West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy Consultat ion

DRAFT v4
Bradfield on the Green Parish Council response
Theme 1.

The Vision and localness

1. Do you support the vision?

19. Do you consider the objectives to be specific to local circumstances?

These are the key issues and challenges that must form the backdrop to the
planning development facing West Northants over the next 20 years:

* Climate change with a whole range of new strategies and legislation
relating to Food and Flood and Water Management

« Behavioural changes — linked to the above — required to make quality of
life sustainable and deal effectively with the existing, chronic and accepted
infrastructure deficit and issues around that required to support housing
growth — congestion and car use, health and lifestyle issues, etc.

» Establishing distinctiveness and sustaining it

We don't feel that the Emergent Strategy has any credible means of dealing
with these fundamental issues in relation to the scale of the development
proposed. The Strategy cannot achieve the vision which could, as written, be
the aspiration of any Growth Area place and has nothing distinctive about it.

We don’t have any confidence in the proposals for the provision of the
infrastructure across such a wide range of existing settlements. The
concentration of effort in focussing development in a single new town might
provide a more realistic means of meeting the scale of housing development
but again we have no confidence in the means of achieving the scale of
infrastructural investment required to develop and sustain a new community
on this scale per se in West Northamptonshire

Moreover, the current position is a hugely changing set of circumstances.
There is the present state of the economy and the adverse impacts on

Northampton in particular e.g. the loss of jobs. The Strategy does not
effectively deal with changes in circumstances such as a lower than estimated
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demand for housing in the area, and the general shifting nature of population
projections. It is now increasingly accepted that the requirement for housing
growth is greatly overstated and must be recalculated.

Then there are issues such as climate change and flooding, future Food
Strategy, Flood and Waste Management Strategy and other national
strategies in support of new models of sustainability. The Flood and Waste
Management Strategy, for instance, will require a new way of working for all
flood risk stakeholders in England and Wales. This will bring new
responsibilities and the need to develop a new paradigm for cooperative flood
management. Both the capital investment and revenue requirements for
sustaining the flood and waste management requirements are simply not
addressed. Moreover these relate urgently to existing settlement as much as
new development.

The Growth Agenda for housing and jobs is now both out of date, rendered so
by the dislocation of new economic circumstances — of undoubted long term
structural significance — and the urgent need to deal with climate change and
the new forms of community modelling that this will involve. The Growth
forecast is simply not being realised and appears grossly overstated.

We have never been convinced that trying to establish the volume of new
housing and development in West Northamptonshire was sustainable and feel
that is now fundamental to reconsider the whole Growth Area predictions, not
least in the context of needing more urgently to address the regeneration
needs of communities elsewhere in the country where the macro-economic
impact of the present recession is affecting more severely than is the case in
our county.

The Strategy does not meet the need to be specific to local circumstances.
The names of town could be substituted for any other towns in the Growth
Area.

What is the character of Northampton for instance? Is there a received view
on the identity and character of the towns and rural areas or parts? Arguably,
much of the character has been compromised by past development anyway.
Much of that development, in terms of business, has been anodyne and
characterless, serving to create a sense of Anywheres-ville characterised by
the absence of anything memorable and appealing from an architectural
perspective.

Developer led, green belt focused development, as proposed by the Strategy
will simply accentuate these past mistakes. In short, the Strategy is out of all
proportion to local needs and circumstances and would indeed irreparably
damage some local communities and engineer further decline in the quality of
life that is available for swathes of residents in West Northamptonshire.

The specific vision for Northampton and its expansion is not even specious. It

is entirely flawed and pays no heed to the past experience of development
that has led to the present state of decline and inadequate infrastructure.
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Realism and history combine to assert that Northampton can never become a
City and compete with Milton Keynes and aspire to accommodate high tech
business on the scale of Cambridge. The transformational shift to achieve this
is simply fanciful not realistic aspiration.

The past efforts to attract skilled industries to the town have not succeeded.
There is no realistic hope of competing with Oxford or Cambridge in this
regard, places that have step change advantages to support them. Other
areas will thrive and be more successful — simply making land available will
not entice these businesses to Northampton. The Strategy offers no credible
way of reversing the history and changing the culture of the town even to get
close to offering significant competitive edge on a major scale.

A credible alternative would be to aim to regenerate and reinvigorate
Northampton as a vibrant riverside market town with a distinctive local
character linked to a wide and attractive rural hinterland, a diverse range of
guality housing and communities, an interesting and distinctive cultural offer.
This cannot encompass massive urban expansion on green belt for the
reasons explained under the answers grouped as Theme 5.

Theme 2.

Areas and Strategy for Growth

2. Do you support Objective 17?

To deliver the planned growth in West Northamptonshire as required through
the East Midlands Regional Plan and the MKSM Sub Regional Strategy
through the provision of managed growth and necessary infrastructure
principally focused ion Northampton, but also Daventry, Towcester and
Brackley

20. Do you support the overall principle of option B focussing growth in a
small number of larger development areas?

55. Do you support the policy approach in relation to phasing of growth across
West Northamptonshire?

In our opinion, these are the key issues and challenges forming the backdrop
to the planning development facing West Northants over the next 20 years

» Climate change with a whole range of connected new strategies and
legislation e.g. those pending relating to Food and Flood and Water
Management

» Behavioural changes — linked to the above — required to make quality of
life sustainable and deal effectively with the existing infrastructure deficit
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and issues around that required to support housing growth — congestion
and car use, health and lifestyle issues, etc.

» Forcibly resisting developer pressure simply to develop land that suits
them by governing development such that it only takes place with sufficient
infrastructure and in places and ways that genuinely help to sustain and
regenerate the town

» Establishing distinctiveness and sustaining it

We don’t feel that the Emergent Strategy has any credible means of dealing
with these fundamental issues in relation to the scale of the development
proposed.

At a macro level, the proposals are widely out of alignment with strategic
planning for the Area, an issue in itself which renders the Strategy not ‘fir for
purpose’.

Northampton South East by itself, for instance, drives a coach and horses
through a whole range of strategic framework documents that were predicated
on the expansion of the town being [1] inward, initially and principally in line
with government and regional strategy, on brown field land and then [2] on
other sites that offered a genuine hope for a sustainable form of expansion
that would encourage centripetal focus in towards the town not centrifugal
tendency outwards. Examples include the East Midlands Regional Plan, the
Local Transport Plan, and the Northampton Longer Term Growth Options
Study.

Moreover, looking at community engagement which seems to have been
discounted, expansion northwards and south around the M1 corridor, the two
widely supported options (the former by a huge margin) from the Issues and
Options consultation gave a strong supportive underpinning to choosing these
areas for the expansion. These areas have ample developer land banks too —
as is evident in the Indicative Representations Plan — so should not pose
significant problems in taking forward in that regard.

The Strategy is also disconnected from spatial Area planning in that its
submission of proposals has taken no evident account of the neighbouring
JPU to the North/East and the other area proposals in the MKSM Growth
Area. The Issues and Options Proposal was inherently flawed here as any
discussion about development to the North, West and South has to take
account of the implications of the position of Northampton in relation to the
wider Growth Area of which it forms part. Had account been taken of these
relationships, then again the concentration of the majority of the development
to the north would again have been strongly evidenced.

Unless there is a new proposal to create an entirely new town, then from our
viewpoint the strategic thrust of the any future development of West
Northamptonshire should focus on the following.

