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EAST NORTHAMPTONSHIRE LOCAL PLAN PART 2 EXAMINATION  

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF IM PROPERTIES PLC 

 

MATTER 2 – SPATIAL STRATEGY 

Preamble 

1. This Hearing Statement is made on behalf of our Client, IM Properties Plc (‘IM Properties’), 

in advance of making verbal representations to the East Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 

2 (‘the Plan’) Examination in Public.   

2. IM Properties is promoting land to the east of Thrapston on the A605 close to Junction 13 

of the A14. The site comprises two parcels of land, with the main parcel of land being 
sited to the east of the A605 and north of Halden’s Parkway employment area and 

comprises 46.16 hectares (114.07 acres) of land, which IM Properties is seeking to bring 

forward for employment development, principally Class B8 storage and distribution uses, 

but also other use classes relevant to employment uses, such as B2, E(c) and E(g). 

3. The other smaller parcel of land is located to the west of the A605 and comprises 2.41 
hectares of land (5.96 acres). It is envisaged this land parcel will be delivered as flexible 

business space for smaller occupiers. 

4. IM Properties is promoting land at Thrapston in partnership with DSV – the global transport 

and logistics company – which is currently based out of two buildings in Thrapston and 

wants to create a new flagship UK facility which can accommodate the growth of the 

business from approximately 200 to 600 employees. 

5. IM Properties is keen to engage in the Local Plan examination process and assist in 

preparing a sound plan which is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent. 

6. Nevertheless, it is our case that the Plan does not make sufficient allocations for larger 

employment development, in that it takes forward the jobs target for the District 1 as set 

by the Joint Core Strategy (February 2016) (‘the JCS’) and relies on existing major 

committed sites within the District to meet this need. As demonstrated by our evidence, 

demand for industrial floorspace, in particular logistics, is outstripping supply and there 

is, therefore, a need to plan for greater growth now.  

7. In light of the above, we consider the Draft Local Plan is unsound as it is:  

• Not positively prepared, as it is not based on up-to-date evidence.  

 
1 The employment evidence base which underpins the JCS jobs growth targets ranges from 2013-2015 and is 
therefore dated.  
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• Not justified, as it does not consider the reasonable alternative of planning for 

greater employment growth and is not an appropriate strategy based on the 
evidence. 

• Not consistent with national policy, as it does not reflect the NPPF’s approach to 

building a strong, competitive economy.  
8. To make the Draft Plan sound we consider it should plan for greater employment growth 

where market demand is strongest such as along the A14 corridor.  We consider Land East 

of Thrapston, adjacent to an existing and established employment area, would assist in 

meeting the significant demand for strategic employment development.   

Questions 

Spatial Development Strategy 

Q3.  What context does the JCS provide in terms of the scale of development required 

in East Northamptonshire? What are the specific requirements for housing, 

employment and town centres? Is the scale of development in the Plan 
consistent with this?  

9. As set out within the Matter 1 Statement prepared by Barton Willmore on behalf of IM 

Properties, the JCS does not provide a specific context for the scale of employment 

development within East Northamptonshire (in terms of site allocations / employment 

floorspace). Instead, the JCS relies on committed sites to deliver jobs growth targets 
identified within Policy 23 (Distribution of New Jobs).  

10. Whilst the Plan seeks to argue that the scale of the committed employment sites is 

sufficient to meet these targets, it is the position of IM Properties that the targets 

themselves are out of date and do not reflect the latest market trends in terms of demand 

for employment floorspace, particularly within the logistics sector.  

 

Q4.  What context does the JCS provide in terms of the distribution of development 

in East Northamptonshire? Is the proposed distribution of development in Policy 
EN1 in accordance with the JCS and sustainable development principles?  

11. Policy EN1 does not seek to attribute development to Irthlingborough, Raunds and 

Thrapston, beyond the committed development sites at these towns.  

12. It is contended that this is not in accordance with the approach set out within the JCS. 

Table 1 (Spatial Roles) which supports JCS Policy EN1 requires development at market 

towns to ‘…be related to existing commitments, the current and potential capacity of 
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infrastructure and services, regeneration needs and the character of the town.’ 

