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Summary	
This	 document	 sets	 out	 the	 communication	 processes	 undertaken	 during	 the	 development	 of	 the	
Worminghall	Neighbourhood	Plan.	Briefly,	this	covers	-	

	

1. The	 Community	 Led	 Plan	 of	 2014,	 supported	 by	 a	 questionnaire	 sent	 to	 all	 households	
	

2. The	Worminghall	Village	Fete	of	September	2016,	at	which	the	Plan	Steering	Group	hosted	a	
stall	informing	villagers	about	the	Plan	process	and	seeking	their	views	on	development	on	
Worminghall		
	

3. The	questionnaire	on	the	Neighbourhood	Plan	sent	to	all	households	and	running	from	late	
December	2016	to	January	2017	
	

4. The	Worminghall	Neighbourhood	Plan	event	held	in	the	Village	Hall	on	4	February	2017	(the	
Village	Hall	event),	devoted	to	communicating	the	results	of	the	questionnaire	mentioned	at	3	
above,	and	seeking	views	as	to	the	potential	sites	for	development	
	

5. A	campaign	of	communication	from	September	2016	to	the	present,	comprising	-	
	

• publication	of	the	minutes	of	the	Plan	Steering	Group,	residents	suggestions,	the	site	
plan	and	the	survey	results	on	the	Parish	Council	website	

• a	 dedicated	 email	 account	 on	 the	 Plan	 for	 residents	 to	 contribute	 their	 views	 and	
accessible	to	Plan	Steering	Group	members	

• items	posted	on	the	village	Facebook	page,	Worminghall	News	and	Events	
• posters	throughout	the	village	advertising	forthcoming	events	related	to	the	Plan		
• the	Plan	has	been	a	standing	item	on	the	agenda	of	the	Parish	Council	meetings	since	

September	 2016,	 with	 an	 account	 of	 progress	 being	 given	 each	 time	 by	 councillor	
members	of	 the	Plan	Steering	Group	and	a	debate	with	 interested	members	of	 the	
public	in	attendance.	
	

6. The	Public	Consultation	on	the	Draft	Neighbourhood	Plan	took	place	between	October	4th	2017	
and	November	17th.		A	leaflet	and	feedback	form	was	delivered	to	each	address	in	the	village,	
posters	put	up	and	the	documents	were	put	on	the	PC	website.	 	The	 landowners,	statutory	
consultees	and	 local	businesses	were	also	 informed.	 	Three	open	sessions	at	 the	village	hall	
were	also	held	so	that	villagers	could	come	and	ask	any	questions	that	they	had	or	to	provide	
suggestions.	
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The	Community	Led	Plan	
This	was	an	earlier	statement	of	the	views	of	villagers	as	to	the	need	for	housing	in	the	village.	It	took	around	
two	years	to	produce	and	was	published	in	Autumn	2014.	Housing	was	identified	as	the	top	priority	issue	
for	 the	 village.	 Four	 visions	 for	 change	 to	 ensure	 its	 future	 as	 a	 thriving	 and	 active	 community	 were	
identified:		housing,	community	facilities	and	groups,	traffic	and	connectivity	and	lastly	the	environment.		
The	detailed	results	of	the	questionnaire	were	posted	on	the	Parish	Council	website.	There	were	well	over	
100	respondents	out	of	just	over	200	households	in	Worminghall.	The	Plan	is	attached	at	Annex	1.	

The	Village	Fete	
The	stall	at	the	village	fete	was	advertised	by	flyers	in	the	week	leading	up	to	the	event.	One	was	delivered	
to	each	household	within	the	village.	This	fete	in	early	September	2016	was	the	first	opportunity	for	the	
Steering	Group	to	explain	the	purpose	of	the	Neighbourhood	Plan	process	and	its	significance	in	the	light	
of	 the	recently	published	draft	Local	Plan,	 the	Vale	of	Aylesbury	Local	Plan,	proposed	and	subsequently	
withdrawn	by	Aylesbury	Vale	District	Council.	Copies	of	the	draft	Local	Plan	and	the	community	led	plan	
were	made	 available	 to	 interested	 villagers,	 together	 with	 information	 about	 the	 neighbourhood	 plan	
process.	 	Given	 the	poor	weather	on	 the	day,	many	villagers	 sought	 refuge	 in	 the	village	hall	and	were	
invited	to	write	down	their	views	on	their	priorities	for	development	in	the	village,	including	of	course	that	
there	 should	 be	 no	 further	 development.	 This	 led	 to	 a	 good	 response	 from	 villagers,	 summarised	 and	
subsequently	posted	on	the	Parish	Council	website.		

The	2016	questionnaire		
A	copy	of	this	questionnaire	was	sent	to	each	household	in	the	village	with	a	request	for	it	to	be	delivered	
on	completion	back	to	a	member	of	the	Plan	Steering	Group,	whose	addresses	were	given,	by	16	January	
2017.	Some	respondents	chose	instead	to	use	the	Surveymonkey	option	and	complete	the	survey	online.	
The	first	surveys	were	delivered	on	30	December	2016	and	the	process	was	completed	in	the	next	couple	
of	days.	No	more	than	three	or	four	were	completed	before	a	further	note	was	delivered	to	each	household	
to	inform	them	of	the	recent	grant	of	outline	planning	permission	on	two	sites	(sites	5	and	11	on	the	site	
plan).	The	decision	to	provide	this	further	information	was	taken	because	it	was	felt	necessary	to	ensure	
that	all	residents	had	the	same	information	about	the	full	picture	of	planning	permissions	already	granted	
in	the	village.	Several	respondents	would	have	been	aware	of	these	already,	but	many	were	not.	This	way	
every	respondent	had	been	notified	in	writing	of	these	relatively	recent	developments.	The	total	number	
of	respondents,	whether	by	completed	paper	questionnaire	or	by	Surveymonkey	was	over	70.	The	detailed	
numerical	analysis	of	the	responses	and	an	extensive	sample	of	all	comments	received	were	made	available	
at	the	Village	Hall	event	on	4	February	and	were	subsequently	posted	on	the	Parish	Council	website.	(Annex	
2)	

The	Village	Hall	event	
This	was	extensively	advertised	in	the	questionnaire,	in	flyers	and	posters	all	over	the	village	in	advance	of	
4	February.	The	village	hall	was	open	from	10am	to	4pm	throughout	Saturday,	with	never	fewer	than	three	
Plan	Steering	Group	members	in	attendance	to	answer	questions	and	explain	the	Plan	process.	The	purpose	
of	 this	 event	 was	 twofold,	 to	 share	with	 residents	 the	 results	 of	 the	 questionnaire	 and	 to	 invite	 their	
comments	on	 the	 individual	 sites	 in	 the	village	 that	had	been	proposed	as	suitable	 for	development	by	
landowners.	
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It	was	agreed	to	set	out	the	numerical	and	percentage	responses	to	each	question	 in	the	questionnaire	
together	with	a	sample	of	the	comments	received	against	each	question.	

As	to	the	sites,	an	enlarged	map	was	put	on	the	wall	(Annex	3).	This	showed	the	individual	potential	sites	
with	an	indication	of	how	many	properties	were	proposed	for	each	one,	where	this	had	been	made	known	
to	 the	 Plan	 Steering	Group.	 Those	 sites	which	 had	 recently	 obtained	 outline	 planning	 permission	were	
indicated	 separately.	 It	was	made	 clear	how	much	development	was	already	 likely	 to	 take	place	 in	 the	
village,	so	that	residents	could	indicate	whether	they	thought	any	further	development	of	the	village	should	
take	place,	and	 if	 so	 the	scale	of	 that	development.	Residents	were	 invited	 to	comment	on	any	site	on	
sheets	dedicated	to	each	of	the	numbered	sites	on	the	site	plan.	(Annex	4).	There	was	a	separate	set	of	
sheets	for	other	comments,	not	specific	to	any	of	the	sites.	Detailed	proposals	for	the	sites	that	had	been	
put	forward	by	developers	were	not	made	available	at	the	event.		

It	was	made	clear	that	the	purpose	of	the	neighbourhood	plan	was	to	indicate	the	development	and	land	
use	that	was	suitable	for	the	village.	Flood	Maps	were	also	on	display	(Annex	5)	

The	four	members	of	the	Plan	Steering	Group	hosting	the	event	agreed	that	they	should	not	be	seen	to	
influence	 the	opinions	of	 residents.	 Their	 role	was	 to	be	 volunteers	 helping	 to	 facilitate	 the	process	 of	
consulting	residents	about	the	sites	and	sharing	the	responses	to	the	questionnaire.	A	notice	was	displayed	
in	the	hall	to	make	this	clear	and	the	Groups	aim	was	to	provide	strictly	factual	information	in	response	to	
any	questions	they	were	asked.		Those	visiting	the	hall	on	the	day	were	invited	to	sign	in	with	their	address	
to	identify	whether	or	not	they	were	residents.	Any	representations	made	by	non-residents	at	the	event	
were	not	taken	into	account	for	the	purposes	of	the	consultation.	Anybody	wanting	to	be	kept	informed	
about	the	progress	of	the	neighbourhood	plan	was	invited	to	provide	their	contact	details	and	copies	of	the	
site	plan	and	the	questionnaire	response	analysis	were	sent	to	them	directly.	

