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1.0

Introduction

1.1

As Members of the Planning Policy Committee will be aware, a significant amount of
the Planning Policy Team’s workload is currently focused upon the emerging North
Northamptonshire Core Strategy Review. The North Northamptonshire Joint Planning
Unit (JPU), who are leading the project, are proposing to take a draft Pre-Submission
Core Strategy Review document to the North Northamptonshire Joint Planning
Committee (JPC) on 3 July.

1.2

The Core Strategy Review, as required by the new guidance set out in the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), is expected to include strategic policies to deliver
the homes and jobs needed in the area (paragraph 156). As appropriate, the NPPF
requires the Core Strategy Review to allocate specific development sites or indicate
broad locations for strategic development (paragraph 157).

2.0

Emerging direction in respect of the Core Strategy Review

2.1

In accordance with the NPPF the Core Strategy Review will become the principal
Local Plan document for East Northamptonshire, together with the Boroughs of Corby,
Kettering and Wellingborough. Previous meetings of the North Northamptonshire JPC
have agreed an emerging spatial direction, with the draft vision and outcomes for the
Core Strategy Review having been approved on 12 January 2012.

2.2

In respect of the District, the draft vision specifies that: “East Northamptonshire will be
the heartland of small and medium sized enterprises, based on regenerated and
thriving market towns with an enhanced role for Rushden. Diverse, sustainable
villages and a living, working countryside will provide the backdrop for tourism,
creative industries and low carbon businesses to locate at the meeting point of the
Nene Valley and Rockingham Forest”.

2.3

Also of significance, the vision states that: “North Northamptonshire will be outward
looking, taking advantage of its excellent strategic transport connectivity”. It also
makes specific reference to the role of Kettering, providing a focus for surrounding
market towns and villages (including Thrapston).
Critically, the vision also
emphasises how the “business community will capitalise on its [Kettering’s] excellent
connectivity, including its position on the Trans-European A14”.
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3.0

Implications for East Northamptonshire

3.1

The emerging Core Strategy vision, given its increased focus upon Rushden, will
entail the allocation of specific strategic development sites through the Core Strategy
Review. At the very least, the NPPF requires that broad locations for strategic
development should be identified.

3.2

The current (2008) Core Strategy specifies that “Site-specific Development Plan
Documents may identify opportunities for smaller scale Sustainable Urban Extensions
at Smaller Towns and Rural Service Centres” (Policy 9). It also explains that these
will be brought forward at the smaller towns of Desborough, Rothwell and
Irthlingborough and at the rural service centre of Raunds (paragraphs 3.80/ 4.31).

3.3

The issue that has arisen, particularly recognisable in the case of Raunds, is that while
the current Core Strategy allocates a specific quantum of residential development, this
is not supported by strategic land allocations. It was intended that specific sites would
be designated through the relevant “site allocations” plan. In the case of Raunds and
Irthlingborough, through the Four Towns Plan, which is at an early stage in the
preparation process and will now follow the Core Strategy Review.

3.4

It is essential to ensure that the designation of specific towns (i.e. Rushden) to
accommodate strategic urban extensions does not lead to a situation where no
specific direction of growth is specified. As has already happened in the case of
Raunds, it is important to ensure that other towns do not find themselves inundated
with rival development schemes which, in combination, could lead to unsustainable
patterns of development.

4.0

Existing and emerging evidence base for allocating strategic development sites

4.1

On 23 June 2011, the JPC agreed the scope and draft structure for the Core Strategy
Review, including identification of the location and intended broad form of urban
extensions. To this end, the JPU is currently considering a range of potential strategic
site allocations or urban extensions at Irthlingborough, Raunds, Rushden/Higham
Ferrers and Thrapston.

4.2

Much information regarding individual sites/ locations is already available through
existing evidence base documents, in particular:




4.3

These documents already provide a significant evidence base by which strategic sites
may be identified. Both East Northamptonshire Council and JPU officers are currently
working upon the following studies which will support this existing evidence:





4.4

Northamptonshire Strategic Employment Land Assessment (SELA), November
2009 (Atkins);
North Northamptonshire Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment
(SHLAA), February 2009 (Roger Tym & Partners), SHLAA update anticipated
June 2012;
East Northamptonshire Urban Extensions Study (August 2006, December
2006).

SHLAA update (anticipated June 2012);
East Northamptonshire Urban Extensions Study (Rushden Update – Appendix
1);
Urban Structures Study (anticipated June/ July 2012);
Updates to recent transport modelling work (“DIAMOND Traffic Impact
Assessment, AECOM), e.g. to take account of recent commitments at Raunds.

These documents will inform the eventual allocation of strategic development sites
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through the Core Strategy Review. They are also expected to form the basis by which
smaller, non-strategic development sites will be allocated through the Four Towns
Plan. The remainder of this report will briefly consider each town, together with
potential locations for the development of urban extensions.
5.0

Irthlingborough

5.1

The 2006 Urban Extensions Study and 2009 SHLAA both identify Irthlingborough
West as the most appropriate location for development. This matter was considered
by the Planning Policy Committee on 23 January 2012, during the debate concerning
the publication of the 2011 Annual Monitoring Report (Agenda Item 6).

5.2

In respect of Irthlingborough West, Members accepted that while the Core Spatial
Strategy does not explicitly allocate this site for development, Policy 9/ paragraph 4.31
specifically refer to the development of a Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) at
Irthlingborough. Development of an SUE to the west of the town as the preferable
direction for growth is also being considered through the current masterplanning
exercise, and the Urban Extensions Study and 2009 SHLAA both provide clear
evidence that this is the most suitable site.

5.3

Accordingly, the development of an SUE at Irthlingborough West, currently the subject
of an application (including 700 dwellings), was included within the 2011 AMR as an
emerging site allocation. In this case, the existing evidence base clearly identifies a
preferred location for an Irthlingborough urban extension; to the west of the town. On
this basis, the site may come forward in accordance with Policy 9 in the adopted
(2008) Core Strategy.

6.0

Raunds

6.1

As Members are aware, a large quantum of development around Raunds has recently
been granted planning permission:






Northdale End (Raunds North East) – 310 dwellings;
Phase 2, Warth Park (Raunds West) – >105,000 m2 employment land;
RPC Containers, Grove Street (south of town centre) – 58 dwellings;
West End, Brick Kiln Road (Raunds North) – 230 dwellings/ >18,000m2
employment land;
Darsdale Farm, Chelveston Road (Raunds South) – 460 dwellings.

