
 

Offices and associates throughout the Americas, Europe, Asia Pacific, Africa and the Middle East.. 

Savills (UK) Limited. Chartered Surveyors. Regulated by RICS. A subsidiary of Savills plc. Registered in England No. 2605138. 
Registered office: 33 Margaret Street, London, W1G 0JD 

 

 

E:  

DL:  

 

Wytham Court 

11 West Way 

Oxford OX2 0QL 

T:  

F:  

savills.com 

 

23 March 2020 
 

 
 
 

 
Planning Policy and Conservation Manager 
East Northamptonshire Council 
Cedar Drive 
Thrapston 
Northamptonshire 
NN14 4LZ 
 
 
 
Correspondence sent by email only to:  

 
 
 
 
 
Dear  
 
 
Rushden East Sustainable Urban Extension 
Masterplan Framework Document – Consultation Draft, January 2020 
Response on Behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Limited and BDW Trading Limited  
 
 
Savills is instructed by Taylor Wimpey UK Limited and BDW Trading Limited to submit representations in 
response to the Rushden East Sustainable Urban Extension Masterplan Framework Document – Consultation 
Draft (January 2020) (the MFD). 
 
We are pleased to see the progress made on the draft MFD.  We welcome this consultation and the opportunity 
to submit our comments. 
 
Our comments cover much of the draft MFD and include points which need to be discussed in more detail and 
hence we are willing to meet to discuss matters. 
 
 
Introduction 
As you are aware Taylor Wimpey UK Limited (TW) and BDW Trading Limited (BDW) control the majority of the 
land which is covered by the draft MFD. 
 
BDW and TW have been involved in the planning for development at the site of the Sustainable Urban 
Extension (SUE) for some 6 years.   
 
We take pride in the preparation, explanation and engagement in forming the vision and detail for the new 
community within the emerging SUE which adjoins the historic towns of Rushden and Higham Ferrers. 
 
We participated in the examination into the now adopted North Northants Joint Core Strategy (NNJCS), we 
engaged in the process which has led to the neighbourhood plans for Rushden and Higham Ferrers and we 
have engaged in the preparation of the MFD. 
 
In June 2019 TW, BDW and Camland (Rushden) Ltd held public exhibition of plans in Rushden and in Higham 
Ferrers in respect of development of the majority of the SUE to be proposed under an emerging planning 
application.  This site has been named High Hayden Garden Community.  The gross site area measures 217.71 
hectares.   
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The planning application documentation is at an advanced stage of preparation as you are aware through our 
pre-application discussions and we are aiming to submit the application this summer. 
 
The planning application will be a hybrid application which will include details of access and associated 
infrastructure as well as a first phase of residential development and access to the employment land such that 
the length of time between grant of planning permission and delivery of new homes and jobs can be shortened.   
 
We are aware of the policy requirement that preparation and agreement of a masterplan are required ahead of 
grant of planning permission. 
 
We welcome the recognition at paragraph 1.1.5 of the draft document which states: 
 
 
“The Council has worked closely with the site promoters and developers with an interest in the land that makes 
up the SUE in advance of the preparation of this masterplan and it is expected that the main developer 
consortium will, in the short-term future, be in a position to submit planning applications for the SUE area 
covered by this masterplan framework document.” 
 
 
Broadly speaking the masterplan in the draft MFD and the masterplan being prepared for High Hayden Garden 
Community accord but there are some aspects of the plans and the text in the draft MFD that we consider need 
to be amended.  The document would benefit from a thorough review for accuracy and for it to be slimmed-
down.   
 
We consider that in parts the overly prescriptive nature of the draft MFD, specifically in terms of delivery 
requirements, has the potential to threaten the timely delivery of the SUE.   
 
We have read through the online form for comments including the set questions (1-9).  Our response covers 
much of the draft MFD and it includes additional comments such as this introduction/background and 
concluding remarks. We would be grateful if you could take into account all of our comments as contained in 
this letter. 
 
We have noted the following text on the ENC webpage entitled Rushden Sustainable Urban Extension: 
 
 
“When will a planning application be submitted? 
A planning application will be submitted when the masterplan has been approved.  The determination process 
will take a number of months and it is unlikely that the application would be determined until 2020 at the earliest.” 
 