A	total	of	36	residents,	together	with	others	such	the	local	district	councillor,	attended	during	the	day.	Most	
left	 comments	 on	 the	 paper	 provided	 and	 some	 gave	 their	 views	 subsequently	 by	 email	 or	 otherwise.	
Photographs	are	at	Annex	6.		

Communications	generally	
A	range	of	different	media,	as	noted	above,	have	been	used	by	the	Plan	Steering	Group	and	Worminghall	
Parish	Council	(WPC)	to	inform	their	fellow	Worminghall	residents	about	the	neighbourhood	plan	process	
and	to	seek	their	views	about	the	right	development	for	Worminghall.		The	Parish	Council	website	has	been	
used	at	all	times	to	give	information	and	links	to	documents	(Annex	7).	At	all	times	information	has	been	
presented	neutrally	with	a	view	to	assisting	villagers	to	reach	their	own	opinion.	Where	a	member	of	the	
Group	has	had	a	particular	interest	in	the	outcome	of	the	Plan	as	a	landowner	this	has	been	recognised	and	
made	 clear	 to	 villagers.	 At	 all	 times	 the	 Group	 has	 been	 assisted	 by	 the	 advice	 and	 guidance	 of	 Sally	
Chapman,	an	experienced	planner	and	neighbourhood	plan	consultant.		

Liaison	with	landowners		
The	Steering	Committee	wrote	to	the	local	landowners	asking	if	they	would	be	prepared	to	submit	any	of	
their	land	for	potential	development.		A	copy	of	this	letter	can	be	found	in	Annex	8.	Three	developers	whose	
sites	could	provide	a	play	area	were	invited	to	come	and	present	their	proposals	to	the	Steering	Group	on	
Saturday	28th	May	2017.	
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Minutes	from	Parish	Council	
Permission	to	publicise	the	Draft	Neighbourhood	Plan	was	given	at	the	Parish	Council	meeting	on	July	27th	
2017.		

Once	the	plan	had	been	updated	following	the	consultation,	the	Plan	went	back	before	the	Parish	Council	
on	December	7th	2017	and	it	was	approved	for	submission	to	AVDC.	

Extracts	from	both	sets	of	minutes	can	be	found	at	Annex	9.	

Formal	Public	Consultation	
The	period	of	consultation	under	Regulation	14	of	the	Neighbourhood	Planning	(General)	Regulations	
2012,	ran	from	October	4th	until	November	17th.		Leaflets	and	feedback	forms	were	delivered	to	all	
Worminghall	addresses	before	the	commencement	date.			Posters	were	also	displayed	around	the	village.		
Letters	were	also	sent	to	the	local	landowners	and	businesses	at	Wornall	Trading	Estate.	Emails	and	
feedback	forms	were	also	sent	to	the	Statutory	consultees.	(Annex	10a)	

The	plans	were	placed	on	the	Parish	Council	website	and	a	hardcopy	was	left	in	the	Village	Hall	and	at	the	
Clifden	Arms.	Each	member	of	the	steering	committee	also	had	2	copies	of	the	plans	available	in	case	a	
resident	wished	to	borrow	one.	

There	were	three	open	sessions	held	at	the	Village	Hall:	

	 Saturday	7th	October		 	10.00	–	12.00				12	attendees	

	 Tuesday	17th	October	 	19.00	–	21.00	 8	attendees	

	 Saturday	28th	October	 	10.00	–	12.00	 12	attendees	

These	events	were	also	advertised	using	the	village	Facebook	account,	as	well	as	the	initial	leaflets.					

With	a	week	to	go,	a	further	set	of	posters	were	distributed	across	the	village.		In	total	we	had	40	
responses	from	the	respondents	listed	at	Annex	10b	.	The	summary	responses	and	the	actions	taken	by	
the	Neighbourhood	Plan	Steering	Group	can	be	found	at	Annex	10c.	There	are	separate	tables	for	AVDC’s	
detailed	comments	and	the	response	from	the	Neighbourhood	Plan	Steering	Group.	(Annex	10d)	 	
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Annex	1	–	Community	Plan	2014		
http://www.worminghall-pc.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Village-Plan-1.pdf	
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Annex	2	–	Survey	results		
http://www.worminghall-pc.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Survey-Results.pdf	
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Annex	3	-	Site	map	used	at	4	February	event		
http://www.worminghall-pc.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Site-map.pdf	
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Annex	4	–	Comments	on	sites		

Other	Comments	(not	site	specific)	

• Ideal	play	area	for	small	children	behind	the	village	hall	
• Need	larger	play	area	for	youngsters	to	‘kick	a	ball’.		At	present	can	only	use	roads	–	there	will	be	

a	serious	accident	as	cars	speed	through	the	village	and	down	the	avenue	
• Need	starter	homes,	affordable,	to	keep	younger	families	in	the	village.	
• Transport	links	to	Wheatley	to	be	able	to	access	bus	to	Oxford.	
• Keep	village	as	a	small	village	by	respecting	village	footprint.	
• Bungalows.	Older	people	may	want	to	stay	in	the	village	but	have	no	choice	in	new	developments	

for	spacious	living.		Already	bungalows	–	what	about	low	rise	eg	2	storey	flats	
• Based	on	housing	already	allocated	,	I	feel		2-4	more	family	houses	are	all	that	is	needed.	
• Play	areas	in	a	small	village	surrounded	by	countryside,	walks,	airfield	etc,	is	unnecessary	and	

expensive	in	terms	of	insurance,	maintenance	and	policing.	Most	houses	have	gardens	and	Village	
Hall	used	for	family	events/meetings	

• 1st	time	buyers	soon	turn	into	those	needed	family	accommodation	and	must	be	insisted	on	in	
plan.	

• I	hope	the	village	roads	can	be	repaired	and	enlarged	in	some	of	the	corner	sites.		It’s	too	narrow	
for	people	to	walk.	

• People	who	live	in	Wernal	by	and	large	live	here	because	they	enjoy	village	life	so	to	expand	the	
village	would	be	to	take	away	the	benefits	of	living	in	a	small	village,	so	keep	to	village	limits.	

• In	order	to	keep	the	village	heart	–	no	infill.	
• Worminghall	will	turn	into	a	town	suburb	in	character	if	all	green	spaces	are	built	up	
• No	more	houses	please	
• Why	can’t	the	area	behind	the	Village	Hall	be	used	as	a	play	area	–	safe	and	enclosed.	
• Play	area	by	the	Village	Hall	would	be	ideal	
• Need	more	usable	space	behind	Village	Hall	eg	Fete,	play	area	etc	
• Another	60	houses	+proposed	on	top	of	the	15	already	with	planning	would	overwhelm	the	

village	still	no	extra	facilities.	(village	grows	by	30%)	
• Buy	the	pub,	utilise	the	garden	as	a	play	area.			Totally	agree	
• Really	good	presentation	of	facts	and	figures	from	questionnaires.	Balance	development	in	

keeping	with	the	village	would	be	welcomed.	
• Sell	the	Village	Hall,	buy	the	pub	(?	+	crowdfunding)	for	community/social	centre	with	space	for	

playground	etc.	
• Housing	estates	belong	outside	the	village	
• Extending	the	village	requires	extending	infrastructure	to	support	village	life.		We	have	already	

lost	the	shop,	playgroup,	and	now	have	a	reduced	bus	service.	The	school	is	pretty	full	so	how	are	
we	going	to	support	all	these	new	people?	

• Site	12	and	opposite	area	could	have	road	widened	and	small	affordable	houses	built	along.	
• We	appear	to	have	already	fulfilled	the	quota	of	new	housing	now	with	the	2	proposed	sites	–	

until	2033.	
• I	would	like	to	see	the	character	of	the	village	maintained	with	no	more	changes	
• The	survey	shows	that	very	few	people	living	in	the	village	actually	need	a	house.	15	new	houses	

approved	should	more	than	fulfil	the	requirement	of	the	people	living	in	the	village	till	2033.	
• Crikey	–	that’s	a	huge	increase.	.	In	my	opinion	this	is	going	to	put	huge	pressure	on	the	village	

and	surrounding	villages.	We	have	no	shop,	doctors	and	the	schools	could	not	cope	with	the	
increase.		

• With	houses	already	approved,	there	should	be	no	further	development	at	all	
	

	

Site	1		Between	Ickford	Road	and	The	Avenue	
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• This	site	would	create	too	much	traffic	in	The	Avenue.		The	houses	are	unnecessary	just	to	get	a	
play	area.		We	do	not	need	housing	estates!	

