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Map 1 Roade Designated Neighbourhood Area 

 (Source: South Northamptonshire Council) 
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1.0 Introduction and Background 

 

1.1 This Consultation Statement has been prepared in accordance with The Neighbourhood 

Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (SI No. 637) Part 5 Paragraph 15 (2)1 which defines a 

“consultation statement” as a document which – 

(a) contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 

neighbourhood development plan; 

 (b) explains how they were consulted; 

 (c) summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and 

(d) describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, 

addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan. 

 

1.2 The Roade Neighbourhood Development Plan has been prepared in response to the 

Localism Act 2011, which gives parish councils and other relevant bodies, new powers to 

prepare statutory Neighbourhood Development Plans to help guide development in their 

local areas.  These powers give local people the opportunity to shape new development, as 

planning applications are determined in accordance with national planning policy and the 

local development plan (and any other material considerations) and neighbourhood plans 

form part of this planning policy framework.  Other new powers include Community Right to 

Build Orders whereby local communities have the ability to grant planning permission for 

new buildings. 

1.3 Roade Parish Council, as a qualifying body, made the decision to prepare a Neighbourhood 

Development Plan in late 2015. An application for designation of the whole parish as a 

neighbourhood area was submitted to South Northamptonshire Council on 26th January 

2016 (Appendix 1). The Neighbourhood Area was designated by South Northamptonshire 

Council on 20th July 2017 (Appendix 2) and is shown on Map 1 Designated Neighbourhood 

Area. 

1.4 A Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG) was created and grant funding 

was subsequently secured from the Community Development Foundation (Locality) for the 

initial stages of the Plan’s preparation, including community consultation activity. From an 

early stage in the preparation of the Plan, the Parish Council, through the NDPSG, supported 

an approach to engage as many local people as possible in the plan process.   

  

                                                           
1
 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/contents/made 

 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/contents/made
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2.0 Draft Neighbourhood Plan Development and Informal Public 

Consultation 

2.1 Following the decision by Roade Parish Council to develop a Neighbourhood Plan for Roade 

a new group of Councillors and residents was formed in October 2016 – the Roade 

Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group (NDPSG).  

2.2 A web site was created and this carries all relevant documents: http://www.roadenhp.co.uk/ 

A screenshot of the landing page is shown  in Figure 1. 

 

 Figure 1. Roade NDP web site. 

2.3 The NDPSG held regular meetings, open to the public and with agendas and minutes posted 

to the web site and the separate web site of the Parish Council (Figure 2): 

http://www.roadeparishcouncil.gov.uk/roade-neighbourhood-development.html 

2.4 The first meeting of the Roade Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group took place on 17th 

October 2016 at 16:00 at Roade Village Hall. 

2.5 The NDPSG’s initial tasks were to apply for funding from Locality, appoint consultants and  

develop a framework for public consultation. 

2.6 Initial consultations focussed on identifying key issues to be addressed in the NDP. An initial 

list was drawn up by the NDPSG. This included:  

 housing and housing growth  

 provision of new community infrastructure  

 heritage and conservation  

http://www.roadenhp.co.uk/
http://www.roadeparishcouncil.gov.uk/roade-neighbourhood-development.html
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 protecting community facilities – medical, shops, pubs, schools etc  

 green space e.g. natural space, trees, managing the countryside 

 environmental issues including noise pollution 

 business and enterprise  

 spending plans for ‘windfall’ income e.g. annual Wind Farm grant, New Homes 

Bonus, s106 (and CIL) etc deriving from the new developments  

 protecting important assets 

 support for groups e.g. youth, the ageing population   

 

Figure 2. Parish Council web site 

2.7 This initial list of issues was consulted upon in February 2017 using the established channel 

of Roade News that is delivered to quarterly every home and business in the 

parish/neighbourhood area. Comments were invited on the issues identified by responding 

to a dedicated email address, the Parish Office. A telephone number was also provided 

(Appendix 3). 

2.8 Despite providing this early opportunity to comment on the issues identified the 

consultation yielded very little comment. The comments received included requests for 

information to be provided electronically and one person volunteered to join the NDPSG. 

2.9 A “Framework Document” was then developed this set out and discussed the various policy 

options available to the NDPSG in relation to the key issues identified. This document was 

published on the NDP web site. 



Roade Neighbourhood Development Plan, Consultation Statement, April 2018 

7 
 

(https://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&pid=sites&srcid=ZGVmYXVsdGRvbWFpbnxyb2FkZW5

ocHxneDo3NzRjNmVjYjdiYTRlYjU) 

2.10 Feedback on this “Framework Document” was obtained (Appendix 4) and this informed the 

preparation of an “Informal Consultation Draft Plan”. This was placed on the neighbourhood 

plan web site, hard copies were placed in Roade Library and Roade Medical Centre and 

publicity circulated. 

 

Figure 3. Flyer advising of drop-in sessions, placed in Roade News and on notice boards 

2.11 The “Informal Consultation Draft Plan” included a series of Draft Policies and a series of 

questions http://www.roadenhp.co.uk/resources (Appendix 5). Consultation took place on 

this document in September 2017. The aim of the consultation was to ensure that the 

document could be fully considered by the village and other relevant consultees prior to the 

formal Regulation 14 Consultation. To gather feedback collection boxes were placed in 

Roade Post Office and Roade Library for residents to drop off their responses by 30 

https://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&pid=sites&srcid=ZGVmYXVsdGRvbWFpbnxyb2FkZW5ocHxneDo3NzRjNmVjYjdiYTRlYjU
https://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&pid=sites&srcid=ZGVmYXVsdGRvbWFpbnxyb2FkZW5ocHxneDo3NzRjNmVjYjdiYTRlYjU
http://www.roadenhp.co.uk/resources
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September 2017. An article was placed in Roade News, and two drop-in sessions were held 

at the Library on Saturday 9 September and Sunday 17 September (Figure 3).   A separate 

consultation session was held with young people at the Sixth Form at the Secondary School. 

Social media was utilised - facebook, “Roade Nextdoor” and “About my Area” as well the 

Roade Neighbourhood Plan and Parish Council Websites.  Flyers and posters were also used 

to publicise the consultation. Responses could be made online using survey. The list of 

consultees used for this consultation and the Regulation 14 consultation is included in 

Appendix 8. A separate consultation database was used for local residents and businesses; 

details are not included in this Statement 

 

Figure 4. Informal Consultation online survey 

2.12 The feedback from this consultation was encouraged to use a questionnaire to respond to 

the various questions (Appendix 5). 

2.13 The feedback received included over 100 comments from residents and detailed responses 

from South Northamptonshire Council and local landowners Chartwell Industries. A 

summary of the responses, the consideration they were given and any resulting change in 

the Draft NDP are summarised in Appendix 6. 
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2.14 Following comments from SNC on future capacity for new housing development within the 

village confines landowners were consulted separately for their views on possible sites. This 

revealed that there are potential sites, including sites for affordable housing. South 

Northants Homes commenting as follows: 
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3.0 Strategic Environmental Assessment/Habitat Regulations Assessment 

3.1 Kirkwells carried out a screening for the purposes of Strategic Environmental 

Assessment/Habitat Regulations Assessment in September/October 2017. This is submitted 

separately as the “Environment Report” and it was determined that a full SEA/HRA was not 

required.   
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4.0 Regulation 14 Consultation – Roade Draft Neighbourhood 

Development Plan 17th January 2018 to 28th February 2018 

4.1 Following the informal consultation the Roade NDP was revised and published for formal 

Regulation 14 consultation. The Regulation 14 consultation on the Roade Draft 

Neighbourhood Plan was carried out in accordance with The Neighbourhood Planning 

(General) Regulations 2012 (SI No. 637) Part 5 Pre-submission consultation and publicity, 

paragraph 14. This states that:  

Before submitting a plan proposal to the local planning authority, a qualifying body must—  

(a) publicise, in a manner that is likely to bring it to the attention of people who live, 

work or carry on business in the neighbourhood area 

(i) details of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan; 

(ii) details of where and when the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan 

may be inspected; 

(iii) details of how to make representations; and 

(iv) the date by which those representations must be received, being not less than 6 

weeks from the date on which the draft proposal is first publicised; 

(b) consult any consultation body referred to in paragraph 1 of Schedule 1 whose 

interests the qualifying body considers may be affected by the proposals for a 

neighbourhood development plan; and 

(c) send a copy of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan to the local 

planning authority. 

 

4.2 The Roade Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan was published for the minimum 6 

weeks’ consultation from 17th January 2018 to 28th February 2018. Copies of the plan were 

available online at the NDP web site and the Parish Council web site. 

 

4.3 To further publicise the consultation an article was place in Roade News, posters were put 

up throughout the neighbourhood area (Figure 5).  

 

4.4 All consultation and publicity materials advised were copies of the plan could be obtained, 

how to comment and by what date. To aid this, a questionnaire response form was available 

(Appendix 7). 

 

4.5 A copy of the Regulation 14 NDP was sent to South Northamptonshire Council. 

 

4.6 The consultees considered to be relevant in paragraph 1 of Schedule 1 of the Regulations 

were also consulted (Appendix 8). Separate emails were also sent to residents on the Parish 

Council database. 
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Figure 5.  Regulation 14 Poster 

  



Roade Neighbourhood Development Plan, Consultation Statement, April 2018 

13 
 

5.0 Consultation Responses to the Regulation 14 Draft Neighbourhood 

Plan 
 

5.1 15 responses were received during the Regulation 14 consultation, including one from South 

Northamptonshire Council.    

5.2 Table 1 summarises the responses and sets out the NDPSG/Parish Council’s response and 

action in relation to each response. 
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Table 1 Regulation 14 Responses 

Name of respondent and comment SG Response 
 

South Northants Council 
 

General observation; ‘The Neighbourhood Plan appears to capture the key matters that have been raised by existing ting local residents.  In 
general, this is a thorough Neighbourhood Plan’. 
 

RNDP3 – Non-designated heritage assets. 
The policy does not perform a specific role 
or function; it is simply a statement of 
aspiration.  Unless the policy is evidence 
based and can be amended to include 
specific instructions to the decision 
maker, it should be deleted. 

Accepted.  Policy to be re-worded and list of non-designated heritage assets to be transferred from 
the Plan to the Appendix (see new Appendix 2A f the Submission Draft).   

RNDP7 – Green Wedge. 
Objection to the inclusion of the green 
wedges because; 
i.   they do not fulfil the purpose of a 
green wedge 
ii.  they are not part of a ‘positive’ 
planning strategy and are therefore 
inconsistent with National Policy 

Accepted.  RNDP7 to be removed in its entirety. 

Editorial observations. 
Several suggested editorial amendments 
to provide clarity and / or certainty of 
meaning and intention 

Accepted.  Text to be amended and / or corrected where necessary.  

Aitcheson Rafferty (AR) on behalf of Chartwell Industries (CI) 
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General observation;  Object to the Plan, which restricts future housing growth  The Plan contains major flaws throughout; many components in 
respect of policies and supporting text are contrary to basic conditions 8 (2) (a), (d), (e) and (g).  The approach to assessment of sites is deeply 
flawed; the Plan should be radically overhauled. 
 

CI’s request to meet the SG has been 
rejected as ‘pointless and unnecessary’; 
para 1.6, page 3 and 14 subsequent 
reiterations throughout the response.    