* The growth and regenerative renaissance in the main urban centres and

towns with a high emphasis on capitalising on the opportunities for
enhancement of the public transport network as part of this process. This
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needs massive investment and has to be radically ambitious in the case of
Northampton to have any chance of getting near to achievement of the
vision

* Focus on brown field land in the urban areas — high density -
supplemented then, as next priority, by development to the north (see next
point) supplemented by the use of existing environmentally degraded
major transport corridors — A45, A43 and M1 — and then some
consideration too, taking full account of local circumstances, to
development in villages to accommodate support affordable housing
provision and sustain and reinvigorate rural life in particular - local schools,
shops, post offices, etc.

* The expansion of Northampton town principally to the north - in a wide
circular arc with a major focus on a new Educational and Business hub
with connectivity to the development areas in the Northern JPU’s Strategy
and with the strategic intent of trying to prevent and resist more southerly
flow for work, shopping and employment

» Enabling and creating self supporting communities where facilities are
available without using cars including local employment and/or work
accessible by public transport. There should therefore be a strong focal
emphasis on existing transport corridors. Ensuring sustainable patterns of
transport and effective integration of new development with the road
network are key issues

Together these offer the best chance, taking full account of local
circumstances, of delivering affordable housing and strategic infrastructure to
support the radical shifts needed in transport and the economy.

The aim with the towns and urban areas should be to create a new vibrant
and rejuvenated character and feel. This will involve providing them with much
more integrated and multi-use infrastructure (e.g. in terms of transport and
community buildings), so increasing their self-sufficiency, ensuring housing
and employment are closer together, reducing pressure on transport, and so
on. If the development is not so concentrated, then the transport agenda will
become even less manageable and the outcomes more paralysing and
deleterious to quality of life and the chances of succeeding in any economic
upturn.

Developing huge amounts of urban expansion on green field land will not
deliver this. Grange Park, Wootton Fields and Sixfields are stark examples of
how, in particular, this does not work. These have done nothing to help
sustain the town but simply encouraged a further increase in the bleeding
away to the south with all the proven and established implications this has for
the future of Northampton town. Green field expansion has to be used with
great care and the only credible place to put any significant volume of new
development that might support the vision is to the north of the town and by
infilling existing developed transport corridors.
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We also feel the villages and landscape of character — those that have not
already been compromised by development or the impact of neighbouring
development — should be consciously mapped out. Every effort should be
made to preserve their quality and integrity in relation to their built heritage
and landscape and countryside access. These are very important to the
character of the county for inward enticement and place ‘appeal’ to effect new
forms of inward investment of more quality business. The ridge land to the
south east of the river in South Northants off the detrunked A428 is a great
example of an area close to the town that would be attractive to would be
business entrepreneurs wishing to live in an attractive location close to the
urban area where their new businesses could be established. Villages should
be given the chance to contribute to determining for themselves degrees of
restricted infill and the preservation of their own green infrastructure.

There perhaps needs to be some form of debate as to what ‘the rural way of
life’ now is and what we are seeking to sustain. One fundamental element of
this is to counter dormitory development and to seek to restrain the
suburbanisation of village life. A strong division between town and country
could well be intrinsic to this and a key strategic focus for the future.

Further development in villages should only be permitted if it is appropriate in
scale and does not intrude on the character and spirit of the individual
villages. There may be some scope for development linked to farm
diversification and small rural shopping and craft developments for instance.
This needs to be looked at on case by case basis with Parish Councils and
local parish planning being given a strong say on what suits their communities
and is acceptable.

Theme 3.

Community Infrastructure

4. Do you support Objective 3?

To support existing and new communities through the provision of education,
health, community, leisure, cultural and social facilities, linking new and
existing communities physically and socially

45. Do you support the policy approach in relation to culture and cultural
heritage

49. Do you support the policy approach in relation to health and well being,
and leisure, sport and recreation

Yes. Recognising the range of quality infrastructure required to support and
sustain quality of life is fundamental. It is essential to help to meet the key
issues and challenges forming the backdrop to the planning development
facing West Northants over the next 20 years
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» Climate change with a whole range of connected new strategies and
legislation e.g. those pending relating to Food and Flood and Water
Management

» Behavioural changes — linked to the above — required to make quality of
life sustainable and deal effectively with the existing infrastructure deficit
and issues around that required to support housing growth — congestion
and car use, health and lifestyle issues, etc.

« Forcibly resisting developer pressure simply to develop land that suits
them by governing development such that it only takes place with sufficient
infrastructure and in places and ways that genuinely help to sustain and
regenerate the town

» Establishing distinctiveness and sustaining it

It is very important to recognise the importance of green and cultural
infrastructure in helping to create an identity, sustain quality of life and
address many of the deep rooted social problems that plague existing
communities and help sustain fear of crime. There is an opportunity to go way
beyond hard infrastructure through s.106 settlements and seek to create
something much more imaginative and ambitious in our mapping out of the
best management of the impacts of the new development.

The problem is that the Strategy is simply not credible in relation to
infrastructure. Developer contributions cannot get near the volume and extent
of infrastructure required to deliver such a transformational vision.

The existing infrastructure is already deficient, the extent of the deficit being
acknowledged by the JSPC itself in April. Northampton has a history of poor
development and management of growth and infrastructure. The result is
poor quality housing and insufficient infrastructure, an essential need for
inward regeneration. Tackling brown field development, as required by
government strategies at every level, is the essential first priority. However,
the Strategy has no proper discussion of the capacity of the existing urban
area to accommodate additional housing development. There is an urgent
need to re-evaluate the capacity of brown field land in line with the 2003
Urban Capacity Study and to do this with imagination.

There is no stated ambition, for instance, to seek to concentrate on, say,
procuring central government funding opportunities and European funding to
regenerate the urban areas and Brownfield land which might offer a really
credible model alternative of meeting the vision of giving Northampton a
sustainable future. We know that developers will fight to develop green belt
and minimise contributions, indeed the two points are of course inextricably
linked. We see too that the Strategy effectively endorses this position. This
cannot and will not deliver the vision. It is essential that the development
comes with quality and sustainable infrastructure.
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Developers must not be allowed to dominate and deter/deflect the strategic
intentions of the Strategy This will require the sort of capacity and resources
at the disposal of the Development Corporation and a preparedness to dictate
to and be aggressive with the developers — effectively to ‘project manage’ and
shape the development An active not passive role is needed. Just because
developers have land banks in green field location x, does not mean that
development must be accommodated there. Indeed speculative ‘indicative’
interests pepper the whole area so it is perfectly possible to choose certain
areas and deliberately resist and quash others where they are unacceptable
options. Northampton South East is one such which for the reasons argued
elsewhere in here in the theme answers should be closed down irrespective of
any detriment this might cause to the speculative ambitions and land
investment of developers.

Strong control of the planning process would be required to get anywhere
near the Vision. It would require changes in the whole nature of permitted
development e.g. a new insistence on flexible multi-use buildings (efficient
integration of uses), ensuring community needs are factored into
development, focus on all aspects of sustainability, and strenuous avoidance
of unsupported infrastructure (the whole range of infrastructure, needed in an
integrated form, so as to provide some guarantee of quality of life — transport,
landscape and bio-diversity, utilities, green infrastructure, and social and
cultural including some thought too to third sector involvement. Again, these
are areas where the Strategy is woefully deficient and presently give us no
confidence.