• No	
• Too	big	and	who	is	paying	for	the	upkeep	and	policing	of	play	area?	
• Access	from	Ickford	Road	would	be	essential.		No	more	traffic	on	the	Avenue	please.	Surely	the	30	

MPH	sign	could	be	extended	to	solve	this	
• Access	problems	would	create	dangerous	situations,	top	of	Avenue	too	narrow,	heavy	traffic	

makes	houses	move	at	the	moment.	
• No,	too	big	
• No	
• Why	not	access	via	Ickford	Road	and	reduce	speed	issues	in	the	village	
• No	–	too	much	traffic	down	The	Avenue	–	this	is	a	very	narrow	road	as	it	is	and	it’s	extremely	

dangerous	coming	into	the	Avenue	form	the	Clifden	Road	as	it	is.	
• Yes,	Good	site.	With	play	area	and	green	space	
• No	please.	It	will	destroy	green	area.	The	entrance	into	The	Avenue	is	already	dangerous.	
• I	don’t	feel	that	the	footprint	of	the	village	should	be	increased.	Please	keep	it	as	it	is	
• I	agree	with	the	green	space	and	play	area.	Fitting	in	the	15/20	more	houses	would	be	overkill	
• This	site	would	create	too	much	traffic	on	The	Avenue.		15	-20	houses	unnecessary	just	to	get	a	

play	area.	
• Bottom	of	Avenue	on	to	Clifden	Road	-	dangerous.	
• Enough	new	houses	in	village	with	15	extra	houses	passed	
• Yes,	could	be	a	nice	addition	to	village	if	designed	and	build	well	
• No,	from	the	plan	it	looks	like	one	house	is	being	knocked	down	for	access?	Why	knock	down	a	

house?	Access	from	Ickford	Road	would	be	dangerous	so	the	situation??	
• No,	village	footprint	infringed	
• Inappropriate	because		The	Avenue	could	not	cope	with	the	extra	traffic,	too	close	to	a	60	mph	

speed	limit,	too	many	houses	in	that	location,	extension	of	settlement	boundary,	field	floods.		Not	
favoured	in	2014	

	

Site	2		North	side	of	The	Avenue	

• No	
• No	
• No	–	ridiculous	
• Small	affordable	houses?		How	many?	
• Yes	
• No	
• No	–	green	space	
• Road	frontage	
• Now	more	access	from	The	Avenue	
• Yes,	classic	infill	ribbon	development	along	The	Avenue	that	we’ve	seen	many	times	before	
• No,	pond	here?	Drainage	and	the	impact	on	flooding	down	The	Avenue	(which	already	happens	

so	this	would	exacerbate	that)	
• Yes	,if	as	infill	
• What	about	the	ducks?	
• No	
• Too	small	to	be	sustainable	
• Yes	-	True	infill	

	

Site	3	–Clifden	Road/The	Avenue	junction	

• No	
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• No	
• Possible	if	numbers	kept	to	3	affordable	houses	
• Sites	3	&	4	should	be	dealt	with	as	1	area.	Access	should	not	be	from	The	Avenue	
• Yes	(	as	above)		Access	should	not	be	from	The	Avenue	
• No	
• Yes	–	infill	
• No	–	green	space	
• Yes,	classic	infill	close	to	the	road	but	needs	safe	access	
• No,	green	space	
• Yes,	if	as	infill	
• Yes	
• Not	easily	accessible.			
• Favoured	in	2014	
• Yes	,	true	infill	
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Site	4:	Clifden	Road/Ickford	Road	junction	

• No	
• No	
• No-	corner	access	too	dangerous	
• Sites	3&4	should	be	combined.	No	access	from	the	Avenue	please	
• Yes	(	as	above)	Access	from	Clifden	Road	
• Yes	
• No	
• Yes	infill	
• No	–	green	space		
• Yes	–	infill	
• Yes	
• OK	–	classic	infill	close	to	the	road	but	needs	safe	access.	
• No,	access	would	be	dangerous	
• No	
• Yes	
• Not	easily	accessible.		
• Favoured	in	2014	
• Yes,	true	infill	

	

Site	5	-		Rear	of	21-39	Clifden	Road	

• Devastated	that	this	has	already	been	approved	by	AVDC.	This	lovely	piece	of	green	pasture,	
featured	in	the	“Village	Plan”	as	a	lovely	view	through	to	the	Almshouses	for	walkers	to	enjoy!	

• Crazy	to	squeeze	in	a	back	fill	housing	estate	into	this	green	space	in	the	village	used	by	residents	
as	well	as	animals.......	I	agree!	

• Ok	–	no	more	
• Accept	the	12	but	no	more,	they	should	be	first	time	buyer	homes	
• No	
• No	
• Yes	–	accept	to	12	
• No	–	keep	green	space	within	the	heart	of	the	village	
• No	
• No	–	but	too	late	
• Located	in	core	of	village,	safe	access	from	Clifden	Road.	Similar	to	Silvermead	in	configuration	–	

acceptable	site	
• Permission	granted	already.		If	it	falls	through	there	are	better	sites.		
• Not	favoured	in	2014	

	

Site	6		East	of	Clifden	Road		

• No	
• No	
• No	
• No	
• No	
• No	
• Yes	–	central	of	village.	Good	access	from	Clifden	Road	
• Yes		
• No	–keep	green	space	within	the	village	
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• No	–	same	as	7.			Too	remote	from	road	and	should	be	retained	as	central	green	park	area.	Flood	
risk	too		

• No	–	green	space	needed	in	the	village	
• No	
• No!	Lets	not	lose	any	more	green	patches	which	make	Worminghall	a	pretty	rural	village	
• No	
• Inaccessible.		Site	6	encroaches	on	well	used	footpath.	

	

Site	7	Behind	Houses	in	The	Avenue	

• No	
• No	
• A	barn	conversion??		No!		House	masquerading	as	a	barn	more	like.	
• No	
• Yes	
• No	
• Yes	–	central	to	the	village.	Houses	on	3	sides.		Good	access	from	Clifden	Road	
• No	–	nice	central	green	space	like	a	park	area.		Too	remote	from	road	for	houses	
• Flood	risk	too	
• No	–	green	space	in	the	body	of	the	village	prevents	us	living	in	a	completely	built	up	area	
• No	
• No.		Leave	our	green	spaces	for	the	future	generation	to	enjoy.		Once	gone,	there	is	no	turning	

back	
• No	
• Inaccessible.			

	

Site		8		-	Old	Sewage	Station	

• No	
• No	
• Not	another	estate!!		No	
• Safe	access	for	pedestrians	to	pub	still	the	key	issue	for	me	
• No	
• Proposed	before	and	opposed	by	Parish	Council/rejected	by	AVDC.	Still	significant	access	issues	
• Yes	
• Same	comment	as	9-		too	far	from	road	and	in	green	corner	of	village.	Not	good	site	
• No	–	access	issues.		Beyond	village	footprint.	
• No.		Village	footprint	infringed	
• No	–	Let’s	enjoy	some	green	space	to	walk	through	
• Isolated	from	rest	of	village	

	

Site	9		Next	to	Clifden	Arms	

• This	area	beyond	the	pub	should	be	the	direction	the	village	expands	the	perimeter	
• No	
• No	
• I	don’t	believe	it!		No	
• Perhaps	if	site	8	goes	ahead,	but	access	safety	is	critical.	
• No	
• Too	far	from	road	in	green	corner	of	village	–	not	good	
• No,	again	beyond	the	village	footprint	and	where	is	the	access	to	this?	
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• No	–	village	foot	print	infringed	
• No	
• No	
• Extension	of	settlement	boundary.		Does	offer	green	space	or	play	area.	But	encroaches	on	

footpath	
• Favoured	in	2014	
	

Site	10/11		Coldstream	Chicken	Farm	and	paddock	behind	Clifden	Arms	

• This	area	should	be	the	direction	for	the	village	to	develop.		Room	for	play	space	too	
• OK	to	3	but	no	more	
• No	to	all	houses	
• Access	to	site	and	traffic	/safety	issues.		17	houses	=	30+more	cars	
• No	
• Possible	if	safe	access	from	Waterperry	Road	can	be	designed	
• If	in	future	the	need	was	great	enough,	this	would	be	the	only	acceptable	site	of	larger	numbers	

of	houses	
• Too	big	
• No	thank	you.		We	are	still	asking	for	a	review	of	the	recent	decision	that	we	were	denied	access	

to.		So	can	we	get	a	judicial	review	as	the	process	was	flawed.	
• It	is	dangerous	as	no	highway	access	
• Yes	please.		Ideal	for	a	football	field	and	new	houses	if	required.	
• Yes	please	
• Yes	–	affects	less	residents	
• Nature	progression	for	village	and	close	to	road	
• Acceptable	site	
• No	–	village	footprint	infringed	
• No		-	safety	issues	with	access	
• Yes	–	this	area	could	provide	a	small	estate	which	would	not	encroach	on	other	residents	and	

could	expand	behind	the	chicken	farm,	where	there	are	already	3	houses	approved.	
• Yes	
• This	area	would	be	idea	for	a	larger	development	preserving	the	village	character.		The	road	

could	be	widened	and	preserved	to	improve	safety	and	traffic	flow.		It	is	also	large	enough	for	a	
large	play	area	including	a	football	field.	

• Best	location.		Links	with	rest	of	village,	large	enough	to	offer	green	space	and	play	area,	could	
revive	pub,	mix	of	affordable	and	family	homes.	Permission	already	granted	for	3.		Access	already	
will	need	redesign	because	of	permission.	

• If	site	5	falls	through,	it	would	be	ideal.		But	given	site	5,	I	wonder	whether	village	would	agree	20	
homes	on	this	site	in	total.	