6.2

These consents total over 1000 dwellings and approximately 130,000m2 of new
employment land. This exceeds the current Core Strategy housing target for the next
decade (830 dwellings, 2011-21) and these schemes are also anticipated to deliver a
significant number of jobs (2000-2500).

6.3

The 2011 Raunds Masterplan identified tension about the scale and location of growth
at the town. A reduction in the proposed level of growth over the next decade (from
approximately 800, down to 500 homes) emerged from discussions with the
stakeholder group. This was derived from an average of housing completions in the
town over the past 14 years. This figure, and the basis for it, came from resident-led
suggestions, and were subject to group discussions.

6.4

There is also potential for further schemes to come forward over and above those
sites already committed; e.g. Raunds West, Raunds East and Raunds North (between
the Northdale End and West End sites). However, given the quantum of development
already committed and the local aspirations identified through the 2011 Masterplan, it
is not considered appropriate to consider further development of a strategic scale at
Raunds through the Core Strategy Review.
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7.0

Rushden/ Higham Ferrers

7.1

One of the main aspects of the Core Strategy Review concerns the future spatial
development strategy for the Rushden/ Higham Ferrers urban area. At the recent JPC
meeting (12 January 2012), Members endorsed the view that Rushden should be
either a growth town or a supporting growth town. This raises two key issues:




Should the Rushden/ Higham Ferrers urban area be considered as a single
entity for the purposes of defining a growth strategy for the two towns or should
they (as with the current Core Strategy) be classified as entirely separate
entities?
What would be the most appropriate location for a significant new urban
extension?

7.2

In addition to the Urban Extensions Study (UES) and SHLAA, the JPU is currently
working to produce an Urban Structures Study (USS). Some key findings of this
emerging project, which assesses the 12 towns in North Northamptonshire looking at
their existing structure of streets and open spaces and how this allows people to get
around, were considered by JPC Members on 24 November 2011 (Appendix 2).

7.3

The USS has considered Rushden and Higham Ferrers as being a single urban area.
In the case of the two towns, the UES found the following potential directions of
growth to have the highest potential:



7.4

The 2006 UES and the draft Rushden update (Appendix 1) provide a more systematic
assessment of the possible directions of growth for Rushden and Higham Ferrers.
These identify:



7.5

7 potential growth sectors (Rushden);
3 potential growth sectors (Higham Ferrers, south of A45/ River Nene).

Appendix 3 summarises the findings of the main studies. It considers each of the 10
potential growth sectors in turn and whether each of these represents an appropriate
location for a strategic urban extension within the Core Strategy Review. Appendix 3
identifies the following potential growth sectors as possible locations for a new urban
extension:






7.6

South, towards the railway (Midland Main Line);
East of the A6.

Rushden East – East of A6 Bypass, between John Clark Way and Newton
Road (RUS3);
Rushden West – Between A45 and Irchester Road/ Knuston (B569), as far as
Midland Main Line Railway (RUS5);
Rushden South West – Between Irchester Road/ Knuston (B569) and
Wymington, as far as Midland Main Line Railway (RUS6);
Higham Ferrers South East – Between John Clark Way (Rushden) and
Chelveston Road (B645) (HIG1);
Higham Ferrers North East – Between Chelveston Road (B645) and A45
(HIG2).

Emerging development proposals of a strategic scale, such as the proposed Rushden
Lakes/ Skew Bridge retail scheme, will have an impact on the preferable locations for
development. For example, if the Rushden Lakes/ Skew Bridge scheme is permitted,
this will have a significant bearing upon the relative merits of these possible alternative
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directions of growth.
7.7

As explained by Appendix 3, each of the locations/ potential directions of growth
raises different issues. Members should also note that RUS5 and RUS6 fall wholly
outside the District and any moves to bring these forward would require agreement
between Bedford Borough Council, Borough Council of Wellingborough and East
Northamptonshire Council under the “Duty to Cooperate” (2011 Localism Act).

8.0

Thrapston

8.1

The Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan (RNOTP) already includes the allocation
of a significant strategic development site for 600-700 dwellings (Thrapston South,
THR5). Furthermore, the emerging Vision for the Core Strategy Review emphasises
the importance of the A14 as a major strategic road serving the area and linking
Kettering and Thrapston to both the Midlands and East Anglian ports (Felixstowe and
Harwich).

8.2

This has implications for Thrapston and the SELA (2009) identifies a major 50ha
development opportunity to the east of the A605 Thrapston Bypass, between
Thrapston and Titchmarsh. This land, in single ownership, has been identified as a
potential strategic employment land allocation for warehousing and distribution, which
would massively expand the existing Haldens Parkway employment area.

8.3

If Members are supportive of such a proposal, it will be necessary to allocate this land
as a strategic employment site through the Core Strategy Review. This will entail
setting out key development criteria within the emerging Review.

9.0

Conclusion

9.1

This report is presented to Members in order to secure a formal direction by the
Planning Policy Committee in respect of the potential allocation of strategic
development sites through the emerging North Northamptonshire Core Strategy
Review. It explains the emerging Core Strategy Vision, the supporting evidence base
and how these will affect future patterns of development within the District.

9.2

Members are asked to consider and provide a formal direction on the following:
1. Whether the explicit designation of Irthlingborough West as a strategic
urban extension in the emerging Core Strategy Review should be
endorsed, given that the current (2008) Core Strategy (Policy 9) already
implicitly provides direction to this effect?
2. Whether any further potential strategic sites should be identified at
Raunds, given the quantum of land which is already committed for
development?
3. Given the proposals to designate Rushden as a Growth Town through
the emerging Core Strategy Review, where would be the best location for
a future strategic urban extension?
4. Whether land east of the A605 Thrapston Bypass (north of Haldens
Parkway) would be appropriate as a strategic employment site?

10.0

Equality and Diversity Implications

10.1

There are no equality and diversity implications.

5

11.0

Legal Implications

11.1

Members will be aware of the recent changes to the planning system, introduced
through the 2011 Localism Act. Under the “Duty to Cooperate” within the Localism
Act, East Northamptonshire Council must continue to engage closely, constructively,
actively and on an ongoing basis with neighbouring local planning authorities in
preparing Development Plan Documents (the “Local Plan”).

12.0

Risk Management

12.1

If no agreement is reached between the constituent local planning authorities (Corby,
East Northamptonshire, Kettering and Wellingborough) in taking the Core Strategy
Review forward this may lead to a policy vacuum in the medium term. East
Northamptonshire would struggle to resist inappropriate development proposals
coming forward in the absence of an up to date strategic Local Plan (i.e. Core Strategy
Review).