 
Whilst we acknowledge this webpage text does not form part of the consultation document it is worth pointing 
out that it is not accurate as it does not comply with Policy 33 of the NNJCS.   
 
Policy 33 allows submission of a planning application but the grant of planning permission cannot be in advance 
of the preparation and agreement of a masterplan by ENC. 
 
The MFD is not intended to be a Supplementary Planning Document provided for within the 2004 Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act to enable greater detail on specific policies within the Development Plan.  The 
process for preparing statutory SPDs is set out in Part 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (Statutory Instrument 2012 No. 767), as amended.  
 
Within the context of the above considerations, it would be useful for ENC to clarify the weight to be given to 
the MFD as a material consideration when determining planning applications. 
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The draft MFD uses various terms such as ‘developer’, ‘developers’ and ‘applicant’ and seeks in part to place 
obligations on these parties, for example planning application requirements.  This is unclear and it is confusing.  
We request a comprehensive review of the terminology so that accurate and precise references are used for 
the various stakeholders. 
 
An overarching principle is that each applicant for development within the SUE should only be responsible for 
the provision of infrastructure required as part of the development proposed on land within their control and 
within the context of Policy 33 of the NNJCS and other relevant development plan policies. 
 
We have structured our comments below as per the structure of the draft MFD.  Where possible for ease of 
access we have provided comments as bullet points but of course we can happily expand upon these 
comments.  We have used numbered points where there is no paragraph number otherwise we use the 
paragraph number and/or figure number. 
 
 
Front Cover 
Whilst this is a matter of presentation as opposed to substance we consider the image on the front cover is not 
appropriate as it is an abstract image which bears no relation to the site or its context. 
 
 
Figure 1.1: Masterplan Framework Concept 

1. The town centre of Higham Ferrers should be identified in the same fashion as the centre of Rushden.  
This is just to ensure consistency in approach in identification of both town centres. 

2. We have concerns about the safety and operational efficiency of the ‘super crossings’ over the A6 in 
the absence of any detailed technical assessment of these suggested junction arrangements. It 
appears that the suggestion in the draft document is that two of the three accesses to the SUE are 
‘super crossings’ and provided at the John Clark Way and Newton Road roundabouts. The proposals 
would include the introduction of traffic signal controls on all arms of the junctions (with the exception 
of the north western arm on the John Clark Way junction). Implementation of the super crossings and 
traffic signal controls would have major implications on the operation of the junctions, in respect to 
operational capacity, increasing delays and queuing at the junctions. This could adversely affect the 
operation of the A6, which is a main distributor road, and result in the potential for traffic to both reassign 
through the proposed Rushden East development or through Rushden centre.  With respect to road 
safety, there are considerable concerns regarding the implementation of super crossings at the 
proposed locations. Excessive traffic speeds on the A6 would lead to vehicles approaching the 
roundabouts at high speed and lead to vehicles failing to stop or give way to pedestrians and cyclists 
leading to collisions. In addition two lane approaches to the roundabouts, which are required for 
operational purposes, could create conditions whereby one lane is free flowing and one with queues. 
Queueing on one of the lanes could mask pedestrians / cyclists crossing the roundabout leading to 
collisions.  

3. The term ‘catalyst’ in the annotation for the new employment area needs to be explained or else 
omitted. 

4. We note the green corridor link intended to connect the SUE with Hayden Road.  Whilst we agree with 
the principle of this, we consider the presentation in this plan gives an impression of delivery which is 
not consistent with the approach to the ‘grey land’ which does not seek to identify different land use.  
The green corridor link is included in the masterplan for the High Hayden Garden Community and can 
be delivered on land controlled by BDW and TW, subject to receipt of planning permission. 

5. There are narrow purple strips within proximity of the primary school in the north of the site and to the 
local centre within the south of the site and along part of the spine road.  We understand these might 
be intended to represent small-scale employment which is not appropriate in masterplan terms nor 
required under planning policy and should therefore be omitted and replaced with residential.  
Residential will front on to the spine road to create an active frontage. 

6. The shape and size of the area for primary and secondary schools in the south of the site does not 
take into account the latest evolution of the masterplan for the High Hayden Garden Community 
prepared by TW and BDW.  Therefore we request a change in the shape and size to reflect the 
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masterplan as has been provided to ENC.  A copy of the masterplan has been provided to ENC.  The 
relationship of the schools and the sports area within the southern part of the site is important.  The 
sports area, including pavilion can be brought into the heart of the community in this location. 