• Favoured	in	2014	
• 20	houses	here	together	with	the	15	recently	approved	may	just	provide	the	support	and	interest	

needed	to	maintain	the	pub,	church	and	village	hall	which	the	vast	majority	of	residents	believe	
are	community	assets.	

• This	location	would	be	ok	so	long	as	the	access	issues	are	resolved.	
• As	3	new	houses	already,	it	makes	sense	to	fully	develop	this	area	in	one	go	–	also	will	provide	

play	area/green	area.	
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Site	12	–	Waterperry	Road	next	to	Kings	Close 

• No	
• No	to	all	houses	
• No!		Far	too	far	from	the	village	
• No	
• Yes	
• No,	we	have	already	challenged	this.		The	same	arguments	hold.		Absolutely	no.		Dangerous	and	

no	access	
• No	–	village	footprint	infringed	
• Been	proposed	before	–	rejected	by	both	parish	council	and	AVDC.		Safety	and	traffic/access	

issues.			No	footpaths/lighting	
• Please	no!		Too	dangerous	for	younger	families	and	children.	
• Access	could	present	problems	
• OK,	natural	ribbon	development		along	road.	
• Been	proposed	before	and	turned	down	due	to	dangerous	access.		Children	living	in	this	

proposed	development	would	be	perpetually	at	risk	of	being	involved	in	RTAs.		Therefore	No	
• On	wrong	side	of	Clifden	Road	for	further	development	

	

Site	13	-		Next	to	Court	Farm	and	the	Church	

• No	
• No	more	houses	needed	
• No	–	even	further	from	the	village	
• No	–would	destroy	an	enjoyable	footpath	walk	
• No	–	nice	to	have	green	space	around	church	
• As	above	
• No	
• No	
• No	-		would	destroy	the	footpath	
• No	infill	–	especially	as	it	is	green	space	that	can	be	enjoyed	by	all	at	the	moment	
• No	really	infill	–	horse	paddock	and	footpath	–	close	to	church.			
• Isolated	–	not	a	good	housing	site	–	unacceptable	
• No	–	not	infill	and	remote	from	core	of	the	village	
• No	–	village	footprint	infringed	
• No	–	would	spoil	walks	
• No	–	would	ruin	walking	area	
• Yes	–	
• No	–	worst	of	all	sites.		No	access,	isolated,	would	destroy	footpath	and	views.		NO	details	given	
• Not	favoured	in	2014		
• No	direct	link	to	the	roads	and	too	isolated	

	 	



30	
	

Annex	5	–	Flood	maps		
http://www.worminghall-pc.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Flood-maps.pdf	
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Annex	6	–	Photos	
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Annex	7	–	Neighbourhood	plan	homepage	on	WPC	website		
http://www.worminghall-pc.co.uk/village-plan/

	



34	
	

Annex	8	-	letter	to	landowners	
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Annex	9	-	Extracts	from	the	Parish	Council	meetings	July	27th	2017	and	
December	7th	2017	
July	27

th
	2017	

4/	Neighbourhood	Plan:	Don	Potter	(Chairman	of	The	Neighbourhood	Plan	Steering	Committee)	
presented	the	Draft	document	to	the	Council	apprising	them	of	the	process	thus	far	and	seeking	their	
approval	to	continue	with	the	draft	plan	in	its	current	form.	The	Steering	Group	is	seeking	the	agreement	
of	the	Parish	Council	that	this	document	can	be	used	as	the	basis	for	undertaking	the	necessary	six	week	
consultation	with	the	residents	on	the	policies	contained	therein	and	also	its	support	for	the	site	
identified	as	suitable	for	future	housing	development	based	on	those	policies.	

You	may	recall	that	this	process	started	last	summer	when	the	Parish	Council	decided	to	form	a	steering	
committee	to	prepare	a	Neighbourhood	Plan	for	Worminghall,	reflecting	the	key	priorities	detailed	in	the	
Community	Led	Plan	(CLP)	produced	in	2014.	The	current	steering	group	comprises	of	Tracey	Skates,	
Steven	Bramley,	Ramsay	Hovell	(who	was	also	involved	in	producing	the	CLP)	and	myself	as	Chair.	We	are	
supported	by	Sally	Chapman,	a	consultant	who	has	extensive	experience	of	planning	matters	and	
producing	neighbourhood	plans.	It	is	anticipated	that	all	the	costs	of	producing	the	plan	will	be	covered	
by	grants	available	from	government	financed	organisations.	

A	key	element	in	preparing	the	plan	has	been	to	ensure	that	we	have	a	clear	understanding	of	the	views	
of	the	residents	on	the	key	priorities	for	the	village.	As	you	will	see	from	Section	5	of	the	report,	there	has	
been	extensive	consultation	with	the	residents	which	together	with	the	feedback	received	from	the	CLP,	
has	given	the	steering	group	a	very	clear	picture	of	the	residents’	aspirations.	The	key	conclusion	arising	
from	this	feedback	is	that	any	future	housing	development	in	the	village,	should	be	modest	in	scale	and	
provide	a	mix	of	housing	that	includes	properties	affordable	to	young	families.	At	the	village	hall	event	
held	in	February	this	year,	a	clear	view	was	expressed	by	residents	that	they	would	support	this	scale	of	
development	on	the	basis	that	it	provide	an	equipped	play	area	and	accessible	green	space.	Section	10	of	
the	report	provides	the	detailed	policies	supporting	such	development.	

In	October	2016,	all	known	landowners	in	Worminghall	were	approached	and	asked	to	put	forward	any	
land	that	could	be	made	available	for	potential	future	housing	development.	Thirteen	sites	were	
identified	which	the	steering	group	assessed	against	well-established	sustainability	criteria	and	then,	
using	a	weighted	scoring	system,	ranking	them	against	the	policies	in	this	report	

This	process	identified	that	Coldstream	Farm	together	with	the	land	at	the	rear	of	the	Clifden	Arms	was	
the	most	suitable	site	for	the	following	reasons:	

											-	part	of	the	site	already	has	outline	planning	permission	for	3	houses	

											-	part	of	the	site	is	already	developed	ie	there	is	a	bungalow	and	chicken	barns	

											-	working	chicken	barns	are	considered	an	un-neighbourly	use	which	would	be	removed	

											-	there	is	sufficient	space	for	a	fully	equipped	play	area	

											-	a	footpath	link	to	the	existing	network	would	be	provided	through	the	Clifden	Arms	carpark	

Based	on	this	analysis,	the	draft	WNP	proposes	this	site	as	the	preferred	location	for	future	development	
which	is	reflected	in	the	revised	village	footprint	included	as	Annex	1	of	the	report.	The	feedback	received	
from	residents	during	the	consultation	process	also	supports	this	location.	

	In	terms	of	where	we	currently	are	in	the	process,	the	steering	group	is	waiting	feedback	from	various	
statutory	bodies	who	we	are	required	to	consult	on	the	draft	plan	but	it	is	not	anticipated	that	any	
feedback	we	receive	will	fundamentally	change	the	policies	reflected	in	the	draft	plan.	We	also	have	to	
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finalise	the	Site	Assessment	report	which	will	be	made	available	for	the	public	consultation	process	
alongside	the	plan.	

Ms	Chapman	stated	that:	The	Neighbourhood	Plan	is	required	to	promote	sustainable	development	and	
comply	with	European	legislation.	There	are	some	stages	in	the	process	which	have	to	be	gone	through	
before	the	NP	can	go	out	to	consultation.	When	it	is	published	for	comment,	there	will	be	several	
technical	reports	accompanying	it.	

It	is	hoped	that	by	the	end	of	September	this	plan	can	be	presented	again	to	residents	for	further	
consultation.	This	will	be	advertised	and	flyers	will	be	distributed.		This	met	with	unanimous	support,	
agreement	and	approval	from	the	Council	to	use	the	DRAFT	document	for	public	consultation.	To	be	
published	on	website.	