It might still be argued that, leaving Northampton aside, the only way to
ensure that the range of required infrastructure needed to support
development on the scale proposed and offer some guarantee of quality of life
is by building on a completely new site uncluttered by existing and ancient
structures. The current economic circumstances and recent history of
development of the town are strong evidence that its old market town layout is
inherently constrained and cannot feasibly accommodate more large satellite
developments around it.

Addressing the future requires a more sophisticated model that synthesises
infrastructural provision; indeed a model that builds on the key themes of
climate change (and sustainability) and the role and relationship of the towns
with their wider area and transport connectivity. The crucial point is perhaps
creating a new model for economic prosperity that does not imperil transport,
community and quality of life. This is the most fundamental challenge as it
requires a more interventionist approach. Without market intervention and
restriction (shaping policy actively and assertively), none of the chronic
problems and issues associated with development on the scale proposed will
be managed and mastered.

Theme 4.

Climate change and flood risk
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11. Do you support Objective 10?

To protect the environment by minimising the risk of flooding and the effects of
climate change and facilitating improvements in air quality

47. Do you support the policy approach in relation to climate change?

48. Do you support the policy approach in relation to flood risk?

Yes but we have no faith and confidence in the flood risk assessments and
zoning that have been carried out in the area.

Quite apart from this deficiency relative to the present legal framework,
DEFRA'’s Flood and Water Management Bill is fast on the way to becoming
law. Amongst the raft of changes, it will require a new way of working for all
flood risk stakeholders in England and Wales. This will bring new
responsibilities and the need to develop a new paradigm for cooperative flood
management that would further expose the present deficiencies.

There needs to be a risk aware and risk managed approach to flood risk built
on the most up to date predictions of the impacts of Climate Change. The
predictions and projections being made by the Government’s Chief Scientist
mean that areas to the south need to cause us all significantly to rethink. It is
well known that current flood prevention in the county is inadequate and this
does not take account of the changes needed to project for the impacts of
global warming and climate change.

There is no hope of developer contributions being appropriate for funding the
massive capital works to improve the problems with the current drainage
system, let alone catering for new provision and the revenue maintenance
implications of both.

Theme 5.

Northampton — regeneration/area employment

Do you support Objective 2?

To exploit Northamptonshire’s position internationally for economic advantage
by facilitating significant employment growth and opportunities for knowledge
based industries and environmental technologies

5. Do you support Objective4?

To direct retail development to the most appropriate locations that support
regeneration of the town centres
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14. Do you support Objective 13?

To foster the regeneration of Northampton to enable it to fulfil a greater role
within West Northampton and the region

24. Do you support the policy approach to employment demand and supply

25. Do you support the policy approach for locations of employment growth

The Northampton Longer Term Growth Options Study concluded that focus
should be on existing urban areas and specifically mentioned upgrading the
eastern district area. This has not been given the weighting and emphasis that
Is due. In our view, central to the development and regeneration of the town
is the maximising of the use of brown field space and its internal regeneration
within its existing boundaries. This offers a much greater chance of
addressing fundamental future issues such as the many emerging facets of
climate change, modal shift for transport and so creating a genuinely new
sustainable urban model.

Please see out answers to Themes 2 and 3 where the  arguments behind
these points are developed in detail.

We commented in some detail in our Issues and Options consultation
response on the need to maximise urban and town development. This should
not be seen simply as a means of reducing the amount of land to
accommodate the development and perhaps a way of lessening the impact on
Greenfield development. It is, too, a means of seeking to create vibrant new
urban space in the towns through this form of development, and affordable
housing, often in high density. This, as in many other towns, could be intrinsic
to the revitalisation and regeneration of the town space and benefit its
economic growth by supporting inward investment and dynamism. There
could be multiple regenerative impacts and opportunities for a really new
sense of direction and character from doing this effectively. Ambitious design
and architecture should be concomitant elements; as should use of art and
culture in the offer.

We agree — in line with acknowledgements in the Strategy — that there are a
number of areas in Northampton that are in need of regeneration. A new
visionary and more ambitious approach to their regeneration — perhaps using
EU funding and modelling successes in regenerative town development — has
not been assessed. If so, in our opinion, there is significant scope for
increased capacity to a much more sustainable model that delivers integration
for the town. The town needs to embrace the Sustainable Communities Act
philosophy and not look simply to annex high value green belt to the South
East. Presuming that Northampton can be regenerated simply by modest
investment and/or outward extension is at best naive, at worst ignorant of
reality. The culture of the town is embedded in its history and psyche. It
cannot be transformed by a planning process, particularly one so defective in
its approach to infrastructure
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Improving the overall performance of the town centre will require attracting
people to what is on offer — by identifying, for instance, why people travel to
Milton Keynes or Oxford and Cambridge by preference and trying to provide
something that has equal allure. Kick starting such a change in behaviour and
attitude might be most effectively done by investment in Culture in its widest
government defined sense. Two other elements of importance are making
access easy and positively discouraging out of town development and
shopping or at least seeking to balance the quality of what is available in the
towns with the out of town options.

However, the Strategy seems grossly to understate the scale of such a task to
achieve the transformational picture painted by the vision. The comparative
deficit and the competitive leadership of places such as Milton Keynes and
Oxford can offer is so huge as to render transformation on the scale
envisaged an enormous task. Simply stating an aspiration for a future City and
desirable retail centre in the way envisioned seems somewhat fantasy.

Such a change would require enormous investment including extensive some
demolition and rebuilding will be required in some places. However, the stark
options are that we don’t do this then the town will continue to languish and
lose out with the consequent deleterious social and community problems that
will ensue.

The specific vision for Northampton and its expansion is not even specious. It
is entirely flawed and pays no heed to the past experience of development
that has led to the present state of decline and inadequate infrastructure.
Realism and history combine to assert that Northampton can never become a
City and compete with Milton Keynes and aspire to accommodate high tech
business on the scale of Cambridge. The transformational shift to achieve this
is simply fanciful not realistic aspiration.

The past efforts to attract skilled industries to the town have not succeeded.
There is no realistic hope of competing with Oxford or Cambridge in this
regard, places that have step change advantages to support them. Other
areas will thrive and be more successful — simply making land available will
not entice these businesses to Northampton. The Strategy offers no credible
way of reversing the history and changing the culture of the town even to get
close to offering significant competitive edge on a major scale.

A credible alternative would be to aim to regenerate and reinvigorate
Northampton as a vibrant riverside market town with a distinctive local
character linked to a wide and attractive rural hinterland, a diverse range of
guality housing and communities, an interesting and distinctive cultural offer.
This cannot encompass massive urban expansion on green belt for the
reasons explained under the answers grouped as Theme 5.

Simply extending and expanding on to green belt to the south will not rescue

the Town and transform its fortunes. This will simply draw people south to
Milton Keynes. There needs to massive inwardly focused investment to the
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town and its neighbourhood areas and expansion to the north and away from
the south and M1.

So it is essential to be realistic about what can be achieved. There are some
obvious strategic approaches.

Developing the Area economy will require shrewd and careful management of
what is encouraged and permitted. Strong governance and management of
the process of the planning and development process is essential to try and
effect a step change in the economy away from distribution and flatted
factories, this being the overwhelming image at present.

Forms of specialisation are recommended as they can help in shaping
character and identity and have tended to be critical in the establishment of
clusters elsewhere e.g. with high tech industries. Focusing on encouraging
diversity and maybe looking specifically at enticing, for instance, cultural and
creative industries is to be recommended.