7. We note the options for a town park as part of the SUE. Whilst a town park is not part of the 
requirements under Policy 33 of the NNJCS we accept that this can form part of the policy requirement 
for ‘appropriate greenspace’.  The preference of TW and BDW is for the Town Park to be located on 
one of the main entrances to the Site.  This is Option 1 in Figure 2.12. The concern about a Town Park 
adjoining the destination open space / SANG parkland is due to the impact of a formal setting between 
residential and the SANG / open countryside beyond. 

 
 
Section 1.0  Introduction 

 1.1.4 – We support the comment that it is not the role of the MFD to resolve all of the detailed matters 
for the SUE.  The emerging planning application by TW and BDW will include a draft site-wide design 
code and a design and access statement in addition to the detailed design for the first stage of 
development. 

 1.1.5 – TW and BDW are working-up a planning application(s) that will cover the majority of the land 
covered by the MFD but not all of the land.  The draft MFD identifies areas of land not under control.  
Therefore it is not correct to say that the consortium will be submitting planning application for the SUE 
as covered by the MFD.  The application(s) will cover the majority, but not all, of the SUE covered by 
the MFD. 

 1.1.7 – We accept the policy requirement to avoid piece-meal development and that any individual 
development proposal must not prejudice the implementation of the whole development.  However, 
land control and commercial considerations go beyond the remit of planning and this document cannot 
address issues such as connections across different ownerships where a commercial consideration is 
appropriate and it is therefore requested that references to the avoidance of ransom situations are 
omitted from the document. 

 1.2.2 – We understand what is included in the NNJCS, which was adopted in July 2016 but time has 
moved on since it was adopted in July 2016 and the projected delivery has also moved on such that 
ENC has a more up to date trajectory which should instead be referred to.  The most up to date 
trajectory that we have seen is contained in the Annual Position Statement.  This factors in delivery of 
175 dwellings by 31 March 2024. 

 Figure 1.2 – The title of this plan is considered to be misguided.  The dashed arc is in effect taken from 
Figure 23: Broad Location of Rushden East Sustainable Urban Extension within the NNJCS.  We 
request that the title of figure 1.2 is changed to reflect that this is the broad location.  Therefore we 
request a title of:  Broad Location of Rushden East Sustainable Urban Extension. 

 1.2.5 – The wording suggests that Policy 33 requires any development proposal to meet a number of 
specific local economic, environmental and social requirements as set out in the MFD.  This is not the 
case because Policy 33 contains the development requirements and the MFD is one planning-tool with 
which to demonstrate how the Policy 33 requirements can be provided for.  We request that the words 
‘as set out in this masterplan framework document’ is omitted from this paragraph. 

 1.2.7 – The text states that the policies in the made Neighbourhood Plans of Rushden and Higham 
Ferrers are in accordance.  We request explanation of this statement please.  What is meant by ‘in 
accordance’?  For example is this intending to say that the Neighbourhood Plans accord with one 
another, or they accord with the NNJCS or is this saying something different? 

 1.2.8 – This paragraph states that development of land within the SUE should comply with all other 
national and local planning policies.  TW and BDW will endeavour to comply with relevant development 
plan policies and national policy guidance.  As you are aware the legislation dealing with this matter is 
found at section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and Section 70(2) of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  It is possible for development to be considered by a decision-
maker to comply with relevant development plan policy without complying with every development plan 
policy.  This is an important distinction and we request a change to this paragraph. 

 1.3.3 – We welcome the comment that alternative approaches to the diagrams set-out in the draft MFD 
will be considered provided that a clear rationale is provide and there is policy adherence. 
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Section 2.0  The Masterplan Framework 

 2.1.1 – Some of the quoted text under this paragraph is supporting text to Policy 33 and therefore it is 
not the text of Policy 33 and hence does not have the same legal status.  We request that a clear 
distinction is made in the draft MFD between quotes from Policy 33 and quotes from the supporting 
text. 

 2.1.6 – What is meant by applicants having to identify the preferred route for connection across the A6 
to Hayden Road?  There is no explanation of why or when this might be required and what element of 
future development might be referred to.  Access provision to Hayden Road is not under the control of 
TW and BDW.  Therefore, these parties are not able to provide access through the ‘grey land’. 