December	7
th
	

4/	Neighbourhood	Plan	–	The	6	week	consultation	period	ended	on	17th	November	2017	and	since	that	
date	the	primary	focus	of	the	Steering	Group	has	been	on	reviewing	the	responses	received	back	and	
assessing	whether	based	on	the	feedback,	it	would	be	appropriate	to	update	the	draft	Neighbourhood	
Plan	and	associated	reports.	In	total	40	responses	were	received	of	which	30	were	from	residents	of	the	
village,	the	significant	majority	of	which	were	supportive	of	the	draft	plan.	In	addition,	a	further	10	were	
received	from	other	organisations	which	were	consulted	as	part	of	the	process.	In	general,	these	provided	
constructive	comments	in	terms	of	providing	more	content	or	clarification	to	support	the	plan’s	key	
policies	and	in	the	case	of	AVDC,	additional	very	helpful	recommendations	to	improve	the	flow	and	
formatting	of	the	report,	The	only	significant	negative	feedback	was	from	Rectory	Homes	who	have	put	
forward	changes	to	the	plan	and	specifically	the	assessment	of	possible	sites	for	future	development	
which	effectively	ranks	their	site	ahead	of	the	others	identified	during	the	process.	The	draft	plan	that	was	
sent	out	to	councillors	by	email	on	1st	December	for	consideration	at	today’s	Parish	Council	meeting,	
reflects	the	changes	the	steering	group	currently	consider	should	be	made	to	the	plan	following	the	
consultation.	There	are	further	responses	we	need	to	review	which	may	result	in	more	changes	but	
consider	these	will	be	minor	in	nature	and	not	fundamental	to	the	plan.	If	they	are,	we	will	obviously	
report	this	back	to	the	councillors.	Based	on	the	above,	The	Neighbourhood	Planning	Committee	is	
seeking	Councillors	agreement	that	the	steering	group	is	authorised	to	finalise	the	plan	and	associated	
reports	over	the	coming	weeks,	we	are	ideally	targeting	to	complete	this	by	the	xmas	holidays	so	that	we	
are	in	the	position	to	formally	submit	them	to	AVDC	by	the	end	of	the	year.	AVDC	will	then	be	in	a	
position	to	commence	their	own	consultation	early	in	the	new	year	which	is	the	next	part	of	this	process.	
We	hope	we	have	your	continued	support.	Resolution:	All	Councillors	agreed	to	this	version	of	the	
Neighbourhood	Plan	being	used	as	the	basis	for	submission	to	AVDC.		
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Annex	10a	-	Contacts	for	Formal	Consultation	
Residents,	Landowners,	Businesses	at	Wornal	Park	

Statutory	Consultee	List	as	provided	by	AVDC	15/9/17	with	local	additions

AVDC
Strategic	Planning,	Bucks	County	Council
Ickford	Parish	Council
Oakley	Parish	Council
Stanton	St	John	Parish	Council
Waterperry	with	Thomley	Parish	Council
Waterstock	Parish	Council
Coal	Authority
Homes	and	Communities	Agency
Natural	England
Environment	Agency
Historic	Buildings	and	Monuments	commission
Network	Rail
Highways	Agency
South	East	Midlands	Local	Enterprise	Partnership
Bucks	Thames	Valley	Local	Enterprise	Partnership
Buckinghamshire	Business	First
Oakley	Combined	C	of	E	School
Ickford	School
Brill	School
B.C.	Electrical	Techniques	Ltd
AMEC/National	Grid
Mono	Consultants	Ltd
Primary	Care	Trust
Trinity	Health
British	Gas
Thames	Water
Anglian	Water
Thomley	Hall
Rectory	Homes	(	landowner)
Vicar	-	David	Kaboleh
Michael	Rand	-	District	Councillor
Clive	Harriss
Vale	of	Aylesbury	Housing	Trust
SCB	Skip	Hire
The	Rycote	Practice
UK	Power	Networks
East	Midlands	Electricity	Board
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Annex	10b	-	Respondents	
Summary	of	Respondents

1 Resident
2 Resident
3 Resident
4 Resident
5 Resident
6 Resident
7 Resident
8 Resident
9 Jeff	Day,		AB	Ltd	

10 Amec	Foster	Wheeler/National	Grid
11 Highways	England
12 Resident
13 Landowner
14 Resident
15 Resident
16 Resident
17 Rectory	Homes
18 Resident
19 Bucks	CC
20 Resident
21 Resident
22 Resident
23 Resident
24 Resident
25 Resident
26 Resident
27 Enterprise	Inns
28 Resident
29 Resident
30 Resident
31 Resident
32 Resident
33 Resident
34 Resident
35 Resident
36 AVDC
37 Thames	Water
38 Natural	England
39 Resident
40 Gladman

	

	



Annex	10c	-	Table	of	comments	and	response	from	Steering	Group	
Paragraph/Policy	

No	

Person	

Reference	

(see	Annex	

10b)	

Summary	 Response	

	 	 	 	
General	 1	 Support	the	plan.	Thank	you	for	all	

your	hard	work	that	has	gone	into	this	
project.	

None	

General	 2	 Overall	agree	after	listening	to	
comments	at	Tuesday	evening's	
meeting.		Concerns	include	sewers,	
schools	and	roads.	

Concerns	noted	

General	 3	 Support	the	Neighbourhood	Plan	 None	
General	 4	 Well	executed	Neighbourhood	Plan	

which	has	addressed	the	thoughts	and	
hopes	of	the	village.		Good	luck	with	it.	

None	

General	 5	 Fully	support	all	proposals	on	this	plan	 None	
NH1/NH2	 6	 	Wholeheartedly	support	all	sections	

of	the	plan.		Hope	that	NH1	and	NH2	
will	be	adopted	and	obviate	the	
thoughts	of	any		other	developments	
site	in	the	village	

Noted	

General	 7	 Fully	support	the	draft	plan	and	its	key	
policies	and	recommendations	for	
future	housing	development.	It	
appears	very	comprehensive.	

None	

General	 8	 Very	supportive	of	plan.	 None	
8.4	 8	 	With	an	ageing	population,	it	is	critical	

that	good	access	is	maintained	around	
the	village.		Consideration	should	also	
be	given	to	disabled	access	eg	access	
to	the	Village	Hall	(gravel	is	unsuitable)	
and	good	quality	accessible	pavements	

Agreed,	but	surface	
treatment	of	paths	is	too	
detailed	for	the	remit	of	
the	NP	

9.8	 8	 Increased	foot	traffic	along	roadway	
from	Clifden	Arms	to	Clifden	Road	by	
way	of	new	footpath,	issue	of	bad	
bend	at	joining	point	and	poor	road	
width.	This	must	be	addressed	as	a	
safety	issue,	again	particularly	
concerning	cars	and	vans	forcing	
pedestrians	into	road.	

Issues	noted,	details	can	
be	considered	at	Planning	
Application	stage	

General	 9	 We	need	houses	for	our	children	and	
our	childrens'	children.	Please	build	as	
many	as	possible.	

Noted	

	 10	 National	Grid	has	identified	that	it	has	
no	record	of	electricity	and	gas	
transmission	apparatus	including	high	
voltage	electricity	assets	and	high	
pressure	gas	lines	within	the	
Neighbourhood	Plan	area.	The	
electricity	distribution	operator	in	
AVDC	is	UK	Power	Networks	

Noted	
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	 11	 Highways	England:	Concerned	about	
proposals	that	have	the	potential	to	
impact	the	safe	and	efficient	operation	
of	the	strategic	road	network,	in	this	
case	the	A34.	We	have	reviewed	the	
consultation	and	have	no	comments	

Noted	

General	 12	 No	future	housing	developments	as	
the	present	infrastructure	would	not	
cope	

Noted	

General	 12	 Need	a	speed	restriction	on	the	Clifden	
Road	as	this	is	the	main	through	road	
from	the	surrounding	villages	to	
Oxford,	the	M40	and	A40	

Noted,	but	not	within	the	
remit	of	a	NP	

General	 12	 The	junction	at	the	end	of	the	village	
adjoining	Menmarsh	Road	badly	needs	
resurfacing	,	also	potholes	filled	in.	

Noted,	but	not	within	the	
remit	of	a	NP	

General	 12	 Why	should	AVDC	stop	the	brown	bin	
collection	at	a	time	of	year	when	it	is	
most	needed.		Oxford	Council	for	
example	collect	the	whole	year	round	

Noted,	but	not	within	the	
remit	of	a	NP	

NH2	 13	 Owner	of	Coldstream	Farm	supports	
the	draft	NP	and	Policy	NH2.		Confirm	
the	site	is	available	for	redevelopment	
and,	should	the	Neighbourhood	Plan	
be	adopted,	are	committed	to	bringing	
forward	a	high	quality	development	
that	provides	the	mix	of	housing	types	
proposed	along	with	an	equipped	play	
area	and	green	space,	and	a	footpath	
link	through	to	the	site	of	the	Clifden	
Arms,	for	the	benefit	of	the	village	as	a	
whole.	

Noted	

General	 14	 Congratulations	on	producing	a	
comprehensive	high	quality	
Neighbourhood	Plan	for	consultation.		

None	

6.1	 14	 Open	Countryside	Village	Envelope	
Policy	VE2.			Is	the	word	appropriate	to	
ensure	that	there	will	be	no	successful	
applications	for	business	use	
associated	with	unsightly	views,	
smells,	noise	etc	(eg	Chicken	farm)	

Applications	for	such	uses	
would	be	considered	by	
AVDC	

9.8	 14	 Policy	NH1	New	Houses	-		is	a	height	
recommendation	necessary	regarding	
the	erection	of	flats	

	

General	 15	 The	plan	being	proposed	is	a	sensible	
compromise	between	those	who	
would	prefer	no	further	development	
and	the	opposing	needs	for	more	
housing	in	the	village.		Full	support.	

None	
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General	 16	 Site	5	-Far	too	many	houses	
encroaching	and	overlooking	existing	
property	backing	onto	this	green	
space,	a		green	space	which	is	
synonymous	with	the	identity	of	the	
village.		Support	a	line	of	houses	built	
to	the	left	of	the	(what	is	currently)	the	
farm	track	(just	above	the	'number	5'	
on	the	dev	map).	Houses	here	would	
not	impact	on	existing	residents,	
would	retain	green	space	and	be	
classed	as	sustainable	development.	