Marketing the place to entice this form of economic inward migration and
establishment will need to draw on the promotion of the quality of the rural
landscape, heritage and culture and there is an important issue here about
preserving and enhancing the most important areas of quality landscape and
built heritage so as to serve this end.

Employment is obviously an important element in the mix that creates success
and high quality business. Encouraging specialisations is critical to success
and offers real scope for shaping and creating character. It is perhaps best to
build on inherited specialisations that have already shaped character and
identity — as with architecture and landscape character — but also to be open
and not risk averse to entertaining new options for the town to evolve and
grow.

The Cultural and Creative industries are a case in point and a generally
diverse approach on new and high tech industries is needed. It is well known
that some places have already carved out a specialist association with some
of these. Anticipating new small business development opportunities and
sector areas, perhaps linked to ICT, is perhaps a critical success factor here.

Investment in Northampton’s cultural image and identity will be necessary.
Culture — in its widest sense as defined by the Department of Culture Media
and Sport - can have a significant impact on regeneration and in stamping the
identity and presence of a place. Culture and its importance needs to become
an intrinsic element to the framework for development and the infrastructure
that supports the same. Collective ownership that a place is special is needed.

Most of the present difficulties can be directly attributed to poor planning
decisions and policies, both at macro and micro level, in relation to what has
been permitted inside and outside the town. Reawakening a sense of
historical and evolving cultural identity is absolutely critical if the town is not to
be perceived as bland, dull, uninspiring and middle of the road. Frankly, in
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terms of shopping and culture that is how it generally is perceived. Smaller
places such as Banbury, Stamford and even Wellingborough can point to
much more vibrant and alluring cultural options.

Taking advantage of the River and waterfront is an obvious strand of

development that has been very successful in other places and Northampton
has an opportunity there that is local and distinctive.

Theme 6.

Sustainable transport

16. Do you support Objective 15?

To enable and support the delivery of co-ordinated transport improvements
with an emphasis on non car modes, improving connections within and
around WN including links to the wider network

26. Do you support the policy approach to sustainable transport?

This is fine in principle but there are colossal challenges.

To effect step change, there needs to be huge investment in radically new
infrastructure — which is truly diversionary and offers acceptable and welcome
alternatives — such as a tram system but this is impossible given the
resourcing required and the fact that there is no will to do this.

Creating new and extended roads may offer short term mitigation, but these
will soon become as paralysed as the existing road network without the
achievement of concurrent behavioural change through education and peer
influence.

The Strategy is simply not credible in relation to transport planning.

This is certainly the case in relation to Northampton South East where the
suggested orbital road connection would further enhance outward commuting
on a massive scale both from the Northern and Western JPU areas. This road
- which is not incidentally envisioned in the Local Transport Strategy — would
cost a huge amount of money. We don't believe central government would
endorse a contribution of this order especially since the proposal does not
even feature in the LTP and is not in the Route Action Plan for the M1.

Besides this road proposal is entirely misconceived. Its creation to the road
network would simply magnify the centrifugal tendency for outward commuting
from Northampton and the E/NE of the county to the south — Milton Keynes
and beyond - and worsen the existing chronic congestion issues.
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Secondly we don't feel it is viable given the massive cost involved in bridging
the river, crossing a wide flood plain and ascending the hill in this area, and
the existing flood risks and enhanced risks that would ensure from a new road
and such massive new urban development. There is clear evidence of the
high flooding risk from NRA publications

More generally, chances of effective ‘modal shift’ in relation to suburban
commuting are extremely slim. It is only having the most marginal effect in
other parts of the UK. So much of our infrastructure, economy and cultural
outlook have been built around the car that gigantic change in behaviour and
expectation is required to do things differently. The only hope of effecting
some modest improvement is by concentrating the development in the urban
areas in the way indicated above, seeking to use the minor transport network
and creating more of the same to make multi-user routes genuinely available
to serve new and existing communities, and to support this with a massive
campaign of a cross cutting nature that advertise the impacts of climate
change and impending health problems as key drivers for action and change.
This should also involve employers who should be incentivised/forced to make
efforts to ‘improve their game’ — both in relation to climate change and health
— as an extension to their Corporate Social Responsibility.

There is a possibility at least to make some of this pioneering and use it even
as a means of creating identity and character to the place. Park and Ride and
bus options also have a place but only as part of a means of changing
attitudes and behaviours. It might be argued that targeting the issue of taking
children to school would be a very effective way of approaching these
complex issues as there is a means of educating children to influence their
parents and set and embed better attitudinal outlook in the citizens of the
future.

Improving and increasing public transport patronage will require making
people aware of the impacts of climate change and the need for everyone to
get involved in making a contribution and applying peer pressure to
encourage others is fundamental. Yoking this to the Health problems faced by
the nation is also essential. People will need to be convinced that there are
genuine alternatives that are appealing and attractive. Much of this requires
changes management skills and might need to rely on local champions in
communities as ‘change agents’. We should also not underemphasise the
power of trying to embed these messages and changes in behaviour in
children as proselytes.

Theme 7.
Sustainable development and infrastructural provisi on/delivery

See also Theme 3 above
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To complete, enhance and safeguard the connections in the existing strategic
Green Infrastructure Network, extending these into new urban extensions
and creating connections between neighbourhoods.

6. Do you support Objective 5?

To ensure future development is based on sustainable development principle
8. Do you support Objective 77?

To protect and enhance the built and cultural assets of West Northants, the
character of its towns and settlements and foster the development of WN as a
destination for heritage and cultural tourism.

Do you support Objective 87?

To provide a mechanism for the delivery of infrastructure (including health,
education, transport, community, leisure and recreational facilities) in tandem
with development

18. Do you support Objective 177

51. Do you support the policy approach in relation to funding and delivery?

We have no confidence in the proposals for the delivery of the specific
physical, social and green infrastructure needed to enable the development
and any pursuit of the vision.

Two specific examples are transport and flooding.

Northamptonshire has rapidly growing traffic volumes. Even to begin to
restrain this growth let alone reduce it would require a massively new model.
We know now that building new major roads simply increases traffic and
congestion. So, to posit a new urban orbital network extension at huge
expense and damage to quality landscape would just compound existing
problems.

Besides the road proposal is entirely misconceived. Its creation to the road
network would simply magnify the centrifugal tendency for outward commuting
from Northampton and the E/NE of the county to the south — Milton Keynes
and beyond - and worsen the existing chronic congestion issues.

Secondly we don’t feel it is viable given the massive cost involved in bridging
the river, crossing a wide flood plain and ascending the hill in this area, and
the existing flood risks and enhanced risks that would ensure from a new road
and such massive new urban development. There is clear evidence of the
high flooding risk from NRA publications. Northamptonshire already has
severe flood risk issues — modelling to deal with the increased intensity of the
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causes and sources of such risks through the impact of climate change is
simply absent.

There are other options that could have been proposed. A stated ambition, for
instance, to seek to concentrate on, say, procuring central government
funding opportunities and European funding to regenerate the urban areas
and Brownfield land might offer a really credible model alternative of meeting
the vision of giving Northampton a sustainable future. We know that
developers will fight to develop green belt and minimise contributions, indeed
the two points are of course inextricably linked. We see too that the Strategy
effectively endorses this position. This cannot and will not deliver the vision. It
is essential that the development comes with quality and sustainable
infrastructure.