This quotation is selective and misleading because it is only part of the sentence, taken from the 
‘Response to comments on the Informal Consultation Draft’ document.  The SG therefore needs to 
put this in the correct context.  The full text of the sentence is (our embolding) ‘For all these reasons, 
the SG considers that dialogue with CI is pointless and unnecessary.’  The reasons referred to are CI’s 
unwavering position, consistently stated that planning gain i.e. community benefits is only possible in 
exchange for the Council’s agreement to development of the CI sites being promoted at any given 
time by them.  Currently 5 sites are being promoted by CI to SNC; all lie outside the village confines.   
Roade Parish Council met with AR as representatives of CI in September 2015, at their request to 
discuss ‘mutual benefits’ i.e. what community services and facilities CI might be able to provide in 
exchange for CI securing planning permission for residential development.  Our aims and aspirations 
did not align and CI’s proposition, confirmed by letter was unacceptable to and declined by the 
Council.  Since then, nothing has changed; neither party has altered its position.  Immediately after 
that meeting, in January 2016 the Parish Council resolved to produce a Neighbourhood Plan and the 
preparatory work, drawing in part on the information gleaned from CI at the September 2015 meeting 
started soon after.  The application to designate a Neighbourhood Area was approved by SNC on 20 
July 2016.  All of this activity took place within the 9 month period immediately following the meeting 
with CI and the SG therefore considers it was justified in using the still current information from that 
meeting to inform the content of the Plan.  CI, throughout its comments complains about a lack of 
dialogue, despite repeated offers of a meeting but this is always predicated on the requirement for 
planning gain, hence the SG’s view that a further meeting is unnecessary.  The Informal  Consultation 
Draft was sent to consultees on 04 September 2017 with a covering e-mail that, in the case of the 5 
landowners who had promoted sites to SNC as part of its Local Plan Part 2A consultation stated 
‘Whilst we have not undertaken a formal call for sites - we have instead relied on the recent data 
available from the SNC Local Plan consultation in that respect - we would of course be interested to 
receive any comments from you now, particularly in respect of any sites that you own or control that 
lie within the Roade village confines boundary.’  
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In their response to the Informal Consultation Draft; CI said 
“When  the  former  Pianoforte  site  was  allocated  for  development, Chartwell gifted  land  for  a 
cemetery, the site of the Roade FC, and provision for a potential doctor’s surgery; protecting current  
facilities. Similar  planning  gain  could  relate  to  any  land  developed  outside  the  current  village 
confines.  Future  allocations  can  also  be  linked  to  benefits  to  the  village  through  unmet  
development. … No  comment  on  the  policy  relating  to  the  current  village  confine  boundary,  
although  we  are requesting  the  [South Northants] Council  amend  the  confines  (related to our  
client’s  land  interests).  It is hoped that discussions with the NP group can develop these 
opportunities”.  
In the main, this is essentially a re-statement of CI’s September 2015 position which is why the SG has 
not considered it necessary to meet further with them.  CI acknowledge ownership of sites that lie 
within the confines, one of which was the subject of (withdrawn) planning applications in 2005 and 
2006 and that currently remains available for development.  This issue is further referred to, below 
and in Appendix 3 to the Submission Draft of the Plan. 

Need to ensure the delivery of a sound 
Neighbourhood Plan; para 1.7, page 3 

Not accepted.  ‘Soundness’ is the test for a Local Plan; the requirement for a NDP is to meet the basic 
conditions’ which the SG believes this Plan achieves. 

The [SG] is urged to respond to the advice 
as set out within this statement; 
para 2.14, page 6 

The SG has retained Kirkwells as its consultant to advise and assist with the preparation of this Plan.  
The SG has considered all comments received at each consultation stage and, advised by Kirkwells has 
amended the Plan as it considers appropriate and necessary including in response to comments made 
by CI.  The SG has concluded that it prefers to rely on the advice of its own retained consultants 
together with that from the South Northants Council Neighbourhood Planning Officer 

CI is that the SG has not followed up the 
invitation made to discuss potential 
opportunities.  They assert that this does 
not reflect a ‘positively prepared’ plan; 
para 3.7, page7. 

Not accepted.  The SG considers that failing to meet with CI does not demonstrate a failure to 
produce a positively prepared Plan.  The consultation process required by the Regulations that govern 
neighbourhood planning is self-evidently ‘engagement’ per se and we have consistently engaged with 
all relevant stake-holders.  The SG has consulted widely, has been pro-active in its approach with 
landowners and has considered all comments received and modified the Plan as necessary and 
appropriate.  Further details are set out in the Consultation Statement. 

RNDP1. The Plan constrains development 
and does not represent a positive 
approach to plan preparation; 

Not accepted.  As the map supplied by CI that forms part of their comments shows, CI’s landholdings 
in Roade village are, to use their terms ‘significant’ (para 3.19 page 10).  Some of the land holdings lie 
within the village confines line.  In 2005 and 2006, CI applied on 3 separate occasions for outline 
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para 3.9, page 8 
 
 
 
 

planning permission for ‘approx. 100 dwellings on the paddock and field to the side of the Bowls 
Club’, land to which they refer in para 3.15 on page 9 and that lies within the village confines.  All 3 
applications were withdrawn but in 2008, a further application was submitted for part of that land 
and permission for 39 residential dwellings was granted in October 2009.   The residue of the land 
remains undeveloped.  Full details of all these applications and the land in question are set out in the 
Consultation Draft Appendix 3.      

No justification is provided as to why 
small-scale infill development is deemed 
appropriate … The NP group appear to be 
unaware as to how this might affect the 
provision of affordable housing … The 
Group’s stance on RNDP1 is contrary to 
basic conditions a, d, e and f; para 3.11, 
page 8.  

Not accepted.  As well as the site referred to above, details of other sites within the village confines 
considered to be available for development are set out in Appendix 3 of the Submission Draft.  These 
include 3 sites owned by Grand Union Housing Partnership that are potentially available exclusively 
for affordable / social housing. 

RNDP2. Sufficient policy exists at District 
level in respect of Conservation Area. 

Noted.  The SG is persuaded by the added value that this policy provides so it will remain in the Plan. 

RNDP3.  CI objects and opposes the 
addition of the Bowls Club stone wall ….as 
a non-designated heritage asset; para 
3.13, page 9. 

Accepted.  The wall has been removed from the list of non-designated heritage assets now moved to 
the Appendix of the Submission Draft of the Plan. 

RNDP4.  The reference to ‘NCC’s adopted 
car parking standards is misleading; para 
3.14, page 9. 

Noted.  The SG is advised and accepts that there is no problem with including this reference so it will 
remain in the Plan.   

RNDP5.  CI firmly opposes the inclusion of 
the former cricket ground;  
para 3.15, page 9    
 

Not accepted.  The site has been identified using the SNC guidance and methodology. 

RNDP5.  The NP Group’s reference to a 
historic poll relating to the former cricket 
ground ‘…in an attempt to argue the site 

As explained in response to the comments received from CI at the Informal Consultation stage, the 
cricket field lies outside the village confines.  As such, it conflicts directly with the aims and objectives 
of RNDP1 and therefore the aims and objectives of the Plan.  The SG does not therefore rely on the 
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is not supported for development’; para 
3.18, page 9. 

results of the poll referred to.    

RNDP6.  CI opposes this policy as it 
seriously undermines what limited 
development is proposed under RNDP1; 
green spaces should be shown. 
Para 3.19, page10 

Not accepted.  The land in CI’s ownership that lies within the village confines and on which planning 
permission was previously applied for is significant (see earlier comments) so the SG does not accept 
that this policy ‘seriously undermines’ the opportunity for development.  
The SG understands that at the most recent renewal of the lease granted by CI to Roade Bowls Club, 
part of the previously leased land - the overflow carpark - has been removed from the lease, with 
usage then granted back to the Club under a short term (annual) licence.  The reason apparently given 
to the Bowls Club was that CI might consider releasing the land for development.  This green space 
might well lend itself to the application of this policy but the Plan does not identify these for the 
reasons set out in Appendix 3, para 3, page 21.    

RNDP7.  The proposed green wedge is 
unnecessary; para3.21, page 10 

Accepted.  RNDP7 and therefore the proposal for a green wedge has been removed from the 
Submission Draft of the Plan. 

 

Please note that as a result of RNDP7 having now been deleted, whilst the following comments for the RNDP number references in the left hand 
column are correct in respect of the Reg 14 draft, the numbering should be decreased by one when reading the RNDP in Submission Draft e.g. 
RNDP8 is now RNDP7 and so on.  In the Submission Draft, RNDPs 1 – 6 remain, RNDP7 has been deleted and RNDPs 8 – 13 are renumbered as RNDP 
7 – 12.  
   
RNDP8.  CI opposes this policy.  No 
evidence to justify important views, or 
landscape of value; para 3.24, page 11 

Not accepted.  The SG agrees with CI’s comments in para 2.5, page 4 regarding the NPPF, including the 
recognition of the 3 dimensions of sustainable development viz economic, social and environmental 
roles.  Justification for the identified landscapes is provided in the Submission Draft of the Plan 

RNDP9.  CI Suggests the way the SG has 
interpreted the comments made by 
respondents ‘does not demonstrate that 
there has been full and open discussion with 
local residents or that the Plan has been 
positively prepared’; para 3.25, page 12.  

Not accepted.  The SG asserts quite the opposite; the required consultation included ‘full and open 
discussion’ including public meetings across all age groups.  CI had the same opportunity as residents 
to comment; CI could have attended either of the widely publicised public meetings if they wished to 
advance their case to the SG and wider public who attended, but chose not to.  The Consultation 
Statement provides full details.  
 

RNDP9.  CI refers to the financial 
difficulties at Northants County Council 
and the future of libraries including at 

Not accepted.  The position at NCC (and with libraries) changes rapidly and has already moved on 
from that posited by CI.  CI states that ‘New housing development in the area would provide a similar 
opportunity to support and safeguard the future of the local library [via s106 / CIL cash contributions].’  
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Roade.  CI asserts that the position set out 
in para 2.2 of the Reg 14 Consultation 
Draft of the Plan does not take account of 
the position when CI commented 
(February 2018); para 3.26, page 12.  

The SG would advise, with absolute certainty that due to NCC imposed timescales, the future and fate 
of Roade Library will be decided in the next few weeks.  A Business Plan has been prepared and the 
outcome will not therefore be dependent on the provision of new homes or subsequent cash from 
development. The Parish Council has received significant s.106 and New Homes Bonus funds from the 
2 previous and one current major housing developments and grant income from the Roade Windfarm 
is guaranteed for the next 20 years.  Approx £250,000 is currently being spent on upgrading to 
recreational facilities and sufficient cash remains  available for the project, should the Council wish to 
proceed with the purchase of the Library.  Other projects are also either planned or under way.     

RNDP9.  CI draws attention to the fact 
that NDOs are not being proposed, 
without justification.   CI state that 
‘community facilities play a key role in 
ensuring villages remain sustainable and it 
is clear that the NP has not been 
positively prepared in accordance with 
the NPPF’; para 3.27, page12. 

Not accepted; NDOs are not mandatory.  The second sentence is a non-sequitur.  Roade is described 
by SNC to be ‘the most sustainable village in South Northants district’ due in part to the facilities 
already available.  The Parish Council currently has scheduled infrastructure improvements and access 
to considerable cash sums arising from recent and current housing development and there is no 
current identified need or demand for additional facilities. 

RNDP10.  CI strongly opposes this policy 
that relates to sport and recreational 
facilities due to the lack of dialogue with 
the SG.  CI states ‘We recognise that 
Policy 1 is related to housing development 
and therefore made a separate invitation 
to the Group to discuss the potential for 
planning gain.’; para 3.29, page 12.  

CI preface their comment (opposite) by reference to the Bowls Club.  They say ‘Should the SG wish to 
safeguard the bowling club site as a recreational facility for public use our client would support this 
policy subject to planning gain via some development on their land holdings’; the plural of the last 
word is noted.  The SG can find no record of CI offering or requesting a separate meeting to discuss 
safeguarding the bowling club site.  The general assertion that ‘no dialogue has taken place’ is not 
accepted.  The SG reiterates and reasserts that it was justified in drawing on the outcome of the 
September 2015 between CI / AR and Roade Parish Council to inform the content of the Plan.    
Also the SG reiterates that the land adjacent to the Bowls Club was the subject of the 2005 and 2006 
planning applications and given its location within the village confines, it is reasonable to assume it 
might well be the subject of further applications for development in the future.  If and when that 
happens, the Parish Council would be consulted and there would be dialogue in relation to CIL etc but 
currently, CI is promoting 5 other sites, all of which are outside the village confines.  At RNDP6 above 
the SG notes that at the most recent renewal of the lease granted by CI to Roade Bowls Club, part of 
the previously leased land - the overflow carpark - has apparently been removed from the lease, with 
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usage then granted back to the Club under a shorter term licence.  The reason apparently given to the 
Bowls Club was that CI might consider releasing the land for development.   The SG therefore finds 
CI’s continued reticence to promote these sites, either to SNC as part of the Local Plan Part 2A or in 
response to this consultation somewhat surprising.  Given the opportunities offered by this Plan and 
the express invitation to promote sites to the SG, a scenario in which a landowner sought to achieve 
development approval, via this Plan for one or more ‘harder to win’ sites that lie outside the confines, 
only then to bring forward one or more ‘easier’ sites that lie within the confines would not be 
considered by the SG, or the community it represents to be acting in the interests of the village.   