Site	5	already	has	planning	
permission	and	therefore	
is	beyond	the	remit	of	the	
NP.	

General	 16	 Concerns	about	surface	water	at	Site	
5.	

Site	5	already	has	planning	
permission	and	therefore	
is	beyond	the	remit	of	the	
NP.	

General	 16	 As	the	draft	NP	was	compiled	before	
site	5	was	granted	outline	PP,	an	awful	
lot	of	houses	have	permission.	The	
housing	market	is	slowing,	30%	of	
village	residents	are	over	60,	we	will	
be	over-subscribed	with	new	
properties.	In	addition	the	huge	
building	program	in	Thame	I	think	will	
over-subscribe	supply	of	housing	in	the	
area	generally.		Pricing	of	new	housing	
is	exorbitant	means	nothing	
'affordable'	about	any	size	of	new	
house.	

Noted	

General	 16	 If	the	approach	is	taken	to	infill	not	
back-fill,	build	where	new-builds	do	
not	encroach	or	overlook	existing	
property	(eg	site	3).	Some	infill	in	The	
Avenue	is	still	possible.	Neutral	to	site	
1	but	only	with	a	small	number	of	
houses	so	traffic	in	The	Avenue	is	not	
excessive	and	existing	housing	is	not	
overlooked	

Noted	

	 16	 We	have	lost	the	shop	and	Post	Office,	
building	a	large	amount	of	new	houses	
in	one	hit	is	not	sustainable.	

Noted	

	 16	 Public	transport	is	really	important.	No	
bus	service	to	Oxford	which	has	a	
major	new	shopping	development.	
This	link	to	Oxford	and	Aylesbury	is	
vital	to	sustain	any	expansion.	

Noted,	but	providing	bus	
services	is	not	within	the	
remit	of	a	NP	

	 16	 Worminghall	is	a	wonderful	location	
but	by	5	years	time,	its	rural	nature	
will	be	blighted.	

None	

General	 17	 Rectory	Homes:	No	plan	period	is	
stated	

Agreed,	plan	period	is	now	
specified	on	the	front	
cover.	

Objectives	 17	 Reasonable	objectives	 Noted	
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CH1	 17	 Support	 Noted	
CH2	 17	 Question	need	for	policy	given	

national	and	local	policy	protection.	
Ask	for	rewording,	specific	map	should	
be	referenced.	

Map	is	now	referenced	
more	clearly.		There	is	no	
Conservation	Area	
currently	and	it	is	felt	that	
a	policy	is	needed	to	
protect	the	historic	assets	
that	the	village	does	have.	

VE1	 17	 Map	needs	to	be	referenced,	
settlement	boundary	is	too	tight	and	
does	not	offer	flexibility	over	the	plan	
period.	

Map	is	now	referenced.	
Disagree	that	the	
boundary	is	too	tightly	
drawn.	The	housing	
allocation	is	above	the	
emerging	Local	Plan	
requirement	for	the	
village.	

VE2	 17	 Criteria	is	over	restrictive	and	could	
prevent	development	in	open	
countryside	which	is	potentially	
suitable.	Does	not	allow	for	future	
growth	in	the	Plan	period	which	is	
undefined.	

The	village	is	a	small	
village	in	a	reasonably	
unsustainable	location	
where	it	is	appropriate	to	
limit	growth	over	the	plan	
period.	

NH1	 17	 Infill	should	be	defined,	reword	
references	to	mix	

Agreed,	infill	is	defined,	
mix	part	of	policy	has	
been	reworded	

NH2	 17	 Object	to	site	11	given	proximity	to	
listed	buildings	(references	recent	
refusal	of	planning	permission)	and	
harmful	to	views	of	open	countryside.	

In	conjunction	with	Site	
10,	the	boundary	of	site	
11	would	be	logical	given	
the	position	of	the	chicken	
farm	buildings	and	the	
bungalow	currently	on	
Site	10.	The	recent	
planning	permission	
refusal	was	on	site	9	
which	has	a	much	closer	
visual	relationship	with	
the	pub	than	Site	10.	

Site	Assessment	
Report	

17	 Significant	concerns	with	robustness	of	
methodology	used	for	scoring,	some	of	
which	are	unsuitable	or	inaccurate.	
Concerns	over	how	some	of	the	sites	
have	been	scored.	Rerun	site	
assessment.	

Rectory	Homes	have	a	
current	planning	
application	for	housing	on	
a	site	which	has	not	been	
selected	for	development	
in	the	NP.	(Site	1)The	
rerun	site	assessment	by	
Rectory	Homes	realigns	
and	rescores	the	criteria	
to	ensure	that	Site	1	
comes	out	top	in	the	
scoring.	Some	of	these	are	
inaccurate,	for	example,	
scoring	Site	11	(and	Site	
15)	as	1	for	traffic	impact	
rather	than	5	when	the	
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site	is	acceptable	in	
highway	terms	(see	BCC	
Highways	response).	The	
Steering	Group	has	run	
through	the	Site	
Assessment	methodology	
again	in	response	to	
Rectory	Homes	comments	
and	does	not	agree	with	
their	criticism	of	the	
methodology	and	scoring.	

Sustainability	
Report	

17	 Some	of	sites	chosen	for	allocation	do	
not	remedy	historic	issues	

The	sustainability	report	
assesses	the	policies	
against	the	sustainability	
criteria,	Its	purpose	is	not	
to	assess	the	sites,	that	
table	is	in	the	Site	
Assessment	Report.	

9.2	 18	 Support	overall	conclusions	in	the	NP,	I	
cannot	accept	that	Site	5	has	been	
fallen	outside	the	scope	of	the	NP.		
The	assessment	of	Site	5	in	Table	4	is	
incorrect	and	evaluated	with	same	
thoroughness	of	other	sites	

Site	5	already	has	planning	
permission	and	therefore	
is	beyond	the	remit	of	the	
NP.	

	 19	 Buckinghamshire	County	Council	-	
Archaeology:	welcome	inclusion	of	
historic	environment	in	NP	and	
Sustainability	Criteria	in	SA/SEA	and	
give	advice	on	adding	more	
information	and	investigations.		

Noted.	Adding	an	
additional	chapter	
following	further	
investigations	would	add	a	
significant	delay	to	the	NP	
process.	This	could	be	
pursued	outside	the	scope	
of	the	NP	by	the	PC	or	
added	to	a	review	of	the	
NP	in	the	future.		

	 19	 Ecology:	baseline	information	is	good	
but	need	to	add	reference	to	
butterflies,	newts	and	bats.	Additional	
references	to	biodiversity	net	gain	and	
green	infrastructure	sought.	

Agreed,	references	added	
into	NP	

	 19	 Highways:	supportive,	refer	to	BCC	&	
AVDC	parking	guidelines,	Supportive	of	
allocation	provided	a	footway	and	
pedestrian	crossing	is	provided	and	a	
contribution	to	public	transport.	

Support	for	allocation	
noted.	Agree	with	
provision	of	footpaths	and	
crossing,	references	added	
into	NP	

General		 20	 Broadly	in	favour	of	the	conclusions.	It	
allows	for	modest	expansion	of	mixed	
size	housing	with	a	children's	play	area	
and	a	patch	of	green	space.			The	
proposed	site	on	the	existing	poultry	
farm	is	most	appropriate	because	of	its	
proximity	to	present	village	
boundaries	and	its	potential	
accessibility.	Historically	most	of	

Noted	
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Worminghall	lay	in	this	direction.		
Development	at	the	opposite	end	of	
the	present	village	would	have	
resulted	in	more	traffic	congestion	
around	the	crossroads	to	Oakley,	
Ickford	and	the	Wornall	Industrial	
Estate.			

General	 21	 Totally	support	the	village	plan.	
Thought	the	consultation	period	was	
helpful,	very	pleased	that	villagers	
were	able	to	have	their	say	

Noted	

	 22	 The	village	boundary	worries	me.		The	
drawing	of	the	boundary	seems	
arbitrary.		Does	it	mean	any	
application	outside	this	is	NOT	subject	
to	PC/VP	approval/input?	

All	applications	for	
development	are	
considered	by	AVDC	and	
comments	can	be	made	
by	the	PC	

	 22	 Road	traffic	concerning	outside	
Coldstream	Farm	site	not	properly	
taken	into	consideration	

Noted,	BCC	will	consider	
this	issue	

	 22	 Alternative	approach:				point	2	-	clear	
definition	of	village	boundary	and	
scope/influence	of	VP	

Noted	

	 22	 Alternative	approach:				point	3	
Stronger	voice	on	traffic	calming,	
pedestrian	safety	and	access	to	site	

Noted	

General	 22	 Missing:	Smiles.	How	can	we	have	
more	attractive	and	enjoyable	place	to	
live.	Seems	very	focussed	on	planning	

Noted,	however	the	NP	is	
a	formal	planning	
document	

General	 23	 Alarmist.		Traffic	will	probably	increase	
(over	years)	and	will	need	to	be	
monitored.		Concern	over	warehouse	
development	at	Bicester.	