Developers must not be allowed to dominate and deter/deflect the strategic
intentions of the Strategy This will require the sort of capacity and resources
at the disposal of the Development Corporation and a preparedness to dictate
to and be aggressive with the developers — effectively to ‘project manage’ and
shape the development An active not passive role is needed. Just because
developers have land banks in green field location x, does not mean that
development must be accommodated there. Indeed speculative ‘indicative’
interests pepper the whole area so it is perfectly possible to choose certain
areas and deliberately resist and quash others where they are unacceptable
options. Northampton South East is one such which for the reasons argued
elsewhere in here in the theme answers should be closed down irrespective of
any detriment this might cause to the speculative ambitions and land
investment of developers.

Strong control of the planning process would be required to get anywhere
near the Vision. It would require changes in the whole nature of permitted
development e.g. a new insistence on flexible multi-use buildings (efficient
integration of uses), ensuring community needs are factored into
development, focus on all aspects of sustainability, and strenuous avoidance
of unsupported infrastructure (the whole range of infrastructure, needed in an
integrated form, so as to provide some guarantee of quality of life — transport,
landscape and bio-diversity, utilities, green infrastructure, and social and
cultural including some thought too to third sector involvement. Again, these
are areas where the Strategy is woefully deficient and presently give us no
confidence.

Addressing the future requires a more sophisticated model that synthesises
infrastructural provision; indeed a model that builds on the key themes of
climate change (and sustainability) and the role and relationship of the towns
with their wider area and transport connectivity. The crucial point is perhaps
creating a new model for economic prosperity that does not imperil transport,
community and quality of life. This is the most fundamental challenge as it
requires a more interventionist approach — without market intervention and
restriction (shaping policy actively and assertively), none of the chronic
problems and issues associated with development on the scale proposed will
be managed and mastered
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Theme 8.
Urban extension options

See also Theme 9

21. Do you support the combined choice of urban extensions?

27. Do you support the development of the preferred option Northampton
North...?

29. Do you support the development of the preferred option Junction 16?

30. Do you prefer the development of the preferred option Northampton
West?

31. Do you support the development of the preferred option Northampton
South?

53. Do you support the rejection of ‘Northampton Option 2 (Northampton East)
and Northampton Option 5 (South of the M1 and South West)

Our answer here needs to be read in conjunction wit ~ h our answers
under the previous Themes.

These provide additional detail to our argument about the need to maximise
the use of brown field space and internal regeneration of Northampton within
its existing boundaries as the starting point for development. This offers a
much greater chance of addressing fundamental future issues such as the
many emerging facets of climate change, modal shift for transport and so
creating a genuinely new sustainable urban model.

We commented in some detail in our Issues and Options consultation
response on the need to maximise urban and town development. This should
not be seen simply as a means of reducing the amount of land to
accommodate the development and perhaps a means of lessening the impact
on Greenfield development. It is too a means of seeking to create vibrant new
urban space in the towns through this form of development, and affordable
housing, often in high density.

This, as in many other towns, could be intrinsic to the revitalisation and
regeneration of the town space and benefit its economic growth by supporting
inward investment and dynamism. There could be multiple regenerative
impacts and opportunities for a really new sense of direction and character
from doing this effectively. Ambitious design and architecture should be
concomitant elements; as should use of art and culture in the offer.
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We believe — as is admitted in the Strategy — that there are a number of areas
in Northampton that are in need of regeneration. A new visionary and more
ambitious approach to their regeneration — perhaps using EU funding and
European successes in regenerative modelling — has not been assessed. If
S0, in our opinion, there is significant scope for increased capacity to a much
more sustainable model that delivers integration for the town. The town needs
to embrace the Sustainable Communities Act philosophy and not look simply
to annex high value green belt to the South East.

Presuming that Northampton can be regenerated simply by modest
investment and/or outward extension is at best naive, at worst ignorant of
reality. The culture of the town is embedded in its history and psyche. It
cannot be transformed by a planning process, particularly one so defective in
its approach to infrastructure

Unless there is a new proposal to create an entirely new town, then from our
viewpoint the strategic thrust of the any future development of West
Northamptonshire should focus on the following.

* The growth and regenerative renaissance in the main urban centres and
towns with a high emphasis on capitalising on the opportunities for
enhancement of the public transport network as part of this process. This
needs massive investment and has to be radically ambitious to have any
chance of getting near to achievement of the vision

* Focus on brown field land in the urban areas — high density -
supplemented then, as next priority, by development to the north (see next
point) supplemented by the use of existing environmentally degraded
major transport corridors — A45, A43 and M1 — and then some
consideration too, taking full account of local circumstances, to
development in villages to accommodate support affordable housing
provision and sustain and reinvigorate rural life in particular - local schools,
shops, post offices, etc.

* The expansion of Northampton town principally to the north - in a wide
circular arc with a major focus on a new Educational and Business hub
with connectivity to the development areas in the Northern JPU’s Strategy
and with the strategic intent of trying to prevent and resist more southerly
flow for work, shopping and employment

» Enabling and creating self supporting communities where facilities are
available without using cars including local employment and/or work
accessible by public transport. There should therefore be a strong focal
emphasis on existing transport corridors. Ensuring sustainable patterns of
transport and effective integration of new development with the road
network are key issues

Together these offer the best chance of delivering affordable housing and

strategic infrastructure to support the shifts needed in transport and the
economy.
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The aim with the towns and urban areas should be to create a new vibrant
and rejuvenated character and feel. This will involve providing them with much
more integrated and multi-use infrastructure (e.g. in terms of transport and
community buildings), so increasing their self-sufficiency, ensuring housing
and employment are closer together, reducing pressure on transport, and so
on. If the development is not so concentrated, then the transport agenda will
become even less manageable and the outcomes more paralysing and
deleterious to quality of life and the chances of quality in any economic upturn.

Developing huge amounts of urban expansion on green field land will not
deliver this. Grange Park and Wootton Fields are brilliant examples of how, in
particular, this does not work. These have done nothing to help sustain the
town but simply encouraging a further increase in the bleeding away to the
south with all the proven and established implications this has for the future of
Northampton town. Green field expansion has to be used with great care and
the only credible place to put any significant volume of new development that
might support the vision is to the north of the town and infilling existing
developed transport corridors.

Development to the north will provide the opportunity to deal with the most
deprived areas of the town and those with poorer social and community
infrastructure. This perhaps offers the best means, through good strategic
planning and linkage to the University, of driving up the quality of life in this
area and balancing out the inequalities of wealth and value between the north
and south for the town. This could of course link to the improvement of the
educational base to meet the visionary aspirations for the town. Development
to the north does run less risk of encouraging dormitory commuting away from
new settlements which is a more obvious risk issue from disproportionate
focus on the south. This is a point on which we comment in more detail in
relation to Northampton South East as a new option below.

We do feel too that there are areas of greenbelt around the M1 and other
transport corridors that have already been so compromised by development
that further infill along these corridors is a sounder option than risking green
belt that has more pristine and less spoilt character. However, it is essential
that any development to the South is managed so as to avoid the
perpetuation of the present form of default to distribution and related
businesses and, secondly, the encouragement of outward commuting
associated with dormitory settlement. We see no evidence to suggest that the
development can transform the current situation on these points.

We are still concerned about the flood risks associated with development to
the South and the present paralysing state of traffic congestion (and the
likelihood of effecting modal shift being realistically slight) although the
Parkway option was perhaps a step in the right direction to offering something
genuinely different. We also feel that there are risks about the development in
the south reinforcing dormitory creation to serve Milton Keynes and the SE;
for this reason the development to the north provides scope for an emphatic
shift to something different that is not promoting commuting to other places
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but has a chance of creating new opportunities for balancing housing and
employment.