13.0

Financial Implications

13.1

None. The Core Strategy Review is being undertaken by officers already employed
through East Northamptonshire Council and the North Northamptonshire JPU.

14.0

Corporate Outcomes

14.1

The relevant Corporate Outcomes are:




Good quality of life – prosperous, sustainable
Effective partnership working
Strong community leadership

15.0

Recommendations

15.1

It is requested that Members endorse the following:





15.2

Designation of Irthlingborough West as a strategic land allocation (urban
extension) in the initial draft Core Strategy Review document for
consultation, ahead of the formal consultation on the Pre-Submission
Draft Core Strategy Review (autumn 2012);
No designation of further specific strategic site allocations at Raunds in
the Pre-Submission Draft Core Strategy Review;
Allocation of land east of the A605 Thrapston Bypass (north of Haldens
Parkway) as a strategic employment site in the Pre-Submission Draft
Core Strategy Review.

Members are requested to give a direction as to the Planning Policy
Committee’s preferred location for a new strategic urban extension at Rushden
(Reason – to ensure progress is made with preparing the Pre-Submission Draft Core
Strategy Review document).

Power: Localism Act 2011; Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
None
Legal
Other
considerations:
Background Papers: East Northamptonshire Urban Extensions Study (August 2006, December 2006);
North Northamptonshire Joint Planning Committee papers (23 June 2011, 24
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November 2011, 12 January 2012, 26 April 2012)

Person Originating
Report:
Date: 08 June 2012
CFO

Michael Burton (Senior Planning Policy Officer)
Tel: 01832 742221

MO

CX

(Committee Report Normal Rev. 22)
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Appendix 1

East Northamptonshire Urban
Extensions Study

Rushden Update, 22 May 2012

East Northamptonshire Urban Extensions Study – Rushden Update

22 May 2012

1.0 Introduction
1.1

In August 2006, East Northamptonshire Council undertook its “Urban
Extensions Study” for the Three Towns (Rushden, Higham Ferrers and
Irthlingborough)1. The methodology was closely based on similar work
previously carried out for Corby, Kettering and Wellingborough and provides a
broad indication of the most appropriate direction for a Rushden urban
extension.

1.2

The previous study identified seven potential growth sectors around Rushden:

RUS1 –
South
Between
Wymington
and south of
Bedford
Road (A6)

RUS2 –
South East
East of A6
Bypass,
between
Bedford
Road and
Newton
Road,
towards
Avenue
Road
“ribbon”
development

RUS3 –
East
East of A6
Bypass,
between
John Clark
Way and
Newton
Road

RUS4 –
North West
North of
A45,
towards
Ditchford
Lakes/
River Nene

1

RUS5 –
West
Between
A45 and
Irchester
Road/
Knuston
(B569), as
far as
Midland
Main Line
Railway

RUS6 –
South West
Between
Irchester
Road/
Knuston
(B569) and
Wymington,
as far as
Midland
Main Line
Railway

RUS7 –
North
Nene Valley
Farm and
land east of
Crown Way/
Brindley
Close

http://www.east-northamptonshire.gov.uk/downloads/Urban_Extensions_Study_Report__Rushden__Higham_Ferrers_and_Irthlingborough.pdf
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1.3

Sectors RUS1-4 and RUS7 were systematically assessed through the 2006
Urban Extensions Study. The 2006 study concluded that: “The built up area of
Rushden is contained within the road network and the District and County
boundary. It is expected that the majority of growth will be contained within the
urban boundary and use predominantly brownfield land and previous
greenfield permissions. Consequently there is no need to identify a direction of
growth at this stage” (section 5.0).

1.4

Sectors RUS5 and 6 were defined for completeness, however they are located
wholly outside of East Northamptonshire. At the time it was decided that little
information was available to assess the areas and East Northamptonshire
Council is not the relevant planning authority in both cases. Sector RUS1 was
assessed, as this has a small portion of land within the administrative
boundary of East Northamptonshire, although assessments were only made
for the area within the boundary line; i.e. excluding the majority of the sector
within Bedford Borough.

1.5

The 2006 Urban Extensions Study provides a useful evidence base in
identifying the most appropriate locations for a Rushden urban extension. The
conclusions of the 2006 document are set out below.

Sector
RUS1 –
South

Conclusions
Overall very little land available for development; land that is available
would reduce the distance between Rushden and Wymington, also fairly
divorced from the town centre and employment areas.

RUS2 –
South
East

Some capacity between the current built up area of the town and the A6
bypass, development on the eastern side of the bypass may have
landscape and accessibility problems.

RUS3 –
East

Minimal spare land between the built up area and the bypass, the land
that is there acts as a buffer to the existing housing and the A6. However
access from this sector to employment and the town centre is better than
other locations.

RUS4 –
North
West

West of Rushden has some capacity but is located on the opposite side
of the A45. Accessibility to services and public transport is currently very
good. There are also flooding and biodiversity issues in this sector.

RUS7 –
North

Predominantly a green wedge that provides a gap in the built up area of
Rushden. It affords a green infrastructure link from the lake complex and
joins up with the old railway line in the town, this provides an excellent
wildlife and open space source. Accessibility is good for facilities and
employment areas, however there are major constraints with the
biodiversity and flooding in the sector.

1.6

It is not considered necessary to revisit the earlier (2006) assessment in
respect of sectors RUS1-4 and RUS7. These provide a clear indication of the
most appropriate locations within East Northamptonshire that Rushden could
grow.
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1.7

Specifically, sector RUS1, most of which falls outside East Northamptonshire,
is effectively ruled out as a potential growth sector.
Any significant
development proposals would need to come forward through the relevant
Bedford Borough Development Plan Documents (DPDs). The Bedford
Borough Core Strategy and Rural Issues Plan (adopted April 2008)2, classifies
Wymington as falling within the “Rural Policy Area”. The Core Strategy vision
specifies that: “The rural areas will have stayed rural” and: “The villages will
have retained their separate, distinctive and varied characters” (paragraph
3.9).

1.8

Further direction is provided by the Allocations and Designations Plan for
This specifically “seeks to prevent
Submission (September 2011)3.
coalescence between nearby rural settlements” (paragraph 15.5) and includes
a “Local Gaps” policy which imposes greater restraint of development than
elsewhere in the countryside (paragraph 15.7).

1.9

Overall, the Bedford Borough development plan effectively precludes
expansion of Rushden to the south. Any such proposal is likely to be strongly
resisted by Bedford Borough Council, who are clearly keen to focus new
development to the south of the Borough, around Bedford itself. The
importance of close working between the North Northamptonshire local
planning authorities and Bedford Borough is strengthened through the 2011
Localism Act. This has introduced a “Duty to co-operate in relation to planning
of sustainable development” (section 110)4 and it is considered that any
potential urban extension to the south of Rushden could only come forward
through a simultaneous review of both Core Strategies.
Effectively
development to the south is ruled out as being fundamentally contrary to the
adopted Bedford Borough Core Strategy.

