Plans which will provide more detailed planning policies and site 
allocations for each of the partner Borough and District Councils. 
 
3.3 The document provides a number of policies that are directly applicable to 
Northampton Borough, including addressing the regeneration of Northampton, 
sustainable urban extensions and community regeneration. 
 
3.4 Several WNJCS  policies  relate to the Duty to Cooperate including: 
 

• Policy S1 – The Distribution of Development: this policy sets out the spatial 
strategy for development. Primarily, development will be concentrated in and 



around Northampton with development of an appropriate scale distributed in 
rural areas 
 

• Policy S3 – Scale and Distribution of Housing Development: This policy sets 
out how residential development will be distributed throughout West 
Northamptonshire with the most being directed towards Northampton 

 

• Policy S4 – Northampton Related Development Area: this policy sets out how 
residential development will be distributed in the Northampton Related 
Development Area: “Northampton’s needs, both housing and employment, will 
be met primarily within Northampton’s existing urban area and at the 
sustainable urban extensions within the Northampton related development area 
boundary.” 

 
4 NORTHAMPTON LOCAL PLAN PART 2 AND THE DUTY TO COOPERATE 
 
4.1 The Duty to Cooperate for local plan production at the local level (for 
Northampton Borough as well as Daventry District and South Northamptonshire  
Councils) has been part and parcel of an ongoing joint working process which began 
with the progression of the West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (JCS), where 
key strategic issues were identified and addressed.  This ensured that efficient and 
productive dialogue with neighbouring authorities as well as other statutory bodies 
continued following the adoption of the JCS.    
 
4.2 The Council has had meetings with statutory bodies, key partners and 
neighbouring authorities from early 2016, beginning with the preparation of its Issues 
Consultation Paper through to the end of January 2021 when the Council agreed for 
the Local Plan Part 2 to be submitted to the Secretary of State for independent 
examination.  It is anticipated that this dialogue will continue beyond the point of 
submission.   
 
4.3 These meetings and discussions are often informal in nature and used to 
ensure the process of ongoing dialogue between planning authorities. During the 
COVID19 pandemic, these meetings and discussions continued in the form of online 
meetings, since it was not permissible to meet up in person.  Typically, the dialogue 
related to strategic and/or cross-boundary matters concerning each authority’s 
evolving development plan. In addition, the dialogue also covered key issues where 
there were conflicts and centred on how these could be resolved. 
 
4.4. This Paper focuses on those issues that concern the Northampton Local Plan 
Part 2.  
 
4.5 The Northampton Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2) will cover the entire borough of 
Northampton for the period to 2029. All the policies contained in the LPP2 are required 
to conform to the strategic requirements set out in the WNJCS.  Once adopted, it will 
form part of the development plan for Northampton, alongside the WNJCS and the 
made Neighbourhood Plans. 
  
4.6 In meeting the Duty to Cooperate requirements, the Council has continued to: 
 



 Meet regularly at officer level with neighbouring authorities for example through 
the West Northamptonshire Transport Officer Group 

 Undertake joint commissioning of technical evidence base including the work 
associated with the Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study 

 Engage with other statutory Duty to Cooperate bodies including Historic 
England, Anglian Water and the Environment Agency – this ensured that all the 
relevant issues were taken into consideration through the local plan preparation 
process 

 
4.7 Further details can be found in Appendix 1. 
 
4.8 Throughout the Duty to Cooperate process, some issues have been identified 
by both neighbouring authorities and statutory bodies, for example, issues associated 
with heritage and archaeology as well as the natural environment and the impacts on 
the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special Protection Area.  NBC has continually 
sought to engage constructively to understand the issues and worked proactively to 
ensure the issues have been addressed or at least secure an agreement on the way 
forward. This process, the discussions held and studies undertaken, have all 
contributed and have helped to inform the strategy and policies set out within the 
Northampton Local Plan Part 2. 
 
4.9 There are a small number of outstanding issues relating to soundness that have 
not been resolved as there are still a limited number of outstanding objections from 
Historic England,  Anglian Water, Natural England, Northamptonshire County Council 
(Ecology). However none of these objections are on the basis of a lack of cooperation 
and the evidence contained within this Statement clearly identifies that in all cases, 
NBC has engaged actively with our relevant bodies and is confident that the legal 
requirement to ‘engage constructively, actively and on an on-going basis’ has been 
met.  
 
5 SUMMARY OF MAIN DUTY TO COOPERATE MATTERS RELATED TO 
THE NORTHAMPTON LOCAL PLAN PART 2 
  
5.1 The adopted West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (WNJCS, 2014) was 
prepared at a sub-regional level by the West Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit, 
which comprised officers from the 3 authorities of Daventry District, Northampton 
Borough and South Northamptonshire Councils.  It provides an overall framework in 
which more detailed plans are required to be drawn up and decisions made across 
Northampton, Daventry and South Northamptonshire. This means that a number of 
strategic duty to cooperate issues, in particular the level and over-arching distribution 
of housing and employment, were agreed through the production of the WNJCS.  
 
5.2 A key requirement for the Part 2 Plan is to ensure delivery of development, 
which requires a range of discussions with the wider stakeholder group on matters 
such as heritage, ecology, public health, flooding, design standards, climate change, 
water, highways and infrastructure.  
 
5.3 A summary of duty to cooperate matters relating to the Northampton Local Plan 
2 is set out below.  It sets out whether issues are resolved or ongoing and require 
continued dialogue. The full schedule in Appendix 1 sets out in detail any issues for 



the Part 2 Local Plan, and where applicable, how they have been resolved in the Part 
2 Local Plan and further actions as the plan progresses. It is important to note that 
none of the statutory bodies or any adjoining authority have objected to the proposed 
submission Part 2 Local Plan on the grounds that Northampton Borough Council has 
failed to meet the Duty to Cooperate.  
 
5.4 As set out below, the issues of most significance relate to: 
 

• the protection of the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special Protection Area.  
Although efforts have been made to address the concerns raised, the 
objections continued because there were issues associated with the nature of 
wordings and requirements set out in Policies 29 and 30.   

• water abstraction.   

• heritage matters associated with the quantum of development on site 1139 
(Ransome Road) as set out in Policy 43 

 
5.5 Statements of Common Ground have been prepared and all but one of the 
following have  signed by all parties to outline these key issues and how they can be 
progressed and addressed in the Plan.  The Statements of Common Ground have 
been prepared between Northampton Borough and: 
 

• Northamptonshire County Council, Daventry District Council and South 
Northamptonshire Council 

• Northamptonshire County Council (Transport) 

• Anglian Water 

• Natural England, Environment Agency and Anglian Water 

• Historic England 

• Natural England and Northamptonshire County Council (Ecology) – in progress 
 
5.6 Northampton Borough Council will continue to engage with the relevant parties 
as development allocations within the plan are brought forward and planning policies 
are implemented through the development management process. The Council 
remains fully committed to continued engagement with neighbouring authorities and 
other Duty to Cooperate bodies as planning applications are prepared, submitted and 
determined to ensure all commitments are honoured and to ensure the delivery of 
sustainable development and growth that benefits Northampton residents, 
communities and businesses. 
 
5.7 It should be noted that the Council worked very closely with Northamptonshire 
County Council (Highways) in securing the traffic modelling required to assess the 
impact of the proposed development allocations.  There were no outstanding issues 
at the point of submission that were not resolved. 
 
Additional cross-boundary matters related to plans of neighbouring authorities  
 
5.8 Throughout the plan preparation process, further dialogue relating to strategic 
and/or cross-boundary matters with each neighbouring authority’s evolving 
development plan has taken place either individually with the neighbouring authorities 
or through the Strategic Plan Programme Board. This has been primarily with Daventry 
District and South Northamptonshire and Northamptonshire County Councils where 



cross-boundary issues have been identified and resolved.  Issues such as how 
Northampton’s future housing needs will be accommodated will be dealt with as part 
of the West Northamptonshire Strategic Plan, which will replace the WNJCS.  
Discussions with the Borough Council for Wellingborough have also focussed on the 
same issue. 
 
APPENDIX 1 
DUTY TO COOPERATE BY STATUTORY ORGANISATION/ NEIGHBOURING 
AUTHORITY 
 

Natural England  

How has 
cooperation taken 
place?  

Natural England (NE) have participated at every stage of the 
consultation process for the LPP2 including at the: Issues, 
Options, Sites and Proposed Submission Round 1 and 
Round 2 stages.  
NE were also invited to make comments on the draft Habitats 
Regulations Assessment in July 2017.  
Two meetings were held with NE: one at NBC’s offices on the 
8 August 2019 and another via telecon on 17 October 2019. 
Meeting notes were produced and agreed with NE on 2 
December 2019. 

Overview of issues Policies 27, 29, 30, 34 and 41 required strengthening and 
refinement. Issues related to: 

• Ensuring development provides a net gain in 
biodiversity with a recommendation to use the DEFRA 
biodiversity metric 

• Requirement to detail the mitigation hierarchy as 
outlined in paragraph 175 of the NPPF.  

• Referencing Habitat Opportunity Mapping. 

• Requirement of a mitigation strategy for the Upper 
Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special Protection Area (SPA) 
and Ramsar site; to protect the SPA from recreational 
pressure as a result of housing growth. 

• Recognising the importance of the green infrastructure 
corridor present on the disused Northampton to 
Market Harborough railway line which is safeguarded 
in the LPP2 for reinstatement. 

• Functionally linked land (FLL) associated with the SPA 
and the requirement for bird surveys to assess the 
extent and importance of FLL. 

• Impact of the allocation of LAA1098 (The Green, Great 
Houghton) within the LPP2 on the SPA. 

• Disturbance from noise, vibration and lighting from 
allocated sites on the SPA. 

• Water supply and water quality in relation to the SPA. 

• Refinement of wording within Policies 29 and 30 and 
reference to Habitats Regulations and other adopted 
documentation such as the Upper Nene Valley Gravel 
Pits SPD and the Northamptonshire Biodiversity SPD. 



• Lack of detail regarding mitigation in relation to Policy 
41 

• Provision of a Suitable Area of Natural Greenspace 
(SANG) as a mitigation measure for the SPA. 

How issues have 
been addressed 

Throughout the consultation process NBC have worked with 
NE to refine the LPP2 in relation to the natural environment. 
Changes include: 

• Policy 29 requires major development to proposals to 
secure a net gain in biodiversity with a 
recommendation to use the DEFRA biodiversity 
metric. 

• To identify areas of key habitat expansion, the LPP2 
now references habitat mapping tools that can be 
used. 

• Policy 30 now includes the commitment to producing a 
mitigation strategy for the Upper Nene Valley Gravel 
Pits SPA and Ramsar site.  

• Policy 34 of the LPP2 prioritises transport schemes 
that provide an element of environmental protection. 

• Policy 41 of the LPP2 requires bird surveys to be 
undertaken to identify the presence of over-wintering 
birds. If significant numbers are identified, mitigation 
will be required, including any functionally linked land. 

• Supporting text of Policy 30 requires consideration of 
phasing construction to take account of the sensitive 
winter season of the SPA.  

• The HRA outlines that water supply and quality will not 
be adversely impacted in relation to the SPA. 

• Policy 29 now outlines the mitigation hierarchy (avoid 
– mitigate – compensate) as set out in paragraph 175 
of the NPPF. 

• Policies 29 and 30 have been reworded and reference 
the Habitats Regulations and the Upper Nene Valley 
Gravel Pits SPA SPD. 

• Policy 41 does not detail full mitigation measures as 
this will be determined through the application process 
in liaison with Northampton Borough Council and 
Natural England. 

• Mitigation measures in relation to the Upper Nene 
Valley Gravel Pits will be determined through the 
Mitigation Strategy process; a SANG may or may not 
be the most suitable measure. 

 

Outstanding action 
required 

A Statement of Common Ground has been produced 
between Northampton Borough Council (NBC), Natural 
England (NE) and Northamptonshire County Council (NCC) 
Ecology. It discusses all issues raised by NE and NCC 
Ecology during the production of the LPP2 and is expected to 
alleviate any outstanding concerns. 



 

 

 

 

Anglian Water   

How has 
cooperation taken 
place?  

Anglian Water (AW) have participated at every stage of the 
consultation process for the LPP2 including: Issues, Options, 
Sites and Proposed Submission Round and Round 2.  
One meeting was held with AW along with the Environment 
Agency (EA) and Northamptonshire County Council (NCC), 
as Local Lead Flood Authority in relation to flooding matters 
on the 7 August 2019. A meeting note was produced and 
agreed with AW, NCC and EA on 2 December 2019. 
Email correspondence with AW has continued throughout the 
production of the LPP2 and between consultation stages. 

Overview of issues • Water efficiency  

• Water abstraction and foul drainage in relation to the 
Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special Protection Area 
and Ramsar Site. 

• Up to date guidance for developers on flood prevention. 

• Safeguarding of land for water infrastructure. 

• Use of Sustainable Urban Drainage systems (SuDs). 
 

How issues have 
been addressed 

• Policy 5 requires residential development to 
demonstrate the optional higher water efficiency 
standard of 110 litres per person per day. 

• Policy 30 now has the following wording removed 
water abstraction or discharges from the foul drainage 
system. The following wording has been included: 
Major developments will also be required to 
demonstrate that there is sufficient capacity at the 
receiving Water Recycling Centre to ensure water 
quality is protected consistent with the requirements of 
the Habitats Directive.    

• Policy 7 has been updated and requires all 
development to incorporate SuDs. 

• Paragraph 5.34 now includes reference to the new 
Design and Construction guidance. 

• Policies 39 and 41 now include reference to Anglian 
Water infrastructure. 

 

Outstanding action 
required 

A Statement of Common Ground has been produced 
between Northampton Borough Council (NBC) and Anglian 
Water (AW). It discusses all issues raised by AW during the 
production of the LPP2 and is expected to alleviate any 
outstanding concerns. 

 



 

 

 

Environment Agency    

How has 
cooperation taken 
place?  

The Environment Agency (EA) have participated at every 
stage of the consultation process for the LPP2 including: 
Issues, Options, Sites and Proposed Submission Round and 
Round 2.  
One meeting was held with the EA along with Anglian Water 
and Northamptonshire County Council (NCC), as Local Lead 
Flood Authority in relation to flooding matters on the 7 August 
2019. A meeting note was produced and agreed with AW, 
NCC and EA on 2 December 2019. 
Email correspondence with the EA has continued throughout 
the production of the LPP2. 

Overview of issues • Water efficiency 

• Climate change adaptation  

• Planning for infrastructure to support development 

• Impact on biodiversity associated with the River Nene 
as a result of development  

• Biodiversity net gain 

• Green Infrastructure 

• Up to date to Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 

• Water Cycle Study  

• Policies to avoid inappropriate development in the flood 
plain. 

• Land contamination and groundwater protection  
 

How issues have 
been addressed 

• Policy 5 of the LPP2 requires residential development 
to demonstrate the optional higher water efficiency 
standard of 110 litres per person per day. The policy 
also sets out details of how proposals should reduce 
carbon and incorporate sustainable design and 
construction. 

• Policy 37 of the LPP2 requires major development to 
contribute towards the delivery of and where necessary 
provide land / suitable sites for new infrastructure. The 
LPP2 is also supported by the West Northamptonshire 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan which is updated annually. 

• Policies 29 and 30 specifically relate to supporting and 
enhancing biodiversity and the Upper Nene Valley 
Gravel Pits SPA respectively. Policy 29 requires major 
development to secure a net gain in biodiversity. 

• Policy 27 of the LPP2 seeks to protect, manage, 
maintain and connect existing green infrastructure as 
well as deliver or contribute to green infrastructure 
projects. 



• The West Northamptonshire Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment (November 2017) was used to help form 
the policies within the LPP2. 

• The Environment Agency sought an updated Water 
Cycle Study for Northampton, or as a minimum, 
confirmation from Anglian Water that are no known 
issues and that there is sufficient capacity in the 
treatment works and network to accommodate 
proposed growth. Anglian Water have confirmed that 
development is expected to drain to Great Billing 
Water Recycling Centre and there is no identified need 
for further investment to accommodate growth. 

• Policy 7 of the LPP2 relates to flood risk and water 
management and builds on policy BN7 of the West 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy. 

• Paragraph 2.54 of the LPP2 outlines the guidance that 
should be referred to when dealing with sites on 
contaminated land. 

 

Outstanding action 
required 

A Statement of Common Ground has been produced 
between the Northampton Borough Council (NBC), the 
Environment Agency (EA), Natural England, and Anglian 
Water. It discusses issues raised by EA during the production 
of the LPP2 and is expected to alleviate any outstanding 
concerns. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Northamptonshire County Council - Ecology    

How has 
cooperation taken 
place?  

Northamptonshire County Council Ecology (NCCE) 
participated at the Issues, Sites, and Proposed Submission 
Rounds 1 and 2 consultations. 
  
One meeting was held with NCCE along with Natural 
England and the Wildlife Trust in relation to natural 
environment matters on the 8 August 2019.  
 

Overview of issues Policies 27, 28, 29, 30 and 41 required strengthening and 
refinement. Issues related to: 

• Ensuring development provides a net gain in 
biodiversity with a recommendation to use the DEFRA 
biodiversity metric 

• Requirement of a mitigation strategy for the Upper 
Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special Protection Area (SPA) 
and Ramsar site; to protect the SPA from recreational 
pressure as a result of housing growth. 

• Policy should direct applicants to the 
Northamptonshire Biodiversity SPD to ascertain 
whether and what surveys might be necessary. 

• Overall wording of Policies 29 and 30 needs 
clarification and improvement. 