If the options of simply moving the scale of development to another part of the
country where it can be more appropriately accommodated and/or
consideration of a whole new town development are not to be contemplated,
then this offers the best hope of some form of transformation to the town and
its sustainability by creating something more centripetal in terms of focus. We
have no confidence that any southerly development can possibly control
inward sustainability. It will simply continue to increase centrifugal focus for
work shopping and leisure. The comparative deficit and the competitive
leadership of places such as Milton Keynes and Oxford can offer is so huge
as to render transformation on the scale envisaged a ridiculous pipe dream.

It is imperative therefore that all the plan proposals are properly considered in
relation to neighbouring area planning. These must consider the evaluation of
the Northampton South East proposal in terms of further enhancing outward
commuting from Wellingborough and routes to Milton Keynes and the South.
They must weigh these up against development on a more northern axis
towards Corby/Kettering — as originally envisaged in the Regional Planning
process - and the contrary scenario this might offer e.g. deterring further
southerly centrifugal development and the possible creation of much more
sustainable form of communities focused on the towns — both Northampton
and the expanding North Northamptonshire area towns - and using the
new/accessible rail links provided in this direction. This could both counter the
risk of more out commuting to Milton Keynes and the South East (in line with
Local Transport Planning objectives) and provide new forms of transport
corridor and opportunities for ‘modal shift’ that are so much more difficult to
envisage in the area to the south of the town.

The issue of the ‘compaction’ of the urban form as a desired model for the
expansion of Northampton is an entirely undebated point. There has been no
consultation on this point. If this was a fundamental point, then the whole of
the previous Northampton Implementation Area issues and options needed to
be considered on this basis. In the context of the points just made, it can be
easily and powerfully argued that elongation of the development of the town
has more geographical and geo-spatial logic. It would offer more sustainability
through focusing on transport corridors and taking advantage of synergy with
the development of North Northamptonshire commented on above.

The most sustainable option and the one with most regenerative potential for
the town (after making the most of options for Brownfield development) is to
move the axes of residential and economic development to the north of the
town — towards Corby/Kettering and Wellingborough — rather than sucking the
life and growth of the town further by encouraging more out commuting
towards Milton Keynes and the South East. Further development to the South
of the town will simply lead to more people living outside Northampton and
working at MK and/or off the M1 corridor. This would have consequential
impacts on not effecting modal shift (in line with Local Transport Strategy) and
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adversely adding to climate change problems (and running entirely counter to
the express statement about increasing ‘self sufficiency’ in the Strategy).

Finally, we do feel the need to comment too on the fact that the few
indications of critical thinking being applied to the original 4 Northampton
Implementation Area ‘alternatives’ are scant and detached in the Strategy.
This is a major weakness. There is no synthesis — no analytical evaluation.
This is a disgrace given the huge public interest in the Issues and Options
consultation and is sufficient reason in itself to reject the Emergent Core
Strategy and simply demand the JPU goes back to basics and reconsiders the
whole urban extension and NIA issue again. The changing nature of the
economic landscape is another good reason for so doing, as are climate
change and other new strategic considerations as we already said in relation
to the overall vision.

Theme 9.

Northampton South East

28. Do you support the development of the preferred option Northampton SE?

This Option has been presented completely ‘out of the blue’ with no
relationship to the 4 previous NIA option proposals (commented on above)
that have been considered by the JPU with stakeholders in detail (three were
1500 responses), following extensive consultation, but no useful evaluation of
which has been presented in the public domain.

Indeed the few indications of critical thinking being applied to the other 4 NIA
options are scant and detached. There is no synthesis — no analytical
evaluation. This is a disgrace given the huge public interest in the Issues and
Options consultation and is sufficient reason in itself to reject the Emergent
Core Strategy and simply demand the JPU goes back to basics and
reconsiders the whole NIA issue again. The changing nature of the economic
landscape is another good reason for so doing, as are climate change and
other new strategic considerations.

The only indication our community has had to the Northampton SE option was
receipt of the Preston Green document produced privately by developers on
which this proposal has clearly been founded. There is no other evidence to
support its submission as the unexpected appearance of a completely new
Option without history and evidence base. The Houghton proposal, the
proposed transport corridor and the urban form compaction argument are all
completely new. There has been no opportunity until now to assess any of
them as they have suddenly ‘emerged’ from nowhere.

To us they collectively represent an attempt by the JPU to railroad through a
dramatic and arbitrary change as a desperate measure to meet the
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government targets on the declaration of an implementation area. Faced by
the strong resistance from other places and inviting, open armed, the
developer pressure for southern development (which developers as we know
prefer rather than Brownfield and/or development north of the town because
of ease and cheapness of development), this has been seen by the JPU as
their saviour. The Issues and Options consultation gives no reason to justify
the adoption of this preferred option for which inclusion there is no adequate
explanation or evidence of decision. It is clear that this ‘alternative’ has been
subjected to much less detailed assessment and evaluation than the other 2
preferred options and indeed those that have been rejected.

However, it is entirely indefensible in terms of sustainability and meeting the
express objectives of the Strategy. Secondly, from a democratic perspective
its issue, as an almost emergency injection into a long process of consultation
Is entirely non compliant with the requirements of the planning process.
Indeed so much is this so, that the communities affected will take any effort to
pursue this option to formal complaint and/or review. Initially, that is taking the
form of a detailed declaration of how the Strategy is simply not fit for purpose
in its ability to meet the declared requirements of a strategy.

Any proposal in relation to the land SE of Northampton needs to be seen in
the context of the relationship of this area with Milton Keynes, the South
generally, and Bedford. Likewise the transport issues associated with a new
road south need to be seen in the context of the trend for people to live in this
area and, indeed areas around Wellingborough and Rushden and use the A6
and A508 as transport corridors to work in areas with higher house prices.
Creating a major new transport artery providing people with the opportunity to
access the M1, MK, Bedford and the south would simply accentuate the
outward migration of county residents to escape from the towns, including
Northampton, the reverse of supporting regeneration and encouraging
sustainability.

It is imperative therefore that all the plan proposals are properly considered in
relation to neighbouring area planning. These must consider the evaluation of
the Northampton SE proposal in terms of further enhancing outward
commuting from Wellingborough and routes to Milton Keynes and the South.
They must weigh these up against development on a more northern axis
towards Corby/Kettering — as originally envisaged in the Regional Planning
process - and the contrary scenario this might offer e.g. deterring further
southerly centrifugal development and the possible creation of much more
sustainable form of communities focused on the towns — both Northampton
and the expanding North Northamptonshire area towns - and using the
new/accessible rail links provided in this direction. This could both counter the
risk of more out commuting to Milton Keynes and the South East (in line with
Local Transport Planning objectives) and provide new forms of transport
corridor and opportunities for ‘modal shift’ that are so much more difficult to
envisage in the area to the south of the town.

The issue of the ‘compaction’ of the urban form as a desired model is an
entirely undebated point. There has been no consultation on this point. If this
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was a fundamental point, then the whole of the previous Northampton
Implementation Area issues and options needed to be considered on this
basis. In the context of the points just made, it can be argued that elongation
of the development of the town might have more geographical and geo-spatial
logic. It might offer more sustainability through focusing on transport corridors
and taking advantage of synergy with the development of North
Northamptonshire commented on above.