1.10

The remainder of this study will form a detailed assessment in respect of
sectors RUS5 and RUS6. Section 2.0 explains the methodology and section
3.0 provides the detailed assessment against the relevant criteria.

2

http://www.bedford.gov.uk/environment_and_planning/planning_town_and_country/planning_policy/co
re_strategy__rural_issues.aspx
3

http://www.portal.bedford.gov.uk/internet/environment/planning/website%20documents/allocations%2
0and%20designations/a&d%20plan%20for%20submission%20sept%202011/ALLOCATIONS%20&%
20DESIGNATIONS%20Plan%20for%20Submission.pdf
4

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/section/110
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2.0 Methodology
Defining buffer zones
2.1
A buffer was drawn around the town for the 2006 study. This buffer was 1km
in width, this was reduced compared to that of the North Northamptonshire
‘Growth’ towns study, which used a 2km buffer. It was reduced as Rushden is
significantly smaller than Corby, Kettering and Wellingborough. It was
therefore felt that 1km provided a suitable extension area around the existing
town boundary although this does not preclude consideration of a larger urban
extension at Rushden if this is deemed to be an appropriate strategy.
2.2

Each buffer has been subdivided into several sectors defined by
topographical/ physical features. The buffers and sectors shown on the map
(section 1.0) were not intended to form definitive growth options but were
defined in order to provide a way of assessing constraints and opportunities
within broad directions of growth.

Assessment of sectors
2.3
A colour coding system was devised to try and differentiate between the
seriousness of the identified constraints. The use of colours and symbols
avoided the temptation to add or score assessments, as this would imply that
the different indicators were directly comparable and that the scores could
therefore simply be added together to give a total that would determine the
best option. The colours operated like a traffic light system from green
(positive) through yellow and orange to red, which represented the potentially
most significant problems and included areas of strategic importance such as
floodplains. In general the symbols and colours across all topics relate to the
following descriptions:



?
2.4

No constraints identified, development acceptable in principle
There may be constraints, but mitigation is possible
Significant constraints, although mitigation should be possible
Absolute constraints where mitigation is unlikely to be possible and
development is probably unacceptable
Uncertain

Appendix 1 provides full details about the assessment/ grading criteria. The
decision-making criteria were not intended to cover all aspects of sustainability
but were selected in order to draw out key differences that would enable a
meaningful comparison to be made between sectors. It was considered that all
sites would, for example, offer similar opportunities for people to meet their
housing needs.
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3.0 Assessment against relevant criteria
3.1

Sectors RUS1-4 and RUS7 were assessed against a range of criteria through
the 2006 Urban Extensions Study. While sector RUS1 lies mostly outside
East Northamptonshire District within Bedford Borough, effectively the current
Bedford Borough development plan and coalescence with Wymington
effectively rule out expansion of Rushden to the south. Accordingly, the
remainder of this assessment examines sectors RUS5 and 6 within
Wellingborough Borough only.

3.2

Accessibility to Services/ Facilities – South End and Whitefriars primary
schools are both within 600m walking distance of sector RUS6, although
development within Bedford Borough is effectively ruled out due to
coalescence with Wymington. Other key facilities within proximity of sector
RUS6 include Highfield Road allotments and Grangeway shops/ post office.

3.3

Sector RUS5 is generally less accessible to key services than RUS6.
Irchester Road provides a direct route to Rushden Community College,
although RUS6 is similarly served. In summary, both have good access to
certain services, although sector RUS6 clearly has better accessibility overall.
RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West

3.4

Accessibility to Employment Sites – Sector RUS5 is located immediately
adjacent to Sanders Lodge/ Shipton Way, the principal employment area
within Rushden. Sector RUS6 is less well located, although it is better placed
in respect of access to Rushden town centre businesses. Both are well
placed, although its accessibility to employment sites is undoubtedly the
greatest supporting factor in respect of RUS5.
RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West

3.5

Accessibility to Public Transport – Both locations are adjacent to regular
bus services (routes X46 and X47), which provide half hourly services to
Rushden town centre, Wellingborough and Northampton. This represents a
key advantage of both sectors RUS5 and RUS6, compared to other potential
directions of growth around Rushden.
RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West
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Health – Sector RUS6 contains certain recreational open space associated
with Knuston Hall. Likewise, sector RUS5 contains woodland adjacent to the
Midland Main Line railway and Podington Brook. In both cases, therefore,
development would need to ensure that the most valuable woodland or
recreational features should be retained.
RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West

3.7

Community – Indices of Multiple Deprivation reveal that the Highfield Road
Super Output Area (SOA), which adjoins much of sector RUS6, as ranked as
a relatively deprived area. Other SOAs within Rushden which adjoin the site
are, however, generally found to be affluent in terms of Indices of Multiple
Deprivation. Development within sector RUS6 represents an opportunity to
secure some level of local community regeneration.

3.8

Elsewhere, development in either sector may offer improvements by
integrating with surrounding areas and promoting facilities for the existing
population.
RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West

3.9

Liveability – The two sectors, RUS5 and RUS6, are separated by Irchchester
Road (B569), one of the principal routes into Rushden from the west. Both
sectors are also enclosed by the Midland Main Line. Both transport links will
have some environmental effects upon future residents, although these may
be addressed through appropriate mitigation.

3.10

Sector RUS5 is also bounded by the A45 immediately to the north, which is
likely to require significant mitigation. However, no other factors which would
affect the living environment of any development in sectors RUS5 and 6 have
been identified.
RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West

3.11

Biodiversity – Neither sectors, RUS5 and RUS6, have any recorded
biodiversity assets of note, either statutory (e.g. SSSIs) or non-statutory (e.g.
local wildlife sites). Nevertheless, both contain areas of woodland and
coppice so development is likely to entail some appropriate mitigation
measures to address the possible loss of any natural environmental assets.
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RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West

3.12

Landscape – Both sectors RUS5 and RUS6 are self contained and enclosed
by significant physical features. RUS5 is enclosed by the A45 to the north and
Midland Main Line to the west, while RUS6 is enclosed by the Midland Main
Line (south) and Wymington village (east). Both sites slope downwards from
east to west, towards the Podington Brook, although the adjacent railway
embankment, in particular, forms a significant existing landscape feature.
RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West

3.13

Coalescence – Coalescence has already been identified as a major factor
affecting the development within sector RUS6. Effectively, coalescence with
Wymington village rules out development of a Rushden urban extension within
Bedford Borough (i.e. the southern part of sector RUS6).