 Figure 2.1 Land Ownership and Growth: Within SUE Site – We do not consider it appropriate to include 
the terms ‘urban’ and ‘rural’ in the legend because there is green infrastructure within the ‘urban’ area.  
It is not necessary to identify the development split in a plan about land ownership.  As a minimum the 
title of the plan should reflect the content of the plan which it does not currently. 
 
 

Figure 2.2 The Masterplan Framework  
We consider there are a number of points to make about this figure and hence we have numbered our 
points below. 
1. The white asterix for the local high point might be accurate for this part of the site but it is not the highest 

point of the site overall and there are other local high points.  If local high points are to be shown then 
we suggest that this is shown for the southern part of the site which is in proximity of the destination 
open space / SANG. 

2. There are narrow purple strips within proximity of the primary school in the north of the site and to the 
local centre within the south of the site and along part of the spine road.  We understand these might 
be intended to represent small-scale employment which is not appropriate in masterplan terms nor 
required under planning policy and should therefore be omitted and replaced with residential.  
Residential will front on to the spine road to create an active frontage.  This is the same comment that 
we have made in respect of Figure 1.1: Masterplan Framework Concept. 

3. The possible future connection points should all be identified as indicative.  The role of a plan like this 
is not to prescribe the exact number or location of possible future connections.  A future vehicular link 
should not be shown through the northern primary school site for obvious reason.  There are sufficient 
other locations for future connections along the north boundary of the SUE. 

4. There is no justification to include retained hedgerows on this plan especially when there is no current 
understanding of development parcels/layout for the employment area and hence retention of 
hedgerows, whilst an important matter in planning for development, should be omitted from the plan. It 
is also worth noting that an element of ‘off-setting’ can be created through provision of additional hedge 
planting in part compensation for any required hedgerow removal but this is a detailed matter for future 
planning applications. 

5. Contemporary park options is not sufficiently explained e.g. what is meant by ‘contemporary’ and the 
locations are not appropriate as per our comment under Figure 1.1.  TW and BDW are committed to 
delivering the town park along the spine road, this has been reflected in the latest indicative masterplan 
shared with ENC. 

6. The secondary school location does not follow currently thinking on this and as per our comment under 
Figure 1.1 we request an appropriate change. 

 
 
Section 2.0  The Masterplan Framework – continued. 

 Figure 2.3 Two Neighbourhood Concept – the level of detail of secondary and primary streets beyond 
the main spine road is not necessary for the MFD to seek to prescribe.  Just the general arrangement 
for a spine road is necessary and hence we request that the secondary streets are omitted from the 
plan.  This level of detail will be addressed in the emerging site wide design code and planning 
applications. 
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 Planning Application Requirements 3rd * - it is not the role of the MFD to seek to lay-out new policy in 
the form of a requirement for planning applications to ‘provide unambiguous evidence that connections 
can be facilitated …’  An overarching masterplan will demonstrate that future connections can be 
achieved irrespective of land ownership and this can follow-through to planning applications.  
Therefore, we request that the aforementioned text is omitted. 

 Figure 2.4 Green Infrastructure Strategy – we request omission of retained hedgerows, as per our 
comments on Figure 2.2 The Masterplan Framework.  . 

 Figure 2.6: Central Green Corridor – We per previous comments we request omission of the hedgerow 
retention and town park options. 

 Figure 2.7: Hayden Road Green Corridor Link: Possible Configuration – We consider there is no policy 
basis for the configuration shown and this level of detail should be left to consideration of a site wide 
design code and masterplanning not the MFD.  There is no certainty on the future road connections, 
especially over the ‘grey land’. 

 2.2.14 – The green corridor link through to Hayden Road is an aspiration set-out within the draft 
document.  It is not a key policy requirement.  Access provision to Hayden Road is not under the 
control of TW and BDW.  Therefore, these parties are not able to provide access through the ‘grey 
land’. 

 2.2.15 – We object to the statement on responsibility of the developers.  There is no policy basis for 
this statement and there are adequate pedestrian and cycle links proposed via the existing footbridge 
over the A6 and via the A6 roundabout locations.  It could be interpreted that it is the responsibility of 
TW and BDW as developers to provide a link to Hayden Road which it is not and hence we request 
that this paragraph is omitted from the draft document. 