Noted	

General	 23	 Alternative	approach:		Monitor	traffic	
sensibly	engaging	community	

Noted	

	 23	 Missing?		No,	comprehensive	&	
informative.	Well	done	to	everyone	

None	

General	 24	 Support	the	plan.	Concern	about	
knocking	down	a	house	in	The	Avenue	
to	build	many	houses	at	the	back.	No	
back	planning	in	this	village,	several	
have	tried	and	not	succeeded.	

Noted	

General	 24	 Alternative	approach:		Just	keep	it	a	
village	and	a	community	rather	than	a	
convenient	place	for	disinterested	
people	to	"rest"	i.e.	commuters	from	
various	towns.	

Noted	

General	 24	 Anything	missing:	Certainty.			 None	
General	 25	 All	angles	seem	well	researched	and	

thought	out.		An	excellent	job	done	by	
the	steering	group	

None	
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	 26	 The	steering	committee	have	done	an	
outstanding	job	in	producing	this	
excellent	document.		The	identified	
land	for	development	-	Coldstream	
Farm	and	the	land	to	the	rear	of	
Clifden	Arms	is	entirely	appropriate	

None	

General	 26	 No	concerns.		Thanks	to	the	steering	
group	for	their	hard	work	

None	

	 26	 New	developments	should	only	be	
considered	once	all	the	currently	
planned	homes	have	been	
constructed,	sold	and	new	residents	
bedded	in.	

Whilst	this	could	be	
desirable,	it	is	not	possible	
in	practice	to	phase	two	
separate	developments	

	 26	 If	the	play	area	is	being	constructed,	
whether	village	should	have	a	policy	
that	the	residents	visiting	the	play	area	
should	not	obstruct	the	adjacent	road	
with	cars.	

This	is	too	detailed	for	the	
NP	policy	

8.2	 27	 Enterprise	Inns:	Supports	principle	of	
traffic	calming	measures	particularly	
the	sharp	bend	by	the	road	to	the	
Clifden	Arms	PH.	Advance	directional	
signs	to	the	pub	could	reduce	traffic	
speed	in	that	area	

Noted	

9.8	 27	 Enterprise	Inns:	Supports	the	principle	
of	a	mix	of	new	house	types	in	the	
area	indicated	in	Annex	1	WNP	policies	
map	(sites	10	and	11),	as	well	as	the	
provision	of	a	path		to	the	back	of	the	
Clifden	Arms	PH	for	the	sole	use	of	pub	
customers.	

Noted	

General	 28	 Support	all	proposals	 None	
P9	5.3	 29	 The	footpath	from	Clifden	Road	to	the	

church	needs	to	be	reinstated.	
Noted,	but	not	within	the	
remit	of	a	NP	

P14		NH1	 29	 New	houses	should	not	be	built	
surrounding	the	listed	buildings	ie	pub	
and	Pond	Farm.	Building	close	around	
them	could	push	water	under	and	
destroy	the	structure,	this	area	is	very	
wet.	

Noted,	this	can	be	dealt	
with	at	planning	
application	stage	

	 30	 Full	support	of	all	the	priorities,	vision,	
objectives	and	policies.			

None	

CFR1	 30	 In	the	1980s	the	village	had	a	strong	
sense	of	community.	There	were	
several	community	groups	(eg	
Playgroup,	social	committee,	Wernal	
Players)	that	enabled	residents	to	
enjoy	a	social	life	based	largely	in	the	
village.	There	was	a	village	shop,	which	
acted	as	a	community	hub	and	its	
closure	has	greatly	contributed	to	the	
loss	of	community	spirit.			The	
increased	traffic	through	the	village	

Noted	



49	
	

plus	local	demand,	a	Village	Shop	at	
the	Crossroads	would	be	commercially	
viable.	Site	3	and	4	would	be	suitable.	

TT1	 30	 NP	should	include	an	improved	road	
layout	at	the	Crossroads	in	the	interest	
of	road	safety,	with	a	view	to	
improving	lines	of	sight	and	enforcing	
reduce	speeds	

Noted,	but	road	
improvements	not	
associated	with	an	
allocated	site	are	not	
within	the	remit	of	the	NP	

VE1/VE2	 31	 Strongly	agree/support	the	policies.		
VE1	and	VE2		

None	

NH1/NH2	 31	 Strongly	agree/support	policy	NH1	and	
NH2	and	the	statements	within	

None	

TT1	 31	 Strongly	agree/support	with	the	
statements	within	Policy	TT1.			

None	

VE1/VE2	 32	 Strongly	agree/support	the	policies	
VE1	and	VE2		

None	

NH1/NH2	 32	 Strongly	agree/support	policy	NH1	and	
NH2	and	the	statements	within	

None	

TT1	 32	 Strongly	agree/support	with	the	
statements	within	Policy	TT1	

None	

	 33	 Support	the	principle	and	practice	of	
Worminghall	residents	having	a	much	
bigger	and	influential	say	on	future	
development	in	the	village	through	the	
NP.	Support	the	vision	to	improve	the	
amenities,	facilities	and	environment	
in	our	village.	Encouraging	a	younger	
age	demographic	should	not	be	part	of	
the	vision	having	sufficient	active,	
community	spirited	and	responsible	
members	of	the	village	does	not	imply	
a	particular	age	demographic.	Almost	
half	of	the	population	are	aged	45	or	
above.	Conversely	more	than	half	of	
the	village	are	under	45	and	this	does	
not	justify	having	a	stated	vision	for	
the	village	to	increase	that	proportion,	
through	changing	the	age	
demographic.	

Noted,	however,	over	the	
NP	plan	period	the	
residents	will	age	and	
given	the	lack	of	
affordable	market	housing	
and	facilities	for	families	it	
is	currently	unlikely	that	
the	age	demographic	will	
change.		This	was	a	stated	
aim	of	the	Village	Plan.	

	 33	 Broadly	agree	with	the	objectives.	
Managing	and	reducing	traffic	issues	is	
an	issue	on	a	daily	basis	for	the	village.	
The	quantity,	nature	and	speed	of	the	
traffic	is	worsening,	damaging	roads	
and	increased	risk	of	accidents.	Whilst	
this	may	not	be	directly	within	the	
Worminghall	Neighbourhood	Plan’s	
planning	remit,	if	it	is	one	of	the	

Noted	
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Objectives	then	it	needs	to	be	given	
prominence.	

	 33	 Strongly	in	favour	of	CFR1	and	the	
statement	that	“proposals	for	change	
of	use	of	the	Village	Hall	or	Public	
House	to	domestic	or	other	business	
use	will	be	unacceptable.”	

Noted	

	 33	 Do	not	support	the	geographical	
definition	of	the	village	envelope	and	
the	related	Policy	VE1	because	it	
arbitrarily	excludes	land	within	
Worminghall	village	for	consideration	
of	development.	

Noted,	but	the	policy	is	
intended	to	prevent	the	
sprawl	of	the	built	up	area	
of	the	village	

	 33	 Concern	that	not	all	of	the	potential	
sites	were	assessed.	Land	directly	
North	of	Menmarsh	Road	or	Ickford	
Road	at	the	crossroads	of	those	roads	
with	Clifden	Road	and	hence	within	
Worminghall	village	are	defined	as	not	
within	the	“village	boundary”	and	
accordingly	considered	for	
development.		

Noted,	these	sites	were	
not	considered	because	
they	were	disassociated	
from	the	built	up	area	of	
the	village	

	 34	 Agree	with	vision	and	objectives.		
Worminghall	will	benefit	from	some	
growth	so	long	as	expansion	of	
amenities.	Housing	should	be	mixed	to	
encourage	young	people	into	the	
village	

Noted	

	 35	 Housing	mix.		Consider	shared	
ownership	to	allow	local	children	to	
stay	local,	

Noted	

All	 36	 AVDC	-	see	separate	table	 	
All	 37	 Thames	Water	-	reference	

requirements	of	NPPF	&	NPPG	and	ask	
for	a	specific	policy	in	the	NP	regarding	
waste	water	and	sewerage	and	a	
paragraph	on	surface	water	drainage	
and	water	efficiency.	No	concerns	
regarding	the	site	allocation	

Noted,	text	inserted,	
although	a	separate	policy	
is	not	considered	to	be	
essential	because	this	
requirement	is	set	out	at	
planning	application	stage.	

All	 38	 Natural	England	-	seek	references	to	
biodiversity,	connected	Green	
Infrastructure	and	biodiversity	net	gain	
in	policies,	Also	give	additional	
information	on	Bernwood	Focus	Area	

Agreed,	references	have	
been	added	into	the	
policies	and	text	as	
advised.	Information	on	
Bernwood	Focus	Area	is	
helpful	but	at	this	stage	of	
the	NP	would	cause	
significant	delay	to	the	
process	to	carry	out	
additional	work	on	this	
matter.	Any	follow	up	
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work	can	be	developed	
between	the	PC	and	
Natural	England	outside	
the	scope	of	the	NP.	

