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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
RECOMMENDATION: REFUSE PERMISSION 
 
Proposal  
Outline planning consent for the construction of 78 dwellings and a new 
medical centre with means of access for approval from Woodford Road alone. 
A new pedestrian is indicated from Knightly Close to the proposed site of the 
new medical centre. 
 
For the purposes of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (‘the DMPO)  
“access” means: 
“accessibility to and within the site for vehicles, cycles and pedestrians in 
terms of the positioning and treatment of access and circulation routes…” 
 
Although an indicative drawing has been submitted to illustrate how the 
developments may be accommodated on the site, the remaining matters of 
layout, appearance, landscaping and scale are reserved. 
 
Consultations 



  

The following consultees have raised objections to the application: 
 Byfield Parish Council  
 WNC Local Highways Authority  
 WNC Listed Buildings & Conservation Officer  

 
The following consultees have raised no objections to the application: 

 Lead Local Flood Authority  
 WNC Archaeological Advisor 
 WNC Key Services 
 Natural England 

 
The following consultees are in support of the application: 

 Woodford Parish Council  
 Eydon Parish Council  

 
The following consultees have indicated a need for additional information 
for the application: 

 WNC Local Highways Authority 

 WNC Listed Building & Conservation Officer  

 WNC Landscape Officer  

 WNC Local Strategy Service  

 
19 letters of objection were received on the original submission raising 
concerns regarding traffic, loss of amenity, lack of contribution to local 
schools and projects, impacts landscape, contrary to policies, poor application 
submission with inadequate information. 
 
527 letters of support were received on the original submission and a petition 
of 1910 signatures have been received advising that the existing surgery is at 
full capacity and that a new surgery is much needed.  It is felt that the new 
housing will help to support the school and existing businesses in the village 
and if not approved would mean closure of the surgery will necessitate elderly 
and those with limited transport having to find the means of travelling further 
for medical services. 
30 letters of objection have been received following recent re-consultation of 
information submitted on 30th November 2021. 
 
293 letters of support have been received following recent re-consultation of 
information submitted on 30th November 2021. 
 
Conclusion  
The application has been assessed against the relevant policies in the NPPF, 
the adopted Local Plan and other relevant guidance as listed in detail within the 
main body of the report.  
 
The key issues arising from the application details are:  



  

 Principle of Development 
 Harm to Heritage Assets, Landscape, Form, Character & Appearance  
 Highway Impacts & Mitigation  

 Enabling Development 
 Balance of harm against benefits  

 
 

The report looks into the key planning issues in detail, and Officers conclude 
that the proposal is unacceptable for the following reasons.  
 

1) The housing requirement for Daventry Rural Areas, as set out in Policy 

S3 of the West Northants Joint Core Strategy has been met through 

planning permissions and the circumstances in which further housing 

will be permitted as set out in Policy R1 of the WNJCS, RA2 and RA6 of 

the Settlements & Countryside Local Plan (Part 2) for Daventry District 

have not been demonstrated.  The proposed development is therefore 

contrary to these Development Plan policies and the spatial strategy, 

as set out in Policy S1 of the WNJCS for the distribution of 

development, which proposes that development will concentrated 

primarily in and adjoining the principle urban area of Northampton with 

development of a lesser scale being located in and Daventry town and 

the development of rural areas being provided for, but with new 

development in rural areas being limited. 

 
1) Notwithstanding the absence of information relating to costing details 

and the impact on designated and undesignated heritage assets, the 

proposal as a whole would result in significant harm to the character, 

form and appearance of the locality and unmitigated impacts which 

would have unacceptable impacts on highway safety and severe 

cumulative impacts on the road network at the Fiveways junction.  It is 

considered that the harm and impacts would not be outweighed by the 

public benefit in delivery a site and financial contribution towards the 

construction of a new medical centre.  Thus public advantage would 

not be achieved by approving the current application.  The proposal is 

therefore contrary to Development Plan policies S1(4), C2, H1 and R1 

of the WNJCS and SP1 (G), RA2, RA6, ENV1, ENV7 and ENV10 of the 

S&CLP (Part 2) having regard to paragraphs 111 and 208 of the NPPF. 

 
2) West Northants Joint Core Strategy (WNJCS) R1 (F) promotes 

sustainable development that equally addresses economic, social and 

environmental issues.  This requirement is endorsed by WNJCS policy 

SA Presumption in favour of sustainable development and echoes NPPF 



  

paragraphs 7 and 8.  The proposal is unable to achieve economic, 

social and environmental gains in mutually supportive and 

interdependent ways and would therefore not secure sustainable 

development as defined by these policies. 

 
 

 
Members are advised that the above is a summary of the proposals 
and key issues contained in the main report below which provides full 
details of all consultation responses, planning policies, the Officer's 
assessment and recommendations, and Members are advised that 
this summary should be read in conjunction with the detailed report. 
 
 
MAIN REPORT  
 
APPLICATION SITE AND LOCALITY  
The site forms an agricultural field south of Woodford Road and east of 
Church Street.  The land rises from west to east as well as south to north and 
the highway level of Church Street is approximately 4m lower than the 
proposed development area of the application site. Long open views are 
available from west of Church Street towards Woodford Halse and vice versa.  
A historic stone retaining wall separates the site from the highway and forms 
an important feature of the street scene.  From the Woodford Road well 
established tree and hedgerow planting partially screens the site.  However, it 
is acknowledged that this screening would be substantially reduced during the 
winter season and more so by the development.  Dwellings on Knightly Close 
and the existing Byfield Surgery are located north west of the site. 
 
 
CONSTRAINTS 
The application site is within the open countryside.   
Designated and undesignated heritage assets impacts. 
TPO tree on part of site. 
 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
An application initially sought outline consent for the construction of 90 
dwellings and a new medical centre.  A viability assessment was submitted in 
support of the application.  The assessment indicated that to enable the 
provision of land and financial contribution of £1.25 million for construction of 
the surgery, 90 dwellings was required.   The viability assessment was subject 
to consideration by an independent consultant on behalf of the Local Planning 
Authority and it was advised that 78 dwellings was required (having regard to 
an industry accepted profit margin of 17.5% in respect of open market units 
and 6% for the affordable dwellings).   
 



  

The independent consultant concluded that with total of 78 dwellings, it 
would be possible to provide 10% affordable housing (8 dwellings), be CIL 
and Sect 106 compliant in respect of contributions for education, libraries, fire 
hydrants, broadband, provision of children play areas, young people play 
areas, allotments and indoor youth facilities, management of local amenities 
and monitoring in accordance with NCC Keys Services advice and DDC 
Infrastructure and Developer Contributions SPD.   
 
The original application sought two means of access to be approved with 
access proposed from both Woodford Road and Church Street.  Strong 
concerns were raised by officers with regards to the proposed part demolition 
of the stone wall within Church Street to accommodate the proposed access 
and the significant degree of engineering works which would be required to 
ensure that the access would meet the County Highway Authority standards.   
 
Having regard to these conclusions and concerns, the application was revised 
and now seeks outline planning consent for the construction of 78 dwellings 
and a new medical surgery with means of access for approval from Woodford 
Road alone. A new pedestrian is indicated from Knightly Close to the 
proposed site of the new medical centre. 
 
For the purposes of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (‘the DMPO)  
 
“access” means: 
“accessibility to and within the site for vehicles, cycles and pedestrians in 
terms of the positioning and treatment of access and circulation routes…” 
 
Although an indicative drawing has been submitted to illustrate how the 
developments may be accommodated on the site, the remaining matters of 
layout, appearance, landscaping and scale are reserved. 
 

 
RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY  

 
The following planning history is considered relevant to the current proposal:  

 

Application Ref. Proposal Decision 

DA/87/0694 Erection of 14 dwellings (Church Street) refused - 

dismissed on 

appeal 

DA/87/0695 Erection of 24 dwellings (Woodford Road) refused 

DA/2010/0057 Construction of 35 dwellings, 10 affordable 

housing units, means of access, open 

space, landscaping, retention pond, sewers 

and associated works 

refused 



  

DA/2011/0407 Outline application for residential 

development 

refused – 

dismissed on 

appeal  

 

DA/2011/0408 Change of use of land to pocket park and 

construction of footpath 

allowed on 

appeal  

 

DA/2012/0926 Outline application for residential 

development (Sect 106) 

refused – 

dismissed on 

appeal 

 

   

 
RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY AND GUIDANCE 

 
Statutory Duty 

 
Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be 
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. 