 2.2.22 – We object to the statement that the new town park will need to be 3.6 hectares.  This is not 
properly explained and in any event we consider whilst there is an aspiration for a town park, this is not 
a policy requirement under Policy 33 of the NNJCS (or part of the 2017 vision document) and there is 
no requirement for this size of town park.  We request the park size is omitted from the document.  We 
do intend to provide an appropriate range of green and blue infrastructure including a town park and 
this is a matter for the emerging site wide design code and future planning applications. 

 2.2.24 – We welcome the comment that alternative locations for the town park will be considered.   The 
preference of TW and BDW is for the Town Park to be located on one of the main entrances to the 
Site.  This is Option 1 in in Figure 2.12.   

 2.2.29 – We would question the statement that the cemetery serves Rushden and Higham Ferrers.  
This is a local matter and not one to be dictated by this MFD. 

 Figure 2.15 Indicative Drainage Strategy Plan – We object to this plan because it does not appear to 
be accurate for example it does not accurately show existing watercourses and it does not appear to 
have been prepared taking into account specialist advice on drainage or levels.  The MFD does not 
need this level of detail based on insufficient knowledge and hence the plan should be omitted from 
the document. 
 

 
Planning Application Requirements (page 27 of the draft document) 

We consider there are a number of points to make about these requirements and hence we have 
numbered our points below. 

1. 4th * - it is not a requirement for any planning application to set out a proposal to design and implement 
the green corridor link through the grey land connecting to Hayden Road and hence this should be 
omitted from the document. 

2. 9th * - it is not a requirement to provide 3.6 hectares of town park and hence this should be omitted 
from the document. 

3. 14th * - it is very specific to restrict works within 9m of watercourse and ditches without flood defence 
consent.  There is no evidence to base this restriction and this level of detail is not appropriate for the 
MFD.  We suggest consideration of specialist advice on this matter. 
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Section 2.0  The Masterplan Framework – continued. 

 2.3.7, 2.3.9 to 2.3.16, Figures 2.17 to 2.19 – The ‘super crossings’ are not supported on the grounds 
of safety and operational efficiency. 

 Figure 2.16: Access and Movement – We consider there is no justification to prescribe detail of 
secondary streets or primary streets beyond the main spine road.  This is a level of detail appropriate 
for the emerging site wide design code and planning applications.  The town centre of Higham Ferrers 
should be shown just to ensure there is consistency in approach with identification of Rushden town 
centre. 

 2.3.17, 2.3.18 and Figures 2.21 to 2.23 – It is not a requirement of the scale and type of development 
emerging under the planning application by TW and BDW for crossing points or connections to Hayden 
Road. 

 2.3.20 – Policy 33 does not require the character of the A6 to change and hence this should be 
corrected.  We accept that it is desirable and inevitable that the character of the A6 in the location of 
the SUE will change but this is not a policy requirement. 

 Figures 2.24 and 2.25 – These should be labelled as indicative only. 

 Figure 2.28, 2.3.31, and 2.3.32 – This is very prescriptive detail for the MFD and hence we request this 
figures are labelled as indicative only. 

 Figures 2.30 to 2.33 – These should be labelled as indicative only. 

 2.3.35 – Policy 33 does not state what is included in this paragraph.  Limb i) of the policy states that 
footpaths and cycle ways are to connect the villages to the new area.  It is not a requirement of the 
developers to provide these but rather to show connections points within the SUE. 
 

 
Planning Application Requirements (page 38 of the draft document) 

We consider there are a number of points to make about these requirements and hence we have 
numbered our points below. 

1. 2nd * - The ‘super crossings’ are not supported on the grounds of safety and operational efficiency.  
Please refer to our comments under point 2 of Figure 1.1 above. 

2. 3rd * - There is no policy requirement for connections through the SUE to the A6 as per the 
configurations shown in Figure 2.7. 

3. 5th * - The same comment about ‘super crossings’ applies here. 
4. 7th * - A bus loop or bus route should be stated here. 
5. 9th * - There is no policy basis for a requirement for funding and delivery of pedestrian and cycle routes 

between the SUE and the villages listed.  The proposal by TW and BDW will provide for future 
connection points to the boundary of the SUE.  Discussions can be held as part of the planning 
application in respect of delivery mechanisms beyond the boundary. 
 