• Functionally linked land (FLL) associated with the SPA 
and the requirement for bird surveys to assess the 
extent and importance of FLL. 

• Concern around assessment of sites in relation to 
priority habitats within the SAMLAA 

• Impact of the allocation of LAA1098 (The Green, Great 
Houghton) within the LPP2 on the SPA. 

• Requirement to detail the mitigation hierarchy as 
outlined in paragraph 175 of the NPPF.  
 

How issues have 
been addressed 

• Policy 29 requires major development to proposals to 
secure a net gain in biodiversity with a 
recommendation to use the DEFRA biodiversity metric 

• Policy 29 is now strengthened to include greater 
protection for Potential Wildlife Sites.  

• Potential Wildlife Sites are mapped on the Policies 
Map 

• Policy 29 now outlines the mitigation hierarchy (avoid 
– mitigate – compensate) as set out in paragraph 175 
of the NPPF. 



• Policies 29 and 30 have been reworded and now 
reference the correct terminology and include 
reference to the Northamptonshire Biodiversity SPD 
and Habitats Regulations. 

• Policy 30 now includes the commitment to producing a 
mitigation strategy for the Upper Nene Valley Gravel 
Pits SPA and Ramsar site.  

• Policy 41 of the LPP2 now provides clarification on the 
role of the proposed buffer within the allocation. 

•  

Outstanding action 
required 

A Statement of Common Ground has been produced 
between Northampton Borough Council (NBC), 
Northamptonshire County Council (Ecology) and Natural 
England which is expected to overcome outstanding 
concerns. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Historic England   

How has 
cooperation taken 
place?  

Historic England (HE) have participated at every stage of the 
consultation process for the LPP2 including: Issues, Options, 
Sites and Proposed Submission Round 1 and Round 2.  
 
Following the completion of the submission draft consultation 
in May 2019, Council Officers met with Historic England on the 
4th July 2019 to discuss their concerns associated with some 
of the site allocations.  This led to the commissioning of a 
Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) on some key sites within 
the Central Area particularly those close to the railway station 
and some outside.  HE contributed to the contents of the 
tender document.  Iceni was commissioned to undertake the 
assessment. A zoom meeting was held on the 23rd April 2020 
with Iceni and Historic England to discuss the contents of the 
draft HIA. 

Overview of issues Proposed Submission Round 1 consultation 
 
HE were concerned about the sites within the Central Area 
which are located close to heritage assets and larger schemes 
proposed outside the Central Area.  The schemes may 
potentially have adverse impacts on historic assets including: 
 

• The site of the Battle of Northampton 1460, which is a 
Registered Battlefield 

• The Scheduled Ancient Monuments in Northampton 
Railway Station, Saxon Palace Complex and areas 
within Freeschool Street 

• Medieval deposits within central Northampton 

• Various listed buildings including those within Castle 
Station and Black Lion Hill 

• Locally listed buildings 
 
The quanta of developments were also of concern to Heritage 
England particularly on sites adjoining the Battlefield at 
Delapre and Great Houghton Village, which contains a 
Conservation Area and several statutory listed buildings.  
Northampton Borough Council appointed Iceni to undertake a 
Heritage Impact Assessment1 on the sites recommended by 
Historic England.  Historic England also commented on the 
tender for the commission.  Assessments were undertaken on 
the following sites, which Historic England made 
representations on, in Tanner Street (0167), Ransome Road 
(1139), Ransome Road Gateway (0174), Railway Station Car 

 
1 Heritage Impact Assessment (Iceni, June 2020) 



Park (0288), Railway Station Car Park (0333), St Peter’s Way 
(0818), Green Street (0931), land in St Peter’s Way / Court 
Way / Freeschool Street (1010) and Greyfriars (1113).   Also 
in the vicinity of those sites are Southbridge Site 1 (0932), 
Southbridge Site 2 (0933), and Car Park, Victoria Street 
(0598). 
 
The HIA was completed in June 2020 and HE were consulted 
on the contents.  The recommendations from the HIA were 
included as appropriate in the Proposed Submission Round 2 
consultation. 
 
Proposed Submission Round 2 Consultation 
 
HE were generally happy with the document, and 
recommended the following changes. 
 
The first policy criteria bullet point should be amended to 
read “A high quality development that preserves and 
enhances the significance and appreciation of the former 
castle site, its designated components and their setting. 
Design and capacity will be informed by detailed 
archaeological investigations and assessments in advance of 
development”. This would ensure that the archaeology 
continues to guide the development that comes forward and 
ensures that Historic England can comment fully at planning 
application stage.  NBC agreed.  Issue resolved. 
 
Policy 43 
Whilst the reduction in size of the allocation is 
welcomed, objections remain to the policy as 
proposed. 
  

  The words ‘at least’ must be deleted from the first sentence 
and replaced with ‘up to’ to ensure clarity and that heritage 
assets are conserved and enhanced.   

 
NBC disagrees, on the grounds that the site has the capacity 
to deliver a substantial amount of housing, addressing local 
needs in a relatively central location with good access to 
facilities by walking, cycling and public transport.  NBC is 
recommending that the policy remains unchanged. 
 
Presentation of evidence base 
NE had concerns about the evidence base and said that it 
could be broader to include evidence like conservation area 
appraisals and locally listed buildings.  NBC agrees.  
However, is should be noted that the local list has not yet 
been finalized.   
 



How issues have 
been addressed 

NBC agreed with all the recommendations by HE to the 
second round consultation, with the exception of the quantum 
of development and the policy wording associated with this in 
Policy 43. 
 

Outstanding action 
required 

A Statement of Common Ground has been produced 
between Northampton Borough Council (NBC) and Historic 
England (HE). It discusses the issues raised by HE during 
the second round of the Proposed Submission consultation. 

 

  



Daventry District Council   

How has 
cooperation taken 
place?  

Meeting: 27th January 2017 (combined meeting to consider 
evidence base required for the Local Plan Part 2 in relation to 
the SFRA) 
 
Meeting: 27th March 2017 (follow-up combined meeting to 
agree to jointly commission NCC to update Level 1 SFRA for 
all of West Northamptonshire) 
 
Meeting: October 2017 (combined meeting with South 
Northamptonshire Council) 
 
Meeting: 23rd July 2018 (combined meeting with South 
Northamptonshire Council) 
 
West Northamptonshire Planning and Housing – 21st 
September 2017; 7th February 2018; 25th April 2018; 4th July 
2018 
West Northamptonshire Policy Managers – 15th September 
2017; 14th March 2018 (NRDA issue specifically discussed); 
16th May 2018; 11th July 2018; 13th September 2018; 1st May 
2019 
 
West Northamptonshire Transport Officers – 11th October 
2017; 7th December 2017; 8th February 2018; 19th April 2018; 
14th June 2018; 13th June 2019; 13th August 2019; 3rd October 
2019; 5th December 2019; 13th February 2020; 23rd April 2020; 
18th June 2020; 13th August 2020; 15th October 2020 
 
West Northamptonshire Monitoring Group – 30th April 2018; 9th 
July 2018 
 
Northamptonshire Policy Officers – 26th September 2017; 14th 
March 2018; 28th September 2018; 22nd March 2019; 11th 
October 2019; 12th June 2020; 16th October 2020 
 
 
West Northamptonshire Strategic Plan Programme Board – 
27th March 2019; 9th April 2019; 8th October 2019; 13th 
November 2019; 5th December 2019; 12th February 2020; 11th 
March 2020; 8th April 2020; 10th June 2020; 8th July 2020; 2nd 
September 2020; 7th October 2020; 4th November 2020 
 
SEMLEP Planners Forum – 12th April 2018; 1st November 
2018; 30th January 2019; 12th June 2019; 4th December 2019; 
27th February 2020; 16th July 2020; 3rd December 2020 

Overview of issues Matters relating to under-delivery have a been a source of 
concern for Daventry District, South Northamptonshire and 
Northampton Borough Council.  The emerging Northampton 



Local Plan Part 2 revises the housing delivery trajectory of the 
WNJCS on the basis that: 
 

• Much of the identified under-delivery so far has been 
the result of slower rates of housing completions in 
the Sustainable Urban Extensions than anticipated 

• The short-term housing supply is constrained by the 
WNJCS’s heavy reliance on large SUEs for 
substantially meeting the Borough’s housing needs 

• The Council has researched alternative sites in 
borough exhaustively through its Call for Sites and 
Land Availability Assessments.  There are no other 
sources of supply that could address the short-term 
shortfall 

 
No objections have been received from the partner councils to 
this approach. 
 
Concerns raised that the Local Plan Part 2 did not review 
WNJCS Policy H6 Gyspies, Travellers and Travelling 
Showpeople, which was based om evidence using an out-of-
date methodology, have been successfully addressed in the 
June 2020 Proposed Submission version of the Local Plan 
Part 2, which includes a specific policy (Policy 16) setting out 
criteria to be used in the consideration of planning applications 
for Gypsies, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople. 
 
In response to Round 1 of consultation on the Proposed 
Submission version of the Local Plan Part 2, concerns were 
raised that the planning standards for provision of open space 
did not match the standards set out in the evidence jointly 
commissioned by Daventry District Council, Northampton 
Borough Council and South Northamptonshire District 
Council.  Policy 28 of the Northampton Local Plan Part 2 has 
now been amended to put this matter right 
 

How issues have 
been addressed 

Northampton Borough Council has corrected the standards 
set out in Policy 28 and introduced a new Policy 16 setting out 
criteria to be used in the consideration of planning applications 
for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople. 

Outstanding action 
required 

A Statement of Common Ground has been produced 
between Northampton Borough Council (NBC), Daventry 
District Council, Northamptonshire County Council and South 
Northamptonshire Council. 

 
  



South Northamptonshire Council   

How has 
cooperation taken 
place?  

Meeting: 27th January 2017 (combined meeting to consider 
evidence base required for the Local Plan Part 2 in relation to 
the SFRA) 
 
Meeting: 27th March 2017 (follow-up combined meeting to 
agree to jointly commission NCC to update Level 1 SFRA for 
all of West Northamptonshire) 
 
Meeting: October 2017 (combined meeting with Daventry 
District Council) 
 
Meeting: 23rd July 2018 (combined meeting with Daventry 
District Council) 
 
West Northamptonshire Planning and Housing – 21st 
September 2017; 7th February 2018; 25th April 2018; 4th July 
2018 
West Northamptonshire Policy Managers – 15th September 
2017; 14th March 2018 (NRDA issue specifically discussed); 
16th May 2018; 11th July 2018; 13th September 2018; 1st May 
2019 
 
West Northamptonshire Transport Officers – 11th October 
2017; 7th December 2017; 8th February 2018; 19th April 2018; 
14th June 2018; 13th June 2019; 13th August 2019; 3rd October 
2019; 5th December 2019; 13th February 2020; 23rd April 2020; 
18th June 2020; 13th August 2020; 15th October 2020 
 
West Northamptonshire Monitoring Group – 30th April 2018; 9th 
July 2018 
 
Northamptonshire Policy Officers – 26th September 2017; 14th 
March 2018; 28th September 2018; 22nd March 2019; 11th 
October 2019; 12th June 2020; 16th October 2020 
 
 
West Northamptonshire Strategic Plan Programme Board – 
27th March 2019; 9th April 2019; 8th October 2019; 13th 
November 2019; 5th December 2019; 12th February 2020; 11th 
March 2020; 8th April 2020; 10th June 2020; 8th July 2020; 2nd 
September 2020; 7th October 2020; 4th November 2020 
 
SEMLEP Planners Forum – 12th April 2018; 1st November 
2018; 30th January 2019; 12th June 2019; 4th December 2019; 
27th February 2020; 16th July 2020; 3rd December 2020 

Overview of issues Matters relating to under-delivery have a been a source of 
concern for Daventry District, South Northamptonshire and 
Northampton Borough Council.  The emerging Northampton 



Local Plan Part 2 revises the housing delivery trajectory of the 
WNJCS on the basis that: 
 

• Much of the identified under-delivery so far has been 
the result of slower rates of housing completions in 
the Sustainable Urban Extensions than anticipated 

• The short-term housing supply is constrained by the 
WNJCS’s heavy reliance on large SUEs for 
substantially meeting the Borough’s housing needs 

• The Council has researched alternative sites in 
borough exhaustively through its Call for Sites and 
Land Availability Assessments.  There are no other 
sources of supply that could address the short-term 
shortfall 

 
No objections have been received from the partner councils to 
this approach. 
 
 

How issues have 
been addressed 

Matters were resolved prior to Regulation 19 consultation 

Outstanding action 
required 

A Statement of Common Ground has been produced 
between Northampton Borough Council (NBC), Daventry 
District Council, Northamptonshire County Council and South 
Northamptonshire Council. 

 
  



Northamptonshire County Council   

How has 
cooperation taken 
place?  

Meeting: 27th January 2017 (combined meeting to consider 
evidence base required for the Local Plan Part 2 in relation to 
the SFRA) 
 
Meeting: 27th March 2017 (follow-up combined meeting to 
agree to jointly commission NCC to update Level 1 SFRA for 
all of West Northamptonshire) 
 
 
West Northamptonshire Transport Officers – 11th October 
2017; 7th December 2017; 8th February 2018; 19th April 2018; 
14th June 2018; 13th June 2019; 13th August 2019; 3rd October 
2019; 5th December 2019; 13th February 2020; 23rd April 2020; 
18th June 2020; 13th August 2020; 15th October 2020 
 
 
Northamptonshire Policy Officers – 26th September 2017; 14th 
March 2018; 28th September 2018; 22nd March 2019; 11th 
October 2019; 12th June 2020; 16th October 2020 
 
 
West Northamptonshire Strategic Plan Programme Board – 
27th March 2019; 9th April 2019; 8th October 2019; 13th 
November 2019; 5th December 2019; 12th February 2020; 11th 
March 2020; 8th April 2020; 10th June 2020; 8th July 2020; 2nd 
September 2020; 7th October 2020; 4th November 2020 
 
SEMLEP Planners Forum – 12th April 2018; 1st November 
2018; 30th January 2019; 12th June 2019; 4th December 2019; 
27th February 2020; 16th July 2020; 3rd December 2020 

Overview of issues Matters relating to under-delivery have a been a source of 
concern for Daventry District, South Northamptonshire and 
Northampton Borough Council.  The emerging Northampton 
Local Plan Part 2 revises the housing delivery trajectory of the 
WNJCS on the basis that: 
 

• Much of the identified under-delivery so far has been 
the result of slower rates of housing completions in 
the Sustainable Urban Extensions than anticipated 

• The short-term housing supply is constrained by the 
WNJCS’s heavy reliance on large SUEs for 
substantially meeting the Borough’s housing needs 

• The Council has researched alternative sites in 
borough exhaustively through its Call for Sites and 
Land Availability Assessments.  There are no other 
sources of supply that could address the short-term 
shortfall 

 



No objections have been received from the partner councils to 
this approach. 
 
 

How issues have 
been addressed 

Matters were resolved prior to Regulation 19 consultation 

Outstanding action 
required 

A Statement of Common Ground has been produced 
between Northampton Borough Council (NBC), Daventry 
District Council, Northamptonshire County Council and South 
Northamptonshire Council. 

 
  



North Northamptonshire Joint Planning and Development Unit 

How has 
cooperation taken 
place?  

Northamptonshire Policy Officers – 26th September 2017; 14th 
March 2018; 28th September 2018; 22nd March 2019; 11th 
October 2019; 12th June 2020; 16th October 2020 
 
SEMLEP Planners Forum – 12th April 2018; 1st November 
2018; 30th January 2019; 12th June 2019; 4th December 2019; 
27th February 2020; 16th July 2020; 3rd December 2020 
 

Overview of issues None 
 
 

How issues have 
been addressed 

N/A 

Outstanding action 
required 

Maintain dialogue.  However, there are no outstanding issues 
for the Local Plan Part 2. 

 
  



Borough Council of Wellingborough 

How has 
cooperation taken 
place?  

West Northamptonshire Transport Officers – 11th October 
2017; 7th December 2017; 13th June 2019 
 
 
Northamptonshire Policy Officers – 26th September 2017; 14th 
March 2018; 28th September 2018; 22nd March 2019; 11th 
October 2019 
 
 
SEMLEP Planners Forum – 12th April 2018; 20th September 
2018; 30th January 2019; 12th June 2019; 4th December 2019 

Overview of issues Earlier discussions about how to address Northampton’s 
housing needs at review stage of WNJCS require involvement 
of BCW. 
 
 

How issues have 
been addressed 

Not a matter for the Local Plan Part 2. 

Outstanding action 
required 

Maintain dialogue.  However, there are no outstanding issues 
for the Local Plan Part 2. 
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Natural England, Anglian Water, the Environment Agency and Northamptonshire County Council Lead Flood Authority 

Notes of meetings: 

 

• Anglian Water, Environment Agency and Northamptonshire County Council Lead Flood Authority – 7th August 2019 

• Natural England – 8th August 2019 and 17th October 2019  

• There has also been ongoing communication with NE / EA / Anglian Water over various iterations of SoCGs. SoCG’s have 
been signed between Anglian Water and AW / EA / NE (attached). 

 

Due to complex issues surrounding the UNVGP SPA WNC and NE continue to work together to confirm  LPP2 natural environment 

policies are robust. The Council has continued to engage with NE since 4 February submission date to ensure all parties are 

satisfied and the requirements of the Habitats Regulations are met. 