 
Development Plan 
 
The Development Plan comprises the West Northamptonshire Joint Core 
Strategy Local Plan (Part 1) which was formally adopted by the Joint Strategic 
Planning Committee on 15th December 2014 and which provides the strategic 
planning policy framework for the District to 2029, the adopted Daventry 
District Settlements and Countryside Local Plan (Part 2) and adopted 
Neighbourhood Plans.  The relevant planning policies of the statutory 
Development Plan are set out below: 
 
West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy Local Plan (Part 1) (LPP1) 

 
The relevant polices of the LPP1 are: 

 Policy SA - Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development  

 Policy S1 – The Distribution of Development  

 Policy S3 – Scale and Distribution of Housing Development  

 Policy S10 – Sustainable Development Principles 

 Policy C2 – New Developments  

 Policy RC2 – Community Needs  

 Policy H1 – Housing Density and Mix and Type of Dwelling  

 Policy H2 – Affordable Housing  

 Policy BN5 – The Historic Environment and Landscape  

 Policy INF1 – Approach to Infrastructure Delivery 

 Policy INF2 – Contributions to Infrastructure Delivery  



  

 Policy R1 – Spatial Strategy for Rural Areas 

 Policy R3 – A Transport Strategy for Rural Areas 

 
Daventry District Settlements & Countryside Local Plan (Part 2) (LPP2) 
The relevant policies of the LPP2 are: 
 Policy SP1- Daventry District Spatial Strategy 
 RA2 – Secondary Service Villages 
 RA6 – Open Countryside  

 HO8 – Housing mix and type 
 ENV1 – Landscape  
 ENV7 – Historic Environment  
 ENV10 – Design 
 CW1 – Health & Wellbeing  

 CW2 – Open Space Requirements 
 

Material Considerations 
 
Below is a list of the relevant Material Planning Considerations 

 
 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

 Achieving sustainable development 

 The presumption in favour of sustainable development 

 Determining applications 

 Planning conditions and obligations  

 Rural housing  

 Promote health and safe communities  

 Promoting sustainable transport  

 Achieving well designed places  

 Conserving and enhancing the natural environment  

 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment  

 
 Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 

 
 Byfield Village Design Statement (Feb 2016)  

 Policy 2 Design of new development have fullest respect for 

vernacular style  

 Policy 3 New development should be integrated into the village 

landscape 

 Policy 7a New development should have a continuity of visual 

style to existing 

 Policy 7b New development should make use of local materials 

and building form.  



  

 
RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION 
 
Below is a summary of the consultation responses received at the time of 
writing this report. 

 

Consultee Name Position Comment 

Byfield Parish 
Council  

 Objections raising concerns relating to 
inaccurate and absence of information 
and data, impact of proposal and 
mitigation measures on rural character 
of area, highway safety, revised design 
of proposed medical centre and ability 
to secure improved service having 
regard to details submitted.  Proposed 
community room now introduced would 
compete with village hall income.  No 
additional benefits to the Parish 
secured. 

Woodford Parish 
Council 

 Support the proposal for a new medical 
centre, all requests of the previous 
planning meeting have been met.   

Eydon Parish 
Council  

 Support in principle. 

WNC 
Environmental 
Health Officer  

 Advises the imposition of conditions 
relating to contamination and 
construction management  
 

WNC Highways   Maintain their longstanding objection.  
The proposed mitigation measures 
would have an unacceptable impact on 
highway safety and would result in 
severe cumulative impact on the road 
network at this junction which is already 
over capacity. 

WNC Key Services   Requires developer contributions 
towards education, libraries, broadband, 
fire & rescue services. 

NHS England 
NCCG  

 Financial contribution is requested from 
the developer to support the local 
infrastructure required to meet the 
health needs of the increasing 
population brought about by this 
development. 

Care Quality 
Commission  

 CQC does have the powers to require a 
practice to close a premises but this 
would be last resort and not something 



  

we undertake lightly.  We would need to 
be satisfied that the premises presented 
a significant risk to patient safety in line 
with our published risk assessment 
process before we would consider this 
type of action.  Any such action would 
be carried out with full co-operation of 
local partners such as the Clinical 
Commissioning Group and NHS England 
Improvement to minimise the impact on 
the local health system. 
 

WNC 
Archaeological 
Advisor  

 Requests imposition of conditions to 
ensure that features of archaeological 
interest are properly examined and 
recorded. 

Lead Local Flood 
Authority  

 Requests the imposition of conditions to 
reduce the risk of flooding both on and 
off site. 

Natural England   Please refer to standing advice  

WNC Local 
Strategy Service  

 The site is outside the confines of the 
village.  The impact of the proposal on 
the character and tranquillity of the 
village will need to be balanced against 
the contribution towards the vitality of 
the rural community.  Sufficient 
evidence will be required to 
demonstrate that the development is 
needed to support an essential service 
that is under threat. 

WNC Landscape 
Officer  

 Outline application and submission has 
limited information with particular 
relating to landscape and levels. To 
avoid conflict careful consideration 
needs to give to siting of dwellings and 
provision of additional landscaping. 

WNC Listed 
Buildings & 
Conservation 
Officer  

 It is not clear whether the applicants 
have reviewed the potential for harmful 
impacts upon views of the church within 
its village and landscape setting from 
the surrounding area in response to my 
previous comments. There is no 
reference to this in the heritage 
addendum. In its absence it is difficult 
to accept the applicant’s conclusion that 
there would be less than substantial 
harm to significance as a result of 



  

development within the setting of a 
designated heritage asset.  
The greatest potential for harm I think 
would be to the character, form and 
appearance of the ,  
I remain of the opinion that an outline 
application, where all matters except 
access are reserved, is not appropriate 
for this site.  
 

 
 
 
Byfield Parish Council  
Byfield Parish Council has considered the additional information and amended 
plans and concluded to maintain our objection, further details are given below. 
As a statuary consultee, Byfield Parish Council (BPC or PC) considered this 
application at a meeting on Thursday 9th December 2021.  
In our February 2021 submission the PC reaffirmed our aim to focus on getting 
the best possible result for the entire village from what would be, a major 
expansion of Byfield. The parish council has concerns for the quality of life for 
those who live alongside the Woodford Road, increased noise, fumes and 
congestion making access to their properties more difficult and subject to 
disruption. This together with similar problems for anyone living, working or 
walking along any of the other roads affected by these proposals.  
 
We are disheartened by the prospect of five sets of traffic lights which will, at 
a stroke, urbanise our village, create queuing traffic with increased noise, light 
and fume pollution  
 
This remains a contentious application with no clear path to resolving a number 
of issues. The ongoing gaps in information, the assumptions made and the view 
that Byfield should accept something below legal standards is unacceptable. In 
October CREATE made a number of basic errors making us wonder if the 
scheme is actually deliverable in its current format and whether the time has 
come to try and find an alternative site / development opportunity for the 
medical centre business. OR consider building short new sections of road to 
enable some traffic to avoid the Fiveways junction all together.  
 
The previous concerns raised by Byfield Parish Council on the proposed 
signalisation of the Fiveways junction have not been addressed. We supplied a 
detailed response in October and can provide a copy of required.  
 
As BPC has said we question the viability of this scheme and so would 
encourage the exploration of ideas to construct a mini relief road from near the 
entrance of the proposed Farols site going diagonally and joining the Woodford 
road to the north of the Village boundary  
 



  

In October we referenced ‘basic errors’, these include referring to Dollis Hill 
(which is approximately 78 miles away in north London). And the claim that the 
Woodford Road does not have any gradient when in fact there is a steep climb 
east immediately from Five ways. There is a similar claim of zero gradient for 
the Boddington Road which also has a gradient albeit less pronounced than the 
Woodford Road. We question if anyone has ever actually visited the location or 
simply relied on Google Maps. The gradient would affect the speed and 
manoeuvrability of traffic but almost more importantly this basic error calls into 
question the validity of the whole report.  
 
Turning to the 1st December submissions in particular, our comments are 
these: Letter from Mr Green, Director, Byfield Manor Property Company Ltd.  
 
This letter is addressed to ‘Tracey BMC and Councillor Jo Gilford’ and not to 
WNC. It begins by referring to ‘much needed new housing’ but fails to provide 
evidence of this need, i.e. any reference to a housing needs survey or indication 
of the number and type of housing that is ‘much needed.’ The application is for 
OPP so this makes it a doubly meaningless statement since no one knows what 
sort of housing any developer might aim to build.  
 
Section 106 Agreement The letter refers to the S.106 agreement but it makes 
no mention of the existing Heads of Terms Agreement, is the intention to 
replace the HoT with this new proposal? We make observation on each of the 
6 points as follows.  
1. 8 affordable dwellings – this is not part of the S.106 it was a requirement 
imposed by DDC after the initial offer of 30% affordable was reduced to zero.  
2. CIL, this is not part of a S.106, The Community Infrastructure Levy is a 
charge placed on development, such as new homes and extensions to homes 
according to their floor area. The money generated through the levy goes to 
contribute to the funding of infrastructure to support development growth in 
West Northants.  
3. This simply provides the detail of the CIL and is not an additional condition 
of any S.106  
4. The land will be transferred to ‘the council’ which council? Presumably WNC 
but if not then is it proposed to be the Parish Council? If that is the case we 
would strongly object to being subject to legal and related costs without any 
offer of reimbursement.  
5. ‘It is acknowledged’ that payments will be made to the Medical Centre but 
this is a private arrangement between the parties, it does not guarantee that a 
medical centre will be built.  
6. This is not part of a S.106 and we feel it inappropriate to list any contribution 
to affordable housing made by the local authority.  
 
Once again there is absolutely nothing offered Byfield either to improve existing 
facilities such as the Brightwell Recreation Ground or to provide so much as a 
set of swings for the new public open space.  
 
Highways Issues  



  

The letter refers to Highway conditions to be secured by planning condition: Mr 
Green refers to ‘my company or their successor in tile’ which we take to mean 
successor in title. He makes reference to a specific set of drawings to be 
implemented but to date nothing has been approved by Highways and we are 
concerned that any further iteration of the plans might be used as an excuse 
to not pay these costs. It would therefore be advisable, in our view, to ensure 
that any offer to cover the cost of Highway changes are unambiguous and 
complete.  
 