 
Section 2.0  The Masterplan Framework – continued. 

 2.4.7 – It is not for the MFD to seek to prescribe details of indexation measures and hence this should 
be omitted from the document.  This is not contained in NNJCS policy. 

 2.4.13 – Policy 30 of the NNJCS does not require self-build and hence the reference in this paragraph 
should be omitted.  Limb G of Policy 30 refers to custom build but it does not refer to self-build. 

 Figure 2.34 – We do not recognise the labelling of urban character or rural character and would seek 
clarity on what is intended here. 

 Planning Application Requirements (page 42) – it is possible to be policy compliant at less than 20% 
affordable homes subject to testing of viability.  There is no policy basis for self-build and hence these 
should be changed. 

 Figure 2.35 – It is not appropriate for the MFD to seek to identify locations for live/work units in this 
SUE and hence this should be omitted. 

 2.5.7 – This statement seeks to set policy which is not appropriate for the MFD.  Not only this but any 
such position is contrary to Policy 24 of the NNJCS which explicitly supports proposals for logistics 
(B8).  This statement should be omitted from the document. Section 2.5 correctly seeks to tie the 
provision of employment land and uses back Policy 33 of the NNJCS and the content of the 2017 
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Rushden East Vision Statement.  These two documents set out the Council’s position on employment 
provision and are the principal foundations of the SUE.   

 The quoted sections are notable for their repeated references to ‘delivering an enhanced balance’, 
‘providing a mix of employment opportunities’, ‘redressing the balance of jobs to homes’, ‘provide a 
mixed use development which offers a good balance of jobs, homes and local facilities’, ‘provide a mix 
of employment opportunities to expand the local economy’.  It is clear that the Council is seeking a 
balanced, mixed-use approach and it is welcome that the draft Framework acknowledges this point at 
paragraph 2.5.4.  In that respect the draft Framework is consistent with Joint Core Strategy Policies 
23, 24 and 33(c), and the Rushden Neighbourhood Plan (para 1.21).   

 Notwithstanding the above, the draft MFD then states at para 2.5.7 that “The Council has clearly 
indicated that a large site for warehousing and distribution uses (B8) will not be supported as part of 
the SUE.”  This statement is inconsistent with what has gone before and furthermore is prejudicial to 
the achievement of a balanced, mixed use employment development.  It is acknowledged that the 
warehousing and distribution sector is prevalent in the area, particularly along the A6, A14 and A45 
corridors, however this reflects the relative activity levels in the sector.  Demand for such space is high 
and sustained, and the SUE is located in the prime geographical area of the UK for this type of activity.  

 The statement at para 2.5.7 has no basis in adopted policy. By precluding B8 from the mix of uses 
open for consideration at the SUE, it ignores the contribution that this sector has to play in the economy 
of the region and its potentially critical role in catalysing employment development at Rushden East.  
The Consortium are not proposing warehousing and distribution as the only employment sector for the 
SUE, but, having considered the evidence and deliverability, it is likely that such uses will account for 
a proportion of employment delivery within a balanced mix of B1, B2 and B8 floorspace at the site.  
Furthermore leaving B8 use open for consideration would be consistent with the following adopted 
policy and published strategy that seeks to support and grow the logistics sector in this area: 

 NNJCS Policy 22; 

 SEMLEP strategic Economic Plan paras 2.3.6 and 3.2.2.18; 

 East Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 2; 

 Enterprising East Northants Strategy; and  

 Rushden Neighbourhood Plan Policy EJ1. 

 In recent meetings, ENC has sought to articulate a vision for a mixed use development, one that may 
include the life sciences sector, film and television, industrial activity and warehousing and distribution. 
This mixed -use vision is shared by the Consortium and over the envisaged 15-20 year construction 
timeframe for the SUE it is probable that most, if not all, of these sectors will locate at Rushden.  The 
Consortium is committed to exploring all viable options, and firmly believe that the Council must not 
exclude consideration of any individual sector or use at this time, when the available evidence points 
strongly towards its value to the economy of the region and the deliverability of the SUE. Accordingly, 
it is requested that paragraph 2.5.7 of the draft MFD be deleted. 