 

Note of meeting of 7th August 2019: 

Forms note of meeting: 07.08.19 
 
Environment Agency 
 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 
 
Objective 10 – Green Infrastructure: To conserve natural habitats and species, seek to provide net gains in biodiversity where possible and enhance the 
existing strategic green infrastructure network by incorporating and designing these into sustainable urban extensions. 
 
The Government has recently consulted on a proposal to mandate biodiversity net gain therefore the words, ‘where possible’ should be removed should 
this approach transpire. 
Agreed and will remove. Also raised by Natural England and Wildlife Trust  
 



Policies 
Policy 6 – Flood Risk and Water Management 
Proposals that assist in the management of flood risk and ensure flood risk is not increased elsewhere, provide flood risk reduction/betterment and 
proposals which comply with relevant guidance for flood risk management and standards for surface water will be supported. 
 
For all new development, suitable access must be provided and maintained for water supply and drainage infrastructure 
AW and NCC would not object to wording being added.  
 
Policy 14 Delivering Houses in Multiple Occupation 
The final sentence ‘They should not result in an increase in flood risk and risks arising from surface water drainage’ is not clear enough to ensure the safety 
of future occupants. 
 
Some Houses in Multiple Occupation are located in flood hazard areas. It should be demonstrated that the future occupants of any ground floor bedrooms 
are protected from flood risk. 
If we can’t change policy 14 then can add to the SPD. 
 
Policy 23 Sustaining and enhancing existing, and supporting the creation of, 
Northampton’s Green Infrastructure 
The Policy wording to be changed to Northampton’s Green and Blue Infrastructure. 
By including blue infrastructure recognises Northampton’s broader benefits such as its canal, rivers, streams, ponds, lakes and their borders. 
Will need to run any changes as a result of the ecology meeting past EA. UPDATE: Ecology representatives happy with wording changes. 
 
Paragraphs 
Paragraph 46 
Reference to the Northampton marina should be included, as Northampton is ideally placed within the national canal network providing all necessary 
facilities boat users. 
Agreed 
 
 
Paragraph 66 
We recommend that the information included in the site investigation information and competent person parts of the glossary is added to this paragraph. 
Suggest the following: A competent person (definition in glossary) with the necessary experience of working on brownfield sites should be consulted ahead 
of bringing these sites forward. Reference should be made to existing site investigation information.   



 
Reference could also be made to the following information to ensure developers are aware of current land contamination guidance: 
PE happy with changes to the text below. 
 
We recommend that developers should: 
 
1. Follow the risk management framework provided in CLR11, Model 
Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, when dealing with land affected by contamination 
 
2. Refer to the Environment Agency's Guiding principles for land contamination for the type of information that we require in order to assess risks to 
controlled waters from the site – the local authority can advise on risk to other receptors, such as human health 
 
3. Consider using the National Quality Mark Scheme for Land Contamination Management which involves the use of competent persons to ensure that land 
contamination risks are appropriately managed 
 
4. Refer to the contaminated land pages on gov.uk for more information 
PE happy with changes to be added. Will need to ensure that the relevant hyperlinks are included as they have been lost in PDF > Word 
 
Paragraph 68 
Reference should be made to the economic opportunities associated with the River 
Nene that could contribute towards Northampton’s future. Northampton marina is integral part of the Beckets park area and enabled waterway users a 
safe place to stay as well as contributing towards Northampton’s cultural and economic fortunes. 
Agree – need to compose wording  
 
Paragraph 93 
West Northamptonshire Core Strategy Policy BN7 supports development that complies with the flood risk assessment and management requirements set 
out in NPPF,  the West Northamptonshire Strategic Flood Risk Assessments and the Environment Agency hazard maps. 
Agreed changes 
 
Paragraph 94 
Identifies Northamptonshire County Council as the lead local flood authority (LLFA). 
The glossary should include the role of the LLFA. 
 



Their responsibility is for the coordination and management of ‘local’ flood risk involving flooding from surface water, ordinary watercourses and 
groundwater. 
Agreed 
 
The Environment Agency is responsible for flood risk management activities on main rivers across Northamptonshire 
Reference should be made to the Northamptonshire Flood Toolkit 
https://www.floodtoolkit.com/ which signposts Who is responsible for what when it comes to flooding. 
Will need to change wording. 
 
Table 10 Local Plan Implementation and Monitoring Framework 
 
6. Flood Risk and Water Management implies that the Environment Agency comments on all flooding matters. The Indicators/Monitoring details should be 
updated to reflect all relevant bodies. Should NCC be included in here? As well as AW? However, AW are not required to monitor and report so the onus 
being put onto other bodies perhaps won’t work. 
 
Appendix B 
Superseded Policies 
Northampton Local Plan 1997 
Saved Policies in the Adopted Northampton Local Plan 1997 
 
D4 – Crow Lane (north): business or leisure 
Based on our advice given earlier this year when reviewing the site allocations, we identified this site unsuitable for business/leisure use due to its location 
in functional floodplain. Therefore the Local Plan Part 2 considers the site unsuitable for allocation. 
 
Having further assessed the modelled flood data information this site could be considered for allocation as it is located in Flood zone 3a and therefore 
suitable for ‘Less vulnerable uses’ as detailed in the Planning Practice Guidance. 
Considered for business or leisure use – can include if needed. 
 
Glossary 
The Environment Agency description should be updated to remove reference to 
Wales as no longer part of the Environment Agency. 
Agreed 
 



General comments 
The maps should be legible. It would be useful if the same legend was used on the figures within the written report as the Policies Map 
Agreed 
 
Future opportunities 
Waterspace 
A waterspace study should be explored as they are intended to provide a framework for promoting river related projects, which will help stimulate long-
term regeneration of the river corridor within the area. Such strategies highlight the value that the river brings from an environmental, social and economic 
perspective. The following link provides a useful example https://www.bedford.gov.uk/planning-andbuilding/planning-policy-its-purpose/technical-reports/  
SEMLEP have produced this document http://www.semlep.com/resources/uploads/files/Nene-Valley-Strategy_WEB-READY.pdf . Could we build on this?  
 
Environmental net gain 
In December 2018 Defra consulted on proposals to make biodiversity net gain for new development mandatory. This is with a view to expanding it in the 
future to cover environmental net gain. 
 
Environmental net gain is a key principle of the 25 Year Environment Plan. It builds on the biodiversity net gain approach and is a more inclusive way 
recognising the broader suite of benefits that carefully planned development can bring - for example natural flood management, recycling waste materials, 
carbon neutrality, and water efficiency. 
It's an approach that puts in place measurable improvements for the environment, while ensuring cost-effective, sustainable development. This means all 
new homes will be built to the highest environmental standards, and environmental protection is taken into account with any new development. 
 
We promote the expectation that new developments and local planning policy should be contributing to environmental net gain and are keen to engage 
with your Authority and others to adopt this approach and to work together to provide updated guidance to enable greater focus on the quality of 
environmental enhancements. 
AW and EA would be happy to get involved in any work on this – i.e. mitigation strategy for SPA. 
 

Anglian Water 

• EA defines the area served by Anglian Water as a water stressed area 

• Therefore support the optional water efficiency standard being applied 

• Working with developers to reduce water use through incentives and schemes (green water etc) 

Propose amendment of Policy 5  

https://www.bedford.gov.uk/planning-andbuilding/planning-policy-its-purpose/technical-reports/
http://www.semlep.com/resources/uploads/files/Nene-Valley-Strategy_WEB-READY.pdf


‘For residential development, proposals should demonstrate that dwellings meet 
the Building Regulation optional higher water efficiency standard of 110 litres per person per day, as set out in Building Regulations Part G2 
Water reuse and recycling and rainwater and stormwater harvesting and other suitable measures should be incorporated wherever feasible to reduce 
demand on mains water supply.’ 

• Would like mention of other measures.  

• Defra consulting on personal consumption at the moment. 

• Less water use means less drainage down the line and more drainage capacity.  

• MK has similar wording that we could use. 

• Could use ‘wherever possible’. 

• Joint water efficiency statement with EA – every time tested it’s been successful. AW will provide written statement in support of 110 Litres PPPD. 
 

• Consider Policy 6 Sound – but see changes below. 

Policy 6 as drafted states development proposals should comply with the requirements of Guidance and Standards for surface water produced by 
Northamptonshire County Council as Lead Local Flood Authority. However the policy does not make reference to relevant documents produced by Anglian 
Water as sewerage undertaker for the Northampton Borough Administrative area relating to surface water management. 
 
We would ask that developers are also asked that to follow the requirements of 
Anglian Water’s Surface Water Policy, SuDs Adoption Handbook and Sewers for 
Adoption Version 8 or successor documents. 
Agreed – will include ref 
 
 
This is particularly important where SuDs features are proposed to adopted by 
Anglian Water or it is proposed that surface water is to be discharged to a public sewerage network. (We would only accept a surface water connection to 
the public sewerage network in exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that there are no feasible alternatives.) 
 
It is therefore suggested that the first paragraph of Policy 6 be amended as follows: ‘and proposals which comply with relevant guidance for flood risk 
management and standards for surface water produced by the LLFA and Anglian Water (or successor documents) will be supported’  
 
Para 96 
‘96. In addition, NCC has published Local Standards and Guidance for Surface 



Water Drainage in Northamptonshire11. The guide is a living document, which is updated regularly with new emerging information. The guide is designed 
to assist developers in the design of surface water drainage system and to support local planning authorities in considering drainage proposal for new 
developments. 
 
Include a new para 
97. Anglian Water as sewerage company for the area has also produced surface water management guidance in relation to the evidence that applicants 
will be required to provide to demonstrate compliance with the surface water hierarchy. With Anglian Water’s SuDs Adoption handbook setting out the 
circumstances in which SuDS features would be adopted by Anglian Water.’ 
 
 
We note that Policy 6 states that new development proposals should provide and maintain access for water supply and drainage infrastructure which is 
fully supported. It is important that the location of existing water and water recycling infrastructure (where relevant) is fully considered as part of the 
planning application process to ensure that we can continue to maintain existing infrastructure for our customers. 
As an aside to this there will need to be a review of the validation checklist. 
 

• Consider policy 32 sound 

• Consider policy 33 sound 

• Consider policy 34 sound 

• Consider policy 35 sound 

• Consider policy 36 sound 

• Consider policy 37 sound 

• Consider policy 38 sound 
 
 
 
 
Northamptonshire County Council 
All sites need SUDs – AW agree with this. 
Read BN7 as starting point. 
 
Paragraph 85 makes reference to the Easter flood of 1998. Whilst we accept this was a momentous event the flooding of over 180 dwellings and industrial 
properties due to surface water flooding in Northampton Borough during 2018 is a more recent reminder of the risk to the Borough from surface water 
flooding. 



Refer to something that happened more recently rather than 1998. 
 
Policy 6 - Following the events of 1998, fluvial flood defence structures were constructed within the borough to the 1 in 200 year standard. 
Within the Upper Nene Catchment Local standards for surface water drainage of the same 1 in 200 year standard with an additional allowance for climate 
change were imposed to protect against pluvial flooding. Nationally, the 1 in 200 year standard is exceptional. 
 
We would note that the Upper Nene Catchment 1 in 200 year plus an allowance for climate change which encompasses the majority of the Borough of 
Northampton is not mentioned anywhere within the document. 
We would request that the Upper Nene Catchment standard for surface water drainage is incorporated within paragraphs 93-96 
Should be made clear that for all of Northampton that standard should apply. 
Can this be incorp in paras 93 – 96 
 
Paragraph 96 
We welcome the inclusion within the Local Plan of the Local Standards and Guidance for Surface Water Drainage in Northamptonshire. 
However we note that paragraph 96 states ‘The guide is designed to assist developers in the design of a surface water drainage system and to support local 
planning authorities in considering drainage proposal for new developments’ 
We would request that the paragraph emphasises the requirement of a surface water drainage system to meet the national and local standards as required 
of the document. 
We would suggest the paragraph states, The guide is designed to assist developers in the design of a surface water drainage system in order to meet the 
required local standards and to support local planning authorities in considering drainage proposal for new developments’ 
This is a requirement rather than ‘guidance’ 
 
Policy 6 determines that proposals that do not increase flood risk will be supported. Whilst the aim of the Local Standards is just that, the status quo is the 
baseline. Developments are required to consider flood risk, mitigate and where possible reduce flood risk. 
 
Brownfield sites are required to reduce discharge of surface water from the site by 40%. This betterment is likely to be increased in the near future to a 
reduction to greenfield run off rates in line with restrictions placed on discharge of surface water sewers by Anglian Water from brownfield sites into 
Anglian Water owned surface water sewers. 
Requirement for betterment that adheres to local standards (whatever they might be if they change). Link with what AW are requiring too. 
Re-word policy 6 and supporting text. This would then form the SOCG. 
Will need to circulate all changes to all parties. 
 



We believe Policy 6 should require that development will not increase flood risk, will, where possible, reduce the risk of flooding and for previously 
developed land, Brownfield sites, provide a betterment in regards surface water discharge from the development in accordance with local standards. 
 
We note Policy 12. From the list of proposed developments, the majority of the proposed sites will be classified as major development however 10% of 
development is classified as minor development, being less than 10 dwellings. The accumulative effect of windfall sites of less than 10 dwellings in regards 
flood risk is not considered within the Local Plan. Sustainable drainage solutions are available for all size of development. 
We would request that Policy 6 requires that all development incorporate sustainable drainage systems. 
Policy 12. Windfall sites – NCC don’t get consulted on these. 
Windfalls need to consider drainage / SUDs  
 
 
Policies 34 – 38  
We note the Site Specific Policies 34-38. We would request that each policy requires the submission of a site specific Flood Risk Assessment. 
 
Policy 37 omits the requirement of a sustainable drainage system as is required of Policies 34, 35, 36 and 38 
 
Policy 34, 35, 37 and 38 should make reference to the Upper Nene Catchment standard of 1 in 200 years plus an allowance for climate change for surface 
water drainage 
Noted 
 

 

 

Email from Natural England dated 2nd December 2019 agreeing to meeting note agreeing meeting notes from 8th August 2019 and 

17th October 2019: 

From: Bush, Anna <  

Sent: 02 December 2019 14:14 

To: Amanda Jacobs; Paul Everard 

Cc: Bustard, Jonathan; Gamble, Joanna 

Subject: FW: Meetings between LUC and NE 



Attachments: 19_08_08_Meeting note inc responses V2.docx; 19_10_17_Meeting Note.docx 

 

Dear Amanda and Paul,  

 

Further to my letter I sent last Friday (Our Ref: 298374), I have reviewed the meeting notes you  

provided from 8 August and 17 October so we can agree and file them. 

 

I can confirm that we agree with the 08 August meeting note (comments in green text within NE  

Table). 

 

Regarding the 17 October meeting note, please see the added text in red, which reflects the  

notes we made. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Anna 

 

 

Anna Bush 

 

 

Lead Planning Adviser 



Natural England 

 

Note of meeting of 8th August 2019: 

Natural England 

Policy / Para / 
Section 

Comment Response 

Policy 23  POLICY 23 - Unsound: Natural England supports that 
development of 15 dwellings or more will deliver and / or 
contribute to a net gain of green infrastructure in 
accordance with the Best Practice Principles, Aims and 
Objectives set out in the Northampton Green Infrastructure 
Plan (or subsequent updated documents). 
 
However, within our consultation response for 
Northampton’s Green Infrastructure Plan (01 October 2015, 
Our Ref: 163864) we state that in relation to the SPA the 
sensitivity … is recognised in particular with regard to 
conflict between recreational use and … importance for 
wildfowl and waders. We particularly welcome the inclusion 
of project plan F2 which is designed to reduce the impact of 
recreation on birds through community engagement.  
 
Implementation of this Green Infrastructure Strategy is 
important for the protection of Unit 1 SPA bird features, and 
we advise that due to its importance, the commitment to 
providing specific community engagement should be 
directly written into Policy 23. A strong GI Policy will satisfy 
paragraph 20 of the NPPF. 
 

Policy 23 seeks to support the delivery of or 
contribution to a net gain of green infrastructure 
from developments of 15 dwellings or more. This 
needs to be in accordance with Best Practice 
Principles, Aims and Objectives set out in the 
Northampton Green Infrastructure Plan. 
Public engagement occurs at the application stage 
of the process where neighbours to developments 
as well as statutory consultees are invited to make 
comments.  
This is contained in planning regulations and does 
not need to be included in this policy. 
It should also be noted that Policy 25 requires all 
new development proposals within 3km of the SPA 
to demonstrate, where necessary through a series 
of mitigation measures, that their proposals will not 
contribute to the disturbance and subsequent 
decline of the bird species for which the site is 
designated. 
 
Need to include the engagement strategy in the 
policy and link this to the GI 
 
ADD in blue infra here too 



Objective 10 POLICY 25 - Unsound: Natural England supports that all 
proposals must secure a net gain in biodiversity. 
 
Although, we note that Objective 10 of the Plan is to 
conserve natural habitats and species, seek to provide net 
gains in biodiversity where possible and enhance the 
existing strategic green infrastructure network by 
incorporating and designing these into sustainable urban 
extensions. We recommend this wording is strengthened 
by omitting the words “where possible” to avoid confusion. 
 
We note the new NPPF has had the wording “where 
possible” removed in relation to net gain. 
 
Paragraph 170 d). states that Planning policies and 
decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and 
local environment by “minimising impacts on and 
providing net gains for biodiversity”. 
 