Development being ‘related’ to existing commitments is not the same as limiting 

development exclusively to existing commitments. Indeed, Table 1 goes on to confirm that 

‘development requirements will be met through a combination of the re-use of suitable 
previously developed land and buildings, Sustainable Urban Extensions and other 
committed sites, and sm a l l er  green f i e l d  deve lopm ent s  iden t i f i ed  in  P ar t  2  Loca l  
P lans  or Neighbourhood Plans’ [our emphasis].  

13. The JCS is therefore clearly not prohibitive of further greenfield allocations through Part 

2 Local Plans, provided that it is ‘related’ to existing commitments as required by the 

preceding paragraph. Whether something is ‘related’ to something else in development 

terms is a matter for the relevant decision maker, but it remains that Policy EN1 is overly 

restrictive of further growth at Irthlingborough, Raunds and Thrapston and is not in 
accordance with the JCS.  

14. In addition to amending Policy EN1, Table 2 (Settlement Roles) within the Plan should also 

be updated to reflect Tables 1 within the JCS (Spatial Roles), particularly in respect of the 

respective Role/Implications columns.  

 

Q5.  Does the Plan include sufficient flexibility and contingencies to take account of 

any changes in circumstances, including any review of the JCS?  

15. It is IM Properties’ position that the Plan fundamentally does not include sufficient 

flexibility and contingency to take account of any changes in circumstances in respect of 

employment growth and demand. This includes any review of the JCS, but more 

immediately it also does not reflect the fact that the need for strategic distribution 

employment and logistics development has significantly increased since the adoption of 

the JCS, which has been further exacerbated by the coronavirus pandemic. 

16. There are no evidence base or supporting documents submitted with the Plan that seek to 

understand whether the job targets contained within the JCS remain up-to-date and 

relevant. Document F-07 Background Paper 5 - Local Plan employment policies – job 
targets (policies EN18 and EN20), January 2021 simply seeks to record jobs created during 

the first quarter of the Local Plan period (2011-16) against the JCS targets, rather than 

seeking to understand whether the JCS targets themselves remain relevant and up to date. 

17. Whilst the Plan asserts that committed employment sites will deliver in excess of the jobs 

growth target set out within the JCS (Paragraph 7.24), it remains that this jobs growth 

target is not sector specific, and the Plan is inflexible in that it does not contain policies 
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which would ensure that the right type of jobs are delivered in the right places, in line 

with changing trends and demands. 

18. Those policies which are considered to be inflexible in respect of employment growth are: 

• EN1 – in that it does not permit the delivery of ‘smaller greenfield developments’ 

in line with Table 1 of the JCS (Table 1 being subsequently enshrined within Policy 
11) 

• EN2 – in that it only supports infill development within urban areas. It does not 

recognise that there may be circumstances where it is appropriate to develop 

beyond identified settlement boundaries (such as those envisaged through Policy 

EN20) 

• EN18 – in that it only supports the development of new commercial employment 

space where they will deliver workspace for small and micro-businesses2. It does 

not support the development of employment floorspace in general terms, subject 

to a demonstrable need. 

 

Q6.  Was the methodology used to assess and select the proposed site allocations 

appropriate? Were reasonable alternatives considered and tested? Are the 
reasons for selecting the preferred sites and rejecting others clear and where is 

this set out? 

19. It is not clear what methodology was used to determine which sites should or should not 

be allocated within the Plan, or whether reasonable alternatives were considered. 

20. The Evidence base/ supporting documents - submitted alongside East Northamptonshire 
Local Plan Part 2 - updated July 2021 index does not include a Site Selection Methodology 

Paper, or similar, whilst the Sustainability Appraisal assesses the impact of the policies 

within the Plan as drafted, rather than any specific sites that are included or discounted.  

 

Q9.  What is the justification for the criteria for settlement boundaries referred to in 

Policy EN2 for the urban areas? In practical terms, do the criteria relate to how 

settlement boundaries will be defined, or are they criteria relating to when infill 

development will be permitted? Should the policy be clear that it applies only 

 
2 Defined as including businesses of up to 50 staff (small business) and 10 staff (micro business).  
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where settlement boundaries are not established in a NP? Is the intention that 

all the criteria apply? 

21. IM Properties welcomes clarity on this point. There are no settlement boundaries defined 

within the JCS or the Part 2 Local Plan. It is therefore assumed that the intention is to 
carry forward those defined elsewhere (within the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston 
Plan, for example). However, Policy EN2 or the supporting text does not make this 

apparent. 