The offer to pay for this work is of little meaning since there is no proof that 
Byfield Manor Property Company has the assets or wherewithal to meet the 
costs involved. Any acceptance of such an offer should be constructed to ensure 
that liquidation/bankruptcy of the business did not prevent the monies being 
paid. Byfield Parish Council has always felt that any Highways changes should 
be in place before the development goes ahead and not be reliant on property 
occupation rates.  
 
The proposed new Medical Centre  
The Parish Council is very disappointed to see the radical reduction in the size 
and scope of the new building. The original application offered a two storey 
building with, amongst other things, on the ground floor, provision for dentistry 
and X ray / Ultrasound. Both of these services have been deleted.  
 
The second floor offered facilities and office space for staff along with a solution 
to what has always been cited as significant problem in the current building, 
lack of file and archive storage. All these have been deleted.  
 
There is an unexplained reference to ‘phasing’. The planning officer should, we 
believe, ask for a full, detailed definition of this term and its implication on the 
development of the new Medical Centre.  
 
We note the addition of a ‘community hall’. This new space is of real concern 
to the Parish Council since it will be in direct competition with our existing 
Village Hall which is a registered charity and has long functioned as the principal 
meeting place for our parish.  
 
The joint Core Strategy states at paragraph 4.49 ‘ 
Within the rural areas sustainable communities must be maintained, enhanced 
and protected as vital places providing homes and jobs balanced against the 
need to protect the built and natural environments that are so highly valued.’  
 
The proposed new hall does not accord with this principle.  
 
One of the arguments for this development has been that we should approve 
the housing to enable an essential local service (the medical centre) to be 
maintained within the village. A new community hall would have the effect of 
endangering an existing essential local service the longstanding Village Hall. 
Even if the current Village Hall was to survive the competition of a new 



  

community hall (which is doubtful since even in pre pandemic times they 
operated on very tight margins) we see an additional risk of splitting the village, 
with those in the new housing gravitating towards the community hall and not 
into the wider village.  
 
We wonder if this is seen as an further income stream for the practice?  
 
When this application was first submitted in the summer of 2017 there was 
much talk of closing the doors to new patients and the imminent closure of the 
practice. This created considerable and understandable anxiety across Byfield 
and surrounding villages particularly amongst the elderly and helped justify the 
noisy demonstrations outside the council offices in January 2020. Since then 
the surgery has continued in its good work serving the community, continued 
to accept new patients been rated good by the QCC and has definitely not 
closed.  
 
What has happened since 2017 is the reduction in facilities on offer, an increase 
in the density of the housing development with Mr Greens company retaining 
a piece of land which has no practical or community purpose beyond being 
available for further housing in the future.  
 
We see the introduction of a proposed community hall and kitchen that will 
directly compete with our existing village hall and put this at risk. The Highways 
problems seem almost impossible to resolve and even the proposed solutions 
will urbanise a rural community. The scheme constantly ignores other planning 
decisions which will affect the road network and Fiveways junction.  
 
West Northants Joint Core Strategy Local Plan (part 1 adopted) states at 
paragraph 16.19: ‘Community led plans should not promote less development 
than in a higher tier plan. However they can allow for additional growth, for 
example where this would support the retention of or improvement to essential 
local services that may be under threat (in particular the local primary school 
or primary health services). Planning applications for additional growth within 
villages will need to be informed by a community involvement exercise, 
undertaken in accordance with the up to date Statement of Community 
Involvement in each District, prior to the submission of the planning 
application.’  
 
The view of Byfield Parish Council is that the original scheme is now of such an 
age and so radically different from the one originally proposed that a further 
period of local community involvement is now justified  
 
BPC remain committed to getting the best possible result and to working with 
all parties, but we increasingly concerned that this scheme is undeliverable and 
will bring changes that will negatively alter the look, character and atmosphere 
of our community forever. These amendments, which substantially reduce the 
facilities initially proposed, create a risk of damaging an existing essential village 



  

service (our village hall) and seem to confirm our questions about the viability 
of the entire project. 
 
Woodford Parish Council  
My Council continues to support this application. 
 
Please take into account the following observations which a representative of 
my Council also wishes to make directly to the members at the relevant WNC 
[Daventry Area] Planning Committee meeting. 
 
We would ask that members of the planning committee listen to the 
overwhelming support for this application from both the residents of 
Woodford Halse and other surrounding areas where the need for effective 
and local medical facilities could not have been more urgent and obvious than 
during the past 24 months of the pandemic. This application will not only 
greatly enhance the local provision but also secure the facility in perpetuity. 
 
We note and whole heartedly approve of the detailed plans for the new 
medical centre and consider that: 

 The landscaping, particularly the sedum roof will mitigate the harm to 

the local area.  

 The addition of a covenant which will prevent the building ever being 

used for anything else. 

 The plan for the traffic control should demand create the need for it. 

It appears that the plans have now met all that was requested by the 
previous [DDC] Committee. 
 
In addition, we consider that: 
 
The Daventry Part 2 Local Plan Policy RA1 (ii) (iii) (Iv): 

 States the need for local housing. 

 This application will ensure that 8,000 people will have access to 

excellent medical facilities and so is supported by RA1 (iii). 

 The new larger facility will also secure and generate economic 

development. (iv). 

WN JS Core Strategy Plan SA, S10 E, H3, R1(D) also apply to support this 
development. 
 
So, we hope the Planning Committee will feel able to listen to the local people 
and pass this application. 

 Take a positive approach since it can be shown to be supported by 

both local policies and local need. 

 Provide local services which can be easily accessed by walking, cycling 

and public transport. 

 The site adjoins existing houses. 



  

 This development will protect the medical amenity in perpetuity. 

 
Eydon Parish Council  
Eydon Parish Council recognises and supports the need for the current Byfield 
Medical Practice to expand to allow for the required increase to its patient list 
due to the influx of new residents in is catchment area and is concerned that 
otherwise possible new residents would not be able to join the list. 
 
Eydon Parish Council chooses to only support this application in principle as it 
considers it appropriate that the Byfield residents and Byfield Parish Council, 
who are directly affected by the building proposals, should consider and 
comment on the details of the application in the usual manner. 
 
WNC (Key Services) 
I am responding on behalf of Northamptonshire County Council key services 
(Education, Libraries, Broadband), and on behalf of Northamptonshire Fire & 
Rescue Service, on which this development would have an impact. Other 
service areas may respond separately.  
This response follows the principal guidance in our adopted Planning 
Obligations Framework and Guidance Document (2015), which follows the 
tests of paragraph 56 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2018), and 
is therefore relevant to this planning application.  
This response supersedes the previous comments submitted in relation to this 
application (dated 17 October 2017), following submission of amended plans 
by the applicant.  
From the amended information received relating to this application, it is 
understood that the proposed development will comprise 78 new residential 
properties with the proposed dwelling mix unknown at this stage.  
An average of 3 bed dwellings delivered across the site has therefore been 
used to guide this response.  
 
Education  
A development of this size is expected to generate approximately 25 Early 
Years, 25 Primary School pupils and 13 Secondary and Sixth-form pupils 
based on the proposed dwelling mix and our pupil generation multipliers.  
Early Years Education  
The County Council has a statutory responsibility to provide Early Years 
services (e.g. pre-school, play-group, and/or nursery provision) for children 
aged two, three or four. The County Council’s evidence base setting out 
capacity for future Early Years provision is currently being updated, however 
in the event of a contribution being required to ensure sufficiency of 
provision, the current Department for Education cost multipliers for Early 
Years Education are as follows: 
 
 
 



  

Size of 

Dwelling  

1 bed  2 bed  3 bed  4+ bed  

Cost per 

Unit  

£0  £3,724  £3,972  £4,220  

 
In the event insufficient capacity is identified in the local area, this this 
development may be required to contribute £309,816 towards provision of 
Early Years infrastructure. This position will be reviewed by the county council 
once the proposed dwelling mix is known and upon review of local capacity.  
Primary Education  
In terms of Primary Education provision, this development would be served by 
Byfield Primary School. As at October 2019, the school was operating at close 
to 80% capacity across the majority of classes. However when considering 
the forecast level of pupils generated from this development alongside 
expected continued growth of demand based on birth rate and trend data, 
the school would be taken over its full capacity and there would be 
insufficient capacity for the number of pupils residing in the development.  
It is therefore necessary to request a Primary School contribution in relation 
to this application, which will ensure that the children generated from this 
development can be accommodated in the local school.  
The current Department for Education cost multipliers for Primary Education 
are 
 
Size of 

Dwelling  

1 bed  2 bed  3 bed  4+ bed  

Cost per 

Unit  

£0  £1,614  £3,972  £4,592  

 
A Primary Education contribution of £309,816 will be required. This figure will 
be reviewed once the dwelling mix for the site is confirmed.  
Secondary Education  
Secondary Education contributions for the Daventry District area have 
previously been secured through developer contributions under the 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). This was demonstrated by the inclusion 
of Secondary Education on Daventry District Council’s Regulation 123 list. 
However, legislative changes effective from 1st September 2019 have seen 
the removal of Regulation 123 in full.  
This means that from 1st September 2019, where necessary, Section 106 
contributions will be sought from new planning applications for major housing 
development, towards additional Secondary Education infrastructure where 
there is insufficient capacity in the local area to accommodate the number of 
pupils generated by the proposals.  
With regards to this application, a number of secondary schools would serve 
the proposed development. As at April 2019, the majority of these were 
operating with sufficient capacity to accommodate the likely pupil yield from 
this development, therefore a s106 contribution will not be required at this 
time. This position will be reviewed by the County Council in the event of the 



  

scale and/or mix of units proposed to be delivered on the development 
changing during the planning process. 
 