AGREED – propose removing ‘where possible’ 
 
All agreed 
 

Plan wide 
comment 

Plan wide comment - We note within your draft Plan there 
is no mention of the Habitat Opportunity Mapping across 
Northamptonshire, which is an important tool that could 
significantly enhance the delivery of biodiversity net gain 
and successful Green Infrastructure across the Plan area. 
In addition the concepts of natural capital approaches and 
ecosystem services are not mentioned within the draft 
Plan. It is essential the Plan defines, understands, and 
enforces these concepts in order to deliver effective green 
infrastructure, biodiversity net gain and therefore positive 
environmental outcomes. 
 

Terminology changes over time therefore it is 
inappropriate to reference current terminology 
within the LPP2 which could change over the plan 
period.  
 
Include habitat opp mapping work / other 
biodiversity. Will need to speak with North 
Northampton. Jim Rouquette – Northampton Uni 
 
Look at North Northants JCS 
 
 



Policy 26 POLICY 26 - Unsound: Natural England supports the 
inclusion of this policy. 
“All new development proposals within 3km of the Special 
Protection Area, must demonstrate, where necessary 
through a series of mitigation measures, that their 
proposals will not contribute to the disturbance and 
subsequent decline of the bird species for which the site is 
designated.” 
As detailed below, Natural England will work with your 
Council to develop a new Mitigation Strategy to help protect 
the Northampton Washlands from ongoing significant 
recreational pressures prior to the adoption of this Plan. 
 
As a result, the wording of Policy 26 may is likely to change 
subject to the content of the agreed Mitigation Strategy. 
This will need to occur to ensure that Policy 26 is in line 
with paragraph 170 and 174 of the NPPF. 
 
Please note that the Nene Valley is a Focus Area for our 
work at Natural England, an area that lies within the 
Northamptonshire Vales National Character Area (NCA). 
We note this NCA is not mentioned within your Plan. 
 
 
For ease of reference, Clifford Hill Gravel Pits is also 
known as Northampton Washlands and forms Unit 1 of the 
Upper Nene valley Gravel Pits Special Protection Area 
(SPA), RAMSAR site and Site of Special Scientific Interest 
(SSSI). 
 

Any change to Policy 26 needed in the future due 
to new evidence such as the mitigation strategy will 
need to be a part of a Plan review. 
 
Do not think this needs to be mentioned but could 
mention the NVNCA in a new paragraph after para 
175: 
 
Natural England defines 159 character areas in 
England. These are areas that share similar 
landscape characteristics, and which follow natural 
lines in the landscape rather than administrative 
boundaries, making them a good decision-making 
framework for the natural environment. 
Northampton sits within the Northamptonshire 
Vales National Character Area. 
 
Forward to Anna 

• Heather Webb – wrote the N Northampton 

• Will need to get dates in diary  
 

Policy 30 A note on the Northampton to Market Harborough 
railway 

Policy 30 of the draft LPP2 states: 



We would like to reiterate our comments made in response 
to the West Northamptonshire Strategic Plan - duty to co-
operate and holistic engagement consultation. They are as 
follows: 
The Market Harborough to Northampton line is a key Green 
Infrastructure link highlighted within the current JCS. The 
route is well used for walking and cycling, and offers a long 
strip of important and diverse habitats and species enjoyed 
by the public. Although the line does not meet SSSI quality, 
its habitats, species (particularly bats), and its array of non-
statutory designations need to be drawn into consideration 
by the JPU. Natural England would consider the re-opening 
of this line as a significant loss of a major recreational route 
and strategic GI, connecting people with nature. 
 

The Council will safeguard areas of land for 
transport and sustainable travel related 
developments which have been agreed for 
implementation during and beyond the plan period, 
once their precise alignment has been defined.  In 
addition, the route of the former Northampton to 
Market Harborough railway line, as shown on the 
Policies Map, has been safeguarded for future 
transport use. 
Any reopening of this line will need to identify any 
impacts on biodiversity and other 
environmental/social matters, and subsequently 
consider mitigation measures. 
 

• Need to look at other options ahead of 
reopening railway line such as other transport 
routes. 

• When severing routes need to seek to avoid 
mitigation as a 1st resort. 

 

Sustainability 
Appraisal  

Response to previous comments  
Within our response at the Options stage NE commented 
that where elements of uncertainty exist Natural England 
would expect to see evidence that negative effects on 
important environmental assets can be avoided before 
sites and policies are committed to, in Local Plan 
documents (letter dated 01 November 2016, Our Ref 
196646).  
 
We are pleased that this is acknowledged.  
Further, regarding the reasonable alternative sites North of 
Bedford Road LAA0593r and LAA0593c, Natural England 

Noted 
 



agree with the SA conclusion, which states that the sites 
are not considered suitable for development due to its 
allocation close to commercial areas and the SPA. 
Residential areas are considered to be more likely to cause 
disturbance to the bird colony. 
 
We also note the removal of LAA0593c will have allowed 
Policy 16: Supporting New Employment Developments and 
Schemes within and outside Safeguarded Sites to 
demonstrate no impact on biodiversity within the SA 
assessment. 
 
In response to our comments at the Options stage, we are 
pleased that the distance assessment criteria have been 
amended to reflect Natural England’s comments (letter 
dated 10 June 2016, Our Ref. 184406). We welcome the 
opportunity to develop a mitigation strategy with your 
Council to address recreational impacts within 3km of the 
Northampton Washlands. 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

SA Objective 9: Protect and enhance Northampton’s 
biodiversity and geodiversity 
With respect to the above SA objective, the SA concludes 
that Overall, a mixed minor positive and minor negative 
cumulative effect on SA Objective 9 is likely.  
This assessment is vague, uninformative, and does not 
provide confidence that no likely negative effects to 
biodiversity and geodiversity will result from the Plan. 
 
The SA states that the HRA of the Local Plan concludes 
that the Local Plan Part 2 will not result in adverse effects 
on the integrity of any European site provided that 

Noted – further discussion needed 
 
Considers that it’s hard to reach a conclusion on 
this. 
Re-look and contact consultants. 



recommended additional policy safeguards are included 
before the plan is adopted. Please see Natural England’s 
comments on Policy 26. 
 
We note that proposed monitoring Spatial extent and 
condition assessments of designated sites within the 
Borough will occur as an action from the SA. We are 
pleased that condition assessments will be undertaken, 
however please note that the spatial extent of designated 
sites will not change unless boundaries are amended by 
NE. 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal  - 
Policy 36 The 
Green, Great 
Houghton 
(LAA1098) - 
Unsound 
 

We note this proposed housing development is for up to 
800 dwellings. The SA states that approximately two thirds 
of the site (to the north and east) contains optimal 
supporting habitat for the Golden Plover population of 
Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits… This issue was 
considered in more detail in the HRA which concluded that 
the Local Plan Part 2 would not result in adverse effects on 
integrity of the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA and 
Ramsar Site, on condition that the recommendations in the 
HRA are taken into account in the Local Plan. And further, 
that significant amounts (more than 1ha) of … Grade 2 
(Very Good) agricultural land is present. 
 
Please see our comments on LAA1098 within the HRA 
section below. Natural England notes that paragraphs 
170a, 170b and 171 of the NPPF protect Best and Most 
Versatile agricultural land. We note there is no mention of 
Agricultural Land Classification surveying to seek 
alternatives to grade 2 land allocated for development. 
 

Noted, however overall assessment of the site 
concludes that provision of much needed housing 
outweighs loss of grade 2 agricultural land.  
 
 



Sustainability 
Appraisal - 
Policy 22: 
Sites for Burial 
Space – 
Unsound 
 

We note that this proposal is within a Local Wildlife Site: 
5.66 of the SA states that proposed 
extension of Dallington Cemetery is within a Local Wildlife 
Site (Dallington Brook Field) and it is unclear from the 
policy requirement to give consideration to ecological 
values, whether this would preserve this asset. Additionally, 
the site is adjacent to Dallington Old Tennis Courts & 
Ponds Local Wildlife Site, with a potential for adverse 
effects on this. 
  
Natural England supports a net gain in biodiversity from all 
development. The destruction of a Local Wildlife Site, and 
the potential for adverse effects on an adjacent Local 
Wildlife Site would not demonstrate a net gain in 
biodiversity and would therefore not be supported by 
Natural England. 
 
Further, the proposals should first seek to avoid impacts on 
a local wildlife site to be consistent with the NPPF and the 
avoid-mitigate-compensate hierarchy. 
This proposal goes against Policy 25 of the draft Plan 
which states that the Council will seek the protection or 
enhancement of wildlife sites that are in areas which are… 
of local importance including the Borough’s Local Nature 
Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites.  
Therefore, we extend our comments to cover all potential 
impingements of local wildlife sites. Local Wildlife Sites are 
protected under paragraphs 170a and 174a of the NPPF. 
 

Policy 22 of the draft Northampton LPP2 states: 
When considering any proposals for extensions, 
consideration should be given to securing the 
enhancement of the roles that burial grounds play 
in the wider community, including its greenspace / 
amenity / ecological and heritage values. 
 

• CHECK policy map for where the LWS – 
impinging on 2 and adjacent to another 

• Can other sites be extended? 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal  - 
Policy 23: 

The SA states that New development must ensure that 
existing green infrastructure assets will be protected, 
managed, maintained and connected to enhance their 

Policy 23 requires 15 dwellings or more to deliver 
and / or contribute to a net gain of green 
infrastructure.  



Sustaining 
and 
Enhancing 
Existing and 
Supporting 
the Creation 
of 
Northampton’s 
Green 
Infrastructure - 
Unsound 
 

multi-functionality. We advise that new development must 
also ensure a net gain; this wording would also support 
policy 25: Supporting and Enhancing Biodiversity. 
 

 
Policy 25 requires major development proposals to 
conserve, enhance and increase the net gain for 
biodiversity. 
 

HRA Natural England welcomes the submission of a HRA further 
to the draft Natural England reviewed on 18 August 2017 
(Our Ref: 221246). 
 
Overall, the Appropriate Assessment concludes that the 
Northampton Local Plan Part 2 will not result in adverse 
effects on the integrity of Rutland Water SPA and Ramsar 
site or Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA and Ramsar 
site. However, in some cases, further mitigation or 
safeguards are required to enable this conclusion to be 
reached. Natural England’s principle concern is the 
potential for developments that could adversely affect the 
integrity of Unit 1 of the Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA via 
impacts of recreational disturbance and loss of Functionally 
Linked Land. We note that the plan puts forward up to 
2,315 new homes on 24 sites within 3km of the 
SPA/Ramsar. Therefore until suitable protection has been 
afforded to Unit 1, and a suitable mitigation strategy has 
been agreed between Natural England and your Council to 

Paragraph 183 of the draft Northampton LPP2 
states the following:  
Evidence shows that there is a need to ensure that 
increased recreational pressure at the SPA 
resulting from housing growth is addressed. New 
housing within 3km of the SPA is considered to 
cause increased recreational pressure contributing 
to disturbance and decline in bird species which 
form the SPA qualifying features. With the amount 
of potential development being progressed within 
the vicinity, there is a need to ensure that the 
appropriate mitigation are in place to prevent 
additional pressure and disturbance to the birds. 
 
Suggested addition at the end of para. 
Northampton Borough Council is committed to 
producing a mitigation strategy in consultation with 
Natural England to ensure that Unit 1 of the Upper 
Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA and Ramsar site is 
sufficiently protected from the recreational impacts 



help protect Unit 1 from recreational pressure, we cannot 
support the HRA conclusions. 
 

resulting from nearby proposed housing 
developments. 
 

HRA Within our previous comments (Our Ref: 221246), we 
noted that the two proposed allocation sites at/near Great 
Houghton Independent School (LAA1024 and LAA1011) 
were of concern to Natural England. We are pleased to see 
that these sites do not appear to be included in Appendix A 
of the draft Plan Trajectory for sites allocated in the Local 
Plan Part 2. 
 

Noted 
 

HRA Functionally Linked Land  
We would like to provide clarification on the difference 
between Functionally Linked Land (FLL) and supporting 
habitat. FLL is habitat outside of the SPA boundary that 
supports its designated features; whereas supporting 
habitat by definition is situated within an SPA boundary, 
and the SPA designated features rely on its presence. FLL 
may be argued a type of supporting habitat. 
 
We are pleased that 1.19 of the HRA states that the 
potential for offsite impacts, such as through impacts to 
functionally linked land, … has also been fully considered 
in this HRA. From this point in the HRA we understand that 
FLL is described as supporting habitat. 
 
We noted within our 18 August 2017 response that if sites 
are located on optimal supporting habitat, then there should 
be a policy requirement for winter bird surveys to be 
undertaken before any allocation progresses If birds 
associated with the Upper Nene Valley SPA are found to 
be using these sites in significant numbers then the 

Noted 
 
FLL can be supporting habitat and surveys would 
be needed to ascertain. 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy BN4 of the West Northamptonshire Joint 
Core Strategy states the following: 
 
New development will need to demonstrate through 
the development management process that there 
will be no significant adverse effects upon the 
integrity of the special protection area and Ramsar 
site and the species for which the land is 
designated including the loss of supporting habitat 
and impacts due to water runoff, water abstraction 
or discharges from the foul drainage system either 



allocations should be located elsewhere, or appropriate 
mitigation will be required, and secured within the plan 
policy and Part 2 plan HRA. We would like to reiterate this 
advice. Neither the HRA or the draft Plan offers 
requirements to safeguard wintering birds associated with 
the SPA and this is clearly acknowledged in the HRA within 
section 5.26: 
“None of the policies within the Local Plan provide specific 
mitigation for the loss of supporting habitat”. Consequently, 
we would like to reiterate our previous advice that specific 
policy safeguards for loss of FLL is required. 
 

as a direct result of the development alone or in 
combination. 
 
 
Ref to winter bird surveys within the policy. 
Visitor impact data – have more now. 

HRA - The 
Green, Great 
Houghton 

• The HRA states that it is unlikely that the site provides 
unique features that cannot be found at other areas of 
habitat nearby, and more suitable habitat (e.g. 
surrounded by other fields, or pasture) may be found 
elsewhere. Although suitable FLL may be found 
elsewhere, we expect appropriate overwintering birds 
surveys to demonstrate its significance, and therefore 
uniqueness with respect to the HRA. We agree that the 
requirements for these surveys need to be written into 
Policy 36. 

 

• It is also stated that Appropriate mitigation would involve 
the enhancement of another area of habitat, a similar 
distance from the SPA/Ramsar and of the same area or 
greater, such that sub-optimal/unsuitable habitat 
becomes optimal for Golden Plover or Lapwing, to ensure 
that the overall quality and availability of feeding 
resources for these species is maintained. The vast 
proportion of FLL suitable for Golden Plover or lapwing is 

Policy 25 of the draft Northampton Local Plan Part 
2 requires the following: All proposals must secure 
a net gain in biodiversity through the protection, 
strengthening, creation and management of new 
habitats. All applicants are expected to assess the 
impacts of their proposals on biodiversity by 
undertaking an ecological survey. 
 
 

• Golden Plover – surveys needed as to where 
they reside / commute to get to a mitigation 
conclusion. 

• Recreational pressure is missing from HRA. 
 



situated within arable farmland, which is already in situ. 
For information, the golden plover foraging range is 15-
20 km, but with a reduced sensitivity beyond 10km from 
the SPA. We agree that requirements for mitigation 
should be written into Policy 36. 

 

HRA - The 
Green, Great 
Houghton 

The most important point, and one which is missed 
from the HRA entirely, is the impact from the proposed 
800 dwellings on the Northampton Washlands through 
recreational pressure. The outlines for The Green at 
Great Houghton shows an area of ecological enhancement; 
it is unclear whether this space would constitute 
biodiversity net gain, a SANG, or whether it us used by 
golden plover or lapwing. This distinction is important. At 
this stage it is clear that the impact of this site would need 
to be considered in combination with plans for the potential 
SUE adjacent and west of this development. 
 

Policy 26 of the draft Northampton Local Plan Part 
2 requires the following for all development sites 
within 3km of the Special Protection Area, including 
site 1098 (The Green, Great Houghton):  
All new development proposals within 3km of the 
Special Protection Area, must demonstrate, where 
necessary through a series of mitigation measures, 
that their proposals will not contribute to the 
disturbance and subsequent decline of the bird 
species for which the site is designated.  
 

HRA Fragmentation 
Fragmentation is a separate but related issue to loss of 
functionally linked land (see the SPA SPD) and it requires 
its own policy protection. 
 

Needs further explanation. 
Continuation of building breaks up the continuous 
land for birds. 
 

HRA Disturbance from noise, vibration and lighting 
Although the disturbance from noise, vibration and lighting 
from allocation sites on the SPA seems to be scoped out, 
the impacts of unallocated development on the SPA have 
unknown impacts. To remove this uncertainty please refer 
to our comment from 18 August 2017, where we state that 
for sites in close proximity to the SPA, such as LAA1107 
Land off Rushmere Road, consideration should be given to 
phasing the construction period, whereby the most 

This should be enforced through a planning 
condition? 
 
Overarching statement – ** far (in distance) from 
SPA, cannot construct over the winter period. 
 



intensive/noisy part of development avoids the sensitive 
winter season (1st October- 31st March inclusive). Natural 
England advise that the SPA is protected from such 
disturbances within the winter season through Plan policy. 
 

HRA Water Supply & Water Quality 
Our previous advice on Water Supply & Water Quality 
stated that We advise that policy wording is included in the 
part 2 plan, whereby if RAG assessments show an issue, a 
project level HRA of those allocations would be required. 
This is not stated within the draft plan or HRA. 
 

Northampton Borough Council is working with 
Anglian Water to produce a site by site assessment 
of water supply and quality. 
 
Stewart Patience from Anglian Water to speak 
directly with NE. 
 

