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NORTHAMPTON
BOROUGH CO UNCI L

REPRESENTATION FORM FOR THE NORTHAMPTON LOCAL PLAN PART 2
PROPOSED SUBMISSION (REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION)

Northampton Borough Council is preparing a Local Plan Part 2 for the Borough. It will
supplement the West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (Local Plan Part 1) and
will replace Saved Policies in the Northampton Borough Council Local Plan (1997)
and update the policies within the Northampton Central Area Action Plan (2013). The
Local Plan Part 2 will cover the period to 2029. This stage of plan making is the Local
Plan Part 2 Proposed Submission (Regulation 19) and is the version of the plan that
the Council intends to submit to the Planning Inspectorate for independent
examination.
This form should be used to make representations on the Northampton Borough
Cou ncil Local Plan Part 2 Proposed Submission.
You can submit your representation on line using our electronic form through the link
below:
www.northampton.gov. uk/lpp2proposedsubmission round2
A downloadable version (fillable PDF) is also available on the same page.
Under the General Data Protection Regulations (GDPR), Northampton Borough
Cou ncil needs to inform you of the reasons why we are captu ring your data and what
we will do with your data. Any personal data collected and/or processed will be dealt
with in accordance with the Data Protection Legislation and the Council's Data
Protection Policy. Data is held securely and accessed by, and disclosed to, only
individuals where relevant to this policy/ proced ure.
View Northampton Borough Council's Privacy Policy here:
https://www.northampton .gov. uk/info/200031/data-protection/1 75/data-protection
Please note that it is not possible for representations to be considered anonymously.
Representations will be published on the consultation website and included as part of
the submission to the Inspector. Address and contact details will be removed from
published responses.
I agree to the Council collecting my personal data so that they can process my reply to the
Northampton Local Plan Part 2 Proposed Submission Regulation 19.
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Yes (please tick)
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Please complete and submit by 5pm on Monday )I(A9GtfSt 2020.
Responses received after this time will not be accepted.

Ref:

This form has 2 parts:

(For official use only)

Part A

Personal details

Part B

Your representation(s).
Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you wish to
make

Part A: Personal Details
Q1: Are you making th is representation as? (Please tick as appropriate)

a) Resident or member of the general public

[i]

b) Local Authority or Town/Parish Council
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c) Landowner

d) Agent I Consu ltant (on behalf of)

e) Other organisation (please specify which type of organisation below):
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*If an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation
boxes in the Personal Details column below but complete the full contact details
of the agent in the Agent's Details column.
Personal Details
Title
First name
Last name
Job title where relevant
Or an isation (where relevant)
Address line 1
Line 2
Line 3

_ _ _ _ _ _____

Postcode
Tele hone number
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Agent's Details (if
applicable)

4: To which part Paragraph Policy
number
of the Local Plan number
this
does
representation
relate?

Site
Number

Figure

Table

Policies
Maps

LAA
\\l:>1

4 (1 ): Please set out the changes that you consider are ·necessary to make the
Northampton Local Plan Part 2 Proposed Submission Round 2 document
legally compliant and / or sound including revised wording of any policy text,
and reasons why the proposed change would make it legally compliant and/or
sound. Please be as precise as possible.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to support / justify the representation and the
suggested changes, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further rep resentations based on the original representation at publication stage.
SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL
5. Which part of the document do you wish to comment on? (please give the
relevant oaraaraoh or policy number).
Paragraph
Comments

HABITATS REG ULATIONS ASSESSMENT
6. Which part of the document do you wish to comment on? (please give the
relevant oaraaraoh or policy number) .
Paraaraoh
Comments

Email (if provided we will
alwa s contact ou this wa
Part B: Representation {s)
Please use a separate sheet for each representation you make
Please read the accompanying notes before completing Part B. The notes explain
what we mean by soundness and legal compliance. These are questions that we are
expected to ask consultees.