3.14

Development in either sector RUS5 or RUS6 may also involve potential
coalescence with Irchester, to the west. Nevertheless, this is unlikely to be
critical, given that both the Midland Main Line and Podington Brook form an
important physical separation from Irchester.
RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West

3.15

Cultural Heritage – Knuston contains a significant number of listed buildings,
including Knuston Hall, Knuston High Farm (sector RUS6) and listed farm
cottages (sector RUS5). Any development would need to respect the
character and settings of these buildings and it is likely that it would be
necessary to retain some elements of the grounds/ curtilages of these.

3.16

The Sites and Monuments Record also identifies parts of both sites as
deserted Medieval and Romano-British settlements. It will be necessary to
ensure that any archaeological issues are suitably addressed through the
development management process.
RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West

3.17

Water Conservation and Management – The Podington Brook, a designated
“Main Watercourse” forms, alongside the Midland Main Line, a natural western
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boundary to sectors RUS5 and RUS6. The river is also defined as having a
narrow corridor of Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3. The majority of
both sites, however, fall within EA Flood Zone 1. While suitable mitigation in
respect of drainage or surface runoff will be an important element of any
development scheme, the majority of land within both sectors is deemed to be
developable.
RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West

3.18

Soil and Land – Both sectors RUS5 and 6 also classified, in their entirety, as
Grade 3 agricultural land.
RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West

3.19

Minerals – With the exception of a small area at the northernmost extremity of
sector RUS5, both sectors RUS5 and 6 are outside the defined Minerals
Safeguarding Zone, as designated by the Northamptonshire Minerals and
Waste Development Framework. Similarly, there no allocated minerals sites
in either sector.
RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West

3.20

Renewable Energy – Neither sector includes land identified as having
potential for renewable energy regeneration. Development may present
opportunities for local neighbourhood or micro-generation schemes.
RUS5 – West
5

RUS6 – South West

3.21

Wealth Creation – There are no national rail stations in Rushden or Higham
Ferrers; the nearest being Wellingborough 10km away. It is also noted that
sectors RUS5 and 6 are more accessible to Wellingborough Station than other
sectors and are both currently served by a frequent/ regular bus link to
Wellingborough (services X46/ X47).

5

While it is considered that both sectors ought to be classified as green, a yellow designation is
maintained to ensure consistency with the 2006 Urban Extensions Study
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RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West

3.22

Town Centres – Both sectors are approximately equidistant from Rushden
town centre. Both are more than 800m away from the town centre, although
Irchester Road also provides a direct access to Higham Ferrers town centre, a
similar distance to Rushden.
RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West

3.23

Infrastructure (access to the highway network) – Both sectors (RUS5 and
6) have similar access to the local road network, specifically Irchester Road
(B569)., which gives good access to the national road network through the
A45 and A6 and also the local network. Site RUS5 also enjoys potential direct
access to the A45 (Ditchford junction).
RUS5 – West
RUS6 – South West

3.24

The following table summarises the ranking for each sustainability appraisal
topic area.

SA TOPIC
Accessibility

Housing
Health
Crime
Community
Skills
Liveability
Biodiversity
Landscape
Cultural
Heritage
Built
Environment
Climate
Change
Air

Sector:
RUS1




Sector:
RUS2



Sector
:RUS3

-

Sector:
RUS4




Sector:
RUS5




Sector:
RUS6


Sector:
RUS7


-

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

-







-





N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

-

-



-

-



-

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A


-


-




-




-










-

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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SA TOPIC
Water
Conservation
&
Management
Soil and Land

Minerals
Energy Use
Renewable
Energy
Waste
Employment
Wealth
Creation
Town
Centres
Infrastructure
3.25
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Sector:
RUS1
-

Sector:
RUS2
-

Sector
:RUS3
-

Sector:
RUS4


Sector:
RUS5


Sector:
RUS6


Sector:
RUS7


-

-

-

-


-

-

-

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A









-

-































The findings of the earlier (2006) Urban Extensions Study in respect of sectors
RUS1-4 and RUS7 have been included in the summary table, in order to
provide a direct comparison between the various potential directions of
growth. Section 4.0 (below) sets out the summary findings in respect of
sectors RUS5 and RUS6.
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4.0 Conclusions
4.1

Sector RUS5 scores particularly strongly in respect of its accessibility both to
the existing public transport network, Rushden’s main employment area and
the strategic road network (A45). Development in this sector would have
minimal landscape impact, given that the site represents a self contained area
adjacent to the town, with clear physical boundaries on all sides.

4.2

Less positive aspects of sector RUS5 are its lack of accessibility to key
facilities and services. Development is likely to require mitigation in respect of
flood risk and the living environment (particularly noise). The impact of
development upon listed buildings at Knuston and archaeological sites is a
particular concern in respect of this sector.

4.3

Sector RUS6 scores particularly positively in respect of its accessibility to the
existing public transport network and key local services within Rushden. Like
sector RUS5, it also enjoys better accessibility to the nearest railway station
than other potential directions of growth.

4.4

The sector contains a number of historic and archaeological assets, including
the listed Knuston Hall. The key concern in respect of RUS6 is the potential
for coalescence with Wymington. This should be overcome, however, if
development is restricted to that part of the sector which falls within
Wellingborough Borough.

4.5

Overall, sectors RUS5 and RUS6 compare favourably to other potential
directions of growth in respect of their accessibility to services. Most issues
affecting the site may be dealt with through appropriate mitigation measures.
Briefly, both sectors RUS5 and 6 present potential opportunities for the
development of a strategic urban extension at Rushden.
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Appendix 1

Appraisal Questions for Possible Directions of Town Growth in East Northamptonshire
SA TOPIC
SA OBJECTIVE
DECISION MAKING CRITERIA
Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
Accessibility

Enable people all to have similar
and sufficient levels of access to
services, facilities and
opportunities

SYMBOL

Accessibility to services/facilities: Development in this section would:
 Have good accessibility to a range of existing or committed

services and facilities
(i.e. within 0.4km of a bus route;
0.6km of a primary school that has capacity;
0.8km of local shops;
1km of a playing field/park or open space;
1.5kms of a secondary school that has capacity;
1km of a health centre;
2kms of an indoor sports/leisure;
5km to a major commercial centre)
 Have good accessibility to some, though not all, of the above
services and facilities
 Have poor accessibility to a range of services and facilities