HRA Sightlines 
Within 5.160 of the HRA it is stated that Policies within the 
Local Plan and Joint Core Strategy provide sufficient 
safeguards against this potential effect. Natural England 
would like to advise amendments to Policy 26 of the draft 
plan, strengthening the protection for bird sightlines to act 
in addition to BN4 in the WNJCS. 
 

Policy BN4 of the West Northamptonshire Joint 
Core Strategy states the following:  
In order to protect sightlines for birds included 
within the Special Protection Area and Ramsar site 
designations, new development within a 250m 
zone of the Special Protection Area shown in figure 
7 of the Joint Core Strategy must undertake an 
assessment to demonstrate that it will not have a 
significant adverse effect on birds within the Clifford 
Hill Basin or, if directly adjacent to existing 
buildings should reflect surrounding building 
heights. 
 
Expand on BN4 – include in LPP2 policy. 
 

HRA Recreational Disturbance 
Recreational disturbance is the key threat to Unit 1 of the 
UNVGP SPA. We note that the HRA outlines the need for a 
mitigation strategy, and in line with our Regulation 18 

Northampton Borough Council is committed to 
producing a mitigation strategy in consultation with 
Natural England to ensure that Unit 1 of the Upper 
Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA and Ramsar site is 
sufficiently protected from the recreational impacts 



advice (10 June 2016, Our ref: 184406) we advise this is 
made prior to adoption of the plan. 
 
The HRA states that the Plans policies provide sufficient 
mitigation to prevent individual 
developments from having a significant effect on the 
SPA/Ramsar, but do not necessarily address the potential 
combined effects of the Local Plan’s total housing provision 
(within 3km of the SPA/Ramsar) or the in-combination 
effects with other development plans. Further, 5.85 goes on 
to say that a more strategic approach – for example a 
mitigation strategy that can be applied to all residential 
developments within 3km of the SPA/Ramsar - would 
provide sufficient certainty that the effects of recreation 
disturbance can be mitigated, rather than placing the onus 
solely on individual developments to identify appropriate 
mitigation. Natural England agree that adopting a more 
strategic approach to mitigation is essential to protecting 
the SPA from additional development that could come 
forward through the Plan, and will work with your authority 
to establish this prior to adoption of this Plan. 
 
Specifically, a strategic approach is essential to mitigate for 
recreational pressure at Unit 1 of the SPA. Within our 
response dated 18th August 2017 we state that the Local 
Plan and its HRA will need to set out the approach to 
mitigation and include a policy commitment to the prompt 
development of a full mitigation strategy. Natural England 
would welcome early discussions with your authority on the 
scope of the strategy, and would like to arrange a meeting 
with you in the near future. Natural England again welcome 
a meeting to discuss the development of a new mitigation 

resulting from nearby proposed housing 
developments. 
 
Missed from HRA. 
 



strategy for the Northampton Washlands, and agree that 
the wording of similar text for Local Plan Policy 26 (or a 
separate policy) and a mitigation strategy will need to be 
agreed with Natural England. As stated above, this should 
be done prior to adoption of the local plan. 
 

HRA Natural England are unsure how pet predation is prevented 
by the local plan policies. However we would like your 
Council to be aware that dogs (on or off leads) or people, 
that stray off the embankment are the outstanding 
threat to SPA species at Unit 1, and any mechanism to 
enforce this would be the single most effective way of 
protecting this section of the SPA. 
 

Policy 26 states: All new development proposals 
within 3km of the Special Protection Area, must 
demonstrate, where necessary through a series of 
mitigation measures, that their proposals will not 
contribute to the disturbance and subsequent 
decline of the bird species for which the site is 
designated.  
Pet predation is more of a concern for nesting / 
breeding birds rather than over wintering. 
 
 

 

 

 

Wildlife Trust 

Policy / Para / 
Section 

Comment Response 

Policy 25 Policy 25 is confusing and inconsistent with the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and other guidance. 
We have a series of concerns outlined below which mean 
that at present the Local Plan (Part 2) is not sound. We 
strongly recommend that the Policy is rewritten to include: 
 

Policy 25 
The Council will require major all development 
proposals to secure a net gain in biodiversity 
through the strengthening, creation and 
management of new habitats. conserve, enhance 
and increase the net gain for biodiversity. In 
particular, the Council will seek the protection or 



• A consistent approach to biodiversity net gain. The 
current policy requires all developments and only major 
developments to provide a net gain in biodiversity in 
different sentences. To be consistent with paragraph 170 
of the NPPF the policy should require a net gain in 
biodiversity for all proposals. As the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer stated in the Spring Statement that 
biodiversity net gain will become mandatory in the near 
future, we should strongly recommend that the use of an 
agreed biodiversity metric is mentioned. 
Agreed – will need to be clearer. Consider red word 
changes. 

 

• Paragraph 171 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to 
distinguish between the hierarchy of international, 
national and locally designated sites. The current policy is 
incomplete and confusing in this respect. It should clearly 
state that proposals which are likely to have an adverse 
effect (either individually or in combination) on the 
Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA (Habitats Regulations) 
or Sites of Special Scientific Interest (NPPF paragraph 
175) should be refused. At the local level we are pleased 
to see that the policy includes the protection and 
enhancement of Local Nature Reserves and Local Wildlife 
Sites but recommend that Local Geological Sites are also 
added and that the role which all these sites play within 
wider networks is referenced. Again, the wording should 
be strengthened to state that developments which would 
adversely affect these sites would not be permitted. 

enhancement of wildlife sites that are in areas 
which are:  
 

• of national or international importance, 
specifically the Site of Specific Scientific 
Interest, Special Protection Area and 
Ramsar site at the Upper Nene Valley 
Gravel Pits or  

• of local importance including the Borough’s 
Local Nature Reserves and Local Wildlife 
Sites  

 
All proposals must secure a net gain in biodiversity 
through the protection, strengthening, creation and 
management of new habitats. All applicants are 
expected to assess the impacts of their proposals 
on biodiversity by undertaking an ecological survey 
up to date, comprehensive ecological surveys in 
accordance with industry guidelines and standards. 
These will be required to support and inform 
development proposals that would affect sites for 
nature conservation, protected species, or species 
and habitats of principal importance demonstrating 
development will deliver a net gain. 
 
 
 
In the hierarchy need to include cemeteries and 
Market H line. 

• Wellingborough policy good. 
 
 



Does Northampton have any Local Geological Sites within 
its boundary? Need to go to record centre. Do we have 
layers. 
Sites that are within 3km of the SPA / SSSI (Upper Nene) 
will be expected to mitigate their development so as to 
not contribute to the disturbance and subsequent decline 
of the bird species for which the site is designated (Policy 
26) 

 

• The policy needs to include Priority Habitats and Species 
as included in the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act, 2006 which places a duty on all public 
authorities to have regard to biodiversity across all their 
functions. The policy should clearly state that proposals 
which would have an adverse effect on protected or 
Priority Species or Priority Habitats would not be 
permitted. 
Is this because of the Golden Plover and Lapwing birds? If 
so this is covered in Policy 26. Possibly look to replicate 
Daventry District Council's Policy ENV5 - or merge DDC 
ENV5 with Policy 25. 
 

• Indirect impacts, for example pressure from recreation 
activities, are a particular problem for biodiversity sites 
within Northampton Borough. We would strongly 
recommend that the policy states that indirect impacts or 
cumulative effects from other new or existing 
developments will need to be assessed by applications 
and suitable mitigation measures suggested. These 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Impact on neighbouring sites. 

• Central Beds policy 
 
 



mitigation measures should be maintained for the 
lifetime of the relevant development. 
In terms of Policy 25 applicants are required to assess 
impacts of development on biodiversity. Suggest 
additional wording in red above. 
Sites in proximity of the SPA will need to adhere to the 
mitigation strategy (once produced). 
 
 

• Biodiversity networks are not mentioned within the 
policy or the wider document. Paragraph 174 of the NPPF 
states that “To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should  
a) Identify, map and safeguard components of local 

wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological 
networks, including the hierarchy of international, 
national and locally designated sites of 
importance for biodiversity; wildlife corridors and 
stepping stones that connect them; and areas 
identified by national and local partnerships for 
habitat management, enhancement, restoration 
or creation; and  

b) promote the conservation, restoration and 
enhancement of priority habitats, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of 
priority species; and identify and pursue 
opportunities for securing measurable net gains 
for biodiversity.”  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• See Habitat Opp Mapping – comments 
above - Jim 



At present, the Local Plan (Part 2) does not comply 
with this section of the NPPF; wider ecological 
networks are not mapped, nor are there policies to 
safeguard them, and no mechanism is proposed to 
secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. We 
strongly recommend that the Policy and wider 
document is updated to conform to the NPPF in 
regard to habitat networks. 
DDC’s policy ENV5 seems to cover most of the 
points raised here so I wonder if we should alter our 
to match…? 
 

• The last sentence of the current policy covers the need 
for applications to undertake an ecological survey as part 
of their application. To ensure that this part of the policy 
reflects industry guidance we would recommend that it is 
updated. The similar section from the Central 
Bedfordshire Local Plan could be used as a model. It 
reads: “Up to date, comprehensive ecological surveys 
undertaken in accordance with industry guidelines and 
standards will be required to support and inform 
development proposals that would affect sites for nature 
conservation, protected species, or species and habitats 
of principal importance demonstrating development will 
deliver a net gain.” 
This looks like good wording. See suggestion above 
in red. 

 

Policy 26 The Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA and Ramsar Site 
has been internationally recognised for its importance to 
non-breeding waterbirds. Pressure from recreation is one of 

Paragraph 183 of the draft Northampton LPP2 
states the following:  



the biggest threats to the SPA as it can disturb the birds 
reducing their feeding efficiency. Northampton Borough 
includes part of the Clifford Hill Gravel Pits/Northampton 
Washlands section of the SPA along with land functionally 
linked to it.  
Due to their location, the Northampton Washlands are 
already suffering from a high level of recreational 
disturbance; a point raised in the West Northamptonshire 
Joint Core Strategy Local Plan (Part 1) in paragraphs 10.26 
and 10.27 and within the Habitats Regulations Assessment 
(HRA) which accompanies this Local Plan (Part 2).  
It is, therefore, of great concern to us that Policy 26 is weak 
and not consistent with the HRA or the requirements of the 
international designation. In our view it would be ineffective 
in providing protection for the SPA, particularly when the 
cumulative impacts of developments are considered. The 
HRA provided additional text for inclusion within the policy 
which included greater clarity regarding mitigation 
measures and the need to create a strategic mitigation 
strategy for the Northampton Washlands, agreed with 
Natural England, prior to the adoption of the Local Plan.  
 
The HRA clearly states that without these measures the 
Local Plan (Part 2) could have adverse effects on the 
integrity of the SPA. These findings from the HRA have not 
been incorporated into the Local Plan (Part 2) which shows 
a disregard for the SPA and results in the Plan being not 
sound or legally compliant. 
 
The mitigation hierarchy contained within the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 175 has 
avoidance as the first step. It should not be assumed that 

Evidence shows that there is a need to ensure that 
increased recreational pressure at the SPA 
resulting from housing growth is addressed. New 
housing within 3km of the SPA is considered to 
cause increased recreational pressure contributing 
to disturbance and decline in bird species which 
form the SPA qualifying features. With the amount 
of potential development being progressed within 
the vicinity, there is a need to ensure that the 
appropriate mitigation are in place to prevent 
additional pressure and disturbance to the birds. 
 
Suggested addition at the end of para. 
Northampton Borough Council is committed to 
producing a mitigation strategy in consultation with 
Natural England to ensure that Unit 1 of the Upper 
Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA and Ramsar site is 
sufficiently protected from the recreational impacts 
resulting from nearby proposed housing 
developments. 
 
 
See comments above on the mitigation strategy. 
S. Northants has wording on timescales. 
Although they haven’t adopted the SPD. 



mitigation for all schemes will be possible. Any proposal 
within the SPA, or on land functionally linked to it, should be 
avoided as a first step. Mitigation measures should only be 
used as a second step and then only when designed using 
up-to-date survey information and in accordance with the 
Mitigation Strategy for the Northampton Washlands which 
has not been prepared. We would advise that these 
deficiencies need to be resolved before the Plan is adopted, 
otherwise the Plan will not be compliant with European 
legislation, and the domestic legislation derived from it. 
 

Paragraphs 
182-184 
 

These paragraphs should outline the importance of the 
Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special Protection Area 
(SPA) as well as highlighting its value within Northampton 
Borough and the particular challenges the SPA faces 
locally. Although these sections mention the Clifford Hill 
Gravel Pits, the need for mitigation measures and 
references the SPA SPD, they are very broad and do not 
focus on the Local Plan (Part 2) area. This failure to 
recognise the biodiversity assets within the Borough is a 
theme which runs through the document and needs to be 
addressed for the Plan to be consistent with national policy. 
 

Between the policies within the Draft Northampton 
LPP2, the WNJCS and the Upper Nene Valley 
Gravel Pits SPA SPD, there is a lot of narrative 
around the specially protected area. 
 
 
 

Paragraphs 
180-181 

• The opening sentence of the Biodiversity section is 
astonishing. To open the topic with a statement that calls 
for development at any cost is not in accordance with the 
Council’s duty under the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act, 2006 nor is it in line with National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which sets out in 
paragraph 8 that economic, social and environmental 
gains are the objectives of planning, and are 

Suggested changes to paras 
180. Northampton is a predominantly urban area, 
however, is compact and development is taking place 
to meet the needs of existing and future residents 
and investors. the Borough is rich in biodiversity and 
accommodates the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits 
Special Protection Area, which is also a Site of 
Special Scientific Interest and a Ramsar Site, 6 Local 
Nature Reserves and 48 Local Wildlife Sites as well 



interdependent, nor with the adopted Biodiversity SPD. 
Identified  

• Whilst Northampton is a compact urban area these two 
paragraphs should be used to recognise the biodiversity 
assets and networks that already exist and include plans 
to protect and enhance them through new 
developments. To reflect the NPPF paragraphs 171 and 
174 this section should recognise the hierarchy of sites 
within the Borough (Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA, 1 
SSSI, 6 LNR, and 48 LWS). It should also highlight Priority 
Habitats and Species of particular relevance, for example, 
the calcareous grasslands at Bradlaugh Fields and 
Kingsthorpe Meadows, and the biodiversity network 
along the River Nene and its associated wetlands, 
grasslands and tributaries, in particular the Brampton 
Arm. These paragraphs should also refer to the 
importance of parks, gardens and other semi-natural 
open spaces across the Borough and the role they play in 
bringing people close to nature. This could also link to the 
positive impact that nature has on people’s health and 
wellbeing. The challenges facing biodiversity within 
Northampton Borough should also be identified. Of 
particular importance is the impact of recreational 
pressure, both in terms of disturbance to wildlife and also 
the challenges of managing urban sites e.g. vandalism, 
litter, dogs off leads; both on the SPA and other wildlife 
sites. Other challenges include habitat loss, lack of 
appropriate management, climate change and non-native 
invasive species. 

 

as a number of parks, open spaces and 
greenspaces. All of these sites which are valuable 
natural and historic assets which contribute to the 
biodiversity (number, variety and variability of living 
organisms) of Northampton. Furthermore, protection 
and enhancement of biodiversity contributes to the 
health and wellbeing of people through accessibility 
to the natural environment. Biodiversity relates to the 
number, variety and variability of living organisms  
 
 
180b. Of international importance, in terms of 
biodiversity, are the Clifford Hill Gravel Pits, which 
form part of the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits 
Special Protection Area. This SPA is located in the 
south east of the Borough and is of international 
importance for migrating birds. The SPA For 
Northampton, for instance, the Upper Nene Valley 
Gravel Pits, which is internationally important for 
migrating birds, needs to be protected to ensure that 
it is not adversely affected by new development.  
 
180c. Northampton is also home to priority habitats 
and species such as calcareous grasslands at 
Bradlaugh Fields and Kingsthorpe Meadows, and the 
biodiversity network along the River Nene and its 
associated wetlands, grasslands and tributaries, in 
particular at the Brampton Arm.  
 
181. The 2015 Northamptonshire Biodiversity 
Supplementary Planning Document provides 
guidelines for planning applicants, and policy makers 
and decision makers within partner authorities, when 
considering a proposal. Additionally Northampton 



Borough Council is committed to producing a 
mitigation strategy for the SPA to ensure that 
development (standalone and cumulative) does not 
impact negatively on this biodiversity asset. 

Para 72, 200 
& 221 
Policy 30 
 

Policy 30 seeks to safeguard the route of the former 
Northampton to Market Harborough railway line for future 
use, a proposal which is also mentioned in paragraphs 72, 
200 and 221. This route has already been identified as a 
series of Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) because of the species 
rich neutral grasslands (a Priority Habitat under the Natural 
Environment and Rural Communities Act, 
2006) found within them, as well as the wildlife corridor that 
it provides. It plays a significant role in the wider biodiversity 
network. 
 