RNDP12.  The [SG] should engage with 
Chartwell regarding land they own near 
the school could help resolve parking and 
traffic issues; para 3.33, page 13. 

Not accepted.  In February 2016, CI offered the land to the primary school as a car park for a 
peppercorn rent.  CI even went so far as to have plans for a car park drawn up.  It was costed at circa 
£125,000 but as CI’s offer was solely for land, not funding and the County Council who were doubling 
the size of the school to accommodate the housing growth, then declined to provide the promised 
off-street parking, the school was unable to proceed.   The school approached the Parish Council to 
fund the proposal but the Council did not and does not believe that a car park will resolve the traffic 
congestion at school peak ‘dropping-off and picking-up’ times, nor would it be used by non-school 
traffic outside of those times and thus does not represent good value for money.  The RNDP calls for 
traffic management via means other than infrastructure and this is already delivering improvements. 

Other comments 

The sites which the Neighbourhood Plan is 
proposing are small in scale and unlikely 
to achieve any affordable housing; para 
5.14, page 24; and 
No consideration has been given to the 
provision of affordable housing; para 5.19 
& 5.20, page 25 & para 5.23, page 26; and  
The approach … taken in the assessment 
of sites is deeply flawed; para 6.2, page 29 

Not accepted.  Please see Submission Draft Appendix 3. 

CI strongly urge the NP Group to allocate 
some of Chartwell’s land within the plan 
for housing development. 

RNDP1 exists to allow landowners, including Chartwell to promote for development land that meets 
the criteria set out in the policy 
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Roxill Developments Ltd 
 

General observation; The positive tone overall of the consultation document is also noted, and welcomed, and in particular the clear recognition 
that further development – particularly additional homes – are planned for Roade’ 

RNDP8 – Conserving and enhancing 
valued landscapes. 
‘Valued landscapes’ not defined; the 
reasons for the identified landscapes 
being ‘valued’ are not clear.  ‘Strategic 
functions ‘ of open land not defined and 
no rationale for their inclusion   

Accepted.  RNDP text to be amended to provide definition and context for both ‘valued landscapes’ 
and ‘strategic functions’ of open land. 

RNDP7 – Green Wedge. 
No particular objection to the inclusion of 
the green wedges but it is unclear 
whether it would add any further 
protection to Roade than that already 
afforded by existing planning policies.  
‘The principle of retaining clear separation 
between the village and the [proposed] 
Northampton Gateway SRFI is supported’. 

Decision already taken, based on SNC (and other) objections and reservations, to remove the green 
wedge. 
 
Noted; no action required. 

Para 6.5.1 
The comment that the impact on the 
environment of Roade from 2 SRFIs 
‘would be very significant’ is challenged; 
Roxill suggest that it be removed. 

Not accepted.  The SG asserts as undeniable that the effect would be ‘very significant’.  The Roxill 
comment pre-supposes that the effect would be adverse; that is not what is says, the text is 
equivocal. 

General comments re the benefits (to 
Roade and wider) of the proposed 
Northampton Gateway SRFI 
No changes to content suggested 

Noted; no action required. 
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Rural Solutions on behalf of Courteenhall Estate 
 

General observation; ‘The estate is supportive of the aspirations of Roade Parish in developing a Neighbourhood Plan to help shape the future of 
the village over the coming decade’  

RNDP7 – Green Wedge. 
Question the need and whether sufficient 
protection is not already given by existing 
countryside restraint policies contained 
within national planning policy and the 
SNC local development framework.  If 
deemed necessary, protection should be 
provided at a higher strategic level i.e. 
SNC 

Accepted.  RNDP7 to be removed in its entirety. 

 

County Archaeological Officer, Northants County Council 
 

General observation; ‘I agree with RNDP3 as it provides another level of protection for non-designated assets of local interest which add to the 
character of Roade.  It also allows local people to highlight assets that are of interest to them and contribute to the sense of place’.  
Explicit support provided for RNDP 1 – 8 inclusive.   

RNDP8 – Conserving and enhancing 
valued landscapes 
Amend para e) ‘new planting should not 
have an adverse impact on below ground 
archaeological remains’   

Accepted.  RNDP text will be amended.  
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Principal Project Officer, Development Management, Northants County Council  
 

Response based on NCC’s adopted 
Planning Obligations Framework and 
Guidance document ‘Creating Sustainable 
Communities, Jan 2015’ re s.106 planning 
obligations.   

Noted.  No comments specifically relating to the Roade NDP; no action required.  

 

Flood and water Management Team, Northants County Council 
 

Request to include details in the Plan ‘…if 
there are existing areas (not related to 
future development)  that currently flood’ 

Noted.  There are no such areas, so no further action 

 

Historic England 
 

Reiteration of general / generic advice re 
dealing with heritage issues and assets, 
initially submitted at Informal 
Consultation Draft stage 

Noted.  No comments specifically relating to the Roade NDP; no action required. 

 

Amec Foster wheeler on behalf of National Grid 
 

Confirmation that no National Grid assets 
are located within the NH Plan area 

Noted.  No further action required 
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Comments from 6 individuals, including 2 SNC Blisworth & Roade Ward Clls.   
 

All respondents expressed total support 
for the Plan 

Noted.  No further action required 
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Appendix 1 – Letter to South Northamptonshire Council Seeking Designation  
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Appendix 2 – South Northamptonshire Council Designation Report 
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Appendix 3 – Roade News, February 2017 

A Neighbourhood Plan for Roade 

The previous edition of ‘Roade News’ announced the start of work by the Neighbourhood 
Plan Steering Group to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan (NHP) for Roade.  We promised you  
regular updates on progress.   We have been able to assemble a Steering Group that 
represents a good cross section of residents, representing several generations and 
comprising those who are recently arrived, others who have lived here for many years to 
those who are Roade born and bred.  They all have two things in common, enthusiasm and 
a desire to see the village develop in a way that preserves, protects and enhances the 
special qualities that make Roade a pleasant place in which to live and work.  
 
The government considers neighbourhood planning to be important part of its ‘localism’ 
agenda and thus provides grant funding to enable communities to engage specialist advice 
and support.  In this respect we have engaged the services of a planning consultancy, 
Kirkwells that specialises in neighbourhood planning and that already has a proven track 
record of working and successfully delivering NHPs with several parish councils in 
Northamptonshire.  The Steering Group meets regularly to formulate the draft Plan and we 
are fortunate to have been joined by Michael Wellock, their Managing Director at our last two 
meetings.  The issues that we have currently identified for inclusion in the draft Plan are: 

 housing and housing growth  

 provision of new community infrastructure  

 heritage and conservation  

 protecting community facilities – medical, shops, pubs, schools etc  

 green space e.g. natural space, trees, managing the countryside 

 environmental issues including noise pollution 

 business and enterprise  

 spending plans for ‘windfall’ income e.g. annual Wind Farm grant, New 
Homes Bonus, s106 (and CIL) etc deriving from the new developments  

 protecting important assets 

 support for groups e.g. youth, the ageing population   

This list is not exhaustive and the Steering Group is also alive to the upcoming challenges 
posed by the proposed Strategic Rail Freight Interchanges (SRFI) – Rail Central and 
Northampton Gateway - two major infrastructure projects that present both opportunities and 
threats to Roade.   
 
As mentioned in the previous NHP article, you the residents are key to the success of this 
process; your comments and input are crucial to the development of a valid plan.  The main 
way in which you can help is to let the Steering Group know how you want to see Roade 
developing over the next 15 years; comments on the SRFIs, including the proposed Roade 
by-pass  would be particularly welcome.    We have created a dedicated e-mail address and 
a website which are     
 
                              roade.nhp@gmail.com   and  www.roadenhp.co.uk 

Please send any questions or offers of help by e-mail to the address above or telephone the 
Parish office on 01604 861976, where the Deputy Clerk Gill Greaves will be pleased to 
assist.  We will continue to provide regular updates on progress with the plan on the website 
and in future editions of ‘Roade News’.   
 

mailto:roade.nhp@gmail.com
http://www.roadenhp.co.uk/
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John Marshall 
Chairman, Roade NHP Steering Group   
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Appendix 4 – Framework Draft Consultation 

Section  Comments From  

Layout  Like the layout of the document. Stuart & Claire Shrubb 

 I would also agree that I would vote for Michael Wellock's version for Roade especially if there is a 
cost implication 

Carol Mold  

 Prefer the order suggested by Michael Wellock with early contents setting the scene for Roade.  
Consider we need photographs as discussed.  

Julie Edwards  

 Preferred layout as per Michael Wellocks draft. Steve & Viv Blyth  

 I would vote for Michael Wellock’s version for Roade not the Flore style. My rationale is simply that 
we are paying Michael and he has a template for his layout. Presumably, it will be quicker for him to 
use his own template rather than develop a new one. I would rather use his paid time for his 
knowledge and expertise rather than him spending time changing a layout. If there is no cost 
implication I have no preference. 

Jane Keys  

Vision  The residents of Roade want an attractive, welcoming and safe environment, with good local 
services and community amenities, with sustainable employment opportunities, and development 
appropriate to a village setting. 

Terry Armstrong  

Objective 1:  There have been more new houses built since 2011: several in Grafton Rd (not sure of the 
quantity), more than 1 in Hyde Rd, 1 in Abbots Way, only 2 behind 33 Hartwell Rd. There is 1 
approved in Ashton Rd: the water tower. 

Alastair Inglis 

Objective 2:  6.2.3, last line: Road should read Close; 6.2.4 iii, line 2: change ‘urban’ to ‘rural character’. We 
don’t want any more like Walker’s Way! 

Alastair Inglis 

RNDP1 Generally agree with the thought, should have a maximum number of dwellings with limited 
bedrooms so that we have no parking issues as occurring all over the village with the new 
developments, as others have mentioned and to include before any development is done the traffic 
infrastructure issues are addressed and encourage any commercial small scale development 

Stuart & Claire Shrubb 

 Nothing to add.  Julie Edwards 

 Generally agreed but suggest wording to exclude marketing of Persimmon type leaseholds – will 
cause difficulty to 2nd vendors & reduce attractiveness of village to incomers.  Also support Jane’s 
suggestion that traffic infrastructure issues be resolved BEFORE any future development is agreed 
to. 

Steve & Viv Blyth 

 I fully support Jane’s comments and would amend point 8 as follows; Alastair Inglis 
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8) SUSTAINING THE RURAL ECONOMY BY RETAINING EXISTING EMPLOYMENT SITES 
WHERE POSSIBLE, BY ENCOURAGING AND ENABLING SMALL SCALE ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT, INCLUDING TOURISM, THROUGH RURAL DIVERSIFICATION AND BY 
SUPPORTING APPROPRIATE AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY DEVELOPMENT; 
I  have not been able to find Steve & Viv’s reference to Persimmon. 

 In the Draft Roade Neighbourhood Plan, point 6.1.6. Has “Policy R1 Spatial Strategy for the Rural 
Areas of the WNJCS sets out how this identified housing need will be met” 
I don’t think the following points have been properly or adequately addressed in the draft plan: 
 
3) ACCESSIBILITY, PARTICULARLY BY PUBLIC TRANSPORT, TO THE MAIN TOWNS AND 
SUSTAINABLE EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES;  
 
6) THE CAPACITY OF SETTLEMENTS TO ACCOMMODATE DEVELOPMENT IN TERMS OF 
PHYSICAL, ENVIRONMENTAL, INFRASTRUCTURE AND OTHER CONSTRAINTS;  
 
8) SUSTAINING THE RURAL ECONOMY BY RETAINING EXISTING EMPLOYMENT SITES 
WHERE POSSIBLE, BY ENABLING SMALL SCALE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, INCLUDING 
TOURISM, THROUGH RURAL DIVERSIFICATION AND BY SUPPORTING APPROPRIATE 
AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY DEVELOPMENT; 
 
My reasoning for the need to emphasise 3 & 6: 
Roade has massive issues with traffic flow through, into and out of the village. It can already take 
up to 1 hour to reach the motorway junction (a distance of less than 3 miles) – so much longer to 
reach Northampton as major employment centre.  
   