Accessibility to employment sites: Development in this town would have:
 Good accessibility (within 3kms) to a range of employment

opportunities (i.e. one or more existing or committed sites
>5ha, which may include a town centre)
 Good accessibility to limited employment opportunities (<5ha)
 Poor accessibility to employment

Accessibility to public transport: Development in this town would:
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Housing

Health

Crime
Community

Skills

Liveability

Provide the opportunity for
people to meet their housing
needs
Improve overall levels of physical
and mental health, reduce the
disparities between different
groups and different areas
Reduce the incidences of crime
and the fear of crime
Value and nurture a sense of
belonging in a cohesive
community whilst respecting
diversity

22 May 2012

 Be on an inter-urban bus route and also on a local bus route
that serves the town centre and offers a potential regular bus
service.
 Be on either an inter-urban bus route or on a local bus route
that serves the town centre and offers a potential regular bus
service.
 Be neither on an inter-urban bus route nor on a local bus route
that serves the town centre and would not offer a potential
regular bus service.
All sites are likely to offer similar opportunities to meet this
objective


Affect existing sporting or recreational facilities, including
allotment land.



Be likely to be precluded by reason of being within the
specified consultation zone of a notifiable installation.
All sites are likely to offer similar opportunities to meet this
objective
 Offer the opportunity to deliver improvements to residents in
a deprived super output area (i.e. one of the top 5 most
deprived ‘super output’ areas in East Northamptonshire) by
integrating development.
 Not close to a deprived ward.

Assist people in gaining the skills 
to fulfil their potential and
increase their contribution to
society
To create healthy, clean and

pleasant environments for people



N/A



N/A



-

All sites are likely to offer similar opportunities to meet this
objective



Be >1km from any source of noise (trunk road, railway or
other major source of noise)
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to enjoy living, working and
recreating in and to protect and
enhance residential amenity






22 May 2012

Be >100m but <1km from any source of noise (as defined
above)
Be unlikely to be affected by any source of unpleasant odour
Be < 100m from any source of noise
Be affected by any source of unpleasant odour.



Effective protection of the environment
Biodiversity

Maintain and enhance the
diversity and abundance of
species and their habitats,
including those specifically
protected, and create new green
space networks for wildlife to
flourish and people to enjoy





Have no affect on any designated site or known protected
species.
Whilst there may be constraints, it should be possible to
mitigate as part of development proposals.
Constraints identified although it may be possible for some
development with appropriate mitigation.



Landscape

Maintain and enhance the
quality, character and local
distinctiveness of the landscape,
including its contribution to the
setting and character of
settlements

Significant constraints such that it is not considered
appropriate for development to take place
 Lead to permanent disturbance of known protected species
and extensive land take of their habitat or significant impact
on SSSIs.
 Fragment acknowledged areas of habitat
Landscape: Development in this town would:
 Offer the opportunity to restore a degraded or despoiled
landscape
 Fit well with the scale, landform and pattern of the landscape
and avoid being visually intrusive in the wider landscape.


Be visually intrusive within the landscape although it may be
possible for some development with appropriate mitigation.
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Be at complete variance with the landform, scale and pattern
of the landscape
 Be highly visible and extremely intrusive, destroying fine and
valued landscapes both into and across the area
 Cause a high quality or vulnerable landscape to be irrevocably
changed.
Coalescence: Direction of growth:





Includes a settlement within <1km of the existing urban area



Includes a settlement located between 1 and 2 kms from the
existing urban area.
Does not include a settlement within 2kms of the existing
urban area.
Enhance a designated site





Cultural Heritage

Built Environment

Climate Change

Protect and enhance sites,
features and areas of historical,
archaeological, geological and
cultural value and their settings

Maintain and enhance the quality
and distinctiveness of the built
environment
Reduce the emissions of
greenhouse gases and protect
people from the effects of climate
change




Have no affect on any designated site



Constraints identified although it may be possible for some
development with appropriate mitigation
 Significant constraints such that it is not considered
appropriate for development to take place
All sites are likely to offer similar opportunities to meet this
objective




N/A

All sites will have a negative impact and any assessment of this
objective will not therefore assist in determining the most
sustainable directions for growth.

N/A

All sites will have a negative impact (although some sites are
likely to provide greater accessibility) and any assessment of this
objective will not therefore assist in determining the most
sustainable directions for growth.

N/A

Prudent Use of natural resources
Air

Reduce all forms of air pollution
in the interests of local air quality
and the integrity of the
atmosphere
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Water Quality

Maintain and improve the quality
of ground and river waters

Water
Conservation and
Management
Soil and Land

Ensure adequate water supply,
maximise water efficiency and
reduce the risk of flooding
Maintain the resource of
productive soil and ensure the
efficient use of land

Minerals

Energy Use

Maintain the stock of minerals

Minimise energy consumption,
increase energy efficiency and
maintain the stock of non
renewable energy sources
Renewable Energy Increase the opportunities for
energy generation from
renewable energy sources

22 May 2012

 Be located on high permeable strata
 Avoid high permeable strata
 Be within an area at risk from flooding
 Avoid areas at risk from flooding
Agriculture: Development would:
 Not affect any agricultural land
 Lead to the loss of more than 1ha of grade 3, 4 or 5 land
 Lead to a loss of more than 1ha of grade 1 or 2 land.
Brownfield land (as defined in PPG3): Development would:
 Enable the re-use of brownfield land
 Not involve the re-use of brownfield land
Unstable land: Development would:
 Improve the condition of unstable land
 Not include the use of unstable land
 Not affect land allocated for mineral extraction in the
Northamptonshire “Locations for Minerals DPD”.
 Affect land allocated for mineral extraction in the
Northamptonshire “Locations for Minerals DPD”.
All sites are likely to offer similar opportunities to meet this
objective
 Offer potential to use waste resources on site or in close
proximity to produce combined heat and power to serve the
development.
 Offer no known potential to use waste resources on site or in
close proximity to produce combined heat and power to serve
the development.
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Waste

Reduce the consumption of finite
materials and increase recycling

22 May 2012

All sites are likely to offer similar opportunities to meet this
objective

N/A

Maintenance of high and stable levels of economic growth and employment
Employment

Wealth Creation

Settlement
Centres

Maintain and enhance
employment opportunities
matched to skills and to reduce
the disparities arising from
unequal access to jobs
Retain and enhance the factors
which are conducive to wealth
creation, including personal
creativity, infrastructure and the
local strengths and qualities that
are attractive to visitors and
investors
Protect and enhance the vitality
and viability of town centres and
market towns

For the purposes of this appraisal it is assumed that any urban
extension will include employment land and that all sites will offer
an opportunity to assist in meeting this objective.

