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1.0	 INTRODUCTION 

1.1	 I am instructed to make representations on behalf of Scotts of Thrapston Limited. I am a 
Fellow of the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors and have in excess of 35 years’ 
experience of providing advice on commercial property and development land in the 
Northamptonshire area and across the U.K. 

1.2	 Set out below is an explanation of the representations made on 22nd February 2008. 

2.0	 BACKGROUND 

2.1	 Scotts of Thrapston have occupied their site at Bridge Street in Thrapston for 
approximately 45 years. For the past 15 years, part of the site has been occupied by 
Buildbase Limited. The two businesses are entirely independent but have a degree of 
synergy. The uses at the site encompass manufacturing, storage, distribution, design 
and administration offices and ancillary sales to both trade and retail customers. 

2.2	 The site has an approximate area of 2.5 hectares and includes mainly single storey 
buildings with a total gross internal floor area of approximately 7900 sq.m. together with 
surfaced yard areas used for parking and open storage uses. 

2.3	 The site is shown on the attached plan marked in red (Appendix I). 

2.4	 Outline planning consent for residential development was granted in December 1990 and 
consent to vary the time limits for submission of reserved matters was given in January 
1995. The consent for residential development was never implemented because of 
difficulties in relocating the business to a suitable site and at a reasonable cost. 

2.5	 The site is shown as a commitment (to residential development) in the 1996 Adopted 
Local Plan. 

2.6	 During the period January 2005 to April 2006, we have had meetings with and 
corresponded with the Chief Executive of East Northamptonshire Council and the Head of 
Planning. We also made representations during the earlier stages of the preparation of 
the DPD and attended the Consultation Workshop on the Northamptonshire Commercial 
Property and Employment Land Assessment. 

3.0	 COMMENTS AND OBJECTIONS 

3.1	 From the above, I would confirm that the origins of this representation are specific to a 
particular site and the needs of a particular employer but it is my opinion that policies 
contained in the Development Plan are inappropriate and must be amended if the needs 
of the District, its residents and businesses are to be met throughout the Plan period. 

3.2	 Specifically, amendments are required to the following:-

(a)	 Employment land and economic policy (Policies 23 and 24). 
(b)	 Employment Strategy (for Thrapston) and Policy THR4. 
(c)	 Regeneration and Policies THR2 and THR3. 

3.3	 I believe that the Plan will not meet the requirements of PPS1 or the Core Spatial 
Strategy for the following reasons:-
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(i)	 Thrapston, at the junction of the A14 and A45, should now be regarded as a 
prime location for employment development. It has succeeded in attracting major 
occupiers in competition with other locations in North Northamptonshire and 
across a wider region. It has potential to attract further inward investment 
providing suitable sites are allocated. For many years, the town has lacked a 
range of suitable employment sites and the DPD is even more restricted than the 
1996 Adopted Plan. The lack of a range of suitable employment sites will restrict 
the ability of local businesses to expand or relocate to better premises. At best, 
this will lead to businesses relocating elsewhere in the District and more likely 
relocating outside the District to nearby towns such as Corby. At worst, the Plan 
will lead to the stagnation of local businesses and an inability to progress and 
compete. 

(ii)	 Whilst I accept that the Core Spatial Strategy does not identify Thrapston as the 
location for major growth, the DPD provides for an unspecified ‘high quality’ 
employment provision in a mixed use area to be phased over the plan period. 
The sites allocated as a result of the 1996 Plan have and are likely to be 
developed for B8 warehousing which generates higher land values than other 
employment uses resulting in local businesses being unable to compete. 

(iii)	 Policy 23 has emerged in the DPD to protect existing employment areas. This 
Policy was not referred to in the Preferred Options document and, as far as I am 
aware, there has been no consultation on it. It has originated from the East 
Northamptonshire Employment Land Review -–Final Report, prepared by Atkins. 
The Report considered numerous employment sites across the District and 
concluded that all should be protected. The sites considered ranged from large 
distribution sites to small unit rural estates and included some large single user 
industrial sites but not others. 

(iv)	 In the case of our clients’ site, it has been considered as a combined employment 
site with the Cosy Nook/Cottingham Way Estate. I believe this is an error. One is 
a small unit industrial estate of relatively modern units and the other is the site of 
a single major employer. The land is separated by a river channel, each has its 
own access and there is no obvious relationship between the two apart from their 
proximity. 

(v)	 If a protection Policy is applied to a large industrial occupier such as Scotts, the 
practicalities and economics of relocation are likely to preclude expansion or 
relocation to more modern and better located premises. Apart from the cost of 
better premises, there are significant costs in relocating such as disruption of 
production process, removal costs etc. The effect of protection is to virtually 
sterilise the company’s property asset. It has to be recognised that another single 
occupier of the property holding is unrealistic and the sub-division or 
redevelopment of existing buildings is not economically viable, even if the 
Planning Authority would consent to such. Since the development of the 
adjoining land to the west for housing, it is inevitable that local residents would 
object to planning applications in the same way as they now make 
representations on the use of the existing premises despite the uses predating the 
adjoining development. The redevelopment of the site for B1 use such as offices 
is simply not viable as the land value generated is a fraction of the existing value 
of the property on the site. 
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(vi)	 The result of the Policy will therefore be that an existing major employer is forced 
to remain in existing unsuitable buildings at a location where their use is now 
incompatible with those uses adjoining. 

4.0	 REGENERATION 

4.1	 It is the stated aim of current policies to encourage regeneration of Thrapston and 
particularly Thrapston town centre. 

4.2	 Scotts’ site is centrally located in the core of the town but the nature of the operation and 
type of building means it is both incompatible with surrounding uses and rather untidy in 
appearance. It adjoins areas of public open space and river channels and offers an 
opportunity to redevelop the site and regenerate the town. Such uses could include 
retailing and housing, uses which make the economics of the relocation of the business 
more viable. 

4.3	 It is disappointing, given the planning history of the site and the representations made 
during the period the Plan was being prepared, that the regeneration possibilities of this 
‘brownfield’ site were not fully recognised. 

5.0	 CONCLUSION 

5.1	 In our numerous representations to the Authority, we made the point that Scotts of 
Thrapston wished to relocate in or close to Thrapston and the existing site offers an 
important regeneration opportunity. The Plan for the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston 
will effectively make this difficult, if not impossible, to achieve. 

5.2	 Specific employment sites should be allocated in Thrapston for industrial uses. 

5.3	 The ‘Protection’ Policy for employment sites should not be used as a method to restrict 
the ability of local businesses to expand or improve their business environment. I do not 
believe that the Atkins Report considered the implications for individual businesses and 
the Scotts’ site should be excluded from the area to which Policy 23 applies. It should be 
included as a site suitable for the regeneration of the town centre. 

………………………………………….. (signed) 
S.R. Edwards FRICS 
For and on behalf of 
Barnes Noble Edwards Limited 

………………………………………….. (dated) 
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APPENDIX I


SITE PLAN
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