Please note all comments will be made publicly available. If you do not have sufficient
space in the box, please continue on a separate sheet or expand the box.
2:
you
Do
consider
the Yes
No
Northampton Local Plan Part 2 to
be legally compliant?
If NO, is this because it is: (please tick all that you think apply)
Not prepared in accordance with the Local Development Scheme
Not prepared in accordance with the Statement of Community
Involvement
Not consistent with the reQu latorv requirements for consu ltation
Not compliant with the duty to cooperate
Not accompanied by a compliant Sustainability Appraisal

V

2 (1): Please give detai ls of why you consider the Northampton Loca l Plan Part
2 Submission Draft document is not legally compliant. Please be as precise
as possible.

3:

Do
you
consider
the Yes
Northampton Local Plan Part 2 to
be sound?

No

3 (1): If NO, is thi s beca use it is: (please tick all that you think aool,,)
Not positively prepared
Not justified
Not effective
Not consistent with nation al policy

~
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REPRESENTATION FORM FOR THE NORTHAMPTON LOCAL PLAN PART 2
PROPOSED SUBMISSION (REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION)
PART B, SECTION 4 (1)
REPRESENTATION MADE BY JANE EVANS ON BEHALF OF
182 RESIDENTS OF THE RUSHMERE AREA

The Residents of the Rushmere Area whom I represent wish for the site LAA 1107, Abington
Mill Farm, to be removed from the list of allocated sites for development. (It is proposed to
build 125 houses there.) We have several reasons for thinking that the choice of site is not
sound and we shall enumerate them below. We shall demonstrate that it is unjustified - an
unrealistic choice of site with a number of constraint s incapable of being mitigated. There is a
large number of residents (182) opposed to the site being developed, and it would save a lot of
time and effort if the site were withdrawn at this stage. The need to avoid wasted effort is
recognised in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (p. 13, para. 39): 'Early (pre -

appfication) engagement has significant potential to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of
the planning application system for all parties.'
The reasons for our objections relate to several factors - wildlife, traffic, flooding, amenities,
soil instability, air and noise pollution, and heritage.

WILDLIFE
The privately owned field in question includes the eastern end of the old flood canal (built in
1926) and Abington Mill Lock, built in the 18th century and situated close to the junction of the
flood canal with the old course of the river Nene. Local residents north of the old river, whose
gardens back on to the river bank, have seen on the site numerous animals and birds, including
muntjac deer, bats, grass snakes, newts, wildfowl, herons, kingfisher and otters. The latter two
are protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. Kingfishers are one of the species for
which 'it is an offence to intentionally or recklessly disturb at, on or near an active nest'.
Regarding otters, 'it is illegal to intentionally or recklessly disturb any otter while it is occupying

a structure or place which it uses for shelter or protection'. (Schedule 1, Part 1)
The Wildlife Trust BCN notes in their comments on the Draft Local Plan Habitats Regulations
that an up-to-date survey has not yet been prepared. (Appendix E, LUC 189, 2 nd para.) This is a
Local Wildlife Site which should clearly be protected from development. In fact, the Local Plan
of 1997 designated this area (by the old course of the river Nene) as associated with Policy L17
which relates to leisure use in association with the river. The Plan stated, 'In order to enhance

and maintain the value which the river valley affords, it is essential that these open spaces
remain undeveloped'. There is no reason to change the truth of this statement. In fact climate
change and the dangers to biodiversity make the statement even more valid today than 23 years
ago.
The current Draft Local Plan Policy 29, Supporting and Enhancing Biodiversity, (p. 98) states
that 'all major new development proposals (should) offset the Joss and secure a net gain in

biodiversity through the strengthening, management and /or creation of new habitats ...
Development should avoid fragmentation of habitats and links, and address the
Northamptonshire Biodiversity Action Plan local priorities for habitats and species'. The site in
question here lies between an old orchard and Abington Meadows Nature Reserve to the east
and Barnes Meadow Nature Reserve to the west, providing a link in the chain of habitats.
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This green space is further protected by the West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy
(WNJCS) (p. 113): 'The design of the Nene Valley Nature Improvement Area will help develop

the next phase of environment improvements along the Nene Valley landscape, enhancing and
reconnecting nature on a significant scale.' With this Strategy in mind, the inclusion of site LAA
1107 is illogical and ill thought out. Policy BN8, The River Nene Strategic River Corridor, in the
WNJCS (p. 131) further states that 'the natural and cultural environment of the Nene Corridor