 Be within 1.5 kms of an existing or proposed railway station



 Be >1.5 kms of an existing or proposed railway station



 Be within 400m of a settlement centre



 Be within 400m to 800m of a settlement centre



 Be more than 800m to a settlement centre
Infrastructure

N/A

Ensure that the capacity of the
Access to the highway network: Development in this town would:
existing infrastructure is sufficient  Have good access without causing disruption to either the local
to serve new development or that
or national network.
new infrastructure can be viably
 Have access to the local highway but would be distant from the
provided
national network.
 Have poor access, generating traffic in unsuitable locations.
Infrastructure and services: Development in this town would:
 Be within capacities of existing infrastructure and services
 Be within capacities of planned and budgeted infrastructure
and services
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 Require new infrastructure and services which are not in any
capital programme
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Notes on the completion of the pro-forma
Accessibility to services/facilities:


Whilst it is expected that development of a strategic scale will result in
a high level of service provision within the area, it will also be prudent
to maximise local choice and opportunities through access to existing
facilities and services. Identifying existing uses within close proximity to
urban extensions will have a positive impact on this maximisation
process. Consequently, several key facilities and services have been
identified as being representative of the main activities that residents
will need access to when striving to achieve a mixed use, sustainable
development pattern. The accessibility thresholds proposed in the proforma are based upon standards that all new dwellings in urban areas
should achieve as set out in ‘Sustainable Settlements. A Guide for
Planners, Designers and Developers’ - Hugh Barton, Geoff Davis and
Richard Guise – UWE/LGMB (1995).



Pending greater understanding of the potential land area that could be
developed, it is not possible to be clear as to whether or not all
dwellings within a given sector will meet the accessibility standards set
out in the decision making criteria column. In the initial phase the
distance to existing services, facilities and jobs has therefore been
measured by drawing a straight line from the centre of the existing
urban edge of the sector to the location of the school, health centre etc.
Whilst this will not accurately determine compliance with the standards,
it will enable sites to be compared with each other.



The distance between the centre of the existing urban edge of the
sector and the various facilities is recorded in the comments column.



Accessibility to fee-paying schools is not included.



In measuring access to indoor sports facilities, private health clubs are
included.



Sites are ranked as neutral (-) if they have good access to two or more
(though not all) facilities.

Accessibility to employment sites:


The distance between the centre of the existing urban edge of the
sector and the centre of employment areas is recorded in the
comments column.



For the purposes of completing the pro-forma an employment area
>5ha is regarded as providing a range of employment opportunities.
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Accessibility to public transport:


An inter-urban bus route is one that takes a reasonably direct route
between towns. In this case, the X46 and X47 routes provide a direct
link to Wellingborough and Northampton, while the X50 links Rushden
to Bedford and Kettering.
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Urban Structures Summary
1. The Urban Structures Study (USS) is an assessment of the 12 towns in North
Northamptonshire, looking at their existing structure of streets and open spaces, and how
this allows people to get around. Movement, land use and character are woven together,
in each settlement, and so if we want thriving towns that are economically and socially
sustainable we need to understand the role of the urban structure in promoting or
inhibiting movement. In addition, the USS examines the scope for greater sustainable
movement through the towns. The way our communities are designed and laid out has a
dramatic effect on our travel. Well planned places mean the need to travel by car can be
reduced in both existing and new areas, shops and services are in the most accessible
places, and the streets, squares and open spaces are pleasant, safe and direct so that
walking, cycling and public transport are an automatic choice.
2. Firstly, the USS identifies proposals for each place to enhance their connectivity, primarily
for non-vehicular modes. This includes measures such as changing the nature of the ring
roads to town streets, improving the radial routes so that they are better for walking and
cycling, creating connected street networks and locating services and employment in
mixed use areas and in the most accessible places. The USS also examines and
highlights where new development can improve the accessibility of existing areas either by
car, public transport, cycle routes or walking. For example, in Wellingborough
development at Windsor Road could create better connections into WIlby Way and into
town.
3. Secondly, the USS assesses the urban edges of the towns, and explores how integrated
any growth at the edges would be, grading each sector from A-E. The assessment is
based on how easily new development could connect to the local street and GI networks,
what barriers there are (such as major roads, rail, rivers) and how easily such barriers
could be overcome. It also suggests where there are barriers how these can be made the
best of to become more of a feature to the town with new development, such as the rivers
and open spaces. For instance, a Grade E (poor) score would highlight a sector where no
connections to a local connected network are possible, the only connecting point would be
via a vehicle only route and the adjacent town structure is cut off by dead ends and loops,
none of which front onto the single connecting route. There would be no clear grid
network, no GI routes and significant barriers between site and amenities which cannot be
overcome without significant difficulty such as large areas of built form, Highways agency
level roads, flood plains. The assessments indicate the key issues that any site coming
forward in the sector would need to resolve to improve its connectivity.
4. The assessments show that the three main towns are now heavily constrained, having
reached the size where they have already built up to the obvious barriers. Growth would
now involve crossing major road routes, such as the A14, A45 or ring roads and so
creating new areas which integrate into the existing town, and which support the town’s
centre is likely to be highly challenging.
The scale of change required to transform
relief/ring roads has major cost implications and therefore development would need to be
of a sufficient scale to be able to deal with them. Other barriers are rivers and the sheer
distance between the edge of the town and its centre. In the large towns, expanding the
SUEs tends to score higher, because we have the scope to create good connections
within the SUEs and therefore enhance the connectivity at their edges. Corby, where the

most growth is promoted in all options, is already poorly internally connected and so
scores poorly in the USS integration assessments.
5. The USS identifies therefore that development on the edge would need to fulfil a dual role
of overcoming the difficult conditions on its immediate edge, and in resolving connectivity
problems between the edge and the centre so that whilst the sectors do not score well in
Corby, development could be used to resolve these issues and bring positive benefits for
the wider town. The south western sector scores best for integration potential. In
Kettering, the A14 and A43 create significant barriers at the edge. Expansion to the east,
beyond the consented SUE, scores the best but would be at some considerable distance
from the town centre and still have the existing barrier of the Ise. Therefore in Kettering
no sectors score highly. In Wellingborough, the river, A45 and parts of the A5009 all
create barriers at the edge.
6. In the smaller towns, the same issues of ring roads exist, and this is compounded by culde-sac developments which mean new streets cannot connect to existing ones. In Burton
Latimer for instance, the existing town has a clear grid which could quite easily be added
to, but recent permissions on the edge of the town will create cul-de-sac estates which
cannot easily be added to. However, despite this Burton Latimer still has some areas
which could be well integrated into the existing town structure. Across all the towns there
are no areas of the highest potential integration, but several of high (B) or medium (C):