The current Department for Education multipliers for Secondary School places 
are therefore included below for reference 
 
Size of 

Dwelling  

1 bed  2 bed  3 bed  4+ bed  

Cost per 

Unit  

£0  £1,170  £4,600  £5,941  

 
 
 
The County Council recognises that any s106 obligation secured must be 
spent on mitigating the impact of the development locally; however we 
reserve the right to specify the projects on which it is spent on at a later date 
when further clarity is known, for example the ability of local schools to 
expand on their sites. The County Council will always aim to detail a specific 
school and/or project in the completed Section 106.  
The County Council requests that it be consulted by the LPA in advance of 
any s106 Agreement being signed in order to ensure that the most accurate 
and up-to-date information is included with the Agreement 
 
Fire Hydrants  
New developments generate a requirement for additional fire hydrants in 
order for fires, should they occur, to be managed. An assessment of the site 
will need to be undertaken by the Water Officer of Northants Fire and Rescue 
Service in order to establish how many are required; however it is assumed 
this development will need 2x fire hydrants being installed.  
A contribution of £892 per hydrant will be required (totalling £1,784) to 
support the cost of installing the infrastructure. The hydrants should be 
installed at the same time as the rest of the water infrastructure and prior to 
any dwellings/commercial buildings being occupied. This is to ensure 
adequate water infrastructure provision is made on site for the fire service to 
tackle any property fire.  
The final location of the fire hydrants for this development must be agreed in 
consultation with the Northamptonshire Fire and Rescue Service Water Officer 
prior to installation.  
Whilst the Fire Hydrant capital contribution can be secured through a planning 
obligation, it is also the preference of the county council that fire hydrants 
should be designed into the development at the masterplan stage and 
enforced through a planning condition. Below is a suggested standard 
condition for securing fire hydrants 
 
‘No development shall take place until a scheme and timetable detailing the 
provision of fire hydrants and their associated infrastructure has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The fire 



  

hydrants and associated infrastructure shall thereafter be provided in 
accordance with the approved scheme and timetable.  
Reason: To ensure adequate water infrastructure provision is made on site for 
the local fire service to tackle any property fire.’ 
 
Libraries  
Where a new development will generate additional need and library space 
requirement, the County Council requires contributions towards the costs of 
providing new, extended and/or improved library facilities to support the 
delivery of growth.  
The cumulative impact of planned for development in the vicinity of the 
proposed site is expected to impact significantly on the current level of library 
provision as the new residents moving into the developments utilise existing 
facilities. Further development proposed in this application will therefore add 
to the pressures placed on existing provision.  
The County Council has adopted the National Library Tariff formula produced 
by the Museums Libraries and Archives Council (MLA). This includes:  
• A minimum standard of 30 sq. metres of new library space per 1,000 
Population.  
• A construction and initial equipment cost on a per sq. metre basis (adjusted 
to reflect Northamptonshire building costs), based on BCIS building costs for 
public libraries.  
 
In order to adequately serve the growing community, improvements to the 
Library service are planned which will enable more flexible spaces to be 
available to the public, with improved facilities and an increased range of 
services. A schedule of works will be determined subject to available budget. 
These improvements are intended to support the provision of Library services 
to meet the needs of current and planned for population growth, and would 
make a key contribution to the Libraries Strategy and the county’s prevention 
and other strategies.  
In order to establish a proportionate cost towards the new works, the County 
utilises cost multipliers as per our adopted guidance.  
Local planning and library authorities are recommended to adopt a minimum 
tariff of £90 per person in new housing. This is adjusted for Northamptonshire 
to £88 per person, based on BCIS building costs. Further information on these 
calculations can be found in the County Council’s Planning Obligations 
Framework and Guidance Document 2015.  
The following outlines the cost per dwelling type based on the expected 
numbers of residents for each type of unit: 
 
Size of 

Dwelling  

1 bed  2 bed  3 bed  4+ bed  

Cost per 

market 

dwelling  

£109  £176  £239  £270  

 



  

 
A Libraries Contribution of £18,642 will be required. This figure will be 
reviewed once the dwelling mix for the development is confirmed and a 
specific project identified by the county council for inclusion in a s106 
agreement.  
 
Broadband  
The Northamptonshire vision is for the county to be at the leading edge of the 
global digital economy. This requires new developments (both housing and 
commercial) to be directly served by high quality fibre networks. Access to a 
next generation network (speeds of >30mbs) will bring a multitude of 
opportunities, savings and benefits to the county. It also adds value to the 
development and attract occupiers.  
In order for the commercial communications market to be able to deploy to 
these new build areas, measures must be introduced at the earliest 
opportunity. This will provide the required specification to enable fibre 
connectivity for all new developments in respect to receiving superfast 
broadband services. To help developers, some fibre based broadband network 
providers such as BT Openreach and Virgin Media have dedicated online 
portals which provide assessment tools and technical help. 
 
There are also other providers may also be able to connect your 
development: 
http://www.superfastnorthamptonshire.net/how-we-are-
delivering/Pages/telecoms-providers.aspx. 
 
Early registration of development sites is key to making sure the people 
moving into your developments get a fibre based broadband service when 
they move in. More information can be found in the links below:  
 
BT Openreach: https://www.ournetwork.openreach.co.uk/property-
development.aspx  
Virgin Media: http://www.virginmedia.com/lightning/network-
expansion/property-developers  
 
It is advised that ducting works are carried out in co-operation with the 
installations of standard utility works. Any works carried out should be 
compliant with the Manual of Contract Documents for Highway Works- 
specifically Volume 1 Specification Series 500 Drainage and Ducts, and 
Volume 3 Highway Construction Details Section 1 – I Series Underground 
Cable Ducts (found at http://www.dft.gov.uk/ha/standards/mchw/index.htm).  
 
For further information on the project please visit 
www.superfastnorthamptonshire.net or contact: 
bigidea@northamptonshire.gov.uk  
 
I trust that the above response provides sufficient detail at this stage; please 
note however that the guidance contained herein may be subject to change 

http://www.virginmedia.com/lightning/network-expansion/property-developers
http://www.virginmedia.com/lightning/network-expansion/property-developers
mailto:bigidea@northamptonshire.gov.uk


  

as a result of changes to planning policy, legislation and guidance at national 
and / or local level as appropriate, and therefore continued consultation with 
the County Council is recommended to ensure that the latest available 
information is taken into consideration. 
 
WNC Archaeology: Advises the imposition of conditions. 
 
Lead Local Flood Authority: Advises the imposition of conditions 
 
Crime Prevention Design Advisor – None received to date  
 
Natural England: The application is unlikely to result in significant impacts 
on statutory designated nature conservation sites or landscapes. 
 
NHS Nene CCG: Supports the application and requests financial 
contributions be secured to meet the necessary expansion to primary health 
car capacity to meet demand from the proposed development. 
 
Care Quality Commission: CQC does have the powers to require a practice 
to close a premises but this would be last resort and not something we 
undertake lightly.  We would need to be satisfied that the premises presented 
a significant risk to patient safety in line with our published risk assessment 
process before we would consider this type of action.  Any such action would 
be carried out with full co-operation of local partners such as the Clinical 
Commissioning Group and NHS England Improvement to minimise the impact 
on the local health system. 
 
DDC Local Strategy: Summary: The proposal is for a new medical centre 
and 78 residential dwellings outside of the village confines. Consideration will 
have to be taken as to whether the proposal sufficiently balances the 
requirements of Policy S1, between the impact of the proposal on the distinct 
character and tranquillity against the contribution the proposal will make to 
the vitality of the rural community.   
Although the applicant provides affordable housing below the requirement set 
out in Policy H1 and H2, the applicant has provided supporting information 
relating to viability which has been independently assessed and ‘sensitivity’ 
tested. The conclusion is that a reduced number of affordable housing units 
would be justified due to the costs involved in providing funding for the 
medical centre.  
The assessment of the proposal identifies some conformity and also some 
conflict with Policy R1.   
The scheme would not be in accordance with saved local plan policies GN1, 
HS22 or HS24.  
It is considered that the proposal would meet the exceptional circumstance 
test as set out in Policy RA2 Biii), provided that sufficient evidence has been 
provided that this development is needed to support an essential service that 
is under threat.  Consideration will need to be given as to whether there is 



  

sufficient evidence that supports the application being in accordance with 
criteria C i) and iii) of policy RA2. 
 