This element of Policy 30 needs to recognise the major 
impact it would have on biodiversity. It should only be 
included if the need is established and all the alternatives 
have been assessed and a new rail route has been 
identified, by an SEA, as the most suitable alternative. It 
would also need to establish that the scheme would be able 
to achieve a net gain in biodiversity. The safeguarding of 
the railway for future transport uses is in conflict with Policy 
25 (Biodiversity) and Policy 23 (Green Infrastructure) of this 
Local Plan which seek to protect LWS and the wider Green 
Infrastructure network. It is also not in line with Policy BN2 
(Biodiversity) within the West Northamptonshire Joint Core 
Strategy Local Plan (Part 1) which requires applications to 
demonstrate how they will safeguard designated sites, 
protected species and Priority Habitats. The proposal in 
Policy 30 does not mention the biodiversity value of the 

Policy 30 of the draft LPP2 states: 
The Council will safeguard areas of land for 
transport and sustainable travel related 
developments which have been agreed for 
implementation during and beyond the plan period, 
once their precise alignment has been defined.  In 
addition, the route of the former Northampton to 
Market Harborough railway line, as shown on the 
Policies Map, has been safeguarded for future 
transport use. 
Any reopening of this line will need to identify any 
impacts on biodiversity and other 
environmental/social impacts, and subsequently 
consider mitigation measures. 
 



former railway line nor is it mentioned within the associated 
paragraphs. 
 

Policy 33 – 
Site 1100 
 

Site 1100 at Hill Farm Rise, Hunsbury Hill is included within 
Policy 33 for the development of 90 dwellings. Whilst we 
are pleased to see that the Site Allocation Methodology and 
Land Availability Assessment correctly identifies that the 
allocation includes part of Wootton Railway Embankment 
Local Wildlife Site (LWS) and woodland (which need to be 
protected should the development proceed), we are 
concerned that there may be Priority Habitat grasslands 
(included within the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act, 2006) outside of the LWS which would 
also need to be protected. We would recommend that a 
biodiversity assessment is carried out to guide this 
allocation as soon as possible as it may not be able to 
accommodate as many dwellings as anticipated, making 
the plan ineffective. 
 

Noted and added to the SAMLAA 
 
Does this need a sep policy due to additional 
wording? 
 
  

Policy 33 Site 
Allocations – 
Site 1098 The 
Green, Great 
Houghton & 
Policy 36 
 

This allocation is specifically mentioned in the Habitat 
Regulations Assessment (HRA). The HRA clearly states 
that the allocation has the potential to cause harm to the 
Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special Protected Area 
(SPA) through increased recreational pressure on the 
Northampton Washlands and through the development of 
land functionally linked to the SPA. The Northampton 
Washlands are already being degraded by excessive 
recreational pressure, particularly from dogs disturbing the 
birds for which the SPA was identified. There is no 
mitigation plan in place to tackle the existing problems and 
therefore allocating further housing development in the area 
is not appropriate. The HRA requested that over-wintering 

• Policy 25 of the draft Northampton Local Plan 
Part 2 requires the following: All proposals must 
secure a net gain in biodiversity through the 
protection, strengthening, creation and 
management of new habitats. All applicants are 
expected to assess the impacts of their 
proposals on biodiversity by undertaking an 
ecological survey. 

• Policy 26 of the draft Northampton Local Plan 
Part 2 requires the following for all 
development sites within 3km of the Special 



bird surveys should be conducted to investigate the 
importance of the allocation to the SPA and, using the 
results of these surveys, to suggest suitable mitigation 
measures; if it is possible to do so. Given how clearly this is 
stated in the HRA is it very surprising that Policy 36 does 
not mention the SPA or the need for additional survey work. 
It is also not included in the entry for this site in the Site 
Allocation Methodology and Land 
Availability Assessment. The area suggested for ecological 
enhancement within the proposal seems to have been 
chosen for landscape rather than biodiversity reasons and 
is likely to be used for recreation and therefore to be highly 
disturbed. This would make it unsuitable for SPA mitigation. 
The importance and reasons for the designation of the SPA 
have not been reflected by this policy. It is not in line with 
the HRA, and therefore inconsistent with European 
legislation and the domestic legislation derived from it, nor 
with Policy 26 of this Local Plan (Part 2). We object to this 
allocation and recommend that it is removed from the 
document. 
 

Protection Area, including site 1098 (The Green, 
Great Houghton):  
All new development proposals within 3km 
of the Special Protection Area, must 
demonstrate, where necessary through a 
series of mitigation measures, that their 
proposals will not contribute to the 
disturbance and subsequent decline of the 
bird species for which the site is designated.  

 

Policy 33 – 
Site 1094 
Land off 
Holmecross 
Road 
 

This allocation is adjacent to Billing Arbours Woodland 
Local Wildlife Site (LWS). Whilst the woodland is not 
included within the proposal it would be affected by it due to 
the increase in visitor numbers associated with the 
development. We would strongly recommend that any 
allocation on this site contributes to the management of the 
woodland LWS for the lifetime of the development to 
prevent the degradation of the woodland. This should be 
mentioned in the policy or within the Site Allocation 
Methodology and Land Availability Assessment. At present 
it is not in line with Policy 25. 

Noted – details included in the SAMLAA to guide 
applicants. 
 

• Needs reference next to LWS and how to make 
allocation acceptable. 

 



 

Policy 33 – 
Site 1005 
North of 
Martin’s 
Yard, 
Spencer 
Bridge Road 
& Policy 35 

 

As highlighted in the Site Allocation Methodology and Land 
Availability Assessment this site allocation will require 
considerable ecological enhancements to be associated 
with it to ensure that it produces a net gain in biodiversity as 
required by paragraph 170 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. It includes habitat designated as Kingsthorpe 
Mire Local Wildlife Site (LWS), a wetland site which is 
uncommon in the county and part of a wider biodiversity 
network which extends to the north. Whilst we appreciate 
that some development may be possible within the area 
highlighted in Policy 35, the remaining part of the site will 
require careful management for the lifetime of the 
development to ensure that it does not become degraded. 
 

Figure 17 of the draft submission Northampton 
LPP2 identifies an area of the site for ecological 
enhancement and improvement to biodiversity. 
The policy also includes the need for: 
 

• Ecological and green infrastructure enhancements 
and net biodiversity increases need to be delivered 
in the area shown, taking into account its location 
within the Brampton Valley Arm and located 
immediately south of the Kingsthorpe Local 
Nature Reserve  

 
LWT – have agreed that some dev can go on this 
site. Won’t be able to achieve net gain easily on the 
site. Net gain and mitigation ref in the policy. 
The planning app will need to show clear 
commitment to bio on this site. 

 

Policy 33 – 
Site 0403 
Allotments, 
Studland 
Road 
 

Within the red line boundary for this allocation shown within 
the Site Allocation Methodology and Land Availability 
Assessment is a section of Kingsthorpe Meadows Local 
Wildlife Site (LWS) which is also a Local Nature Reserve 
(LNR) and is currently managed by the Wildlife Trust. The 
development of land which has been identified as a LNR 
and LWS is contrary to Policy 25 (Biodiversity) of this Local 
Plan (Part 2) and is also not in line with Policy BN2 
(Biodiversity) within the West Northamptonshire Joint Core 
Strategy Local Plan (Part 1), which requires applications to 
demonstrate how they will safeguard designated sites, 
protected species and Priority Habitats. Whilst the area 
within the allocation may not be the most species rich 

To the north of the site is both a Local Wildlife Site 
and Local Nature Reserve which will need 
consideration / removal from within the red line. 
Have added these details to SAMLAA individual 
site sheets 
 

• Concerns on impact on recreation, LNR 
 



section, any loss from this site which already receives a 
high number of visitors is unacceptable. Neither the Local 
Plan (Part 2) nor the Allocation Methodology and Land 
Availability Assessment mention the designations attached 
to this site. Therefore, as the ecological value of the area 
has not been adequately assessed and no suitable 
mitigation has been considered this allocation should be 
removed from the Plan. 
 

74 Vision 
 

The third paragraph of the Vision makes reference to the 
aspiration to be a leading example of low environmental 
impact and resilient development in response to climate 
change. Whilst we support this aim it seems to have been 
forgotten through the rest of the Local Plan (Part 2). 
Protecting and enhancing biodiversity is a key part in 
achieving a low environmental impact. The National 
Planning Policy Framework requires a net gain in 
biodiversity within developments, which the Government 
has stated will be underpinned by specific statute in the 
near future. The need to protect and enhance biodiversity 
should be clearly stated within the vision. This could be 
achieved by including a ‘network of biodiversity-rich 
greenspaces’ within the text. We would also recommend 
that the link between providing good semi-natural 
greenspaces and increased wellbeing is mentioned as a 
clear link between the environment and health sections of 
the Local Plan (Part 2). 
 

Policy 25 seeks to deliver a net gain for biodiversity 
and suggested wording changes would ensure this 
is from all development. 
Please see suggested changes to paragraphs 180 
– 181 regarding links between natural environment 
and health and wellbeing. 
 
Proposed change to vision to include: 
 
The Vision 
 
Northampton will blend high quality design choices 
with outstanding public open spaces, distinctive 
historic character, an enhanced riverside setting and 
a network of green spaces and high quality parks, 
including a network of biodiversity rich greenspaces. 
Areas of semi natural greenspace will be easily 
accessible, which is important for people’s health and 
wellbeing, whilst being protected and enhanced 
where appropriate. The Borough will also be a 
leading example of low environmental impact and 
resilient development in response to climate change. 
 



Objective 10 
– Green 
Infrastructure 

 

We strongly recommend that the wording of this objective is 
revisited as at present it is confusing and not in line with 
national policy. 
This objective considers green infrastructure and therefore 
the suite of green infrastructure themes, along with the 
need to properly consider and integrate them into 
developments at the earliest stage, should be included 
within it. Whilst we are pleased to see that the objective 
includes the conservation of natural habitats and species, it 
needs to go further to protect Priority Species and Habitats 
in accordance with the Council’s duties under the Natural 
Environment and Rural Communities Act, 2006. The 
reference to net gain should not be an aim that the Council 
‘seeks to’ do but a commitment as included within the 
National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) paragraph 170, which the Government has stated 
will be underpinned by specific statute in the near future. 
Alongside maintaining and enhancing networks of habitats 
and green infrastructure the NPPF paragraph 171 also 
requires Local Authorities to ‘plan for the enhancement of 
natural capital’. We would strongly recommend that Natural 
Capital is included within Objective 10. 
 

Propose to remove the wording ‘where possible’ 
from Objective 10. Consider removing the words 
‘seek to’. Suggested wording: 
 
To conserve natural habitats and species, 
recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of 
the countryside and the wider benefits of natural 
capital, provide net gains in biodiversity and 
enhance the existing strategic green infrastructure 
network by incorporating and designing these into 
sustainable urban extensions and other allocations 
where appropriate.  
 

22 Sites for 
Burial Space 
 

Two sites for additional burial space have been proposed 
within the Local Plan (Part 2). We would strongly 
recommend that thorough ecological assessments of both 
are conducted prior to their designation as burial sites. 
Whilst the proposed extension to 
Kingsthorpe Cemetery is not an area which has been 
recognised for biodiversity, it does contain grassland habitat 
which would be worthy of further survey to assess its 
significance. The layout of the burial area should be 

Suggested wording in red. 
 
Policy 22 of the draft Northampton LPP2 states: 
When considering any proposals for extensions, 
consideration should be given to securing the 
enhancement of the roles that burial grounds play 
in the wider community, including its greenspace / 
amenity / ecological and heritage values. 



designed around the results of this assessment. The site at 
Dallington is on grassland immediately adjacent to/including 
(the map at this scale is unclear) Dallington 
Brook Field Local Wildlife Site. This site has been 
recognised for its importance to biodiversity and should be 
protected through the planning process. Again we would 
strongly recommend further ecological assessment of the 
area which is then used to guide the layout of the proposal. 
 

Ecological assessments should be carried out 
ahead of any applications on these sites due to 
habitats present / in close proximity to the sites. 
 

 

 

NCC – Heather Webb 

Policy / Para / 
Section 

Comment Response 

Policy 23 
Sustaining 
and enhancing 
existing, and 
supporting the 
creation of, 
Northampton’s 
green 
infrastructure 

I was pleased to see this commitment to green 
infrastructure (GI) delivery. However I would question 
whether it is reasonable to expect all major applications to 
include a sitespecific GI plan or strategy. Depending on 
their location, applications will of course vary in their 
capacity to deliver new and/or connect to existing GI 
resources so it may be that some smaller sites could 
contribute in this way. I would expect however that most 
developers of 10 or 20 dwellings would struggle to deliver 
the scale of GI expected by the policy wording. 

A metric is needed. It’s difficult to achieve through 
a threshold.  

• What do we want to achieve and where?  

• Can small dev contribute? How can that be 
done?  

• Do we need a list of improvements we would 
like to see. 

• Bio offsetting 

• GI delivery Plan – take a look 

• Whole policy needs a rethink. 

Biodiversity This section is in my view too generic, and instead should 
focus on the habitats, species and hierarchy of sites 
characteristic of Northampton. The borough has significant 
biodiversity assets, for example the Duston wetlands, 
Brampton Arm of the Nene and the Dallington/Harlestone 
Heath areas, which could benefit from policy support to 

 

• Set out hierarchy 

• We need more detail in our bio policy that 
builds on JCS. 



help preserve their ecological and amenity value. This 
section should also include discussion of 
the threats (e.g. climate change, visitor pressure, habitat 
loss) to local biodiversity, in particular within the context of 
the National Planning Policy Framework and West 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy/Local Plan Part 1. It 
should propose how the Local Plan Part 2 will contribute to 
preserving and enhancing Northampton’s biodiversity. 

Policy 25 
Supporting 
and enhancing 
biodiversity 

In my view this policy has a number of serious issues: 

• The policy contradicts itself. The first paragraph states 
that major development proposals will require to deliver 
a net gain in biodiversity; the last paragraph states that 
all proposals will be required to deliver net gain. The 
latter accords more closely with paragraph 170 of the 
NPPF, which relates to all planning policies and 
decisions. 

• As written the policy essentially repeats content in Policy 
BN2 of the Joint Core Strategy. Part 2 Local Plans should 
instead add detail to policies in Part 1 Local Plans to 
provide policy support for locally important issues. 

• Contrary to the last sentence, all applicants are not 
required to undertake an ecological survey. Applicants 
are expected to consult the Biodiversity SPD to find out 
whether and what surveys might be necessary. This 
requirement could form part of a biodiversity policy as 
the North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy Policy 4 
(Biodiversity and Geodiversity), which states that 
‘development proposals will need to take account of the 
Northamptonshire Biodiversity Supplementary Planning 
Document…’ 

Policy repeats BN2 – check. 



Overall the policy is confusing and I cannot see how a 
development management officer would be able to apply it. 
I would recommend the council engage specialist 
ecological advice to improve both Policy 25 and the 
supporting text. 

Upper Nene 
Valley Gravel 
Pits Special 
Protection 
Area 

Paragraph 183 states that ‘new housing within 3km of the 
SPA is considered to cause increased recreational 
pressure…’ (my emphasis). This wording does not convey 
the weight of evidence which demonstrates this effect on 
the site. I would suggest it be changed to ‘new housing 
within 3km of the SPA has been shown to cause increased 
recreational pressure…’. 
 
As this section relates to a European Site it is important 
that the language reflects that of the Habitats Regulations. 
I would therefore recommend the last sentence in 
paragraph 183 be changed accordingly. The SPA SPD 
offers some text which might be useful here: 
Disturbance effects are cumulative. Without mitigation, any 
increase in the number of residential units near the SPA 
has the potential to increase the significance of the effect 
by increasing the number of visits to the European Site. 
 
I think generally this section should include a little more 
information on the importance of the SPA and the 
designation’s implications for planning. Most local authority 
areas do not have a European Site so prospective 
applicants would benefit from more context and 
explanation. 

See wording changes 

Policy 26 
Upper Nene 
Valley Gravel 

1) Compliance with the Habitats Regulations 
To comply with the Habitats Regulations the Northampton 
Local Plan Part 2 must not have any adverse effect on the 

 



Pits Special 
Protection 
Area 

integrity of the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA. The 
council engaged LUC to conduct a Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (HRA) of the draft Plan to evaluate its 
potential for adverse effects and recommend any 
necessary policy amendments to ensure compliance. The 
recommendations are summarised in Table 6.1 of the HRA 
report, however they have not been incorporated into the 
draft Plan. As a result, the Plan fails to comply with the 
Habitats Regulations and cannot be considered sound. 
It is unclear why the recommended amendments were not 
incorporated. The HRA report helpfully provides specific 
wording which would allow a conclusion of no adverse 
effect on 
the SPA’s integrity: 
Development within the consultation zones identified in the 
Upper Nene Valley Gravel pits SPD has the potential to 
affect bird species for which the Upper Nene 
Valley Gravel Pits Special Protection Area and Ramsar site 
is designated. 
Applications for these types of development must 
demonstrate, where necessary through a series of 
mitigation measures, such that their proposals will not 
contribute to adverse effects on the bird species for which 
the site is designated, or the habitats they rely on. 
 
This wording – or similar – must be included in Policy 26 or 
the Plan will not comply with the Habitats Regulations. 
 
2) Mitigation strategy 
Where Habitats Regulations Assessment determines that a 
local plan will have a likely significant effect on a European 
Site, Natural England now requires that a mitigation 



strategy be put in place, otherwise the plan will not be 
deemed sound. Section 5.168 of the HRA for the 
Northampton draft Local Plan Part 2 states that: 
 
A mitigation strategy specific to the effects of development 
from the Local Plan on the Northampton Washlands 
portion of the SPA/Ramsar will need to be developed in 
consultation with Natural England and committed to within 
Local Plan Policy 26 (or a separate policy); i.e. agreed 
prior to adoption of the Local Plan. This could be 
developed in conjunction with South Northamptonshire 
District. 
 