Additionally, tt impossible to get past the primary school – which is the only way through from the 
Hartwell and Ashton ends of the village to the other side – during school start and finishing times. 
I would advocate that in view of current difficulties we should give due attention to 3 & 6, I would go 
further and suggest that in view of Roade having already agreed to 40.6% extra houses that the 
traffic infrastructure issues be resolved BEFORE any future development is agreed to. 
 
Do we need to commission a traffic survey to prove issues for the evidence base?  

Jane Keys  
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Here I come to point 8 of the same section: 
 
8) SUSTAINING THE RURAL ECONOMY BY RETAINING EXISTING EMPLOYMENT SITES 
WHERE POSSIBLE, BY ENABLING SMALL SCALE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, INCLUDING 
TOURISM, THROUGH RURAL DIVERSIFICATION AND BY SUPPORTING APPROPRIATE 
AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY DEVELOPMENT;  
 
As Roade has lost a great deal of employment perhaps the Housing policy re infill and brownfield 
sites should go further and say: 
Priority will be given to small scale commercial and retail developments over residential 
developments when considering proposed development of all sites” 

RNDP2 where it states about the conservation area it should also include the development around any 
specifics sites identified that are not in the conservation area. I like the idea of changing urban to 
rural 

Stuart & Claire Shrubb 

 I agree with what Jane has said in point 8.  Can anything be done in conjunction with CPRE and 
hedgerows?  If this was a planning application, then surely the Parish Council should have been 
made aware of it.  

Carol Mold  

 The White House, Cottages at the end of Hyde Road. Julie Edwards 

 Query use of term ‘townscape quality’ in item (e) – rural or village character instead? 
Buildings worth preserving not otherwise protected: The Swannings, Station House 

Steve & Viv Blyth 

 When a farmer recently requested planning permission to remove 400 metres of hedge, part of the 
reason he was granted this was because the County Archaeologist did not offer a comment – This 
is the extract:  
“Limited part of hedgerow B lies with a potential archaeological site; however, the records have 
been checked and the relevant features are uncertain and undated. As such, they are not covered 
by the records 
specified in the appropriate legislation. Furthermore, no comments have been received from the 
County archaeologist” 
As an important characteristic of Roade is it is surrounded by quite small fields with hedges.  Would 
it be possible to get the hedges surveyed and noted as important assets? Hedges are vital for 
biodiversity. 

Jane Keys  

 Item d) insert Limestone first as this is the predominant material used and was almost certainly all Alastair Inglis 
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locally quarried. Ironstone tends to have been used for features. Item e) I agree with Steve & 
Vivian’s comments 
Non-designated rural assets: S & V’s list plus the war memorial & Memorial Green; the cast iron 
stench pipe in Croft Lane; the iron footbridge bridge over the railway between A508 and Ashton Rd; 
Re hedges: I agree with Jane’s suggestions. Some are shown on the Conservation map. It would 
be useful to know what protection this gives them. 

RNDP3 use of energy saving methods within keeping of area Stuart & Claire Shrubb 

 Also welcome appropriate innovative materials, eco-measures etc. Steve & Viv Blyth 

RNDP4  Expansion of the trees and hedges within the village, any removed through planning need to be 
replaced 

Stuart & Claire Shrubb 

 I think the final paragraph is a good idea.  I do worry about encouraging wildlife at the end of the 
roads with the amount and speed of traffic passing by; otherwise I would be in favour. 

Carol Mold  

 Could the policy on grass verges go further than standard and say something like: 
“Investigate / advocate / look favourably on proposals for how road verge management can be 
geared to optimise the biodiversity value of road verges as refuges and corridors for wildlife.” 
 
An example here is if someone proposed to replace some grass verges with native hedgerows and 
trees – this could both increase diversity and decrease the cost of maintaining/mowing the verges. 
Another example could be using wind farm / CIL / Section 106 funds to offer residents free native 
plants for their gardens and hedges within their gardens. 

Jane Keys  

RNDP6  I agree with the comments. Carol Mold 

 This could be another reason to commission a survey into the historical nature of the hedges, field 
boundaries so there is evidence to protect them with respect to future proposed developments. 

Jane Keys 

RNDP7  areas of protection ref enhancement to the village. The church is the main focal point and should 
be considered from all views, entrances to the village (no building right on the border on the 
confines) If you walk down past Hyde farm go down the bridal track then up the other side you have 
a lovely view of the village (prevent infill of blisworth road) 

Stuart & Claire Shrubb 

 Sites to be preserved: old quarry by A508, Dunkley’s meadow, woodland on both sides of cutting. 
Views: from churchyard over open fields, to and from Brett’s Lane/ the cemetery, Fox Covert-Brett’s 
Lane, Ashton Rd  - stress enhancement – new tree plantings, replace Tilecote trees with new 
woodland elsewhere (Parish has far too little woodland), wetland/water feature in cricket ground – 
funded by S106 etc money. Support Jane’s comments re hedgerows, verges & general ecosystem. 

Steve & Viv Blyth 
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Objective 11  Only to repeat the important points that we discussed in the meeting including those that Jane has 
raised in her email. 

Julie Edwards 

 
 

support Jane’s observations and will review Masterplan ourselves by 15 Feb as required.  Will also 
try to find out more about the potential significance of archaeological sites in and around the 
village.  

Steve & Viv Blyth 

General 
Comments  

has a traffic survey along Northampton Road been carried out recently.  Perhaps we could use 
evidence of the difficulties along Northampton Road and the surrounding roads by photographs of 
the current situation during the school start and finishing times. 

Carol Mold  

 I did raise at the public meeting about the dualling of the A508 both directly to the north of the 
village and to the south as far as the Stony Stratford roundabout but didn't get a satisfactory 
answer from the prospective developers. 

Carol Mold 

 In 12.6 - it is also extremely noisy from the M1 motorway most days and no doubt the air pollution 
is obviously on the increase outside the village but within the confines of the parish. 

Carol Mold 

 I fully agree that the suggested maximum of 8 dwellings is far too high and keep it to individual 
buildings only; giving small commercial developments the priority. 

Carol Mold 

 Car  parking is a terrible problem for the village and can only get worse. Carol Mold  

 What really strikes me is the relevance of the Roade Review Masterplan. With a few minor 
exceptions, the “weaknesses and threats” are both still relevant and even exacerbated by the 
increase in housing since 2011. 
An increase in housing of 40.6% is massive and has already had a major impact on a number of 
the issues raised in the SWOT analysis of the Roade Master Plan. This is of even more concern as 
not all the houses have been built and occupied yet. 
As the increase in housing is so significant, all the housing data numbers need updating with the 
housing that has received planning permission since the census was carried out.  It’s otherwise not 
a good evidence base for future planning decisions. 

Jane Keys  

 Comments on – Review Roade Masterplan for suitable content 
Generally interesting to note that on pages 10 and 11 what people voted for and felt strongly about 
was largely not taken into account by what has happened since the Plan was developed!  Maybe 
an issues with getting people involved in commenting this time.  
 
The concerns raised – like the impact on the road network / traffic – have happened as predicted. 
The Roade Masterplan suggests a need for more cemetery space. Is this still an identified need? 

Jane Keys  
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Under Movement and Access – point 12 – it is noted that the pressure for a bypass may come from 
development south of Roade.  It should be noted that a couple of weeks ago Milton Keynes Council 
announced such as massive development that will clearly impact on the A508 and access to the 
M1.  The proposal is for an extra 15,000 to 20,000 more people – basically between Milton Keynes 
and Castlethorpe and West up to the railway line.  See this article from Jan 9th 2017: 
http://www.mkpulse.co.uk/600-new-homes-will-destroy-our-countryside/ 
With this in mind should we focus more attention on a possible bypass? 
 
Point 12.4 - 12.4 The District Council has prepared a Transport Strategy. For villages such as 
Roade, this report considers that there is a need to understand the issues that local communities 
face and consider areas where smaller measures and quick improvements can have a major 
impact on casualty reduction and improving the attractiveness of roads and streets and easing 
congestion. There is a need for better safety, security and health through measures such as: 
 
• Safety of cycle and walking routes due to lack of signing, 
maintenance and lighting which undermines the willingness of the 
public to use those which are provided; 
• Air quality issues and noise in housing areas adjacent to key 
transport routes such as the A508; 
• Management of traffic to avoid villages/rat-running - this is 
frequently cited in planning consultations as a major issue for rural 
communities who are located on alternative routes between 
centres, such as Roade and the A508. 
It would seem pertinent to include the above in Roade NHP – with whatever is the now relevant 
strategy/policy of the local authority. 
Maybe something along the lines of: “Work actively in partnership with Schools, children and 
parents to promote walking and cycling to schools. To look favourably on using village Section 106 
funds to improve infrastructure to achieve such aims.” 
Also 12.6 • air quality, in particular levels of Nitrogen Dioxide is poor in parts of the village, 
particularly at key junctions of the A508 including the 
roundabout junction between the A508 and High Street and is very 
close to the National Air Quality Objective as laid down in 

http://www.mkpulse.co.uk/600-new-homes-will-destroy-our-countryside/
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provisions of Part iv Environment Act 1995 and Air Quality 
(England) Regulations 2000/2002; 
• noise from road and rail traffic using the A508 and West Coast 
Mainline may limit the development of sites; 
• addressing transportation issues arising from development 
proposals. 
Again, Air Pollution and Noise are still relevant issues and will both have increased since the 
publication of the Roade Masterplan 

Masterplan  pp 5-6 - talk about offering everyone a decent home that they can afford and the need to provide good housing choices 
- leasehold homes are not in the spirit of this. 

  

p12 mentions villagers were concerned about the need for 40% affordable housing - is this amount actually being 
provided now or has the requirement been relaxed? 

  

pp18-19 - weaknesses (also in draft NHP) 
Diverse range of building styles - not sure this is really a weakness. 
Lack of public open space - there is really quite a lot of public open space but we should have some spaces on large 
new developments. 

  

p28 - lifetime homes capable of adaptation - good idea to cover in NHP. 
  

p43 - weight restrictions mentioned but could not be introduced unless met various criteria such as a suitable 
alternative route for diverting HGVs. Don’t know what the position is now. 

  

p50 - mentions zero carbon requirement by 2016.  Is there any likelihood of this?  Item (j) of design criteria for 
development in the draft NHP (p 29) says ‘contributes to reducing carbon emissions, where possible’. 

  

Please ignore this one if there is such a fund 

p58-59 Village Fund - mentions that developers should make S106 contributions to a village improvement fund set up 
and administered by the District Council in conjunction with the Parish Council.  Is money already due being paid into 
such a fund until it can be allocated? At least it should be secure then.  
  

 

Steve & Vivian Blyth  
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Name of green 
space 

Distance from 
local community 

Special 
qualities/local 
significance 

Extensive tract of 
land 

The Green Village centre Landmark feature of 
the village in the 
centre of the village. 
Mature trees. 

No 

Memorial Green Village centre Village green in the 
historic core of the 
village. Identified as 
a key green space 
in the Conservation 
Are Appraisal and 
Management 
Plan.The green is 
the site of the War 
Memorial. Landmark 
feature of the village 
with a number of 
mature trees and 
seating. 

No 
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Name of green 
space 

Distance from 
local community 

Special 
qualities/local 
significance 

Extensive tract of 
land 

Croft Open Space Within community A recreational area 
with shared open 
space for children 
and adults. Facilities 
for children and an 
opportunity for 
tranquility as there is 
a lack of artificial 
noise. 