WNC Landscape Officer – I appreciate this is an outline application so the 
level of detail associated with the submission is limited in particular landscape 
and levels, but from the Site Areas Plan one significant point immediately 
apparent is that the access originally proposed from Church Street has now 
been omitted. The main issue was impact on character with the need to 
breach an existing visually significant retaining wall. In addition the 
substantial difference in levels between the site and Church Street would have 
had to be accommodated into the site with highways requiring s certain 
gradient to be acceptable which would have substantially impacted both the 
wall and the land within.  As a result there is now one access off the 
Woodford Road. With regard the limited diagrammatic landscape information 
provided on the Site Areas Plan an area running from the south eastern 
boundary of the existing Medical Centre to a point just south east of the 
access to Becketts Close immediately to the rear of the Church Street has 
been identified for landscaping including a Balancing Pond. This has the 
potential to help to mitigate the proposed houses within the site to the north, 
but obviously this will depend on the quality of landscaping in terms of 
species and size as well as aftercare. I note the area narrows towards its 
southern edge, I would strongly suggest that buffer is widened in order to 
address the slope towards Church Street and allow sufficient landscaping to 
be provided to help mitigate houses to the north. The final 40m of the site 
from Church Street to the eastern boundary has been identified as 
Undeveloped Area which has the potential to prevent development along the 
final section of Church Street while creating a buffer for the property 
immediately south east of the site. There does not appear to be any 
indication of the treatment of this Undeveloped Land as there is landscaping 
associated with this area so whilst it is currently unaffected by development 
further details would be needed.  
 
There is currently a band of trees along the sites northern boundary with the 
Woodford Road, possibly trees that have developed from an original layed 
hedge but forming an important visual buffer for the land to its south. The 
new access will require the removal of a section of the trees but it would 
appear that there is an opportunity for the retention of the section of trees to 
the east of the new access while the section to the west falls within the area 
identified for the Medical Centre, but it would be hoped that these trees could 
be incorporated into the design. If this strong visual feature of the trees can 
be retained along the sites northern boundary the layout of the houses needs 
to be properly considered in order that sufficient space is provided in order to 
avoid possible conflict (shade, roots, overhanging branches etc..). 
 
Limited information along the sites eastern boundary, with the exception of 
the retained TPO tree and landscape space around it that ties into the eastern 
boundary. The remaining landscape planting allocation along the length of the 
eastern boundary narrows to nothing next to Dolls House Cottage the only 



  

property on the sites eastern boundary. There appears to be a well-
established hedge along the eastern boundary including trees. This existing 
feature should be retained and incorporated into the layout, with gapping up 
of any holes in the hedge and the provision for sufficient landscape strip 
along the boundary. In addition where development is proposed avoid the 
hedge being the garden boundary to properties, it should to be separated by 
a footpath, road of linear open space to avoid a variety of treatments by 
various households given the visual importance of this boundary for the site 
when viewed from Woodford Road to the east. 
 
The site generally falls from north to south, while the ground along the 
Church Street boundary is retained with a stone wall approximately 2m high 
with the ground than rising to the east. This highlights the importance of 
keeping the rising ground behind the retaining wall clear of development and 
in fact landscaped to provide mitigation. I am unable to find any levels 
existing or proposed which given the way the land falls north to south and 
east to west would need very careful consideration in terms of finished floor 
levels as well as the relationship to the retained landscape features, in 
particular boundary vegetation.   
 
The omission of the new entrance from Church Street with all the previously 
identified level and visual issues has combined with the apparent provision for 
landscaping and lack of development on the southern end of the site has 
addressed the major landscape issues. There is still a need for careful 
consideration and provision of the landscape details as well as levels, but in 
light of the amendments I do not object to the principal of development in the 
areas identified away from the south eastern and south western boundaries. 
 
WNC Listed Buildings & Conservation Officer – I have had chance to 
review the latest site area plan and additional/amended information for this 
application.  
 
The omission of the access off Church Street – allowing for the retention of 
the line of the historic stone boundary wall along Church Street - is an 
obvious improvement.  If the proposed green landscape edge along this 
frontage allowed for the retention of the existing trees, together with 
additional landscape planting, this would be helpful. I find it hard to envisage 
a large balancing pond on this elevated land behind the wall. There seems to 
be the potential for some conflict with land levels, views, etc.  
 
The reduction in the maximum number of proposed dwellings is also 
welcomed. The retention of an undeveloped area at the southern end of the 
site would provide some buffer for the historic properties on Church Street. 
However, the developed area would still cover most of the existing open 
space, and the creation of an arbitrary boundary between the “developed” 
and “undeveloped” areas within the field has its own landscape and visual 
issues. Given the sloping nature of the site, its elevated position above Church 



  

Street and the views towards it from the surrounding area, any development 
on this site has the potential to be highly visually intrusive.  
 
The heritage statement addendum acknowledges the value of the spire of 
Holy Cross Church as a feature in the landscape and an important visual 
reference within the surrounding area. Although the opportunity to create 
vistas within the new development is recognised, in the absence of any 
indicative drawings it is difficult to envisage how this would be achieved. It is 
not clear whether the applicants have reviewed the potential for harmful 
impacts upon views of the church within its village and landscape setting from 
the surrounding area in response to my previous comments. There is no 
reference to this in the heritage addendum. In its absence it is difficult to 
accept the applicant’s conclusion that there would be less than substantial 
harm to significance as a result of development within the setting of a 
designated heritage asset.  
 
The greatest potential for harm I think would be to the character, form and 
appearance of the village. I refer back to my original comments in respect of 
this application, and to the points raised by the previous planning appeals 
against residential development on the site.  The land clearly constitutes part 
of the open countryside as distinct from land within the confines of the 
existing village of Byfield.  Residential development over a major part of the 
site would represent wholesale change to this character and appearance.  The 
application site is significantly higher than Church Street and slopes up away 
from it.  Without details of the existing and proposed ground levels, building 
density, heights and orientations, and boundary treatments, etc. it is simply 
not possible to say what level of visual impact is likely to arise.  There are no 
indicative designs for housing and therefore it is not possible to comment on 
whether development would be of high quality or how it would relate to 
existing village properties.  In the absence of this information it is not possible 
to demonstrate that the site is suitable for development of the scale and 
extent proposed, or whether any adverse landscape and visual impacts could 
be satisfactorily mitigated. As such, I remain of the opinion that an outline 
application, where all matters except access are reserved, is not appropriate 
for this site.  
 
Has the option of retaining the existing medical centre and extending the 
buildings and car parking into the field immediately behind been properly 
considered and ruled out? The cost involved in this would surely be far less 
than building an entirely new medical centre. It seems unlikely that two 
medical centres would operate in the same village, so why wouldn’t the 
owners of the current centre consider this? It would cause the least upheaval 
for existing residents in Byfield. It would free up the proposed site of the new 
medical centre for residential development, which could then be concentrated 
towards the northern end along Woodford Road instead of across the majority 
of the site. This would allow for the maintenance of a much greater belt of 
undeveloped land between Woodford Road and the southern end of Church 
Street, which would help to retain the open character, which is an important 



  

feature of the settlement and its relationship to the open countryside.  The 
retention of the Church Street access for the medical centre might also relieve 
some of the extra pressure that would otherwise be put on the roundabout 
system at the bottom of Woodford Road.  
 
WNC Environmental Health  – Advises the imposition of conditions 
 
MPs & Local Councillors: Letters of support are received advising the 
following:  

 There is a real need for a larger building for the medical practice 

 The current building is now too small and it does not have capacity to 
deal with the number of people that use it 

 If the practice is unable to relocate to new larger premises, they will 
have to close the list to new patients 

 NHS England have twice been previously approached for funding but 
the bids have been rejected as Byfield is seen as low priority.   

 The application is the only realistic solution to ensuring that local 
healthcare continues to be available the constituents registered at this 
practice. 

 The bus services to the nearest towns are infrequent and prohibit local 
residents from reaching their nearest GP providers 

 Support is offered for the proposal and the Local Planning Authority is 
urged to grant this application consent. 

 
 
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY 
 
Below is a summary of the third party and neighbour responses received at the 
time of writing this report. 
 
19 letters of objection were received on the original submission raising 
concerns regarding traffic, loss of amenity, lack of contribution to local 
schools and projects, impacts landscape, contrary to policies, poor application 
submission with inadequate information. 
 
527 letters of support were received on the original submission and a petition 
of 1910 signatures have been received advising that the existing surgery is at 
full capacity and that a new surgery is much needed.  It is felt that the new 
housing will help to support the school and existing businesses in the village 
and if not approved would mean closure of the surgery will necessitate elderly 
and those with limited transport having to find the means of travelling further 
for medical services. 
30 letters of objection have been received following recent re-consultation of 
information submitted on 30th November 2021. 
 
293 letters of support have been received following recent re-consultation of 
information submitted on 30th November 2021. 
 



  

 
APPRAISAL  
The application was presented before Planning Committee on 15th January 
2020 where it was resolved not to refuse the application but to defer 
determination of the application to allow officers to negotiate further on 
outstanding concerns in respect of securing delivery of the proposed medical 
centre and necessary highway mitigation measures as advised by the Local 
Highway Authority.  During the debate Planning Committee members 
specifically requested information and action on the following matters. 
 

1. Details of the scale, appearance, layout and landscaping relating to the 
proposed medical centre in effect providing full details of the medical 
centre building to be considered at this stage rather than being 
reserved for future consideration. 

1. More definitive details of the financial cost of delivering such a medical 
centre having regard to these details. 

2. Whether the proposed contribution of £1.25million would be sufficient 
to enable the delivery of the proposed medical centre in its entirety 
and in perpetuity. 