Irthlingborough West – proposed SUE location (B) & south of Crow Hill (C)
Rushden/Higham – south towards railway (B/C) & east of A6 (C)
Thrapston – west of Islip (B/C)
Raunds – to the north (recently consented) (B) and north east (B/C), to south of
Meadow Lane (B), to Antona Drive (C)
Rothwell – to the north (larger than consented SUE), to the south up to A14.
Wellingborough – to the north east of WEAST (C), north of Wilby (B) & to the
north (beyond Upper Redhill) (B)
Burton Latimer – south east (B) and limited areas to the north up to A14 (B/C)
Oundle – to the west (C)
Corby – south west (C)
Kettering – east (beyond SUE) (C)
Desborough – north west (C) and south (C)

7. It is important to note that other opportunities and constraints may exist to any
future development of these towns. Such constraints, beyond those which relate to
movement and integration, are beyond the scope of this study, and will be
considered separately when assessing the Core Strategy Spatial Options.

App3 Potential Growth Sectors

UES
Reference Direction

RUS1

RUS2

RUS3

Location

SHLAA/
SELA
Reference
(if
applicable)

Rushden
South

Between
Wymington
and south of
Bedford Road
(A6)
N/a

Rushden
South East

East of A6
Bypass,
between
Bedford Road
and Newton
Road,
towards
Avenue Road
“ribbon”
development

Rushden
East

East of A6
Bypass,
between
John Clark
Way and
Newton
Road

Key positive attribute(s)

Key negative attribute(s)

Development would lead to
coalescence with
Good connectivity to
Wymington. Contrary to
Rushden town centre via
Wymington Road (emerging adopted Bedford Borough
Core Strategy
USS)

Most land in single
ownership/ actively
promoted. Represents
SHLAA 2164 logical extension to urban
(2012);
area, linking to Avenue Road
SELA E16
ribbon development/
Extremely poor connectivity
(2009)
"settlement".
to town

N/a

Good connectivity to
Rushden town centre:
Newton Road/ Hayden
Road/ John Clark Way
(emerging USS). Principle
of development to east of
A6 Bypass established:
recent permission for 4 No
dwellings, Land adj The
Croft, Alexandra Road
(11/01871/OUT).
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Little active promotion of
land for development,
though recent approach
by Bletsoe re Knights
Farm

Summary/ overview

Discount
(Y/N)

Expansion to south would
entail full/ fundamental
review of Bedford Borough
Core Strategy also. Would
necessitate major delays in
NNCS Review process.
Y

Development would
effectively form new
settlement, as connectivity
to Rushden so poor

Y

Good connectivity/ direct
links to town centre;
some recent moves to
bring site forward
N
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Rushden
North West

North of A45,
towards
Ditchford
Lakes/ River SELA E4
Nene
(2009)

Contains Rushden Lakes/
Skew Bridge - major
brownfield development
opportunity. Principle of
development for leisure/
offices/ retailing established
since 2001/2.

RUS5

Rushden
West

Between A45
and
Irchester
Road/
Knuston
(B569), as
far as
SHLAA 1134
Midland
(2012);
Main Line
SELA W17
Railway
(2009)

Self contained strategic
development opportunity
Major development
Significant development with land south of
opportunity - potential rail constraints, e.g.
Irchester Road (RUS6).
access/ links to A45. Direct Podington Brook (flood
Some constraints, though
link to Rushden town
risk), Knuston Hall (listed these could be overcome/
centre (Irchester Road).
buildings)
mitigated
N

RUS6

Between
Irchester
Road/
Knuston
(B569) and
Wymington,
as far as
Midland
Rushden
Main Line
South West Railway

RUS4

RUS7

Rushden
North

Nene Valley
Farm and
land east of
Crown Way/
Brindley
Close

SHLAA 1134
(2012);
SELA W17
(2009)

SHLAA 989
(2012);
SELA E7
(2009)

Beyond Rushden Lakes/
Skew Bridge entire area is
active floodplain/
designated SPA-Ramsar
site

Little developable land, with
exception of Rushden
Lakes/ Skew Bridge
Y

Major development
opportunity - potential rail
access. Direct link to
Rushden town centre
(Irchester Road).

Significant development
constraints, e.g.
Podington Brook (flood
risk). Potential for
coalescence with
Wymington; expansion
into Bedford Borough
contrary to adopted Core
Strategy.

Self contained strategic
development opportunity
with land north of
Irchester Road (RUS5).
Some constraints, though
these could be overcome/
mitigated
N

Well situated in relation to
Rushden/ Higham Ferrers;
within A45

Site currently designated
green infrastructure
(adopted CS Policy 5/ EN
Local Plan Policy EN20).
Also, flood risk affecting
much of land south of
Northampton Road.

Some developable land
between A45/ urban area.
However, would entail loss
of key green infrastructure
link between urban area/
River Nene and need to
fundamentally review green
infrastructure policies.
Y
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HIG1

HIG2

HIG3

Higham
Ferrers
South East

No obvious constraints;
single landowner (Duchy).
Opportunity (with land
Between
adjacent to Ferrers School)
John Clark
for larger scale
Way
development east of
(Rushden)
Higham Ferrers.
and
Chelveston SHLAA 1069 Connectivity (via John
Clark Way) with Rushden.
Road (B645) (2012)

Strategic concerns re
extensions to Higham
Ferrers as opposed to
Rushden

Some constraints (e.g.
Single landowner (Duchy). Chelveston Brook - flood
risk). Strategic concerns
Good connectivity with
Between
Higham Ferrers (Kimbolton re extensions to Higham
Higham
Chelveston
Ferrers as opposed to
Ferrers
Road (B645) SHLAA 1068 Road/ Wykeham Road/
Rushden
Stanwick Road).
North East and A45
(2012)
Between
No developable land
RPC
beyond former Wharf Road
Containers
Allotments (already
(A45) and
committed for development/
Well situated in relation to
Patenall Way
included in current land
(King's
SHLAA 1012 Rushden/ Higham Ferrers;
Higham
supply)
(2012)
within A45
Ferrers West Meadow)
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No obvious development
constraints. Key
development opportunity
east of Higham Ferrers.
N
Good connectivity with
Higham Ferrers. Some
strategic concerns,
however re further major
development at Higham
Ferrers, as opposed to
Rushden.

N

Only developable land
within area already
committed for development/
included within current land
supply
Y