No 

Incidental green 
spaces (turfed) 

Within community Protect pedestrians 
from road 
encouraging more 
walking within 
village. Green 
spaces within 
housing 
developments. 

No 

Incidental green 
spaces (trees and 
verges) 

e.g. Around 
Churchcroft 
development, 
London Road, Fox 
Covert Drive 

Mature trees, 
encourages a 
variety of wildlife.  
Significant 
contribution to the 
character of the 
village 

No 
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Suggestions for images? 
 
The Green                                                                   The Memorial Green 

                                                
 
Croft Open Space 

                               
Incidental green space 
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Appendix 5 – Informal Plan Consultation Questionnaire, September 2017 

(extract) 
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Appendix 6 – Informal Consultation Responses 

Roade draft NDP; Actions to be taken in response to comments received and considered at the NHP Steering Group Meeting of Monday 23 Oct 2017 

Policy No & 
topic 

Comment Action Who / 
when 

1. 
 

Village 
confines 
boundary 

1.  Line should not be altered to include land east of Hog Walk between 
the path and the cricket field  
2. Needs to include farms / properties at the end of Hyde Road / Knock 
Lane or the properties on Knock Lane 
3. Unsure as to why certain areas have been included 

The SG considers the confines boundary 
proposed by SNC through the draft Local Plan 
is appropriate and acceptable as the modified 
line assists with delivery of this Policy.  RPC has 
responded to the SNC Local Plan consultation 
to that effect. 

Already 
actioned 
by SG and 
PC 

 Other 4. Need to safe guard poor standards in minor development not requiring 
PP 
5. Too many houses being allowed within existing confines line e.g. 
Persimmon development 
6. Must be provision for adequate parking; Walkers Way will always be 
dreadful and Stonecutters looks like it will be similar 
7. No leasehold properties should be allowed; all development should 
include 25% affordable with equivalent room size 
8. Roade is no longer a village and is losing its identity 
9. Endorse small scale, sympathetic design with realistic parking space for 
residents and visitors.  Concerned about adequacy of water / sewerage 
provision 
10. It’s complex for a simple questionnaire 
11. Recently re-located to Roade … no local knowledge … feel compelled 
to respond to protect the feel of the village … so minimal additional 
comments. 
12. Mostly … though they do not seem to be adhered to (e.g. parking).  
13. It’s robust and appropriate 
14. We feel it would be hard to fulfil these criteria which we agree with 
15. I agree 100% with this policy.  There are already too many houses 
being built in Roade so minor development on existing sites is fine but no 

All relevant and pertinent comments noted.  
The majority of these issues are picked up 
elsewhere in the draft Plan, so no specific 
actions required 

NFA 
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more major development. 
16. Infill sounds OK but is cramming houses into small gaps 
17. Housing is very important but we only want to see small houses built 
(i.e. starter homes) so that we have the opportunity to still live in the 
village when we are old enough to move out of the family home, we do 
not think larger houses are of any benefit to the village (4+ bedrooms). 

 

2. Development 
within the 
conservation 
area (CA) 

1. Item (f) is inappropriate  
 
 
 
 
2. This seems to mean nothing.  You have no powers to enforce the 
statement. Parishioners chop trees down if they wish (even one with 
TPO, nothing is done), replace traditional windows with modern plastic 
(nothing is done).  So whilst this sounds good, it is just lip service 

1. The conservation area contains some of the 
oldest properties and being close to the village 
centre and church offers the greatest 
likelihood of revealing buried artefacts.  The 
Planning Authority are also likely to require 
this so it will be retained. 
2. The Policy sets out the criteria for 
development in the CA, compliance with which 
will be necessary to gain support from the PC.  
If adopted, the Policy becomes a material 
consideration that the Local Planning 
Authority (LPA) must take note of when 
considering the application and, if approved 
enforceable by the LPA, not the PC through 
planning conditions so it will be retained. 

NFA 
 
 
 
 
NFA 

 

3.  Development 
affecting 
non-heritage 
assets 

NB Chartwell Industries (CI) has advised and SNC has confirmed that 
designation of such assets falls to them as the LPA.  We cannot 
designate, we can only promote such assets for designation.  That said 
1. Buildings around Memorial Green and in The Grove 
 
2. Water tower 
 
3. The out-houses and walls at the Bowls Club; these used to be part of 

 
 
 
1. Housing around Memorial Green, agreed;  
The Grove, not agreed (as not easily viewable) 
2.  Not agreed; not clear which tower but 
these are commonplace and unremarkable. 
3. The walls but not the out-houses are 

 
 
 
1. Added 
 
 
 
3. Added 
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the old vicarage 
4. Bowling green, reputed to be best in county 
 
5. The first council house provision in the village (the Leys) should be 
added as should the Victorian school building and the cemetery chapel 
6. We don’t need to keep ‘heritage’ features for the sake of it; they are 
not necessarily aesthetically pleasing or efficient.  In these cases we are 
just preserving them because they are ‘ok’; NOT a good enough reason 
7. Too new to village to know (x2) 

accepted and will be promoted 
4. Promoted / preserved elsewhere in the NDP 
as a leisure facility 
5. Insufficient support; not accepted as worthy 
of promotion. 
6. This point is acknowledged and used, for 
example by the SG reaching its decision at 
point 5 above 
 
7. NFA 

 
4. NFA  

 

4. Design 
principles 

1. Important to manage design 
2. I disagree with items (c), (e), (k), (m), (n) 
3. All new housing should  
a) have individual or collective capacity for rainwater and / or greywater 
harvesting; item (n) to be more explicit 
b) meet highest current design std for energy efficiency, to be quoted in 
item (m) 
 
4.  Important to preserve village character; don’t want it to look like a 
suburb of a town 
5. If adopted, then if applications comply then they should be supported 
and no reason to refuse given 
6. Complex and difficult to understand fully 
7.  All sounds good but does the PC have any powers to enforce this, not 
in my experience.  The PC needs to be able to negotiate so where there is 
some compromise there is some win for Roade.  My experience is it is 
very stubborn and the developers eventually get what they want but 
then have a poor relationship with the PC.  Does insisting on this list of 
criteria make it more difficult to create affordable housing? 

1. This policy seeks to deliver that 
2. See response 7 below. 
3. Anglian Water and planning requirements 
are moving in this direction.  No further 
explanation of (n) required.  Citing existing 
specific standards as opposed to objectives and 
goals risks rendering the plan obsolete as 
standards are raised over time   
4. Agreed; this is the aims of the policies and 
one of the underlying themes of the Plan. 
5. Noted and agreed. 
 
6. Apologies, but the SG believe the policy is 
clear 
7. If adopted, the Policy becomes a material 
consideration that the Local Planning Authority 
(LPA) must take note of when considering the 
application and, if approved enforceable by the 
LPA, not the PC through planning conditions. 

NFA  
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5. Protecting 
local green 
spaces 

1. Perhaps not necessary 
 
 
 
2. Should include old vicarage gardens by bowls club and adjoining 
quarry.  Also planned NE corner of Persimmon development on old PSL 
development in Hartwell Road 
3.  Should include football field on Hyde Road 
4. The cricket field is not an open space, it is private property and 
inaccessible to the public, similar to the paddock and field to the side and 
rear of the bowls club. 
 
5. The quarry site opp the primary school / rear of bowls club should be 
included 
 
6. As much as I loved the cricket field, it has had its day.  As time passes, 
fewer and fewer residents will recall it in its heyday.  Consideration 
should be given to some low level, community use such as car parking, 
especially for the school.  If a community building could be built (e.g. 
surgery, village museum) the dear old girl would have done us proud. 
7. The former quarry and the cricket pitch are probably only of concern 
here 
8. Include the poison field and old vicarage site in front of bowls club 
9. The policy could be more flexible, for example retaining a similar 
proportion of green space e.g. if the plan was to build on some of the 
cricket pitch but give a new (larger or more usable) piece of green / open 
space then why not?  The protecting ‘other open spaces’ seems to cover 
this.  Is there a plan to use the green spaces more effectively?  The cricket 
ground is a perfect example of an area that could be playing a much 
bigger contribution to village life than just looking pretty. 
10. The cricket field is outside the planning confines so is effectively 
protected in that way.  Currently, it’s a privately owned field that in its 
current state is unusable so I can’t see how it can be justified for 

1. Disagree.  All the prior knowledge and 
feedback from this consultation indicates that 
this policy ranks high up in importance to 
residents and will therefore be retained. 
2. The vicarage gardens is not within this (NHP) 
definition of a ‘green space’.  The reference to 
the NE corner site is not understood 
3. Protected elsewhere, under policy 10 
4. This site lies outside the village confines line 
so is afforded protection in that way. See also 2 
above and 6 below. 
5, 7, 8. Not within this (NHP) definition of a 
‘green space’. 
6, 7, 9, 10 inc. The former cricket field is in CI’s 
ownership and also lies outside the village 
confines line. A village wide poll, taken when 
the Roade Masterplan - the forerunner of this 
NDP - was prepared (i.e. prior to the granting 
of planning permission for the current 
Persimmon and Orbit housing developments) 
asked the question ‘do you want to own the 
cricket field in exchange for agreeing to 
planning permission being granted (to CI) for 
140 new houses on 2 sites in Roade?’ The 
response from residents at that time showed a 
clear majority in favour of not accepting this 
offer.  Whilst a very small number of residents 
raised the issue of ownership of the cricket 
field as part of this consultation, there was an 
exactly equal number for and against and that, 
together with the positive responses to the 
policies in the draft NDP, especially policy 1 has 
led the Steering Group to confirm the status 

NFA  
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protection.  
11. We really do like the open green spaces around the village, as we feel 
it is somewhere we can go and meet up with our friends. (we are not 
interested in a youth club)  We want to have spaces we can go where 
other people do not moan about us for hanging around or just playing on 
our bikes etc.  We do not like the green spaces in new developments as 
they are very close to houses. 

quo with regarding this matter.  
11. Comment on these issues is made 
elsewhere. 
 

 

6. Protecting 
other open 
spaces 

1. Should not be removed, even if not used [for development] 
 
2. Small open spaces are one of the characteristics of the village.  
Cramming in more development destroys our environment.  Maps on p 
40 (fig 6) appear to be irrelevant to Roade  
3. Do you really think there is a viable use for the incidental land shown 
on Churchcroft? 
4. These spaces are all over Roade and are important 
5. The maps need to be clear, legible and understandable (larger scale 
please) 

1, 2.  The SG believes this policy provides a high 
standard of protection. 
2. Agree re figure 6 on p40.  
 
 
3. Potentially yes. ‘We’ll build on anything 
that’s available’ (quote from a local developer) 
4. This policy seeks to deliver that 
5. Noted and agreed.  The SG is aware that 
some of the data and text boxes ‘dropped off’ 
the published version of the Plan.  These will 
be investigated, amended where necessary  
and restored 

 
 
2. 
removed  
 
 
 
 
 
5. 
restored 

 

7. Green 
wedges 

1.  The green wedges should pass into PC/SNC ownership with acceptable 
safeguard 
2.  Where is the wedge(s); not on map 
 
 
 
3. Need areas to prevent Roade and Hartwell and Roade and Ashton 
coalescing 
 

1. Whether this can be achieved is as yet 
uncertain, but the SG agrees in principle. 
2.  Noted; see comment at point 5 above. 
 
 
 
3.  The SG believes there is no risk of this due 
to the development constraints imposed by 
the respective village confines. 

 
 
2. 
restored 
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4. The areas only lie to the north and west; south and east need to be 
included 
 
 
5. Not sure, may need further discussion 
6. Must stop development coming down from the motorway to engulf 
Roade 
7. This is a particularly important policy; perhaps the green wedges need 
to be extended further 
8. We want to keep the village feel and don’t want to join up with other 
villages 

4 & 7.  Green wedges need to be justified; it is 
not possible to use them as ‘planning moats’ 
around the village. 
 