3. If additional funding is required, the proposed source of additional 
funding and the certainty of its provision. 

4. To determine the level of occupation of the proposed dwellings which 
would allow the financial contribution to be delivered in full or part (to 
deliver the surgery in a timely manner) 

5. Consideration by the landowner as to whether the land may be gifted 
to the community to ensure that the site provides a community use in 
perpetuity including details of how this is to be gifted. 

6. To ascertain the impacts of the development on the highway and to 
agree and secure measures to satisfactorily mitigate the impacts to be 
agreed with the County Highway Authority. 

7. To agree the timing for implementation and build out of the highway 
mitigation measures. 

 
If the above can be negotiated to a satisfactory level with officers, and 
detailed conditions, and a Sect 106 Agreement to secure the above and other 
contributions as set out within the report will be required to be included 
within any subsequent report that is re- presented to Planning Committee. 
 
Since the resolution of members to defer the application the Settlement and 
Countryside Local Plan Part 2 for Daventry District has been adopted and the 
NPPF as material consideration has been revised. 
 
The following report therefore has regard to the changes within the 
Development Plan and material considerations whilst seeking to address the 
requests of Planning Committee following 15th January 2020 meeting. 
 
 
Principle of Housing Development and Medical Centre  



  

Policy R1 sets out the spatial strategy for rural areas stating that development 
will be guided by a rural settlement hierarchy which would be set out in Part 2 
Local Plans.  In this case, Byfield is identified as a Secondary Service Village 
within The Settlements and Countryside Local Plan (Part 2).  These policies 
recognise that Byfield performs an important role in helping to provide some 
services and facilities for the local community it serves and sets out criteria 
where development would be acceptable.   
 
The policies cite that development will be located within the confines of the 
village.  SCLP (Part 2) RA2 refers to an inset map which illustrates the 
confines of Byfield village.  This requirement is also set out within policy R1 of 
the West Northants Joint Core Strategy.   
 
It is undisputed by the applicants and officers that the application site is 
located outside the confines of the village.  As such both elements of the 
proposal being the proposed dwellings and the medical centre would be 
contrary to this criterion.  The central part of WNJCS policy R1 refers to 
development outside the confines of the village and advises that 
“Development outside the confines of the village will be permitted where it 
involves the re-use of buildings or, in exceptional circumstances, where it will 
enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities or would contribute 
towards and improve the local economy 
 
This is in part supported by SCLP (Part 2) Policy RA2 which advises that 
Development outside the defined confines will be acceptable only in the 
following circumstances; 

 Where the housing land supply is less than 5 years (3 years where a 
neighbourhood development plan is in place that allocates sites for 
housing) or; 

 Where the development provided would clearly meet an identified local 
need, for housing this would be need identified through an up to date 
Housing Needs Survey or Housing Needs Assessment where it can be 
demonstrated that this could not otherwise be met within the defined 
village confines; or 

 Where a scheme is required to support an essential local service that 
has been demonstrated to be under threat especially a primary school 
or primary health service; or 

 Economic development that will enhance or maintain the vitality or 
sustainability of the Secondary service Village or would contribute to 
towards and improve the local economy 

 
NPPF paragraph 93 advises that planning decisions should plan positively for 
the provision of local services to enhance the sustainability of communities 
and guard against the loss of such services.  This paragraph also seeks to 
ensure that these services are able to develop, modernise and be retained for 
the benefit of the community. 
 



  

SCLP (Part 2) Policy RA6 sets out the only forms of development that will be 
supported in the open countryside and this includes community uses which 
would be of an appropriate scale for its location and has no significant 
impacts on its character, beauty and tranquillity.  In this case the proposed 
new medical centre would not necessarily form a community use but provides 
an important local service.   
 
The Planning Statement submitted in support of the application advises that 
the existing medical facility is currently 60% undersize having regard to a 
patient list in excess of 8000. The document states that without the provision 
of improved facilities the surgery will necessarily close its patient list requiring 
all new residents to travel elsewhere for local health services with possible 
closure in the future.  It is officer’s view that the proposed surgery would not 
be a community facility which is controlled by a public body.  The land and 
proposed building would remain to be within private ownership and future 
retention of the site for the purpose currently sought would be dictated by the 
owners.  Equally, based on the information submitted to date, officers are not 
wholly convinced that the local service it would support is under threat of 
closure.  The evidence submitted indicates that the current facility is in fact 
well used and seeks improvements to the services available for a growing 
patient list which is far beyond Byfield parish and the immediate adjoining 
villages.  The comments received from NHS CCG support the provision of a 
new medical centre whilst acknowledging that the proposed residential 
element cannot be absorbed by practices in the local area and states that 
financial contributions to primary health care will be necessary if the proposal 
is to be approved.  The comments from the Care Quality Commission confirm 
that there are no plans to close the existing surgery and advises “We would 
need to be satisfied that the premises presented a significant risk to patient 
safety in line with our published risk assessment process before we would 
consider this type of action” 
 
Nevertheless, the existing medical centre remains to be an essential local 
service, which having regard to the above policies and the NPPF (as material 
consideration) should be permitted to modernise and this provision would 
enhance the sustainability of the village.  Having regard to these 
considerations it accepted that whilst there would remain to be some conflict 
with policy SCLP (Part 2) Policy RA2 and the first part of WNJCS Policy R1 it 
would accord with the latter half of WNJCS Policy R1 as it would contribute to 
enhancing the vitality of the rural community.   
 
The preceding paragraphs have advised that alongside the proposed medical 
centre the application also seeks consent for the construction of 78 dwellings.  
It is undisputed by both the applicant and officers that the site lies outside the 
confines of the village and as such this element of the proposal would be 
contrary to the first part of SCLP (Part 2) RA2 and the first part of WNJCS 
Policy R1.  . 
 



  

The latter part of WNJCS Policy R1 which is supported by SCLP (Part 2) Policy 
RA2 sets out the circumstances where development outside the confines of 
the village will be permitted. This latter part advises that once the housing 
requirement for rural areas has been met, further housing development will 
only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that it would: 
i)result in environmental improvements or is  
ii)required to support the retention of or improvement to essential local 
services that may be under threat and 
iii) has been informed by an effective community involvement exercise prior 
to the submission of the application or  
iv)is a rural exception site (as set out in H3) or  
v)has been agreed through an adopted neighbourhood plan. 
 
At the time of writing this response the housing requirement for rural areas 
has been exceeded for the plan period (WNJCS policy S3) and as such it is 
necessary to engage the latter criterion in consideration of the application. 
 
It should be noted that the development has to meet criterion i) or ii), and 
one or more of iii), iv) or v).  The proposed development is considered 
against each as follows; 
i)Would result in environmental improvements – the site is beyond the 
confines of the village and the development would result in an undesirable 
extension of the main built up area and an urban edge with detriment to the 
immediate environment.   
ii)Is required to support the retention of or improvement to essential local 
services that may be under threat – there is no evidence that such services 
are under threat but rather than the proposed housing would fund the 
provision of a new medical centre to improve the existing services available  
iii)Has been informed by an effective community involvement exercise –
evidence has been submitted to demonstrate that community engagement 
has been undertaken. 
iv)Is a rural exceptions site in accordance with WNJCSLP Policy H3 – the 
application has not been submitted on this basis. 
v)Has been agreed through an adopted neighbourhood plan – there is no 
adopted plan. 
  
Whilst acknowledging that the application would bring additional 
accommodation to the village, it is considered that the proposal would not 
meet the necessary tests as set within the WNJCS R1.  Overall, it is not 
considered that the case for such circumstances as set out above has been 
made and in any event, the facts of the Council having a five year housing 
land supply, and the rural areas housing target having been exceeded, would 
mean that there was no necessity to consider such further housing 
development favourably unless exceptions are demonstrated. 
 
With the proposal being identified as being outside the confines of the village 
and by virtue of this consideration, the proposal would be within the open 
countryside where policy RA6 of the SCLP Part 2 would be applicable.  This 



  

advises that planning permission will only be supported for residential 
development in the open countryside which includes the re-use and 
conversion of existing buildings essential for the purposes rural businesses, 
the replacement of an existing dwelling, dwellings or exceptional quality or 
innovative design, the optimum use of a heritage asset, a reuse of redundant 
or disused buildings that lead to an environmental improvement or exception 
sites which accord with Policy H3 of the WNJCS .  It is considered that the 
proposed housing element of the application would not meet any of these 
requirements stated 
 
Having regard to the above officers consider that the principle of the 
proposed medical centre may be supported in principle but the proposed new 
dwellings would be contrary to the prevailing Development Plan policies. 
 
Heritage, Landscape Form & Character Impacts  
In support of the application a Heritage Assessment, a further Addendum to 
Heritage Assessment and Land and Visual Impact Assessment was submitted. 
 
The Development Plan policies cited within the preceding chapters of this 
report seek to ensure that proposals reinforce local character and 
distinctiveness and have regard to impacts of proposals on heritage assets 
and the landscape.  The policies together with the NPPF as material 
consideration requires that any harm to heritage assets should be weighed 
against the public benefits. 
 