Despite this advice there is no mention of a mitigation 
strategy in the draft Plan. Both 
Natural England and the examining inspector will expect a 
commitment in policy, to the preparation of a mitigation 
strategy. As highlighted above the mitigation strategy must 
be completed – and adopted as an addendum to the Upper 
Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA SPD – prior to the adoption 
of the Local Plan. This is to satisfy the Habitats 
Regulations requirement that mitigation be in place prior to 
the impact (in this case the Local Plan Part 2) to the SPA. 

Policy 36 The 
Green, Great 
Houghton 
(LAA1098) 

The HRA identified this site as potential supporting habitat 
for the SPA. Supporting habitat is an area of habitat 
outside the boundaries of a European Site but which is of 
fundamental importance for the overall survival of the 
population(s) for which the European Site was designated. 
Supporting habitat tends to be associated with sites 
designated for highly mobile species (e.g. bats, birds) that 
are not physically restricted to European Site boundaries. 
Under the Habitats Regulations, development must 

 



demonstrate that it will not have a likely significant effect 
on supporting habitat of a European Site. 
To address the potential impact on any supporting habitat 
at site LAA1098, section 5.159 
of the HRA report recommends that the following mitigation 
be incorporated into Policy 36: 

• Surveys to identify whether the site is used by over-
wintering Golden Plover/Lapwing (i.e. to be carried out in 
the winter) 

• If significant numbers of Golden Plover or Lapwing are 
identified at the site, mitigation will be required for the 
loss of habitat, for example the enhancement of a sub-
optimal/unsuitable area of habitat, such that it becomes 
optimal for Golden Plover/Lapwing. The enhanced 
habitat should be a similar distance from the 
SPA/Ramsar and of at least the same size as the habitat 
lost. 

 
This has not been incorporated into the draft Plan. While 
not required to ensure compliance with the Habitats 
Regulations, the wording would strengthen mitigation and 
facilitate development at the site. 

 Colab with S Northants on mitigation strategy?  
 

 

Note of meeting of 17th October 2019 

 

LPP2 – Natural Environment 
Attendees: LUC, Natural England and NBC 



Date: 17 October 2019  
 
Attendees 
Natural England - Jonathan Bustard and Joanna Gamble 
LUC - Katherine Sydney and David Green 
NBC - Noreen Banks, Thomas Weighton and Amanda Jacobs 
  
General  
• Joanna is new in post and will be working on Northamptonshire 
• LUC sent a response to NBC and NE which was recirculated in the meeting 

• LUC received the revised Chapter 10 of LPP2 from NBC 
• Unit 1 of the UNVGP SPA - Natural and semi natural space - is private land therefore shouldn't be categorised as open space. NB confirmed this 

was due to need to categorise into typologies. (Unit 1)  
  

  
LUC identified 3 main areas of concern: 
• Agreeing approach on mitigation for recreational pressure on Upper Nene Valley GP SPA (Policy 26) 
• Policy 26 changes to wording  
• Policy 36 changes to wording 

  
  
Policy 26 - UNVGP SPA 
• Proposed revisions to this policy were outlined which include: 

o Commitment to preparing a mitigation strategy within 12 months of the adoption of the plan. This would be akin to the commitment made 
in SNC's LP.  

o Requirement to consider construction outside of winter season. 
•  NE and LUC agreed that the proposed wording to policy 26 and commitment to the mitigation strategy is acceptable.  

• There was a discussion around timings for a mitigation strategy and it was discussed that as SNC is ahead in their LP and likely to be adopted 
sooner than Northampton's, that their timetable would dictate the speed of the production of the mitigation strategy. It was agreed that it would 
be sensible for NBC and SNC to work together to produce a MS and use North Northamptonshire's as an example. It was also agreed that NE 
would provide some guidelines on what should be included in a Mitigation Strategy 

• NE said that 'broad principles and a draft' of a MS would be needed prior to adoption. Also discussed was that this would need to be a flexible 
document and would need to identify monitoring methodology.  



• LUC also suggested surveys perhaps within a 15km buffer -  NE considers this an acceptable buffer 
• It was highlighted that the last bullet point of Policy 25 should meet this requirement. LUC/NE to come back with any comments. 

 
Timing of mitigation strategy production. NBC agreed to prepare by time of plan adoption. The other LP’s in scope (Daventry & S Northants) are 
ahead, so it will be their timetables which drive this. NBC said similar wording requiring mitigation strategy is in place. NE want to bring this area in 
line with the existing strategy. NE agreed with this approach. 
 
NE need to review the new wording of chapter 10 alongside LUC’s table of comments on our letter. NE were only sent the latter when the call 
started. 
  

Policy 36 - The Green, Gt Houghton 
There is now a requirement within the policy for surveys to be undertaken to identify whether the site is used by over-wintering birds.  
 

LUC advised a 15km screening zone, the Plan will use a broad scale assessment, scoring sites for the strength of their functional linkage, instead of 
surveying every site. NE agreed this seemed to be sensible.  

 
  
Policy 25 - Supporting and Enhancing Biodiversity  
• It should be noted that alterations have been made to Policy 25, including:  

• All applicants are expected to assess the impacts of their proposals on biodiversity, including indirect impacts such as recreational activities 
and the cumulative impact of developments. Where necessary, applicants will be required to undertake by undertaking up to date, 
comprehensive ecological surveys in accordance with industry guidelines and standards. These will be required to support and inform 
development proposals that would affect sites for nature conservation, protected species, or species and habitats of principal importance 
demonstrating development will deliver a net gain. an ecological survey.  

  
Actions 

• . Future relevant proposed changes will be shared with NE and LUC subject to approval by Senior Managers 

• NE to review LUC table and then go back to LUC 
• NE need note of 8 August meeting. AJ to circulate 
• LUC would also like to review our responses in light of NE, WT and NCC comments - AJ to circulate 
• CC for next 2-3 weeks. AJ to organise 

 



Historic England 

 

Note of meeting of 4th July 2019: 

Meeting: Historic England and NBC re: Northampton LPP2 

Date: 4 July 2019 

Attendees: Emilie Carr (HE), Jane Jennings, Noreen Banks, Paul Everard & Amanda Jacobs (NBC) 

Tanner Street - 0167 

Policies 12, 33 

Comments from HE: 
A joint site specific policy is required to ensure that full archaeological 
investigations are carried out prior to development and that the setting of heritage 
assets are protected, including the Scheduled Monument to the north and north 
east, 1006620 Saxon palace complex and Saxon and medieval urban deposits 
and the Grade I listed Church of St Peter, together with other heritage assets. 
 
Given the high heritage value of the site, a site specific criteria(s) is needed 
incorporating the comments in the adjacent box. HE would be very happy to 
advise on wording and agree via SOCG. 
 

Summary from meeting 

• 0818, 1010, 0931 and 0167 can all be combined into 1 policy 

• HIA required 
 

 

Ransome Road - 1139 

Policies 12, 33, 38 



Very strong concerns are raised regarding this potential allocation. The site is 
partly on the Registered Battlefield and is of particularly high heritage sensitivity. 
The allocation site near the water is where many of the troops lost their lives in the 
Battle. To the south is Delapre Park Conservation Area and Grade II* listed 
Delapre Abbey and stable block and other heritage assets, their setting is of 
particular importance. The area of the Registered Battlefield must be excluded 
from the developable area and any forthcoming development will require a 
heritage assessment to assess the impact of the proposal on the heritage assets. 
This evidence led approach may require that other areas are excluded from the 
developable area in order to preserve the significance of the heritage assets. 
 
Given the high heritage value of the site, a site specific criteria(s) is needed 
incorporating the comments in the adjacent box. HE would be very happy to 
advise on wording and agree via SOCG. 
 

Summary from meeting 

• 0174 (Ransome Rd Gateway) and 1139 (Ransome Rd) can be combined into a 
standalone policy 

• National Battlefield Society need to be consulted 

• HIA required 
 

 

 

Ransome Road Gateway - 0174 

Policies 12, 33 

Comments from HE: 
Due to the Conservation Area and battlefield to the south, a site specific policy is 
required to restrict the height of future buildings on the site in order to protect the 
setting of heritage assets. It is concerning that this is not flagged within the SA Site 
assessments. 



 
Given the high heritage value of the site, a site specific criteria(s) is needed 
incorporating the comments in the adjacent box. HE would be very happy to 
advise on wording and agree via SOCG. 
 

Summary from meeting 

• 0174 (Ransome Rd Gateway) and 1139 (Ransome Rd) can be combined into a 
standalone policy 

• National Battlefield Society need to be consulted 

• HIA required 
 

 

Railway Station Car Park - 0288 

Policies 12, 33, 34 

Comments from HE: 
These sites are of particularly high heritage sensitivity. Whilst the SA site 
assessment is welcomed, a Heritage Impact Assessment and archaeological 
investigation, prior to design, will be required. The evidence base is insufficient in 
this regard. Site specific policy 34 should be revised to include criteria for 
additional archaeological investigation which may affect the developable area, to 
highlight the interconnectivity between the nondesignated parts of Northampton 
Castle and that designated a scheduled monument. Opportunities should be 
sought in any forthcoming design to emphasise the presence and importance of 
the castle. The design principles must also include a restriction on the height of 
potential buildings in order to protect the setting of the castle and other heritage 
assets. 
 
Given the high heritage value of the site, a site specific criteria(s) is needed 
incorporating the comments in the adjacent box. HE would be very happy to 
advise on wording and agree via SOCG. 
 



Summary from meeting 

• Full Heritage Impact Assessment incorporating archaeology required 

• JJ - What records do we have already? Dating back to railway line installation / 
expansion 

• JJ doesn’t think there is anything specific on SAM 

• Prior to allocation need more evidence for this site. 
  

 

Railway Station Car Park - 0333 

Policies 12, 33, 34 

Comments from HE: 
These sites are of particularly high heritage sensitivity. Whilst the SA site 
assessment is welcomed, a Heritage Impact Assessment and archaeological 
investigation, prior to design, will be required. The evidence base is insufficient in 
this regard. Site specific policy 34 should be revised to include criteria for 
additional archaeological investigation which may affect the developable area, to 
highlight the interconnectivity between the nondesignated parts of Northampton 
Castle and that designated a scheduled monument. Opportunities should be 
sought in any forthcoming design to emphasise the presence and importance of 
the castle. The design principles must also include a restriction on the height of 
potential buildings in order to protect the setting of the castle and other heritage 
assets. 
 
Given the high heritage value of the site, a site specific criteria(s) is needed 
incorporating the comments in the adjacent box. HE would be very happy to 
advise on wording and agree via SOCG. 
 

Summary from meeting 

• Full Heritage Impact Assessment incorporating archaeology required 

• JJ - What records do we have already? Dating back to railway line installation / 
expansion 



• JJ doesn’t think there is anything specific on SAM 

• Prior to allocation need more evidence for this site. 
 

 

 

Car Park, Victoria Street - 0598 

Policies 12, 33 

Comments from HE: 
A site specific policy is required to ensure that the height of potential buildings are 
restricted in order to protect the setting of nearby heritage assets, including the 
Conservation Area and Grade I listed Church of Holy Sepulchre 
 
Given the high heritage value of the site, a site specific criteria(s) is needed 
incorporating the comments in the adjacent box. HE would be very happy to 
advise on wording and agree via SOCG. 
 

Summary from meeting 

• Standalone policy expected however this could be achieved through reference to 
Policy BN5 of the WNJCS 

• LPP2 could mention something in the beginning of the document and potentially 
at end of all policies with regards to reference to policies in LPP1 

 
 

 

St Peter’s Way - 0818 

Policies 12, 33 

Comments from HE: 
A joint site specific policy is required to ensure that an archaeological assessment 
is carried out and that the height of potential buildings are restricted in order to 



protect the setting of nearby heritage assets, including the Scheduled Monument 
to the north and north east, 1006620 Saxon palace complex and Saxon and 
medieval urban deposits and the Grade I listed Church of St Peter. 
 
Given the high heritage value of the site, a site specific criteria(s) is needed 
incorporating the comments in the adjacent box. HE would be very happy to 
advise on wording and agree via SOCG. 
 

Summary from meeting 

• Will need its own policy and HIA.  

• Consider boundary to be redrawn to exclude Battlefield. 

• Battlefield Management Plan needs to be on website 

• 0818, 1010, 0931 and 0167 can all be combined into 1 policy 
 

 

 

Sites in Green Street - 0931 

Policies 12, 33 

Comments from HE: 
A site specific policy is required to ensure that the setting of the scheduled 
monument to the north (1006620) is protected, restricting the height of any 
buildings on the proposed site. 
 
Given the high heritage value of the site, a site specific criteria(s) is needed 
incorporating the comments in the adjacent box. HE would be very happy to 
advise on wording and agree via SOCG. 
 

Summary from meeting 

• 0818, 1010, 0931 and 0167 can all be combined into 1 policy 

• The sites will need an HIA 



 
 

 

Land at St Peter’s Way / Court Way / Freeschool Street - 1010 

Policies 12, 33 

Comments from HE: 
The site includes the Scheduled Monument, 1006620 Saxon palace complex and 
Saxon and medieval urban deposits. This site is of high sensitivity and will require 
very careful engagement with Historic England. A joint site specific policy will be 
required given this sensitivity to ensure that an archaeological assessment informs 
proposals and opportunities to sustain and enhance the heritage asset should be 
sought. Reference to heritage within the recommendation for allocation within the 
SHLAA is welcomed, however the site appears to be missing from the SA Site 
Assessments. 
 
Given the high heritage value of the site, a site specific criteria(s) is needed 
incorporating the comments in the adjacent box. HE would be very happy to 
advise on wording and agree via SOCG. 
 

Summary from meeting 

• 0818, 1010, 0931 and 0167 can all be combined into 1 policy 

• The sites will need an HIA 
 

 

 

The Green, Great Houghton 

Policies 12, 33, 36 

Comments from HE: 



Concerns are raised regarding potential impact upon Great Houghton CA. Its 
historic character as a distinct settlement, separate from Northampton will be 
harmed; assessment and investigation of archaeological potential on the site will 
be required. 
 
Given the high heritage value of the site, a site specific criteria(s) is needed 
incorporating the comments in the adjacent box. HE would be very happy to 
advise on wording and agree via SOCG. 
 

Summary from meeting 
Suggested additional wording: 

• Any application on the site will need to be accompanied by an archaeological 
investigation that considers any archaeological potential on the site. 

• Like the wording on HIA here so can lift that to add into other standalone policies 
 

 

Greyfriars 

Policies 12, 33, 1113 

Comments from HE: 
Whilst Policy 17 is welcomed (together with the recognition of heritage assets 
nearby within the SA Site assessment), more detailed criteria is required to restrict 
the height and massing of potential buildings on site, together with a criteria for 
further archaeological assessment given the particular significance of the site. 
 
Given the high heritage value of the site, a site specific criteria(s) is needed 
incorporating the comments in the adjacent box. HE would be very happy to 
advise on wording and agree via SOCG. 
 

Summary from meeting 

• HIA required 

• Need to refer to BN5 and building heights 



 

 

 

Evidence Base 

Comments from HE: 
Historic England object to the plan as the evidence base is insufficient, contrary to 
the NPPF, in particular paragraphs 31 and 35. Paragraph 31 states that “the 
preparation and review of all policies should be underpinned by relevant and up-to-
date evidence.” 
Heritage is not included on the evidence base webpages, which was raised during 
our 2017 response. The Sustainability Appraisal site assessments are not 
comprehensive in their assessment of heritage. Many of the sites proposed should 
be supported by detailed heritage assessments due to the significance of the 
heritage assets potentially affected. Whilst it is accepted that S66 of the Planning 
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act, 1990 does not apply, specifically, 
to Plan making, the absence of any evaluation to address ‘uncertainty’ outcomes 
in the evidence base for the Plan must bring into question the deliverability of a 
number of those particular sites and, for some, the amount of development they 
can accommodate. When the requirements of the Act are eventually undertaken 
as part of application considerations, it may be found that the quantum of 
development on some of the sites is, either, unachievable or, at worst, that the 
need to safeguard the setting of the building actually renders them largely 
undevelopable. 
 
The evidence base should be updated to include heritage in accordance with the 
NPPF. If the evidence is already available, please ensure it its 
added into the evidence base. Particularly relevant to site and allocations and 
designations could include the following:- 
 
• Updating conservation area appraisals 



• Undertaking characterisation studies 
• Producing setting studies – of specific settlements, or specific heritage assets 
• Local lists 
• Assessments of landscape sensitivity 
•Heritage Impact Assessments for site allocations with the potential to affect 
heritage assets, with particular emphasis on those listed in Appendix B; this aspect 
is of particular importance. 
 

Summary from meeting 
 
To go onto website 

• Individual SAMLAA site forms – even if just sites taken forward 
• Conservation Area reviews 
• Management plans  
• Local List  
• Landscape heritage assessment  
• Battlefield Management Plan 

  
 

Draft Northampton Heritage Impact Assessment 

 

Note of Zoom meeting 11am, 23rd April 2020 

 

Attendees: 

 

Emilie Carr  Historic England 

Neil Rimmington Historic England 

Rachel Jordan  Historic England 

Nairita Chakraborty Iceni Projects 

Rob Tutt  Iceni Projects 

Jane Jennings  Northampton Borough Council 



Noreen Banks  Northampton Borough Council 

Paul Everard  Northampton Borough Council 

 

1. The purpose of the meeting was for Historic England to give feedback to the Borough Council about the draft Heritage Impact 

Assessment written by Iceni Projects on the Council’s behalf.   