6. This is what the proposed green wedge 
seeks to deliver. 
7. See 4 above 
8. See 3 above 

 

8. Preserving 
and 
enhancing 
valued 
landscapes 

1. Views in (f) especially of the church should be identified on a map.  
Nothing shown on maps 4 or any other map. 
 
 
2. Agricultural areas all along Northampton Rd should be retained 
3. Need to be identified on the map(s) 
 
4. Add the view towards Courteenhall from Northampton Road 
 
5. So long as it is adhered to 
6. Need to include PSL quarry site (Field View) opp EWS 
 
7. Item (h), replace ‘townscape’ with ‘village’. Add views to the south 
over the old scratter line 
8. These views are part of what gives Roade its identity 

1, 3. Noted and agreed.  The SG is aware that 
some of the data and text boxes ‘dropped off’ 
the published version of the Plan.  These will 
be investigated, amended where necessary 
and restored. 
2. These areas lie outside the village confines 
boundary 
4. Insufficient support; not accepted as worthy 
of promotion  
 
6. Insufficient support; not accepted as worthy 
of promotion 
7. Proposed amendment agreed. The view is 
already included at (f) 

1. 
restored 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7 
amended  

 

9. Protection 
of existing 

1. Add 2 shops in The Ridings, Roadehouse B/B and deli, Roade Main 
Garage 

1, 2, 5. Ridings shops already included.  
Roadehouse and RM garage included at policy 

1 
amended 
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shops and 
community 
facilities 

2. Add Roade Main Garage 
 
 
 
3. a) The 12 month rule is contrary to policy advised by SNC regarding the 
employment area in the Stonecutters development. 
b) Additional community buildings would enable the History Society to 
have its desired museum. 
c) include protection of community garages in London Road, Bailey 
Brooks Close, Grafton Road, The Ridings. 
d) Village Hall should be developed into a true village centre 
 
4. Who are you to dictate about businesses you don’t own or operate?!  
If a business needs help, will you pay for it? 
 
 
 
5. Roade Garage, schools 
 
6. It would also be good to plan to encourage future facilities eg a youth 
club.  Better parking.  We can’t expect to retain commercial units if they 
are not economically viable.  Parishioners need to support their local 
shops (I think this needs to be encouraged with some events / offers). 
7. Perhaps the 2 schools should be added to the list? 
8. What about the estate agents? 
9. The footpath between Ashton Road and the BP garage does need 
upgrading.  Presently, I do not feel safe walking this route as overgrown. 

13 
 
 
 
3. a) This policy relates to existing businesses 
 
b) The Plan aims to identify and re-use existing 
facilities 
c) These are not  ‘community facilities’ , but 
privately owned rented facilities 
d) Noted; this comment will be conveyed to 
the Village Hall Management  Committee  
4. This policy relates to the facility rather than 
the (current) ownership.  Such protection 
already exists in planning law eg the ex-The 
George site was designated as an employment 
site when planning permission was sought. 
5 & 7. See 1 above.  The NDP cannot protect 
educational establishments and facilities 
6.  The response to this consultation from 
youth representatives indicates that they DO 
NOT want a youth club. 
 
7. See 5 above. 
8.  The SG do not consider this to be a core 
business 
9. This comment is not appropriate to this 
policy, but noted for inclusion under policy 12 

 
 
 
3.  
 
 
 
 
d) done 

 

10. Sport & 
recreation 
facilities 

1. But recreation facilities exist in both COS and the Rec 
2. Is it appropriate to include the Willison Centre? Can the NDP have any 
effect on education /academy property? 

1. Protected under policy 5. 
2. Re educational facilities, no (see comment 
5, policy 9 above). However the SG consider it 
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3. Important to retain facilities for children and adults within the village 
in order that people don’t have to commute elsewhere  
4. We need these facilities; they promote physical and mental well-
being.  Can we promote the use of them more and to local parishes? We 
have some excellent facilities like the tennis courts; amazing! 
5. Don’t want the cricket field back; it would be an expensive ball and 
chain as cricket is a dying sport and won’t come back to Roade. 
6. We need a better playground at the Village Hall; there is nothing on 
that side of the A508 
7. The tennis club needs support in improving its facilities i.e. installing 
floodlighting and resurfacing the courts. There are no other working 
tennis courts in the village. 

prudent to seek protection / preservation of 
the pool and the gym etc facility, through this 
policy, were EWS  to cease operating 
3. This policy seeks to deliver that 
 
4. Promotion of these facilities outwith Roade 
is an issue for the operator, not the NHP 
 
5. See comment 6 under policy 5. 
 
6. The Village Hall Committee has this matter 
in hand 
7. The Village Hall Management Committee is 
in dialogue with the Roade PC regarding this 
issue. 

 

11. NHB, CIL 
and 
inf’structur
e etc 

1.  Tennis courts need resurfacing.  PC should seek to purchase the Bowls 
Club 
2.  
a) There is an identified need in the village plan for a care / retirement 
home 
b) small units for self-emp’d; warehouses in Stonecutters may need 
village survey to encompass all 70 or so businesses 
3. Ensure there are local transport facilities for the elderly / disabled to 
enable them to get into the village centre from outlying estates 
4. Facilities for sports, youth and local music (choir and orchestra) 
5.  Village museum / tea shop 
6. The parish is deficient in woodland areas and water features.  It has 
lost woodland ‘perspective’ behind Tylecote House and a replacement 
should be prioritised, sited nearby or in a green wedge.  The sunken area 
of the former cricket ground would be suitable for creation of a water 
feature, greatly enhancing the area’s amenity value 

All comments noted.  Those that are capable 
of being delivered via the NDP will be 
incorporated into the next draft; those that 
are not so deliverable Those that that are not  
addressed here will be conveyed to Roade PC 
for consideration, as it is that body that has 
the ability and either holds or has access to 
funds that may be available to meet and 
deliver the wishes of residents. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

List 
compiled 
and 
passed to 
RPC on 
11.11.17 
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7. 
a) extra community buildings for History Soc’y museum 
b) use village fund to survey re the above; specifically, we need to be 
proactive 
8. Comments to RPC and the Council itself are best for spending of any 
CIL money, so no policy is needed. 
9. Local clubs should have an independent say; no control by RNDP 
11Social integration of different generations (there are lots of clubs for 
older people and a few things for the young under 5s but little for 8 – 18 
year olds or younger adults. I feel sometimes the PC policy is to segregate 
the teens to the Rec (where they can’t be seen) rather than in more open 
space. 
10. The village needs to swiftly address the issues raised for road users by 
the new housing – an additional  400 – 800 cars - using an already 
congested road system.  The construction traffic has caused terrible 
problems around the primary school and the bend into Ashton.  This is 
only set to get worse. 
11. Upgrading play areas for children of all ages. 
12. I would suggest the village acquire the former cricket field to stop 
development companies purchasing and building on the land.  Acquisition 
would allow for recreational areas to be kept central to the village (and 
not on the outskirts as development continues).  Development of the 
field for recreational purposes (i.e. parking, sports centre, community 
centre, recreational area could always occur in the longer term.  It is 
crucial to maintain and keep this land and not lose it to developers, 
where we would lose control of it as a village.  As the village continues to 
expand, with ever increasing number of village residents there will 
undoubtedly be a demand for more outside recreational spaces.  It would 
be silly and short sighted to lose the cricket field, even if development of 
the land could take a few years to fund and complete. 
13. Preventing speeding and anti-social parking by the primary school and 
in the High Street by the shops and the post office. 
14. A ‘Welcome to Roade’ village sign from Ashton 
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15. Clear speed limit signing approaching the new development from 
Ashton 
16. Street lights along the Ashton Road by the Persimmon / Charles 
Church development. 
17. Playground improvements at Rec, Churchcroft Open Space and the 
Village Hall. 
18. Village centre car park. 
19. Lack of a centralised space for community leisure; suggest 
development on land behind the High Street where the cricket pavilion 
used to be. 

 
19.  See response 6 to policy 5. 

 

12. Traffic 
mgmt. and  
transport 

1.  Pedestrian traffic signals on A508 (and maybe others) need retiming to 
accommodate elderly people who need longer to cross 
2. KZ 8 (Ashton Rd to A508) needs to be made safe and accessible 
3. Village centre parking, especially for primary school drop-off / pick-up.  
Land on cricket pitch ideal solution. 
Banning HGVs along Hartwell Road stretch outside primary school during 
school opening / closing times to reduce congestion 
4. Primary school parking on Hartwell Road and Northampton  
Road needs to be prevented by making provision for car parking  
5. Car parking 
6. Widening of the A508 railway bridge; filter lane on A508 / Blisworth 
Turn opp Courteenhall entrance; bus pull-in lane opposite petrol station 
7. Some traffic gridlock might be avoided by preventing HGVs from using 
the High Street 
8. Bretts Lane to Memorial Green pavement needs refurbishment 
9. The management of the parking situation at the primary school should 
be paramount 
10. Better short term parking(eg by shops, pharmacy etc); make that 15 
mins max so that cars do not double park and block the road and make 
the zebra crossing dangerous, especially delivery vans. The workers in the 
shops would need to park further away.  Parking has been offered on the 

1. Reported to NCC as the Highways Authority 
for their attention. 
 
All comments noted.  Those that are capable 
of being delivered via the NDP will be 
incorporated into the next draft; those that 
are not so deliverable Those that that are not  
addressed here will be conveyed to Roade PC 
for consideration, as it is that body that has 
the ability and either holds or has access to 
funds that may be available to meet and 
deliver the wishes of residents. 

List 
compiled; 
passed to 
RPC on 
11.11.17 
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land opposite the primary school, an easy win for the PC 
11. Traffic calming; I’d advise to do this with care eg the chicane by the 
primary school causes a jam; it also has cars swinging out onto the wrong 
side of the road, not helpful outside the school. 
12. None of the roads in the village are bike friendly. The only really bike 
friendly roads through the Churchcroft estate ban bikes.  I used to ride 
daily but gave up after moving to the village because it is not a safe 
cycling environment. 
13. School car parking; not everyone can walk or cycle to work.  Parking is 
going to get worse around the school the bigger it gets. 
14. I agree with your proposals. 
15. Promote walking to school. 
16. Is there going to be a roundabout at the top of Northampton Road 
turning into the A508? 
17. Village centre car parking 
18. Pavements are in a poor state of repair and a deterrent  to walking 
within the village 
19. We want to see cycle routes implemented as we enjoy being on our 
bikes.  We also would still like a decent bus service so we can go and 
meet other friends / go to town at the weekend or holidays when parents 
are not available to provide transport. 

 

13. Protecting 
existing 
employmen
t and 
support for 
small 
businesses 
and 
homework 

NB This policy seeks to protect the listed businesses for continued use as 
employment sites i.e. to prevent reversion to residential use should they 
fall vacant.   
1.  Post Office should be included 
2. Medical Centre, shop and take-away food outlet in the Ridings should 
be included 
3. Possibly add the Cock? 
4. Yes.  No, it won’t help my business.  See answers to RNDP 3 
5. George site should not have a shop on it; we have sufficient shops 
already and another one will cause chaos at roundabout 

 
 
 
1 - 3. Agreed; add to policy 13 (and 9) 
2. Medical Centre is listed in this policy for re-
use. 
 
 
 
5. Planning permission (PP) for retail outlet is 

 
 
 
1. Added 
to lists, 
policy 13 
(and 9) 
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6. Should include High St shops (newsagents, Jackson Grundy) 
 
7. Why has the Cock pub and industrial units on former Chaplins Yard 
been omitted?  Why are you interfering with something you don’t own / 
run? 
8. Safe access is important  
9.  Perhaps include the 2 schools to the list 
11. The 2 schools, library, after school clubs, nursery probably provide 
MORE local employment.  Should they be included? 
 
12. The George site lies at the heart of the village and is an eyesore. 
13. The site of the old George needs developing.  We would prefer it to 
be used for commercial purposes rather than residential 
14. The Persimmon employment area would be ideal for a drs surgery or 
a health centre. With the vast increase of population and also an aging 
population coming to Roade this will be vital to the residents. 
15. Having employment in the village isn’t really a concern for us.  In our 
view every one drives now so getting to work is not a problem as we will 
have our own car in a few years’ time, so are more than happy to travel 
to work.  We understood the need for shops in the village but our parents 
would be working in them so we still feel we can and willgo anywhere. 
 