through the Plan area, including its tributaries, will be enhanced and protected in recognition of
its important contribution to the area's green infrastructure network'.
There is also the obstacle presented by the close proximity of the Washlands RAMSAR site of
international significance. The Wildlife Trust BCN has already expressed concern that local
residents who walk round the Washlands are disturbing the birds in the Special Protection Area.
(Draft Local Plan Habitats Regulations, Appendix E, LUC 189, 2nd para.). A further 125
households nearby will only add to the problem. The Draft Plan calls for a mitigation strategy,
but there seems little likelihood of any strategy being effective in this case.
While discussing the nature of this Local Wildlife Site it is useful to mention the issue of
heritage. Abington Mill Lock was financed by Sir Frederick Montagu MP in about 1760 when the
river Nene was being made navigable down to the North Sea. There was a monument stone
erected on the island by the lock, commemorating his generosity. If it is not sti ll there, it may
now be in the Northampton Museum. Rendering the river navigable was an important part of
Northampton's history and economic development. The site of the Mill could be a heritage asset
comparab le to Clifford Hill Lock (funded by Spencer Compton MP), where an information panel
explains the history. We would hope the Northampton Borough Council (NBC) would have the
vision to see the importance of marking the course of the old river and the now derelict lock. In
fact the Draft Local Plan (Chap. 10, para. 10.27) supports this vision: 'The natural and man-made

corridors along and following the river Nene are valuable natural and historic assets of great
importance for biodiversity as well as the town's legacy of historic private and civic landscapes
... Collectively these provide a diverse assembly of green spaces which contribute to
Northampton's local character and sense of place.'
TRAFFIC
The second factor in our objection is the issue of traffic. Road access to the development is via
the Rushmere Road. The situation is bad at present without the addition of another 125
households. Another group of residents has already explained this issue in their own
Representation, so we shall not go into much detail. At peak times congestion causes queues in
both directions between the Barnes Meadow roundabout and the traffic lights at the top of
Rushmere Road. One Tanfield Lane resident has said that it can take ten minutes to pull out on
to the Rushmere Road at peak times. Another access road further down from Tanfield Lane
would make matters worse. Added to which, the proposed entry is on a bend where visibility is
obscured. We appreciate that the Draft Local Plan requires a developer to provide a mitigating
Traffic Plan, but we cannot see how this severe problem of congestion and safety can be solved.
Again it seems illogical to include site LAA 1107 in the list of sites for development.
The WNJCS Policy C2, New Developments, (p. 67, para. 6.3) states that 'new developments that

do not make walking and cycling easy are a reason for Northamptonshire traffic growth being
higher than the national average ... (para. 6.7) Need to locate development where people can
access facilit ies such as retail, education and employment without using the car.' The new
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development in question would be very isolated - the only road access being at the bottom of
the Rushmere Road which is about a quarter of a mile of steep hill. It is highly likely t hat all
travel would be by car.
Furthermore, the Draft Local Plan itself states in Policy 33, Highway Network and Safety, (p.
106) that development proposals must show that 'there would be no adverse impacts on the local
and/or strategic transport network which cannot be mitigated against'. Congestion on Rushmere
Road impacts not only on local roads but on the strategic highways linking to the A45 and the
A45 itself. Also, on page 104, point 11.8: 'New developments are expected to meet NCC's modal

shift objectives, which are ... a 20% reduction in the share of private car trips from all new
developments.·

FLOODING
The third issue is the flood risk. The Environment Agency's flood prediction website (floodwarning-information.service.gov.uk) says that a significant area of the site in question is at
medium to low risk of flooding. Many local residents have pointed out that over several decades
they have seen flooding or water logging in the field here. We appreciate that developers must
provide a flood risk assessment that sets out mitigation measures, but in the present situation
of climate change it seems\ particularly foolhardy to risk building on this flood plain.
One local resident,
, has said that an underground
watercourse runs from somewhere near the road bridge, eastwards parallel to the flood canal.
It is only visible in winter and is clearly visible by the contrasting colour of t he grass. Any
disturbance by contractors' activities would upset the natural order of drainage. The derelict
Abington Mill Lock serves the useful purpose of allowing flood water to tumble over from the
old course of the river.
The NPPF (p. 44, para. 19) warns Councils that 'plans should take a proactive approach to