The comments received from the Listed Buildings and Conservation Officer 
whilst recognising that the proposed undeveloped area to the south would 
provide a visual buffer from the historic properties on Church Street states 
that “the developed area would still cover most of the existing open space, 
and the creation of an arbitrary boundary between the “developed” and 
“undeveloped” areas within the field has its own landscape and visual issues. 
Given the sloping nature of the site, its elevated position above Church Street 
and the views towards it from the surrounding area, any development on this 
site has the potential to be highly visually intrusive.  
 
The heritage statement addendum acknowledges the value of the spire of 
Holy Cross Church as a feature in the landscape and an important visual 
reference within the surrounding area. Although the opportunity to create 
vistas within the new development is recognised, in the absence of any 
indicative drawings it is difficult to envisage how this would be achieved. It is 
not clear whether the applicants have reviewed the potential for harmful 
impacts upon views of the church within its village and landscape setting from 
the surrounding area in response to my previous comments. There is no 
reference to this in the heritage addendum. In its absence it is difficult to 
accept the applicant’s conclusion that there would be less than substantial 
harm to significance as a result of development within the setting of a 
designated heritage asset.  
 



  

The greatest potential for harm I think would be to the character, form and 
appearance of the village. I refer back to my original comments in respect of 
this application, and to the points raised by the previous planning appeals 
against residential development on the site.  The land clearly constitutes part 
of the open countryside as distinct from land within the confines of the 
existing village of Byfield.  Residential development over a major part of the 
site would represent wholesale change to this character and appearance.  The 
application site is significantly higher than Church Street and slopes up away 
from it.  Without details of the existing and proposed ground levels, building 
density, heights and orientations, and boundary treatments, etc. it is simply 
not possible to say what level of visual impact is likely to arise.  There are no 
indicative designs for housing and therefore it is not possible to comment on 
whether development would be of high quality or how it would relate to 
existing village properties.  In the absence of this information it is not possible 
to demonstrate that the site is suitable for development of the scale and 
extent proposed, or whether any adverse landscape and visual impacts could 
be satisfactorily mitigated. As such, I remain of the opinion that an outline 
application, where all matters except access are reserved, is not appropriate 
for this site”. 
 
These comments together with those of the DDC Landscape Officer indicate 
concerns with lack of information to reach an informed decision regarding the 
potential impacts of the proposal and conclude that the current outline 
application is inappropriate for such a proposal.  It should be noted that these 
comments remain identical to those expressed at the previous planning 
committee but no further information has been received. 
 
Notwithstanding this omission of further information, the application before 
Planning Committee members forms an outline application and as such must 
be judged on its merits as submitted.  The planning appeals referred to within 
the Listed Buildings and Conservation Officer’s comments relate to previous 
applications on this site including an outline application for 36 dwelling with 
only access for approval DA/2012/0096.  The appeal site extended to the 
southernmost part of the existing surgery site and whilst the current 
application site extends beyond this, the majority of the proposed developed 
area fronting Woodford Road would be identical.  The form and character of 
this area has not altered since the appeal decision and as such the 
conclusions of the Inspectors decision remain highly relevant in consideration 
of this application.   
 
In dismissing this appeal the Inspectors decision considered that “From 
Woodford Road and the houses on it, views are available which include the 
trees along the site frontage, its open nature and open land and the church 
spire in the distance…. I consider that the introduction of a run of houses 
extending for a significant length of the frontage even of local stone, along 
with landscape works would transform the current informal boundary with 
views of the open site and beyond into one which would be dominated by a 
sub-urban form of development, albeit behind the frontage trees.  I consider 



  

that this would not be a slight beneficial impact but one which would be 
harmful to the character of this part of the village and its immediate setting.  
I have taken careful account of the intention to provide additional planting at 
the boundaries of the site and within the proposed gardens; however, any 
benefit in this respect is not sufficient to outweigh the unacceptable effects of 
the wholesale change to the character of the site that the proposal would 
bring about.  Account has also been taken account of the landscape and 
visual evidence submitted to the Inquiry but there is nothing therein which 
outweighs or alters my conclusion on this matter.  Therefore the proposal 
would be contrary to Policies of the Local Plan”. 
 
The Planning Inspector concludes that “The proposal would involve 
development in the open countryside which is unacceptable in principle.  
Furthermore, due to the location of the appeal site, its position in relation to 
the village and the form of the development proposed, the proposal would 
have an unacceptable effect on the character and appearance of the locality.  
These matters are sufficient to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits of the proposal including the fact that I have that the Council is 
unable to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites, albeit 
that the shortfall is no great.  I have also taken account of the benefits of the 
proposed development; however, I find that these are insufficient to outweigh 
the harmful effects of the proposal”. 
 
It is important to note that this appeal decision upheld the views of previous 
Inspectors with regards to development on this site and the impacts on the 
form and character of the village.  Furthermore, the decision to dismiss this 
appeal was concluded in more favourable policy conditions whereby the 
Council was unable to demonstrate a five year land supply. 
 
There has been no substantial change since the determination of this appeal 
in the character of the area that would lead officers to an alternative 
conclusion about the adverse impacts which would be highly visible from well 
used public highways and footpaths.   
 
Having regard to the concerns cited by Listed Building and Conservation 
Officer and the Landscape Officer together with the considerations cited 
within previous appeal decisions, it is considered that the proposed housing 
would undoubtedly result in harm to the form and character of the village 
contrary to the Development Plan policies cited within the preceding 
paragraphs of this report. 
 
At the request of Planning Committee, details of the proposed medical centre 
have been submitted and whilst the application still remains to be outline only 
these details provide some indication as to the intended design, scale and 
siting of the proposed building. 
 
The proposed medical centre is indicated to be a modern, single storey 
building fronting Woodford Road with provision of car parking to the rear.  



  

The site would not extend beyond the existing dwellings on Knightly Close, 
nor intrude significantly into the agricultural field.  A significant buffer would 
remain between the historic building on Church Street and views of the 
church spire would not be impeded.  As such, any impacts on heritage assets, 
the landscape and views into and out the village are considered to be less 
than substantial.  Having regard to these considerations it is officer’s views 
that the proposed benefits of the medical centre by itself would outweigh the 
harm to the heritage assets and form and character of the village. 
 
Highways & Transport 
Development Plan policies require that safe and suitable access is achieved 
for all users of proposals.  New developments will only be permitted if the 
necessary on and off site infrastructure that is required to support it and 
mitigate its impacts is either in place or there is a reliable mechanism in place 
to ensure that it will be delivered. 
 
The NPPF as material consideration advises that all developments that will 
generate significant amounts of movement should be supported by a 
transport statement or assessment so that the likely impacts of the proposal 
can be assessed.  Paragraph 111 of the NPPF advises that “Development 
should only be prevented or refused on highway grounds if there would be 
unacceptable impact on highway safety or the residual cumulative impacts on 
the road network would be severe” 
 
The application proposes a single access from Woodford Road and in support 
of the application a transport assessment was submitted.  The application and 
Transport Assessment was subject to consultation with the County Highway 
Authority.  During the previous meeting Planning Committee members 
requested that the impacts of the proposal on the highway be ascertained, 
and to agree and secure measures to satisfactorily mitigate the impacts with 
the Local Highway Authority. 
 
Further information has been submitted and subject to consultation with the 
Local Highway Officers.  The comments received advises that the LHA 
maintain its firmly held objection to the application and concludes that the 
proposed mitigation being presented “would have an unacceptable impact on 
highway safety and would result in severe cumulative impact on the road 
network at this junction which is already over capacity”. 
 
Having regard to the concerns raised by the Local Highway Authority it is 
considered that the matter of highways and transport has yet to be 
satisfactorily addressed and having regard to the severity of the impact and in 
accordance with the NPPF as material consideration the application should be 
refused on highway grounds. 
 
It is acknowledged that the applicant has indicated a willingness to enter into 
a legal agreement to secure the proposed Fiveway Junction Improvement 
works but it is necessary that such agreements are explicit as to the extent of 



  

works agreeable.  The advice received to date from the Local Highway 
Authority is that the proposed mitigation measures are not agreeable. To that 
end point 8 of the member’s requests to agree the timing for implementation 
and build out of the highway mitigation measures cannot be achieved. 
 
In the absence of highway matters being addressed, a full set of conditions 
and draft legal agreement could not be concluded as required by Planning 
Committee during the previous meeting. 
 
Enabling Development   
As defined by Historic England “Enabling development is development that 
would be unacceptable in planning terms but for the fact that it would bring 
public benefits sufficient to justify it being carried out, and which could 
otherwise not be achieved.  While normally it is a last resort it is an 
established and useful planning tool by which a community may be able to 
secure the long term future of a heritage asset and sometimes public 
benefits, provided that it is satisfied that the balance of public advantage lies 
in doing so.  The public benefits are paid for by the value added to the land 
as a result of the granting of planning permission for its development”. 
 
The current application advises that the proposed new medical centre cannot 
be delivered without the development of 78 dwellings.  The preceding 
paragraphs have demonstrated that the proposed dwellings are contrary to 
the Development Plan and would result in harm to both heritage assets and 
the form and character of the village which has also been identified within 
previous appeals for much smaller housing development schemes. 
Furthermore, matters relating to highway concerns and impacts remain 
unresolved.  Information submitted in support of the application advises that 
the proposed dwellings are necessary enabling development without which 
the proposed new medical centre cannot be delivered.   
 