 

already granted. 
6. Provide clarification by amending listing to 
state ‘retail premises’ 
7. Chaplins Yard is included. It is the site, not 
the business that the Plan seeks to protect; 
see note at head of this section. 
9. If the school(s) were to be closed by the 
LEA, as the sites lie within the village confines 
line the SG considers it would be impossible to 
resist residential development because of 
policy 1. 
12. No comment 
13. The current PP requires this 
 
14. This is what is envisaged and what will 
hopefully materialise. 
15. Noted. 

 

 SNC 
comments 

   

1. New 
development 

Although it is noted that Roade village has recently received a fair 
amount of additional growth. Due to our recent experience with another 
parish’s Inspectors report, it is considered that including a village confine 
and a Housing Policy which only allows for additional housing within the 
confine, may be considered too restrictive by an Inspector. You may 
therefore consider adding flexibility by having a policy similar to SNC’s 

Following discussions with our retained NDP 
Planning Consultant the SG has concluded that 
the situation that pertains within Roade parish 
differs in a number of respects from that in 
Harpole.  In particular, we believe there are a 
number of existing identifiable sites that lie 
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Draft LOAN Policy. This allows for any identified local need within the 
plan period to be met, on an appropriate site outside of the confines. This 
is available to view at: http://www.southnorthants.gov.uk/8470.htm 
from Page 96, with the policy set out on page 103.  Alternatively the 
group may wish to support the inclusion of a LOAN policy in SNC’s 
emerging part 2 Local Plan to allow this flexibility, and to plan positively 
in line with national policy. 

within the proposed confines that we believe 
are available and deliverable within the Plan 
period.  The SG does not believe that the 
LOAN concept is either desirable or necessary 
and Roade Parish Council, advised by the SG 
has responded to the SNC Local Plan Part 2 
consultation objecting to the inclusion of the 
principle within the emerging Local Plan.   

3. Non-
designated 
heritage 
assets 

The Planning Policy Guidance states that 'Local planning authorities may 
identify non-designated heritage assets. These are buildings, monuments, 
sites, places, areas or landscapes identified as having a degree of 
significance meriting consideration in planning decisions but which are 
not formally designated heritage assets. In some areas, local authorities 
identify some non-designated heritage assets as ‘locally listed’. 
A substantial majority of buildings have little or no heritage significance 
and thus do not constitute heritage assets. Only a minority have enough 
heritage interest for their significance to be a material consideration in 
the planning process'. 
Identification of non-designated heritage assets is considered to normally 
be the role of the Local Planning Authority- SNC,however the village may 
promote buildings suitable for consideration for local listing / non- 
designated heritage.  For clarifications this Council does not currently 
have a procedure in place for the proactive approach to identification of 
assets but will be rolling out a procedure / mechanism over the next year 
or two.  Assets are currently only identified as part of the Development 
Management process. 

Comment noted.  The SG will amend the plan 
to indicate that such assets will be promoted 
to the LPA, as and when appropriate 
opportunities arise.  

Text 
amended 

5. Protecting 
local 
greenspace 

It is unclear as to the circumstances when redevelopment would be 
suitable. The policy should therefore provide further clarification. This 
should also reflect the National Planning Policy Framework. 

Comment noted.  We will amend the text, 
deleting the word ‘inappropriate’ to provide 
clarification 

Text 
amended 

 Para 6.7.2 Unclear how a Referendum would work in this situation in practice, and 
who would organise and fund a Referendum of this type? 

Comment noted.  It is believed this text is a 
carry-over from the Roade Masterplan.  We 
will amend the text to remove the reference 
to a referendum to provide clarification 

Text 
removed 
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12. Traffic 
mgmt. and  
transport 

The policy text states that 'partnership working with local schools, 
children and parents to promote walking, cycling and other non-car 
modes to schools so as to reduce traffic congestion at the schools'. The 
first section on partnership with schools may be difficult to implement 
through a planning policy document, which controls future development 
and land use. 

Comment noted.  We will amend the text to 
reflect your comment, stressing the 
aspirational nature of the aim. 

Text 
amended 

13 Protecting 
existing 
employmen
t and 
support for 
small 
businesses 
and 
homework 

May be useful to set out what use classes are considered as employment 
uses, for the avoidance of doubt in implementing the policy. 

Comment noted.  We will add our suggested 
classes but will also revert to the community 
for suggestions as to what residents might 
wish to see in terms of the availability of 
employment. 

Text 
amended 

 Maps 2 & 3 Need a 'Key' to identify what the dotted line and coloured allocations 
represent and which policy in the plan they relate to. 

Comment agreed.  The SG is aware that some 
data and text boxes ‘dropped off’ the 
published version of the Plan.  These will be 
investigated, amended where necessary and 
restored. 

Map 3 
now 
called 2A; 
key added 
to Map 2 

 Map 6 It should be noted that the confine in this map is the 1997 Saved Local 
Plan version, and that the associated policy, which explains the map, is in 
SNC’s 1997 Local Plan.  We can provide a version of the map without this 
1997 Confine. 

Comment agreed; a compositing error.  We 
have included the proposed confines line that 
forms part of the SNC Local Plan Part 2 
consultation 

Now Map 
5; version 
updated 

 

 Chartwell 
Industries 
comments 

   

1. New 
development 

We are currently making written representation to South 
Northamptonshire Council in respect of the village confines boundary 
relating to our client’s land interests in Roade. In the past we have  
made written representations on the Local Plan which proposed four 

CI’s stated position is no different from that 
proposed to and rejected by the Parish 
Council in September 2015 i.e. an offer of 
benefits to the community in exchange for our 
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sites for potential allocation (which  are  marked  A-D  on  our  
accompanying  plan).  We  are  now  in  the  process  of  proposing  an  
additional site (marked E on the plan), reflecting the proposed 
Northampton Gateway Strategic Rail Freight  Interchange  (SRFI)  which  
would  result  in  a  bypass  road  being  formed  to  the  west  of  the  
village.  Whilst our client is focused on promoting potential future 
development of these sites they remain open-minded about discussing 
future development linked with planning gain on any of its  
assets marked blue on our plan. It is hoped that discussions with the 
Neighbourhood Plan (NP) group can develop these opportunities.  
We make no comment on the boundary to the NP area which has already 
been adopted.  
No  comment  on  the  policy  relating  to  the  current  village  confine  
boundary,  although  we  are requesting  the  Council  amend  the  
confines  (related to our  client’s  land  interests).  See comments  
above and below. 
When  the  former  Pianoforte  site  was  allocated  for  development,  
Chartwell gifted  land  for  a cemetery, the site of the Roade FC, and 
provision for a potential doctor’s surgery; protecting current  facilities. 
Similar  planning  gain  could  relate  to  any  land  developed  outside  the  
current  village confines.  Future  allocations  can  also  be  linked  to  
benefits  to  the  village  through  unmet  development.   It  is hoped that 
discussions with the NP group can develop these opportunities. 

agreement to further substantial housing 
development on land that lies outside the 
village confines boundary.  As such, it conflicts 
directly with the aims and objectives of this 
policy and therefore the Plan. RPC’s position 
then (and now), as advised to CI at the time 
was to await completion of the current 
development  in order that its impact on the 
village could be properly assessed.  CI’s 
representations to SNC, seeking to have the 
current and proposed village confines 
boundary amended to include their land 
holdings would, if successful mean that it was 
able to bring forward applications for 
development that potentially met the terms 
and requirements of this policy.  That, in turn 
would automatically trigger a requirement for 
discussions on benefits to the community i.e. 
planning gain.  The SG considers that unless 
and until CI either succeeds in its attempts 
with SNC to have the agreed village confines 
boundary amended or submits an application 
for development, dialogue is pointless and 
unnecessary.  

4. Design 
principles 

In  respect  of  criteria  (j)  the  group  might  consider  amending  use  of  
the  term  ‘locally  distinctive character’  to  read  ‘proposals  should  
display  how  they  positively  respond  to  the  character  of  the  
area’.   Using ‘Locally  distinctive  character’  might  actually  result  in  
something  which  is  actually  quite  negative.  Designs  can  positively  
respond  to  their  surroundings  in  accordance  with  criteria  (a)  to  
safeguard distinctiveness; although contemporary approaches of the 
highest standards of design should not necessarily be precluded.  
 

Comment noted and supported. Editorial 
amendments will be made to the text. 

Text 
amended  
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5. Local green 
spaces 

Map 2 which is referred to above, is not clear. The map has been 
coloured, although there is no corresponding legend/key to explain what 
the drawing is showing.  
Our client owns the Former Cricket Ground and seeks engagement with 
the NP group over its future.  Our client has always sought to act in the 
interests of the village when developing land in Roade.  When the former 
Pianoforte site was allocated, Chartwell gifted land for a cemetery, the 
site of the Roade FC, and provision for a potential doctor’s surgery 
safeguarding community facilities. Within previous representations made 
to the Council on the emerging Local Plan the Former Cricket Ground  site  
was  suggested  for  community  use  (either  as  open  space,  car  
parking,  village  hall, affordable housing (or combination thereof)) as part 
of planning gain.  Should the NP group wish to use the site to safeguard 
public benefit/use our client would support this subject to planning gain 
via allocation of land for some development on any of its holdings. Our 
client is currently promoting a number of  sites  in  Roade through  the 
Local Plan which  are  illustrated on the accompanying  plan (with sites 
marked A-E). 

Comment agreed.  The SG is aware that some 
data and text boxes ‘dropped off’ the 
published version of the Plan.  These will be 
investigated, amended where necessary and 
restored. 
See previous comments about this issue, 
especially under policy 1 above viz the 
underpinning CI requirement for development 
in exchange for planning gain on existing land 
holdings outside the village confines boundary 
and conflict with policy 1.  See also earlier 
comments re the previous village referendum 
and the absence of significant observations 
from respondents. 
 

Key 
added to 
Map 2 

6. Protecting 
other open 
spaces 

If the policy is provided within the Plan it requires justification as to why 
these spaces should be protected. Applications will be judged on their 
merits in accordance with the NPPF.  
An application should be assessed and judged fairly on its merits in 
accordance with paragraph 14 of the NPPF.  This  policy  proposes  an  
assumption  there  will  be  a  trade  off  every  time  there  is an  
application on small open space.   If  the  policy  is  implemented,  these 
spaces should be shown as  it  would  help  a  potential  developer  
identify  where  the protected spaces are located. Not showing where 
these open spaces are proposed risks the policy not being applied. 

Noted and agreed. Text 
amended 
and 
added 

7. Green 
wedges 

There is sufficient separation outside of the proposed green wedge area 
to prevent coalescence of Roade with other settlements.  
The map referred to does not provide a corresponding legend/key to help 
ascertain what the areas demarked on the drawing relate to. The group’s 
intention to land coloured in yellow is not made clear. There is no logic to 

Comments noted; the text within the body of 
the document and restored legend to the map 
clarifies the intentions 

NFA 
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the green wedge as there is a gap between the two parcels of land.  
The NPPF states in paragraph 113 that protection should be 
commensurate with the status of any landscape area and give 
appropriate weight to their importance and contribution that they make 
to wider ecological networks.  The wedges proposed within  the  NP  
would  therefore  be  afforded  the lowest value of importance.  
The role and function of the green wedge is not made clear, nor is its 
relationship with the proposed Northampton Gateway (Strategic Rail 
Freight Interchange) bypass, which is subject to an application to the 
Secretary of State. We consider there to be sufficient separation between 
the edge of the green wedge and Blisworth to prevent any coalescence of 
settlements. Therefore the purpose and role of the proposed policy  
does  not  form  a  true  or  fair  reflection  of  the  area  or  circumstances  
relating  to  the  village.  The intention  of  the  policy  is  also  inconsistent  
by  way  of  separation  between  the  two  green  wedges shown. The 
policy does not fulfil its proclaimed purpose.  Our client is interested in 
developing land parcel E (as shown on the accompanying plan). We feel  
that the land is suitable for allocation, particularly if the bypass road is 
completed. We do not feel this would harm the character or setting of 
the village. Development would also help the NP group safeguard current 
facilities and potentially attract new ones into the village.   We attach a 
copy of our clients land ownership in and around Roade and remind the 
NP group that the Plan should be positively prepared in accordance with 
paragraph 184 of the NPPF. 