mitigating and adapting to climate change, taking into account the long-term implication for
flood risk'. Site LAA 1107 is surrounded in the north by estates which could be impacted by
flooding caused by further building.
It seems extraordinary to us that in the Sites Allocation Methodology and Land Availability
Assessment (SAMLAA) (p. 314) the flood risk in LAA 1107 is suggested to be minimal. One
important fact which was brought to our attention is that house insurance would not be granted
because t he site is on a f lood plain.
AMENITIES
The fourth problem is the distance of the site from local amenities. Another group of residents
has already analysed in their Representation the positive and negative scoring given in the
Sustainability Appraisal, so we do not wish to repeat their arguments. They point out that the
site is three kilometres from the nearest co-ed secondary school. (The School for Boys only
accepts girls in the 6th form.) The site is also 500 metres from the primary school, 1 km from
local shops, and over 1 km from a GP surgery.
In the WNJCS, Policy INF 1 (p. 113, para. 11.9) states that 'new development will be supported
by and provide access to infrastructure, including physical, green and social elements. It will
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integrate with and complement adjoining communities'. Site LAA 1107 is very isolated in this
respect from its adjoining communities.

The fifth issue relates to soil contamination and soil instability. The estate on Tanfield Lane
north of the site was built on the site of a tannery where the soil was contaminated by anthrax.
The developers had to remove the contaminated soil and import unaffected soil. One resident,
, who has lived on the Lane since it was built, has told us
that the original Health and Safety report stated that the ground should never again be
disturbed. I t is possible that the soil on Abington Mill Farm is also contaminated. The SAMLAA
acknowledges this fact (p. 314).
The same resident explains that the soil is unstab le: the land between the flood canal and the
A45 is made up of spoil and redundant fill from the building of the A45 and the re-routing of
the river Nene. 'In geotechnical terms the make-up of this material is still ''loose" - in other

words unstable, and therefore any building foundation would almost certainly have to sit on piles.
This would require a pile driver banging away all day, or as and when the contractor required.'
The NPPF (p. 49, para. 170e) requires Councils to prevent 'new and existing development from
contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by,
unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability'.

AIR AND NOISE POLLUTION
This brings us to the final factor in our Representation: air and noise pollution. The
Sustainability Appraisal (p. 315) makes light of the low air quality and noise involved for the
residents of any houses built on Abington Mill Farm , scoring them as 'a minor negative'. The site
is adjacent to the very busy three lane section of the A45, and the noise is very loud. The site
would very likely become an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA), as has a similar location
further west along the A45. There is no way to mitigate this risk. The NPPF (p. 52, para. 180a)
requires Councils to 'avoid noise (in new developments) giving rise to significant adverse impacts

on health and the quality of life'.
CONCLUSION
In short there are problems for residential development of site LAA 1107 involving wildlife,
heritage, traffic, flooding, amenities, soil instability and contamination, and air and noise
pollution. Reports from any potential developer would be required on the wildlife, impact on the
highways, flood risk, and ground instability. Mitigation of all these problems is not possible.
Much time and effort would be saved if the site was withdrawn from the list in the Draft Local
Plan.
Something positive could then perhaps emerge from this, if NBC were to undertake the
transformation of this land into a public space where Northampton residents could enjoy the
wildlife and learn about the heritage of the town.

7: If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to
take part and speak at the examination hearing(s) if invited to do so by the
Inspector?
~ Yes, I wish to participate at the
No, I do not wish to participate
oral examination
at the oral examination

I

I

8: If you wish to take part at the oral examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary (please note the Inspector will determine who
will be invited to be heard at the examination hearing(s))

9: Please tick a box if you wish to be notified of further progress of the Local
Plan Part 2 lease tick all that a I
When the Northampton Local Plan Part 2 has been submitted for
independent examination under Section 20 of the Planning and
./
Com ulso Purchase Act 2004 as amended
When the report of any person appointed to carry out an
independent examination of the Northampton Local Plan Part 2 is
published
When the Northam ton Local Plan Part 2 has been ado ted

v

10: Signature

Date