The principle of enabling development does not prevent a developer from 
making a fair and reasonable return on their investment but Local Planning 
Authorities are required to determine what is a fair and reasonable return.  In 
this case, a viability assessment was submitted which was subject to review, 
concluding that the level of enabling development at 78 dwellings was 
justified to deliver the site and financial contribution of £1.25 million towards 
the construction of a new medical centre.  Although the proposed enabling 
development fails to provide the policy requirement of 40% affordable 
housing provision, the proposed under provision of affordable housing allows 
the viability of the scheme and other policy compliant contributions to be 
preserved. 
 
The matter for consideration is whether public advantage has been 
demonstrated in provision of a site and financial contribution of £1.25 million 
towards the construction of new medical centre outweighing the harm 
identified within the previous chapters of this report.  
 



  

Officers have recognised that the existing medical centre provides an 
important local service which is a public benefit and that the existing building 
is currently undersized.  It is also acknowledged that a new medical centre 
would allow the continued acceptance of patients who may need to otherwise 
travel further for medical needs.  However, this local service is not currently 
under threat of closure but rather it will necessarily close its list to new 
patients if this application is not approved.  The Planning Statement advises 
that the current building is unable to accommodate the needs of its existing 
patients and improvements are necessary and that there is possibility that the 
existing surgery will close in the future which will result in a negative impact 
on the community. 
 
It is accepted that the enabling development would provide a site and 
financial contribution of £1,250,000.  Information submitted advises that 50% 
of the financial contribution would made available prior to the commencement 
of the housing development with the remaining 50% available at the earlier of 
9 months from commencement of the housing development or occupation of 
the 10th dwelling on site.  Additional information has been received to 
suggest that an additional £800,000 could be available subject to a successful 
mortgage application by the applicants.   
 
The application is submitted in outline only.  Details of the new medical centre 
relating to scale, appearance, layout have been submitted and this has 
allowed the impacts of the building to be assessed having regard to the 
setting of heritage assets, landscape, form and character of the village.  
However, no financial cost of construction (which would be subject of these 
details has been submitted) in accordance with point 2 of members requests 
has been received to provide certainty as to the cost of delivering the medical 
centre in its entirety.  Officers consider that such details are necessary to 
demonstrate that the enabling development and the contributions proposed 
would be sufficient to deliver the improved facility sought.   
 
In the absence of these details officers have concerns as to the certainty that 
the proposed enabling development would indeed deliver the construction of 
a new and improved medical centre.  
 
Information submitted on 30th November indicated that the site owner is 
agreeable to the site being passed to the Council to then be gifted to the 
applicant subject to restrictions as deemed appropriate.  The site would then 
remain within private ownership.  There is possibility (as with possibility of 
closure of the existing surgery) that the land and building may seek 
alternative uses in the future with loss of local service and the impacts of the 
housing remaining.  It would be civil matter for the Council to enforce the 
restrictions in these circumstances. 
 
Having regard to these considerations, it is officers view that public advantage 
in the provision of a site and financial contribution has not been demonstrated 
to outweigh impact of the proposal as whole with regards to identified harm 



  

to landscape, and form and character of the village and the unacceptable 
impacts on highway safety together with the severe residual cumulative 
impacts on road network which remain unmitigated. 
 
Other Material Considerations 
The application is supported by a number of documents with inclusion of an 
Ecology Statement and Flood Risk and Drainage Strategy.  These documents 
have been subject of consultation with the Lead Local Flood Authority and 
Natural England.  The comments received do not raise objections but advises 
the imposition of conditions.  It is therefore considered that subject to the 
imposition of appropriately worded conditions the matters relating to flood 
risk, drainage and ecology have been adequately addressed. 
 
 
FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
CIL will be applicable on any reserved matters application submitted. The 
financial implications on the financial viability on the scheme has been 
considered in the submission of the Viability Assessment and as reviewed by 
an independent assessor. 
 
PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION 
The proposal would provide a site and financial contribution towards the 
construction of new medical centre which is necessary if the current medical 
centre is to continue to accept new patients and deliver an improved service 
for existing patients.  Whilst the application remains to be an outline 
application only indicative details are presented regarding the scale, 
appearance, layout of the proposed medical centre and officers consider that 
these demonstrate that that whilst there would be some harm to the form 
and character of the village as the site extends beyond the existing confine, 
the harm from the medical centre alone would less than substantial harm. 
 
There are concerns that the proposed new medical centre and associated 
vehicle movements would add to the over capacity issues on the Fiveways 
Roundabout and compromise pedestrian and highway safety.  However, it is 
arguable that the majority of patients already use this route and it would only 
be new patients that would add to the over capacity.   
 
Furthermore traffic movements associated with this particular use are rarely 
concentrated but would be spread throughout the day.  It is therefore 
accepted that whilst the proposed medical centre use would add to the level 
of traffic movements, this use alone would not necessarily be of such 
significance to warrant the need for the junction improvement requested at 
the Fiveways Roundabout. 
 
With respect to the proposed medical centre, it is considered that the impacts 
as identified above would be outweighed by the community benefit that 
would result from a new medical centre. 
 



  

It is has been clearly demonstrated that the proposed housing would be 
contrary to the prevailing policies of the Development Plan.  Having regard to 
the previous appeal decisions on smaller housing schemes, the proposed 
housing would extend substantially beyond the confines of the village and 
impede open views into and out of the village with harm to heritage assets 
and the landscape (the extent of which cannot yet be fully identified) and the 
form and character of the village.  This element of the proposal combined 
with the new medical centre would result in significant impacts on the 
Woodford Road and Fiveways Junction which need to be mitigated and 
without which would have an unacceptable impacts on highway safety and 
severe impact on the road network. 
 
Overall, it is recognised that the proposed housing would enable the delivery 
of a site and financial contribution towards the construction of new medical 
centre which if constructed would be of a benefit to the community.  
However, in the absence of details relating to costing for the proposed 
medical centre there still remains uncertainty that the enabling development 
sought together with the additional funding would deliver sufficient funds to 
construct a new medical centre that would both accommodate the existing 
and growing number of patients and improve the services that would be 
available.   
 
It is concluded that notwithstanding the absence of information relating to 
costing details and the impact on heritage assets, the proposal would result in 
significant harm the character, form and appearance of the locality and 
unmitigated impacts which would have unacceptable impacts on highway 
safety and severe cumulative impacts on the road network at the Fiveways 
junction.   
 
If demonstrated to be deliverable and subject to implementation of highway 
mitigation measures the proposed medical centre would bring about benefits 
in the provision of much improved services to both existing and new patients. 
This is a consideration which weighs heavily in favour of the application. 
However, the harm caused by the housing development to the form, 
character and appearance of the locality together with unacceptable impacts 
on highway safety and severe impact on the road network weighs against the 
development. It is considered that the harm outweighs the benefit and it is 
therefore on balance recommended for refusal. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
The application be refused for the following reasons: 
 
 
 
CONDITIONS 
 



  

 
REASONS 

1. The housing requirement for Daventry Rural Areas, as set out 
in Policy S3 of the West Northants Joint Core Strategy has 
been met through planning permissions and the circumstances 
in which further housing will be permitted as set out in Policy 
R1 of the WNJCS, RA2 and RA6 of the Settlements & 
Countryside Local Plan (Part 2) for Daventry District have not 
been demonstrated.  The proposed development is therefore 
contrary to these Development Plan policies and the spatial 
strategy, as set out in Policy S1 of the WNJCS for the 
distribution of development, which proposes that development 
will concentrated primarily in and adjoining the principle 
urban area of Northampton with development of a lesser scale 
being located in and Daventry town and the development of 
rural areas being provided for, but with new development in 
rural areas being limited. 

2. Notwithstanding the absence of information relating to 
costing details and the impact on designated and 
undesignated heritage assets, the proposal as a whole would 
result in significant harm to the character, form and 
appearance of the locality and unmitigated impacts which 
would have unacceptable impacts on highway safety and 
severe cumulative impacts on the road network at the 
Fiveways junction.  It is considered that the harm and impacts 
would not be outweighed by the public benefit in delivery a 
site and financial contribution towards the construction of a 
new medical centre.  Thus public advantage would not be 
achieved by approving the current application.  The proposal is 
therefore contrary to Development Plan policies S1(4), C2, H1 
and R1 of the WNJCS and SP1 (G), RA2, RA6, ENV1, ENV7 and 
ENV10 of the S&CLP (Part 2) having regard to paragraphs 111 
and 208 of the NPPF. 

3. West Northants Joint Core Strategy (WNJCS) R1 (F) promotes 
sustainable development that equally addresses economic, 
social and environmental issues.  This requirement is endorsed 
by WNJCS policy SA Presumption in favour of sustainable 
development and echoes NPPF paragraphs 7 and 8.  The 
proposal is unable to achieve economic, social and 
environmental gains in mutually supportive and 
interdependent ways and would therefore not secure 
sustainable development as defined by these policies.

 
 
NOTES 

1. As required by Article 35 of the Town and Country 
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 
(as Amended) the following statement applies: 



  

 
In dealing with this planning application the Local Planning 
Authority have worked with the applicant in a positive and 
proactive manner with a view to seeking solutions to problems 
arising in relation to the consideration of this planning 
application.

 
 