8. Preserving 
and 
enhancing 
valued 
landscapes 

The  local  landscape  is  likely  to  be  subject  to  a  Landscape  and  Visual  
Impact  Assessment  as  a requirement of the Local Authority. Policy 
RNDP8 should not provide a blanket type approach to precluding 
development where it can be appropriately assimilated into the 
environment. We also note  there  is  no  assessment  provided  which  
identifies  any  areas  of  landscape  value,  or  indicates where views of 
importance are located.  
We  generally  support  the  intentions  for  consideration  set  out  within  
the  above  policy,  although insufficient  detail  is  provided  to  comment  

Comments noted; discussed with Kirkwells.   Text 
amended 
and 
added 
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further  (see  above  and  below  comments).  
It is right and proper that views of the Church be considered in any 
development proposal. Similarly views to and from the  Conservation  
Area  form  important  considerations.  Both are covered by Council 
policies.  The  Plan  provides  no  ‘Viewpoint  Locations’  referenced  on  a  
plan,  so  a  response cannot be fairly provided. 

9. Protection 
of shops 
and 
existing 
community 
facilities 

The  common  issue  relating  to  community  facilities  is  viability  and  as  
such  maintaining  the  use.  However, where facilities remain viable it is 
fair that the NP group seek to protect them.  We also consider it 
appropriate to seek to improve the provision of community facilities 
through new development.  Our client has always sought to act in the 
interests of the village in this respect as recently demonstrated by the 
Pianoforte development which gifted land for a cemetery, the site for 
Roade FC and made provision for a future doctor’s surgery. Planning gain 
can support the goals of the NP group and our client welcomes the 
opportunity to discuss how this might inform and shape the NP.  
The NP group might consider attracting or providing:  
-  Dentists  
-  Social Club  
-  Outreach centre  
-  Care home (reflecting an aging population)  
-  Park / Wildlife site  
-  Adult education facility 
Neighbourhood Development Orders (NDO) can form part of the Plan, 
which can identify the need for a facility and  a  broad  location.  Our  
client  is  willing  to  engage  with  the  group  on  where  any additional 
facility may be located, if required. NDOs can grant planning permission, 
therefore getting rid of the need for a standard planning application to 
the Local Planning Authority (which may result in a provider being 
attracted into the area as a result). 

Comments agreed.   
 
Comments noted.  As stated at policy 1, the 
SG considers that unless and until CI either 
succeeds in its attempts with SNC to have the 
agreed village confines boundary amended or 
submits an application for development, 
dialogue is pointless and unnecessary. In the 
event that this transpires, these issues along 
with the future of Roade Library are likely to 
be covered in the ensuing consequential 
dialogue. It should however be noted that 
none of the respondents to this consultation 
cited a desire to see any of these facilities 
provided in Roade.   
 
 
Comments noted; Kirkwells advise against use 
of NDOs.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NFA 

10. Sports and 
recreation 
facilities 

Our client recognises the importance of community facilities in the 

 village and has historically acted in the interests of local residents to  

actively support such uses.    

The bowls club site lies inside the village 
confines boundary and has not been 
promoted for development either to SNC as 

NFA 



Roade Neighbourhood Development Plan, Consultation Statement, April 2018 

65 
 

Our client owns the land relating to the Bowling Club. Should the NP  

group wish to safeguard the site as a recreational facility for public use 

 our client would support this policy subject to planning gain via some  

development on their land holdings. Our client is currently promoting a 

number of sites in Roade through the Local Plan for residential  

development.  

When the former Pianoforte site was allocated Chartwell gifted land  

for a cemetery, the site of the Roade FC, and provision for a potential  

doctor’s surgery amongst other things. A similar trade-off could relate  

to the protection of the Bowling Club as a local recreational facility.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

part of the Local Plan Part 2 consultation, or to 
the SG as part of this consultation; the SG 
specifically invited all landowners who were 
consulted to promote any sites they 
considered met the requirements of policy 1 
i.e. development sites within the confines.  
The bowls club will be protected if the NDP is 
approved and adopted by SNC.   CI’s stated 
position is no different from that proposed to 
and rejected by the Parish Council in 
September 2015 i.e. an offer of benefits to the 
community in exchange for our agreement to 
further substantial housing development on 
land that lies outside the village confines 
boundary.  As such, it conflicts directly with 
the aims and objectives of this policy and 
therefore the Plan.  CI’s representations to 
SNC, seeking to have the current and 
proposed village confines boundary amended 
to include their land holdings would, if 
successful mean that it was able to bring 
forward applications for development that 
potentially met the terms and requirements of 
this policy.  That, in turn would automatically 
trigger a requirement for discussions on 
benefits to the community i.e. planning gain.  
For all these reasons, the SG considers that 
dialogue with CI is pointless and unnecessary. 

11. NHB, CIL and 
infrastructure 
improvements 

There are pros and cons to this approach. It would rely on projects being 
well-procured as the NP group may not necessarily be able to provide the 
same degree of value that might be associated with a County or District 
Council. This may result in projects stalling or being unviable.  

Not agreed.  The Parish Council has 
considerable cash available for such works 
through existing s106 agreements as well as a 
long term predictable income from Roade 
Wind Farm and New Homes Bonus Funds as 

NFA 
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well as access to the Public Works Loan Board. 

12. Traffic 
management 
and transport 
improvements 

The NPPF already places an emphasis on non-vehicular modes of 
transport and where issues exist they may be dealt with or resolved 
through the introduction of parking control measures by the Council. 
Planning applications are also required to fully assess traffic impact as 
part of any major development. Issues associated with traffic 
management tend to be dealt with by the County or District Council. For 
example if there are parking problems in the area the Council have the 
power to impose restrictions to prohibit inappropriate parking at certain 
times in certain places.  

Comments noted, but the policy provides for 
support for rather than delivery of such 
projects.  Roade PC is seeking to improve 
parking control measures elsewhere in the 
village, but neither the provision nor the 
enforcement of such controls are deliverable 
by the Council.  It should also be noted that 
the parking problems around the enlarged 
primary school are a direct consequence of 
the housing development  in the area; see 
earlier comments regarding ‘impact 
assessment’ under para 1 above.  

NFA 

13. Protecting 
Existing 
Employment 
and 
Supporting 
Small Business 
and 
Homeworking  
 

The NP should allow for new employment growth over its Plan period 
where there is a need.  
 

Agreed. NFA 

 

Updated 11.11.17 
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The map on the following page is supplied by Chartwell Industries as part of their response to the consultation.  It indicates (some of) their landholdings in 

and around Roade; the blocks lettered A-E are those referred to in their comments as the sites currently being promoted to SNC for additional housing  

development.   
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Appendix 7 – Regulation 14 Response Questionnaire 

Please return your completed questionnaire either by e-mail to 

roade.nhp@gmail.com or clerk@roadeparishcouncil.gov.uk or by post to Gill 

Greaves, Clerk to the Steering Group, PO Box 847, Northampton, NN7 9AB or 

hard copy to the collection box located in Roade Post Office,  no later than  

5pm on Wednesday 28th  February 2018 

 

Reg 14 Consultation on the Roade Neighbourhood Development Plan  

This version of the Plan contains revisions that reflect comments and observations 

received following the September 2017 consultation on the Informal Consultation 

draft Plan.   

 

The 2029 Vision for Roade, that “ in 2029, Roade will continue to be an attractive, 

welcoming and safe environment, with good local services and community 

amenities, with sustainable employment opportunities, and development appropriate 

to a village setting” and the package of objectives to achieve this vision remain 

unchanged.  Each objective is supported by at least one policy, some have more 

than policy but together they are designed to deliver the objectives and so achieve 

the vision.  The Plan has been updated to take account of changes to the SNC 5 

year housing land supply and housing completions data as well as the emerging 

implications of the Northants County Council 2018/19 budgetary and financial 

difficulties and the two proposed Strategic Rail Freight Interchange developments 

(SRFIs).   

 

Please answer the questions in the table below to indicate whether you agree or 

disagree with each Policy and add any general comments at the end. 

If you have any questions, please contact us preferably by e-mail 

roade.nhp@gmail.com or by ‘phone to John Marshall, Chairman of the Roade 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group on 07505 139832 or Gillian Greaves, Deputy 

Clerk on 01604 861976. 

 

Important! 

 

Please note that names and addresses of those who respond will be shared with 

South Northants Council and ultimately, the Examiner for the purposes of preparing, 

making and examining the Roade Neighbourhood Development Plan.  We are 

required to provide this information to SNC who must inform all respondents, 

individually when we submit the Plan to them.  As such, responses cannot be 

anonymous. 

 

Thank you for your continuing interest and support with this significant step in 

Roade’s future. 

 

mailto:roade.nhp@gmail.com
mailto:clerk@roadeparishcouncil.gov.uk
mailto:roade.nhp@gmail.com
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John Marshall 

Chairman of the Roade Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group  

 

Policy 

Agree 

Yes No 

Policy RNDP1 – New Housing within the Roade Village Confines     

Policy RNDP2 – Development within Roade Conservation Area   

Policy RNDP3 – Development affecting non-designated heritage assets   

Policy RNDP4 – Design Principles   

Policy RNDP5 - Protecting Local Green Space   

Policy RNDP6 - Protecting Other Open Spaces   

Policy RNDP7 – Green Wedges   

Policy RNDP8 - Conserving and Enhancing Valued Landscapes   

Policy RNDP9 – Protection of Existing Shops and Community Facilities   

Policy RNDP10 – Sport and Recreation Facilities   

Policy RNDP11 – New Homes Bonus, Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 

and Infrastructure Improvements 

  

Policy RNDP12 - Traffic Management and Transport Improvements   

Policy RNDP13 – Protecting Existing Employment and Supporting Small 

Business and Homeworking 

  

 
 

Please add any comments here; continue on a separate sheet if necessary 
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Your name (please print): 

Your address (please print): 
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Appendix 8 – List of Consultees 

Note: this list does not include local residents  

Ward Councillors 

South Northamptonshire Council 

Northants County Council 

Northamptonshire County Council  

Northamptonshire County Council (Public Health & Wellbeing Directorate) 

Aitchison Raffety (on behalf of Chartwell Industries Ltd) 

Bloombridge Developments Partners 

CC Town Planning (on behalf of Orbit Homes (2020) Limited) 

Howkins and Harrison (on behalf of Mr N R Jones) 

Roxhill Developments Ltd 

Rural Solutions (on behalf of Courteenhall Estates) 

Sarah Proctor (on behalf of Messrs S Dunkley, R A Collins and R Lutz) 

 

Grand Union Housing Partnership / South Northants Homes 

SM & RVL Blyth 

Elizabeth Woodville School 

Roade Primary School 

Highways England 

Environment Agency 

Highways Agency (Birmingham) 

Historic England 

Homes and Community Agency 

Natural England 

The Coal Authority 

Anglian Water 
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Central Networks 

EE 

Head of GP Premises, Hertfordshire NHS 

3 

National Grid 

Network Rail 

NHS England 

NHS England-Midlands 

NHS Property Services Ltd 

Northamptonshire PCT 

Powergen 

RSPB 

Thames Water Property Services 

Vodafone  

O2 

Roade Allotments   

Roade Football Club 

Roade History Society 

Roade Medical Centre 

Member of Parliament for South Northamptonshire 

Daventry District Council 

Milton Keynes City Council 

Northampton Borough Council 

Canal & River Trust 

Church Commissioners 

Disability Rights Commission 
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Inland Waterways Association 

Northamptonshire Fire and Rescue Service 

Northants CPDA 

Ashton Parish Council 

Blisworth Parish Council 

Courteenhall Parish Meeting 

Milton Malsor Parish Council 

Quinton Parish Council 

Stoke Bruerne Parish Council 
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as a Neighbourhood Area 

 

 