The most sustainable option and the one with most regenerative potential for
the town (after making the most of options for Brownfield development) is to
move the axes of residential and economic development to the north of the
town — towards Corby/Kettering and Wellingborough — rather than sucking the
life and growth of the town further by encouraging more out commuting
towards Milton Keynes and the South East. Further development to the South
of the town will simply lead to more people living outside Northampton and
working at MK and/or off the M1 corridor. This would have consequential
impacts on not effecting modal shift (in line with Local Transport Strategy) and
adversely adding to climate change problems (and running entirely counter to
the express statement about increasing ‘self sufficiency’ in the Strategy).

There is no evidence of the specific physical, social and green infrastructure
needed to enable the amount development proposed for Northampton SE.
The Northampton SE proposal, the proposed transport corridor and the urban
form compaction argument are all new. The presentation of public evidence to
explain their supporting infrastructure is extremely weak and defective where
it exists at all. Further comments on the lack of credibility include the absence
of any evidence of engagement and buy-in of critical stakeholders where
infrastructure is concerned. There is also the strong contrary argument that
the green infrastructural value offered by the Houghton land and the hillside
villages landscape on the ridge above the flood plain provide strong reasons
not to develop this land but to see it as an asset to entice people to consider
moving to the town and so support the economic development proposals.

The strategic approach to this piece of landscape should be to protect and
preserve its quality. More precisely this approach should recognise the visual
and cultural value and sensitivity of the following areas, with Olney as the
effective core of a rural hub, as a landscape ‘entity’ worthy of specific
protection and enhancement on the basis of its intrinsic quality and value:

« the estate landscape associated with the villages on the higher ground
between the A428 and A509 above the river flood plain — the hillside
should become a strategic landscape buffer

» the whole of the Yardley Chase area and its estate hinterland including
neighbouring villages on the hill above the river flood plain

» the abutting parts of north west Bedfordshire and the northern tip of
Buckinghamshire

These areas have not been not marred and damaged by the blighting effect of

the development of major transport corridors (indeed the A428 which is the
central west-east route crossing the area has been downgraded by detrunking
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—such as the A45, M1) — and there is therefore much more to preserve in a
relatively unspoilt state as a cultural and environmental asset.

The land concerned is not environmentally degraded by noise pollution and is
of rich quality in terms of historic landscape value — it already represents high
quality green infrastructure with settlements of character, individuality and rich
heritage value. It also contains land of high agricultural value.

The attractiveness of this rural hinterland environment as a place to live will be
a critical success factor in attracting high tech and knowledge based
industries as sought for the town, enticement of which will also require
conscious promotion and image development. This needs to be a key strand
of strategic thinking and planning. By contrast, areas such as parts of West
Northamptonshire already irredeemably impacted by transport corridors such
as the M1 should be the focus of any development beyond the growth area
boundary.

Moreover the primary and initial focus must continue to be Brownfield land in
the urban areas — high rise and density - supplemented then by existing
environmentally degraded major transport corridors — A45, A43 and M1. We
feel that option 3 should be reconsidered and possibly the development of a
‘new town’ option near the DIRF

New town. The only way to ensure that the range of required infrastructure
needed to support development on the scale proposed is located sensible and
conveniently is by building on a completely new site uncluttered by existing
and ancient structures. — current economic circumstances and past evidence
The old layout of the market town cannot feasibly accommodate more large
satellite developments around it — centrifugal...

Northampton South East has no credible association with previous strategic
planning.

The Regional Plan does not contemplate it as a possible area for
development let alone posit that it might be developed on a scale amounting
to a ‘satellite town’. Rather this Plan is predicated on north and north easterly
development, moving development away from the S and SE of the existing
town (which, as argued above, will only encourage centrifugal movement —
outward commuting — to the Milton Keynes and Bedford area rather than offer
a genuine chance of development towards sustaining the town). Northampton
North offered much greater hope of achieving this. More argument on this
point is provided above.

The Northampton SE proposal is completely out of alignment with the
Sustainable Community Strategy. It is a wholly new proposal that has not
been evaluated in any public sense with area stakeholders — see comments
already made. It posits a wholly new direction for the development of
Northampton. As the Sustainable Community Strategy forms the basis of the
second Local Area Agreement, a document to which all the key area
stakeholders have become partners in a compact with central government,
this is a major failing.
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As with the East Midlands Regional Plan and all the other associated plans
associated with it (e.g. the Local Transport Plan which does not countenance
any consideration of a new orbital route connecting the A45 transport corridor
with the M1, a massive decision and infrastructural commitment which has no
inherent logic in supporting the sustainability of the town as commented
above) this Strategy is widely out of alignment.

There no evidence base to support the proposal. The extent and magnitude of
the 2007 Issues and Options consultation process was considerable. This
must have offered a massive evidence base on which to evaluate the 4
Northampton Implementation Area (NIA) alternatives both individually and in
combination. However, no significant evaluation has been forthcoming and
then, suddenly, from nowhere, without any credible underpinning by planning
arguments and evidence in relation to the 4 NIA options, the JPU has
presented the following entirely new proposals

[1] the Houghton proposal
[2] a new transport corridor with no linkage to the Local Transport Plan
[3] an urban form compaction argument not presented before

So in summary on this point, no evidence has been made available by way of
the consultation process so far.

Obvious examples would be traffic modelling studies, flood risk evaluation
assessments. No evidence has been presented to make the Northampton SE
the most appropriate and credible strategy when compared with the 4 other
alternatives. It is not know why these were rejected and how they might
therefore compare to Northampton SE, either individually or in some collective
amalgam, as the planning authorities have not tendered any significant
evidence on either point. This aspect of the draft Strategy is entirely non
compliant with the expectations of the strategic planning process

We have no confidence that adequate research has gone into the
Northampton SE proposal. We cannot possibly have confidence in its
proportionality as, quite apart from the points made above about needing to
model in a wider strategic and spatial context, until this recent consultation
Northampton SE, ‘option 5’ had not even been presented.

Although there is a huge amount of evidence in relation to the 4 NIA options
that were the subject of the Issues and Options consultation, nothing
substantive has been produced to suggest why these have been discounted
and rejected. Indeed the extremely thin and narrow arguments given in the
strategy in support of rejecting any places/areas — e.g. Ecton — are flimsy.
They simply beg comparative analysis with the Northampton SE area and the
need to apply the same ‘value’ arguments and weight them. In themselves
they suggest that no significant comparative analysis has been made. They
hint that some arguments — about visual and cultural sensitivity - presented in
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isolation by a neighbouring authority have been accepted without any critical
comparison.

The Northampton SE proposal does not arise from views taken in public
participation exercises. This was never an ‘Option’ in the public consultation —
there was never a chance to evaluate it relative to the other options and
consider it on its own or in combination with the other options. It was never
part of the ‘evidence’ base. It has appeared suddenly at the eleventh hour of
the process. As such its manner of presentation is entirely non-compliant with
the mass of drivers that suggest that meaningful public consultation and
engagement is an essential element of the process. There is a strong
suspicion that this represents the wish of developers as is indicated
elsewhere in this commentary.

As a consequence of its appearance, this is not an ‘emergent’ strategy.
Emergence implies a logical sense of evolution but that does not apply here.
There is no account of the views expressed by the 1500 respondents to the
Issues and Options Consultation. There is no rationale as to why the 4
options have been rejected to provide a logical progression to this current
next stage and why this should include a new and completely radical option
at such a late stage.

