
EARLS BARTON NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
 
Summary of responses received at Regulation 16 stage (post-submission) 
 
The following table comprises a summary only of the responses received both prior to and during the course of the independent 
examination of the Earls Barton Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
For completeness, the following four tables set out the responses to the formal Regulation 16 consultation (conducted prior to the 
submission of the plan to the examiner) and the follow up consultation conducted by BCW for the purposes of fairness and 
completeness during the course of the examination programme. 
 
All of the responses summarised below were considered by the examiner when preparing his assessment of, and 
recommendations towards, the Earls Barton Neighbourhood Plan. Where significant representations were received the summary 
and conclusions provided by the respondent have been used to populate the tables below. The summary of comments reflects the 
views put forward by the consultee and are abridged as faithfully as possible to ensure that the purpose of the original 
representation is maintained. The responses can be reviewed in full on the BCW website, via the Earls Barton Neighbourhood Plan 
subpage. Indeed, in the event that a fuller understanding of the content or context of any representation is required a review of the 
response in full is advised. 
 

1. Response received pre-examination, covering the plan document and all supporting materials submitted to BCW 
Began 14 July 2014 
Closing date for receipt of reps 29 August 2014 

Respondent Support / Object 
/ Comment only 

Summary of representation 

Natural England Support Welcome the level of importance given to the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA 
and the mitigation proposed in the plan 

West Northamptonshire 
Joint Planning Unit 

Support General support 

English Heritage Comment only Welcome the changes made to the plan recognising the importance of heritage 



assets following their submissions at Regulation 14 stage 

Anglian Water Comment only Request a number of requirements to be included within the policy allocating 280 
homes at The Grange to accommodate relating to sewerage and drainage 
infrastructure 

Deloitte Object Object specifically to the criteria identified and applied when defining the 
settlement boundary of the village. In turn state that the logical alignment of the 
settlement boundary should include the entirety of the vineyard to the rear of New 
Lodge. 

Gladman Developments 
Ltd 

Object State that the approach taken by EB.GD2 is overly restrictive to new development 
and is not supported by a sufficient evidence base and as a result the policy is 
contrary to the NPPF. 
State that a number of the policies within the Plan are contrary to the whole ethos 
of the NPPF, which is pro-growth and seeks to “boost significantly the supply of 
housing” (paragraph 47) and the Ministerial Foreword to this which states that 
“Development that is sustainable should go ahead without delay.” 
State that the Sustainability Appraisal attached to the publication plan does not 
comply with the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive and the 
implementing UK Regulations and contend that the SA should identify, describe 
and evaluate the likely significant effects on the environment of implementing the 
plan and assess reasonable alternatives.  
State that the plan is not based on a strategy which seeks to deliver the new 
housing in line with the full, objectively assessed needs and that the plan is not 
growth orientated or aspirational. 
State that the plan is not based on robust, up to date evidence and that the 
evidence used from the emerging NNJCS has yet to be tested by an inspector at 
examination. 
State that, in relation to the plan as a whole, significant questions have been 
raised regarding the suitability and deliverability of a number of policies, and the 
ability of the plan to meet its identified housing needs. 



Pegasus Group Object Note: These representations were made on behalf of Redrow Homes who have a 
development interest in land at Station Road, Earls Barton. The representations 
were presented in two parts – a written submission directly from Pegasus and an 
accompanying Legal Opinion provided on their behalf. A summary of both is 
provided below: 
Core reps:  
State that the plan is in conflict with National Policy and the unequivocal need to 
boost the supply of housing.  
State that the Neighbourhood Plan Working Group have failed to have regard to 
guidance in respect of site selection and appraisal, leading to the premature 
exclusion of realistic alternatives that could assist in meeting the need for housing 
within the wider local area. 
State that the evidence base upon which the plan is predicated has weaknesses 
and in particular the outstanding objections raised in respect of the emerging Joint 
Core Strategy, against which aspects of the plan is weighed, should form a key 
consideration when assessing the robustness of its policies. 
State that the continued imposition of a settlement boundary is a major point of 
contention that may result in wider implications in terms of the Borough’s ability to 
deliver housing in a sustainable fashion. 
State that the plan does not adequately justify the non-allocation of land at Station 
Road that may have the potential to contribute towards the sustainable growth of 
the village. 
The representations also set out a full schedule of recommended amendments to 
the plan in line with the direction of the representations. 
Legal submissions: 
State that the village boundary is ‘unlawful’ and unduly restrictive when 
considering the delivery of housing and in turn is inconsistent to, and in conflict 
with, the NPPF. 
State that inadequate regard had been given to the guidance included within the 
NPPG relating to the assessment of sites when preparing a neighbourhood plan 



and that the site assessment process, and with it the accompanying consultation 
and engagement process relating to site selection, is deficient. 
State that the process applied in determining a need for full Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (or otherwise) is deficient and in any event a full 
Environmental Statement and accompanying process should have informed the 
preparation of the plan. 