 2.5.10 – It is not for the MFD to seek to impose restrictions on phasing and delivery of development as 
this is not supported in planning policy.  This paragraph should be omitted from the document. 

 Figure 2.37 – Omit the hedgerow retention and reconsider the accuracy of the views to the church. 

 Planning Application Requirements (page 45) – there is no policy requirement to identify the location 
and size of the proposed industrial premises in an outline planning application and there is no policy 
requirement to provide an enterprise and innovation areas.  We have already objected to the 
suggestion of having small employment areas near to the local centres and there is no policy basis to 
seek phasing of delivery of employment/jobs to delivery of residential parcels and the primary school.  
Nor is there any policy basis for ‘meanwhile’ uses in the local centres. 

 Planning Application Requirements (page 47) – there is no policy basis to require the location and 
capacity of primary health care provision under an outline planning application and this is too 
prescriptive for the MFD.  We do accept there will be a need for additional healthcare provision subject 
to masterplanning under the emerging planning applications. 

 Figure 2.49 - We consider there is no policy basis for the configuration shown and this level of detail 
should be left to consideration of a site wide design code and masterplanning not the MFD. 

 Figure 2.50 – We object to the proposed employment clusters as mentioned above. 
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Planning Application Requirements (page 52) – There is no policy basis to require development 
proposals to include a layout of the local centres for example under the first planning application. 

 
 
Section 3.0 Delivery Strategy 

 3.1 – The text here is supporting text to Policy 33 and not the text of Policy and this is an important 
distinction to make. 

 3.2.1 – There is no policy basis to seek to require details of land assembly under a planning application.  
The draft MFD has a continuing theme of requiring delivery of a link (vehicular and/or pedestrian) by 
the party which is variously referred to as the Consortium and/or Developer(s).  There is no policy 
requirement for this.  The land control by TW and BDW does not allow for this but TW and BDW intend 
to deliver green infrastructure and future connection points up to the boundary of their land control.  
This will not prejudice the delivery of future land by others. 

 3.2.5 – We are interested to see the separate land assembly strategy being developed by the Council. 

 3.2.11 – The potential, or otherwise, for changes to Building Regulations should not be a matter for the 
MFD.  This is separate to planning guidance. 

 3.2.13 – This paragraph seeks a development appraisal at an early stage.  We request consideration 
of the wording here because it should be acknowledged that a development viability appraisal will be 
required.  The development costs for delivery of the development will be known about as and when 
some key studies/assessments are known such as the transport assessment.  Potential planning 
obligations are not currently completed and probably will not be known until there are discussions 
based on consultation responses on the planning application. 

 3.2.16 – We would like to know more about the proposal for governance especially in the context of 
the emerging unitary authority and acknowledging the timescale for this is under review. 

 Table 3.1 – This is too prescriptive for the MFD.  A site wide design code is being prepared as is an 
emerging planning application.  These will provide the detail necessary.  This table is considered 
unnecessary. 

 Planning Application Requirements (page 59) – As mentioned previously it is not appropriate for a 
planning document to seek to control land ownership and commercial matters and therefore we request 
omission of the reference. 
 

 
Section 4.0 Garden Communities 

 We are supportive of the garden community concept and to follow relevant key design principles but 
we consider it is too prescriptive and possibly overstepping into policy territory for the planning 
application requirements section to seek to require a commitment to each of the principles.  Where 
possible these will be incorporated into the development by TW and BDW. 

 
 
Section 5.0 Consultation and Community Engagement 

 The text here in part is about the process leading up to agreement of ENC on the document which can 
be omitted or amended for the final version of the document. 

 
 
Conclusion 
TW and BDW are pleased to see the progress made on the draft MFD and welcome this consultation and the 
opportunity to submit our comments. 
 
Broadly speaking the masterplan in the draft MFD and the masterplan being prepared for High Hayden 
Garden Community accord but there are some aspects of the plans and the text in the draft MFD that we 
consider need to be amended.  The MFD would benefit from a thorough review for accuracy and for it to be 
slimmed-down.   
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Please do not hesitate to contact us with any queries and we look forward to receiving a written response to 
our comments. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Director 
 
cc.  Taylor Wimpey UK Limited and BDW Trading Limited  
  
 