We are entirely dissatisfied with the undemocratic manner of the imposition of
this proposal. The original ‘Issues and Options’ consultation - proposing
where the Northampton Implementation Area should be i.e. in which
directions the town should expand - was extensive. There were several
workshops, seminars and wide engagement; However, this remains
unfinished business as already indicated. The contrast with the present
consultation could not be more acute. By contrast, the imposition of the
Northampton SE option has come without any community debate.

Allowing sufficient time for considered responses is imperative in any
consultation process. The short summer period allowed here is simply not
acceptable. This is even more evidently obvious when one factors in the fact
that throughout the long consultation process emanating from the Public
Examination of the MKSM and the Issues and Options paper on the NIA,
communities now faced with absolute change — complete urbanisation in
place of former ancient rural community — were obviously not deeply
engaged and treated as core stakeholders.

The precipitate remodelling of the plan has presented communities that have
previously had marginal involvement in the process with a huge risk of
massive urbanisation and the complete transformation of their village way of
life. This is not just a modest component expansion but the addition of a
volume of development tantamount to a new satellite. Such a massive
change without any presentation of an evidence base has no credibility.

Until June Northampton SE was not a ‘realistic alternative’. It was not one of
the 4 options considered for the Northampton Implementation Area options
that were subject to deep analysis as part of the 2007-2008 consultations. It
appears to be an ‘invented alternative’ selected because it has strong
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developer support not for credible planning reasons. We don't believe that
there is anything obvious about Northampton SE as the choice once it is
evaluated holistically.

Sound reasons are given in the emergent core strategy for not building south
of the M1. These reasons not apply equally to building south of the River
Nene. The ridge land above the flood plain south of the river should be
treated as a strategic landscape buffer for the reasons argued above.

The plan does not make it clear how the infrastructure needed to support the
strategy will be provided. This is not surprising given that the Northampton
SE proposal, the linked proposed transport corridor and the urban form
compaction argument are all new options that have suddenly appeared as an
option.

The proposed new transport links — which have never been envisioned in the
Local Transport Strategy - will cost a lot — possibly £100 — £200 m. We don't
believe central government would sign up for a contribution of this order
especially since the proposal does not even feature in the LTP.

Besides the road proposal is entirely misconceived. Its creation to the road
network would simply magnify the centrifugal tendency for outward commuting
from Northampton and the E/NE of the county to the south — Milton Keynes
and beyond - and worsen the existing chronic congestion issues.

Secondly we don’t feel it is viable given the massive cost involved in bridging
the river, crossing a wide flood plain and ascending the hill in this area, and
the existing flood risks and enhanced risks that would ensure from a new road
and such massive new urban development. There is clear evidence of the
high flooding risk from NRA publications.

Looking at the landscape that would be developed there is no comparative
analysis of its quality and what would be entirely transformed by urbanisation.
We are not aware of any assessments of the rich and diverse value of this
area of landscape and its heritage, designated and otherwise.

There are also major stakeholder issues.

It is well known that a key landowner/estate does not support the Emergent
Core Strategy. Moreover, he is implacably opposed. If Northampton SE were
to be carried through his settled estate would need to be bought out by
Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO). We don’t see this as politically possible
and would be a gross violation of CPO. In short the new Option 5 requires
CPO but WNDC has stated in public meetings that they have no intention of
using CPO for housing purposes. They have stated that they would only use
CPO as a last resort for securing minor pieces of infrastructure to support a
development (equivalent to sorting out a ransom strip equivalent). To take the
estate on using CPO would be legally countered and we don't feel the JPU
would stand a chance of success.
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We have no confidence that the National Health Service are signed up to this
strategy and the consequential increase in the capacity of Northampton
General Hospital to serve the extra 42,000 extra homes in the Northampton
area, 18,000 of which are designated for Northampton SE.

Likewise we do not expect Anglian Water to endorse the proposal. Firstly
there is the issue of the current problems emanating from the Billing
Treatment works that affect all the adjacent communities, quite apart from
plans for coping with the extra 18,000 dwellings in Northampton SE.

The National Rivers Authority has identified the risk around ‘unstable’ land
areas (in line with PPG14) and option 5 is planned on sloping land with no
evidence of risk assessment of the risk of solifluction.

The Strategy is very defective on deliverability compliance. We are of the view
that the development of Northampton SE offers absolutely no guarantees of
sustaining the town which is essential to the vision. Rather we feel it would
have a contrary effect and simply exacerbate the existing issue of outward
drift to the further detriment of seeking to build a sustainable future for the
town.

The 18,000 proposed houses will have only two connections with
Northampton town — a new link road to the east, the present Bedford Road
and an unspecified ‘public transport link to Castle Station. This will not
improve the sustainability of Northampton. With the re-positioning of Junction
15, the new occupants of Northampton SE will take the improved road route to
Milton Keynes not Northampton. They will do this for work and for their social
and cultural life.

We have no faith and confidence that flood risk assessments and zoning have
been carried out in the Northampton SE area. Quite apart from this deficiency,
DEFRA'’s Flood and Water Management Bill is fast on the way to becoming
law. Amongst the raft of changes, it will require a new way of working for all
flood risk stakeholders in England and Wales. This will bring new
responsibilities and the need to develop a new paradigm for cooperative flood
management. This is quite right given the changing nature of our weather
pattern. Freak storms, now a consistent feature, risk overwhelming SUDS and
there will undoubtedly be a much greater need than now for investment in
flood and drainage engineering.

Theme 10.

Community involvement

To involve the community in the decisions about the future planning of West
Northants. So they can influence and shape such decisions

12. Do you support Objective 11?
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Please see our commentary on the ‘fithess for purpo se’ of the Strategy
where this is explored in detail

In short, the process of consultation with the public has been such a failure as
to be contemptible. There are so many examples.

o shortage of the present consultation period taking place over the summer
holiday

o poorly structure and presented questionnaire replete with repetition and
jargon that will be unintelligible to the vast majority of the public

0 acrass approach to seeking support to general policies that are speciously
worthy and apparently well intentioned but impliedly intended to serve as
vehicles for securing support to monstrous proposals that are not
consistent with the achievement of the stated policies and vision.

o failure to publicise the consultation effectively to communities potentially
massively affected — any equality impact assessment would be massively
damning on almost every aspect of accessibility and fairness

0 a website that is difficult to use and that simply does not work

Already there are huge negative consequences of these failings. There is a

groundswell of deep resentment and opposition. Some of this will be very

difficult to reverse.

Other comments

52. Are there any other comments that you would like to make?

We do not feel that the Emergent joint Core Strategy is fit for purpose and
have produced a report to this effect explaining in detall its large deficiencies
in relation to the following

o Dealing with allocation of strategic sites and Submission Proposals

o Evidence of infrastructure provision

o Consistency and conformity with other strategic planning

o Lack of robust and credible, proportionate and relevant evidence base

o Community engagement and participation processes

o Appropriateness of its evaluation of alternatives

o Deliverability and flexibility
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o Sustainability — envisioning and deliverability
0 Flood risk assessment

It will be obvious that there are many crossovers overlaps too in these points.
Indeed they are all interlinked in some form.

The lack of credible evidence base, for instance, links to the poverty of the
judgement and evaluation which has connections with the disjointed and
uneven quality of the community engagement and consultation process.
Likewise the inadequacy of the provision of infrastructure directly links to the
lack of credibility for sustainability and deliverability.

There are countless other examples of crossover and it is crucial that our
whole statement on fitness for purpose is read in its entirety.
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