 

2. EC and NR raised concerns that, as drafted, the document did not go into nearly enough detail about archaeological considerations and 

they were concerned that it would not be compliant with Historic England Advice Note 3 as a result.  In particular they thought that not 

enough consideration had been given to archaeology in respect of the Historic Battlefield and its potential to impact on development at 

the Ransome Road site and also as regards the site of the former Northampton Castle and its potential impact on development at the 

railway station site. 

 

3. It was agreed that the draft be added to in order to include information on previous archaeological studies affecting the sites and to 

include recommendations about potential construction techniques at the railway station site. 

 

 

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 

 

Note of meeting of 27th January 2017 with Daventry District Council, South Northamptonshire District Council, Northamptonshire 

County Council, the Environment Agency and Anglian Water: 

Location: Walton Room, The Guildhall, 
Northampton 

Time From & To: 14:00-16:00 

 

Meeting 
Objective: 

To review the evidence base supporting Part 2 Local Plans in respect of Flood 
Risk and Water Cycle matters and to establish the scope of any refresh / update 
of the evidence that may be required. 

 

In 
Attendance: 

Stewart Patience - AWS Apologies: Josie Bateman - NCC 

Kerrie Ginns – EA Colin Staves - WNJPU 



John O’Neill - EA  

Ruth Burnham - NCC  

Jennie Johnson - SNC  

Jane Parry - DDC  

Richard Wood - DDC  

Claire Berry - NBC  

  

  

 
 

Item 
No. 

Discussion Notes   Actions 

 
1. 
 

 
Welcome and introductions took place.  
 
CB stated that following letters received from the EA/ 
Anglian Water during public consultation on earlier 
rounds of the Part 2 Local Plans for Daventry District 
Council and Northampton Borough Council ; the 
districts were interested to know the extent of any 
additional work needed, in order to support the Part 2 
Local Plans. 
 

 

 
2. 

 

 
Each of the three districts explained their current 
position on their Part 2 Local Plans: 
 

• Daventry District- RW states that they are 
currently working on their Part 2 Local Plan, 
looking to allocate sites in Daventry center and 
on the edge of center and looking to just meet 
the Core Strategy need. RW confirmed that 

 



they did a call for sites last year and site 
appraisals which are to be published shortly. 
They are also currently doing their 
Sustainability Appraisal. The Local Plan Part 2 
will go to Committee in March.  

 

• Northampton Borough- CB confirmed that the 
Part 2 Plan is being prepared and that the 
Options stage is complete. They are currently 
undertaking the Land Availability Assessment, 
with consultation planned for Spring and draft 
plan expected September. 

 

• South Northamptonshire- JJ confirmed that 
SNC have completed an Options consultation 
and are currently working on their Part 2 Local 
Plan ‘Preferred options’. Part one covering 
housing, employment and heritage is finalised, 
they are currently working on the second part 
of the document; ready for a full consultation 
on both parts in the summer. They are looking 
to include allocations mainly small-scale/ 
historic in urban areas. But also looking to 
include large reserve sites on the edge of 
Northampton to meet Northampton’s unmet 
need, as well as a large site on the edge of 
Brackley town. 
 

CB confirmed that NBC had met with the EA 
previously where the SFRA and Water Cycle Study 
were discussed. 
 



 
3. 
 

 
The need for and scope of any updates to the existing 
Evidence Base: 
 
SFRA – West Northamptonshire 
 

JO from the Environment Agency (EA) stated that 
since the WNCSS was adopted, and the previous 
Water Cycle Study (WCS) and SFRA were produced, 
they have updated their data and the flood risk maps 
have changed.  The climate change allowance has 
also changed.  
 
However the EA confirmed that they are not looking 
for a new WCS or SFRA, just a refresh.  
 
They also confirmed that the Councils could request 
this new data from the EA at any time. 
 
CB queried whether Northampton would need new 
breach modelling, and EA confirmed that they have 
produced breach maps for Northampton (only) which 
they are ready to publish.  
 
CB asked if the Councils need to do more technical 
work. The EA stated that they cannot tell us what to 
do. The EA however advised that Peterborough have 
recently put together a joint WCS and SFRA, and they 
have taken a lot of the technical work out. They used 
Halcrow consultants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Councils to review 
Peterborough Council’s 
recent work. 
 
 
 
 



JO (EA) stated that Wellingborough have also 
recently updated their SFRA, working with 
Northamptonshire County Council.  
 
The EA said that we can choose whether to do the 
academic work or just a refresh. As the legislation has 
also changed, as well as the map data.  
JO advised us to discuss with County as to how we 
could do a refresh.  
 
RB from County confirmed that the County would be 
happy to price up the work and stated that doing a 
joint West Northamptonshire plan may make sense. 
 
 
West Northamptonshire Water Cycle Study: 
 
SP (Anglian Water) - stated that we need to focus on 
where the allocations are, where we are directing 
growth to and where the recycling center and sewage 
works are located. 
 
SP confirmed that the previous Water Cycle Study 
didn’t have a list of sewage sites. 
 
JO from the EA also advised that they have produced 
a ‘Resource Management Plan’. 
 
It was noted that the WNCSS- does already have a 
policy on Code level 4, and a hard water efficiency 
standard.  
 

Councils to review 
Wellingborough’s 
recently updated SFRA. 
 
 
Councils to discuss with 
Northamptonshire 
County potential refresh 
work. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



SP confirmed that Anglian Water is already stretched. 
 
Viability- it was suggested that the Councils could do 
this work themselves, rather than use consultants. 
Bedford Council have produced their own viability 
work. 
 
SP- suggested we need to focus on sewage 
treatment. 
Recommended that we ask Anglian Water for 
information on sewage treatment works, and do it 
ourselves rather than get consultants. 
He stated that we just need to tell AW where the 
allocated sites are. But SP confirmed that there are 
generally very few sites where there are issues. 
 
It was confirmed that they normally use a red/ amber/ 
green system. 
 
It was noted that Daventry have a policy in their 
Housing SPD, it was suggested that this sort of policy 
should go into all of the Districts Part 2 Plans. 
 
EA confirmed that they could provide free viability 
work on this type of policy. 
 
CB- stated that the capacity of the sewage works at  
Billing, had already been considered in the West 
Northamptonshire Water Cycle Study undertaken for 
the WNJCS, and reflecting the population growth 
identified in the JCS, and that there are no new 

 
 
Council’s to review 
Bedfords viability work. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Council to inform Anglian 
water of where allocated 
sites are, as agreed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



sewage sites in NBC since the WN WCS. This was 
noted. 
 
EA- stated that there are however potential network 
issues at Towcester and Brackley. 
 
EA stated that they could do a red light system, and 
that they could do a quick question and answer 
session to see what would be a concern. 
 
EA confirmed that most of the time there are no 
issues on the specific sites, it is the impact on the 
wider network.  
SP stated that if we wanted site specific work we 
could get the information from Anglian Water. 
 
It was mentioned that ‘River Basin Management 
Plans’ had also been updated and could affect 
sewage treatment works. 
 
SFRA: 
RB from County confirmed that a lot of the information 
in the current joint SFRA was no longer relevant and 
need updating, such as SUD’s information, Surface 
Water, mapping, historic flood risk data etc. RB 
confirmed that surface water also wasn’t covered in 
the JCS. 
 
RB confirmed that County could do the refresh for the 
Councils and could appoint their used consultants- 
WSP if any technical work or base mapping work was 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Once directed,RB-
(County) to cost up how 
much refresh work would 
potentially cost. 
 
 
 
 
 



needed. RB stated that they could cost up how much 
the updated work would cost. 
 
EA confirmed that they do have some money that 
they could contribute towards this work as well. When 
we are clearer about what work we want, they 
advised the Councils to get in contact. 
 
JO asked if any of the districts were doing any more 
detailed work on Green Infrastructure corridors. JJ 
confirmed that SNC were commissioning landscape 
consultants to carry out wider landscape work but that 
they were not planning on producing any specific 
green infrastructure work, on top of the corridors 
already in the WNCSS. RW also confirmed that 
Daventry were not planning on producing any work of 
this particular detail in their Part 2 Plan. 
Northampton Borough have produced some detailed 
GI work. It was recommended that this work be cross 
referred to within the refresh. 
 
JJ queried whether this work needed to be produced 
jointly across West Northamptonshire, as JO (EA) had 
previously mentioned a Northampton/ SNC refresh 
and separate Daventry work.  
CB stated that previously the specific Northampton 
work did cover the wider NRDA and surrounding area. 
 
It was recommended to speak to Wellingborough- 
Sue Bateman, regarding Wellingborough’s recent 
Water Cycle Study refresh. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Council’s to speak to 
Wellingborough- Sue 
Bateman, regarding 
Wellingborough’s recent 
Water Cycle Study 
refresh. 
 
 



 

 
4. 
 

 
Way forward / Actions 
 
It was agreed for JJ to send around the minutes, and 
for the Councils to set out and agree a critical path of 
what work needs producing.  
 
It was agreed to then get agreement/ sign off what 
work is needed. 
 

 
Councils to set out a 
critical path of what work 
needs to be done and to 
get a sign off what work 
needs producing. 

 
5. 
 

 
Future Meetings 
 
It was agreed for the Councils to get together after the 
critical path has been agreed, and to set out the next 
course of action. 
 

 
Councils to set a date to 
get together to set out 
the next course of action. 

 
6. 
 

 
AOB 
 
None noted. 

 



 
 

 

Note of meeting with the Environment Agency 7th December 2018: 

MEETING WITH THE ENVIRONMENT AGENCY 
DATE: 7 DECEMBER 2018 

VENUE: NORTHAMPTON BOROUGH COUNCIL’S GUILDHALL OFFICES 
 
 
Attendees: 
 

• Kerry Ginns (Environment Agency) 

• Paul Everard (Northampton Borough Council) 

• Noreen Banks (Northampton Borough Council) 
 
 
The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the draft contents of the proposed submission Northampton Local Plan Part 2, particularly 
in relation to flooding matters.  
 
Martins Yard Now Flood Zone 1 

No issues with allocation 

Flood risk  Need to include flood risk matters in the preamble 
Sample policy that was provided looks okay but KG will have a 
proper look and get back to PE/ NB in due course 

Sequential test 
/ exceptions test  

Noted that this has been done  

Betterment Need to understand how the policy and developments will impact 
on those living and working in the area 

Comments KG to send comments  

  

  



 
 
 

Note of meeting with Anglian Water on 14th December 2018 regarding flooding and water matters: 

MEETING WITH ANGLIAN WATER 
DATE: 14 DECEMBER 2018 

VENUE: NORTHAMPTON BOROUGH COUNCIL GUILDHALL OFFICES 
 
Attendees: 
 

• Stewart Patience (Anglian Water) 

• Paul Everard (Northampton Borough Council) 

• Noreen Banks (Northampton Borough Council) 
 
The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the draft contents of the proposed submission Northampton Local Plan Part 2, particularly 
in relation to water/ flooding matters.  
 
General SP outlined some improvement updates to the water network and 

explained the amber/red system – does not mean that they are 
absolute constraints 

Criteria for policy SP said that if there is a policy in the JCS that spells out capacity, 
there is no need to repeat this in the LPP2 

 SUDs is the preferred option for developments, don’t want surface 
water to go into the sewer.  Sewer production paper will be published 
next year.  Sewer will include SUDs features – all depends on soil and 
infiltration 

 Ensure there is access to all services – ensure Anglian Water can 
carry out their services 

333/288 Maximise use of SUDs on site subject to detailed investigation/ check 
assets 

1005 Special protection zone for assessing pollution  
Maximise use of SUDs/ check assets 



1098 Maximise use of SUDs/ check assets 

1139 Maximise use of SUDs/ there may be assets underground 

 Is this a Special Protection Zone?  Chemical processes could be an 
issue 

 Residential use on this site is not an issue 

Others Need high efficiency standards in homes – see water efficiency 
standard in the leaflet provided by Anglian Water.  Have phraseology 
about expectations.  Can do better / consider green water 

Comments Will send a written supporting statement on water efficiency wordings 

  

 
 
Northampton Borough Council, Daventry District Council, South Northamptonshire Council, West Northamptonshire Joint 

Planning Unit Duty to Co-operate meetings 

Note of meeting of 29th September 2017: 

Note from Duty to Co-operate Meeting – 29 September 2017 
Held at The Forum, Towcester 

 
South Northamptonshire Council (SNC) 
Daventry District Council (DDC) 
Northampton Borough Council (NBC) 
West Northants Joint Planning Unit (JPU) 
 
Attendees: 
 
SNC – Andy D’Arcy; Jennie Johnson; Mike Warren 
DDC – Richard Wood; Tom James 
NBC – Rob Thornhill 
JPU – Colin Staves 
 
 



AD – Introduced, and then discussed what the main DtC issues were likely to be. It was agreed that housing provision in the NRDA 
was a main issue, affecting all three LPAs. 
 
It was agreed that the only other potential area to discuss at this stage, was Special Landscape Areas / green infrastructure 
corridors. DDC said that they would look into this and confirm whether there were any cross boundary issues.  
 
DDC asked what policies there were regarding transport within the Part 2 Plan. SNC confirmed that there are no housing 

allocations proposed in the Plan, and the only policies on transport are covering the safeguarding of the Chipping Warden bypass 

in relation to HS2, and electric charging points. A discussion took place regarding viability, but no cross boundary issues were 

raised. 

No other strategic cross boundary issues were raised, at the meeting. 
 
AD – Set-out and explained the proposed SNC policy approach in the draft LP Part 2, designed to help address the significant 
shortfall in the NRDA. (Draft Policy NRDA 1). A discussion took place around the calculation of the 5 year HLS for each district and 
which calculations should include the NRDA figures. 
 
RW – Wished it to be noted that DDC had concerns about the approach proposed by SNC to the NRDA. The proposals in the Core 
Strategy were now starting to come forward, albeit much slower than expected when the Core Strategy was adopted in 2014. DDC 
considered that the Councils should focus their efforts on bringing forward those proposals that would be consistent with a plan led 
approach. 
 
SNC confirmed that the monitoring of housing delivery, in accordance with the WNJCS, is carried out as follows: 
 
DDC (excluding the area within the NRDA boundary) 
SNC (excluding the area within the NRDA boundary) 
NRDA (which includes some areas within DDC and SNC administrative areas) 
 
There was some further discussion on how the policy is worded in the JCS and the monitoring framework. 
 
NBC confirmed that they are still producing a ‘Delivery Plan’ to look into why sites have been slower to deliver in the Borough, and 
how this might be addressed.  



 
DDC stated that the review of the WNJCS will address future strategic housing need issues.   
 
SNC  commented that proposed Policy NRDA1 is intended to help address the lack of a 5-year HLS in the NRDA, and would only 
operate until such time as there is a 5-year supply of housing land, or the WNJCS is reviewed (whichever happens first). 
 
However a discussion was held regarding recent planning appeals, including the recent Boughton decision where NRDA lack of a 
five-year supply was cited by the Inspector in approving an unallocated site. Rather than do nothing SNC confirmed that they would 
like to try and address the issue through a plan-led approach in the Part 2 LPs. 
 
AD - also confirmed that sites had been promoted to meet the undersupply, as part of SNC’s previous consultations and that 
Northampton’s Site Assessment and Local Plan document had been published after the SNC Local Plan went out for consultation. 
 
AD - noted that we still haven’t seen Northampton Borough 2017 5 year supply figures, and that the NPPF states that we should 
plan positively to address need. 
 
RT- commented that DDC should consider releasing more land. RW confirmed that they are not planning to have an ‘NRDA Policy’ 
in their Part 2 Plan. 
 
SNC LP Part 2 - Pre-sub consultation draft: 
https://www.southnorthants.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/2846/pre-submission-draft-plan.pdf 
 
DDC LP Part 2 - Emerging draft for consultation: 
https://www.daventrydc.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alId=45895 
 
NBC LP Part 2 - Sites consultation: 
https://www.northampton.gov.uk/info/200205/planning-for-the-future/2324/northampton-local-plan-part-2---sites-consultation 
 
RW – Said that the NRDA 5-YHLS shortfall needs to be addressed jointly by all three LPAs. 
 
RT – Agreed that the area within and adjoining the NRDA boundary remains a key consideration. 
 

https://www.southnorthants.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/2846/pre-submission-draft-plan.pdf
https://www.daventrydc.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alId=45895
https://www.northampton.gov.uk/info/200205/planning-for-the-future/2324/northampton-local-plan-part-2---sites-consultation


RT – explained that the latest evidence from the Borough indicated that there could be sufficient land to meet its housing 
requirement of 18,870 houses in the WNJCS, subject to the sites consultation and further work. 
 
RW – Reiterated that it is a question of actual delivery, rather than supply. 
 
CS – Said that he would share delivery / trajectory information for the SUEs, that he has started work on. [Note: This has been 
done, following the meeting.] 
 
CS – Suggested that a way forward could be a joint delivery plan with possible revisions to trajectories in the WNJCS (but not to the 
targets in the WNJCS). 
 
RW – Briefed the meeting on progress with the DDC Part 2 LP (to be reported to DDC Strategy Committee on 16 Nov). [Note: Draft 
Plan is currently undergoing consultation.] 
 
From further discussion, it emerged that designation/revision of SLAs might raise some shared (cross-boundary) issues between 
DDC and SNC. DDC confirmed that they would check if there were any cross boundary issues. 
 
RW – Said that DDC’s draft Part 2 LP would include proposals for ‘green wedges’ around Daventry and along DDCs boundary with 
the NRDA. 
 
Note of meeting to be produced by SNC (MW) and circulated to NBC, DDC, and JPU. 
 

MW – 03/10/17 & 16/01/18 
 


