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SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS SUBMITTED TO THE EXAMINER 

 
No Name / Organisation Summary of responses 

001 Marine Management 
Organisation 

No comments. 
 

002 Hon Alderman John Dickie 
MPA FRSA Honorary 
Freeman of Northampton 

Delighted with the Plan.  Comprehensive attempt to improve the quality of life in the area. 

Particularly pleased with the recognition of the heritage element of the proposals and the potential for 
more public open space as part of the heritage proposals.  Totally opposed to the NCC proposals 
which appear to use the former Castle House site for private housing. 
 

003 Dr M Dickie Aware of lack of space in an area dominated by flats.  There are large numbers of children without 
access to greenspace.  

Support emphasis on providing family housing but recognise the predominance of flat living will 
continue for some years. Provision of play space is a very high priority. 

Support the inclusion of heritage space and the ambition for a conservation area. 
 

Overall, the plan is strong and balanced and reflects the interest of a variety of local people. 
 

004 Craig Ryan Page 27: caption for image should say OP3 not OP1. 
 

Page 29: why increase kerbside parking and not overall parking. 
 

Page 37: second bullet point – continuation of the first. 
 

Page 37: what is the role of the Castle Gateway.  If this relates to the Heritage Gateway, all partners 
should be identified and not just one junior partner. 

Page 37: pretext for Priority Projects is in a bullet point. 

Support the Neighbourhood Plan and its objectives. 
 

005 Northamptonshire Police No objections. 

Welcomes the reference to any new development being built to comply with the principles of Secured 
by Design and Planning Out Crime. 
 



006 Northamptonshire County 
Council (Policy) 

It is important that the Neighbourhood Plan accurately reflects the detail of the CAAP and does not 
lead to confusion. 
 
The masterplan does lead to confusion and does not reflect the CAAP policies map.  Key concern: use 
of green shading to identify the area of Spring Boroughs covered by Policy AB3.  This could lead to an 
assumption, especially since CAAP policies map uses green shading to denote green infrastructure, 
that the area covered by Policy AB3 is planning to extend the green infrastructure area identified in the 
CAAP. 
 
The CAAP and the Neighbourhood Plan are part of the same development plan (having the same 
purpose) and need to be consistent.  It is not correct for a masterplan for a non-development plan 
purpose to be inserted into a development plan thus engendering confusion with another, and more 
important, element of the development plan. 
 
The County Council objects to how Policy AB3 is identified on the masterplan. 
 
The County Council’s objections would be resolved by redrafting the masterplan so that (a) it identifies 
the same green infrastructure designations (those related to CAAP Policy 4) as on the CAAP Policies 
Map and (b) the area covered by Policy AB3 is highlighted in a more appropriate colour to reflect that 
built development here will remain and new built development will take place. The ‘illustrative 
masterplan’ should also be re-titled as ‘key diagram’ following these changes. 
 

Only illustrations of agreed, implementable schemes with planning permissions should be included in 
neighbourhood plans.  Illustrations that are merely potential suggestions should not be included. 
 
The artist’s vision is not acceptable for inclusion in the plan – this location has not been agreed as a 
greenspace and informal advice given by statutory consultees would not support greenspace at this 
particular location. 
 
The County Council objects to the inclusion of the artist’s vision shown on page 34. 
 
The County Council’s objection would be resolved by the deletion of the artist’s vision from the 
document. 
 

The 5th criterion of Policy AB3 neglects the other aspirations of the neighbourhood plan in respect of 
housing development and covers a matter that is already dealt with by the West Northamptonshire 
Joint Core Strategy and the Neighbourhood Plan Policy OP2.  



The County Council’s objection would be resolved through the deletion of the 5th criterion “any housing 
provided will include a proportion of family housing” and for there to be no replacement criterion. 
  

007 Natural England No comments. 
 

008 Anglian Water AB Policy 1:  does not identify the proposed scale of housing development which may come forward 
on these sites. Development will have an impact on Great Billing Water Recycling Centre. The used 
water flows would also have an impact on the existing used water network.  All sites will require a local 
connection to existing sewer network which may include network upgrades.  Anglian Water wish to 
comment further on these issues as part of the planning application process.  We encourage 
prospective developers to contact us at the earliest convenience to discuss proposals including 
drainage solutions. 
 

AB Policy 2: does not identify the proposed scale of housing development which may come forward on 
these sites. Development will have an impact on Great Billing Water Recycling Centre. The used water 
flows would also have an impact on the existing used water network.  All sites will require a local 
connection to existing sewer network which may include network upgrades.  Anglian Water wish to 
comment further on these issues as part of the planning application process.  We encourage 
prospective developers to contact us at the earliest convenience to discuss proposals including 
drainage solutions. 
 

 
 
 