Bletsoes Object Note: These representations were made on behalf of Mrs J M Beaty and Mrs I 
Clarke who have a landowner interest in land at Station Road. 
State support for all of the matters raised within the more detailed representations 
submitted by Pegasus Group, in relation to the same site.  

Sue Strus (resident) Object States that the level of growth proposed within the plan is too high for the village 
and that the plan as a whole is not representative of the wishes of residents 

 

2. Responses received during the course of the examination, relating to site selection process and SEA  
Began 12 March 2015 
Closing date for receipt of reps 24 April 2015 

Respondent Support / Object 
/ Comment only 

Summary of representation 

Environment Agency Comment only No comment to make 

Anglian Water Comment only Reiteration of initial Regulation 16 response 

Natural England Comment only Recognition that Natural England’s earlier responses to the SEA screening 
process have been incorporated into the letter of clarification 

Historic England Comment only Reiteration of initial Regulation 16 response with general support for reference to 
the historic environment within the plan 

Bletsoes Object Reiteration of initial Regulation 16 response with additional concern raised in 
relation to the regard had to guidance relating to site selection set out in the 
NPPG 

Pegasus Group Object Maintained objection that site selection process does not have sufficient regard to 
the NPPG and that a full original assessment of land at Station Road has not been 



undertaken 
Maintained objection that the process and decision applied when determining that 
no SEA is required is deficient and that a full Environmental Statement should be 
necessary 

Deloitte Comment only Raise the issue of potential amendments to the village boundary around New 
Lodge Vineyard and confirm that agreement had been reached with the Parish 
Council to include it in part within the settlement area 

Paul White (resident) Support States that the ability for residents to have a say in how and where development 
happens is important 

Sue Strus (resident) Object States that too much growth is proposed and that the neighbourhood plan process 
should have been more inclusive 

Bedford Borough Council Comment only No comment to make 

 

3. Responses received following examination hearing, relating to the implications of the emerging NNJCS 
Began 1 May 2015 
Extended closing date for receipt of reps 30 June 2015 

Respondent Support / Object 
/ Comment only 

Summary of representation 

Pegasus Group Comment only State that little weight should be given to the evidence produced in support of a 
higher level strategy that has not been fully tested through examination with 
particular reference made to outstanding objections in relation to the NNJCS’ 
spatial distribution of growth.  

Borough Council of 
Wellingborough 

Comment only State that officers are comfortable that the plan has been prepared in line with the 
emerging intentions of the NNJCS and that the use of the evidence base 
produced in support of the NNJCS is appropriate and representative of the most 
up-to-date evidence available. 

Anglian Water Comment only Draw reference to the fact that Policy 29 of the emerging NNJCS makes explicit 
reference to the scale of growth proposed for Earls Barton 

Paul White (resident) Support States that the plan is directly in line with the emerging NNJCS and should be put 



to referendum without delay 

4. Responses received during the course of examination, relating to formal determination of need for SEA 
Began 9 June 2015 
Closing date for receipt of reps 24 July 2015 

Respondent Support / Object 
/ Comment only 

Summary of representation 

Anglian Water Comment only No comment in relation to SEA although confirm a maintained interest in the 
outcome of the plan 

NHS Hertfordshire Comment only Clarification that the trust do not respond to neighbourhood plans 

Natural England Support Welcomes screening report in Appendix A assessing requirement for SEA.  
Natural England continue to concur with the conclusion that is unlikely that any 
significant environmental effects will result in implementation of the EBNP. 

Pegasus Group Object State that the formal determination of the need for SEA during the course of the 
examination is last minute in nature. 
Raise concerns that the consideration of the need for SEA does not fully 
investigate the strategic implications of the retention of a settlement boundary. 
Maintain the position that a full Environmental Statement should likely have been 
prepared in support of the plan 

 
 