CH1,	CH2,	VE1,	
VE2,	CFR1,	CFR2,	
TT1,	NH1,	NH2	

39	 Fully	support	the	objectives	of	the	plan	
and	further	support	policies	CH1,	CH2,	
VE1,	VE2,	CFR1,	CFR2,	TT1,	NH1,	NH2	

None	

CH2	 40	 Gladman	Developments	Ltd:	reference	
the	examinations	tests	for	NP's	and	
NPPF	and	NPPG	references	to	NP's.	
They	make	detailed	suggestions	on	
policy	wording	and	consider	additional	
evidence	on	views	and	undesignated	
assets	

Background	document	on	
views	is	available	

VE1	 40	 Suggests	that	reference	to	
presumption	against	new	homes	in	the	
countryside	is	deleted	

Policy	has	been	reworded	
to	reflect	NPPF.	



Annex	10d	-	Comments	from	AVDC	and	Response	
Table	1:	Fundamental	comments	on	the	Plan	–	Detailed	comments	from	AVDC	

Page Para/Policy 

No.  

Issue/Recommended change WNP Response Change to NP 

Whole 

Plan 

Failure meet 

the 

regulations 

There has clearly been a great deal of time and effort put into the development of this 

plan, and we wish to commend the steering group on their efforts.  

 

A NP must comply with certain basic conditions and as such it may be useful to set 

these out early on in the plan to demonstrate your awareness and for user reference 

when reading the plan. 

  

Basic conditions set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990 as applied to neighbourhood plans by section 38A of the Planning 

and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 

 

The basic conditions are: 

• Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by 
the secretary of state it is appropriate to make the neighbourhood plan 

• The ‘making’ of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of 
sustainable development 

• The ‘making’ of the neighbourhood plan is in general conformity with the 
strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area of the 
authority (or any part of that area) 

• The ‘making’ of the neighbourhood plan does not breach, and is otherwise 
compatible with EU obligations 

• Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the neighbourhood plan and 
prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with the proposal 
for the neighbourhood plan 

 

Paragraph: 065 Reference ID: 41-065-20140306 

 

Other main issues are summarised as;  

 

Ø plan purpose 

Ø front cover should contain; plan period, draft version, qualifying body 

Noted Yes, to address main 

issues raised 



53	
	

Page Para/Policy 

No.  

Issue/Recommended change WNP Response Change to NP 

Ø neighbourhood area background info and map 

• The plan also lacks a clear policy proposals map & Supporting Maps. (a 

landscape map, which clearly indicated Policy Titles would be more 

appropriate for example please see a recent plan such as Waddesdon NP) 

 

Whole 

Plan  

Structure You may wish to give further consideration to the order of the policies, as it stands it is 

not as user friendly to decision makers. The ordering of the Policies is slightly unusual 

for a neighbourhood plan, typically settlement boundary, housing allocations and 

development policies comes first to set the context for development i.e. where 

development is and is not permitted, then followed by considerations and requirements. 

If there’s any more justification you could add into the pre-policy section this would be 

helpful for justification and interpretation of policies. 

Noted Yes, order of policies 

changed 

	

	

	

Table	2.	comments	on	the	Pre-Submission	Plan	

Page Para Comment   

Document: Pre-submission Plan   

  Paragraph spacing throughout the document needs to be standardised for consistency.  Noted Yes 

Front 

Cover  

 It should clearly state on the cover:  

A) Plan Version (Draft/pre-submission/submission /referendum) 

B) The plan period this needs to be clearly identified the plan period on the front cover 

as this is one of the legal requirements. The plan period is the time-frame over which 

your plan policies will have affect. There is no statutory time-period that a plan must 

cover. It is common for plans for to look at least 15 years ahead; many groups 

decide to align their neighbourhood plan period with that of the Local Plan.” – 

Planning Advisory Guidance - 

Noted 

 

 

 

 

Yes, cover 

changed 

 

 

 



54	
	

http://www.ourneighbourhoodplanning.org.uk/storage/resources/documents/How_to_

structure_your_neighbourhood_plan.pdf 

C) Published by Worminghall Parish Council for examination under the Neighbourhood 

Planning (General) Regulations 2012 and in accordance with the Environmental 

Assessment of Plans & Programmes Regulations 2004. 

D) Date of publication – e.g. June 2017 

‘Let’s set the future of our village!’ would be a more appropriate as the title of a Foreword and 

not the plan 

 

 

 

This is the strap 

line for the whole 

campaign and 

should be 

retained on the 

front cover 

 

 

 

 

No 

New Page 

3.  

 It would be useful for the plan to state its intended purpose from the outset. This would also 
provide the reader with a terms of reference when reading the plan. For instance, what is a 
plan, why should we have a plan, what does it hope to achieve? This could take the form of a 
foreword. It should thank the steering group and community for all their efforts and input 
otherwise it could raise red flags for community engagement – presently as read it looks 
entirely parish council decided and lead.  

Noted Yes 

New Page 

4.  

 It would be helpful to have a list of Key Policies contained in the plan i.e.  

Policy No.  Policy Title Page No.  

CH1 Rural Character 9 

CH2 Heritage 9 

   

 

Noted Yes, policy 

names and 

numbers added 

to the Contents 

Page 

New Page 

5 

 Would be the new page for the introduction. 

It would be helpful to outline the framework for the plan, and what the basic conditions are 

that a plan must meet – it is a legal planning document and it should clearly state from the 

outset what criteria it must therefore meet in order to become a legal planning document – 

this will also help to manage stakeholder expectations by clearly stating from the outset that 

a NP can only deal with land use matters a suggested way would be;  

“A neighbourhood plan is a planning document aimed at guiding sustainable future 

Noted Yes 
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development within the plan area. the plan is therefore concerned with development of land 

and its associated social, economic and environmental l issues.  

Although there is considerable scope for the local community to decide on its planning 

policies, neighbourhood plans must meet the following basic conditions; 

o consistency with national planning policy 

o consistency with local planning policy 

o demonstrates how the plan will contribute towards sustainable development  

o compliance with European environmental standards.  

In addition, the Parish Council must be able to show that it has properly consulted local 

people and other relevant organisations during the process of making its Neighbourhood 

Plan and has followed the 2012 Neighbourhood Planning Regulations. 

These requirements will be tested by an Independent Examiner once the Neighbourhood 

Plan is finalised. If satisfied, the Examiner will recommend to AVDC that the plan goes to 

referendum of the local electorate. If a simple majority of the turnout votes for the NP, then it 

becomes adopted by AVDC as formal planning policy for the local area. 

Page 3 

current 

1.2 Would suggest a change from “the village plan” to:  

2. Background 

The Village Plan 

2.1 Worminghall parish council……. 

The Neighbourhood plan 

The parish council decided in 2016….. 

Noted Yes, 

subheadings 

added 

Page 3 1.3 This should be in a new section – i.e. 3. Neighbourhood Area Designation 

The plan should also clearly state who has prepared the plan, the area it will have effect over 

i.e. the Neighbourhood Area (with a map clearly showing this Boundary – AVDC can supply 

this). It should also clearly cite the regulations that it is being prepared in accordance with. 

i.e. the provisions of the Localism Act 2011 and of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Noted Yes, added 
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Regulations 2012. It should also state the Plan period for which the legal planning policies in 

this legal planning document will cover. 

Worminghall Parish Council is preparing a Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) for the area 

designated by the local planning authority, Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC), under the 

provisions of the Localism Act 2011 and of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012. The Neighbourhood Area was designated by AVDC for this purpose on 19 

September 2016 and is shown in Figure 1 below. 

 

Figure 1. The Designated Worminghall Parish Neighbourhood Area.  

It should also clearly state the purpose i.e.  

The purpose of the WNP is to contain planning policies that can be used to allocate 

development land and to determine planning applications in the Neighbourhood Area for the 

period from when the plan is made until XXXX. 

Page 4 1.4-1.5 Background to Worminghall – suggest change to  

4.The Neighbourhood Area  

Introduction to the Area 

Worminghall is a small village and parish with around 215 dwellings and around 534 

residents (2011 census). It is set in the Aylesbury Vale, around 4 miles west of Thame. Its 

western border is with Oxfordshire, but the parish lies within AVDC in Buckinghamshire. 

Noted Yes, changes to 

layout added 



57	
	

The population profile, in common with many such rural villages, is composed of mainly older 

residents. Over a fifth are aged over 60 and almost half are aged 45 or above, and less than 

a third of households have dependent children of any age. Over a quarter of those aged 

between 16 and 74 are not in employment, the greatest proportion of these are retired. Over 

20% of households are occupied by single adults (with or without dependent children) with a 

long term health problem or a disability. Transport links are poor, so nearly half of all 

households have two or more cars and vans. 

Over half of the accommodation in Worminghall is detached, most of the remainder is semi-

detached or terraced. Over 70% is owner occupied (2011 census). 

History of the Area 

The village name is derived from Old English meaning "Wyrma's nook of land". The 

Domesday Book of 1086 records it as Wermelle. It evolved through Wormehale in the 12th 

and 13th centuries, Wrmehale in the 13th and 14th centuries, Worminghale in the 14th and 

15th centuries and Wornall in the 18
th
 century before reaching its current spelling. "Wornall" 

(or "Wunnle") is still its common local pronunciation. 

J. R. R. Tolkien in his novella ‘Farmer Giles of Ham’ suggests (tongue-in-cheek) that the 

'worm' element in Worminghall derives from the dragon in the story. 

It would be useful to provide more of the information about the background of the area such 

as roads, schools, housing, etc. this is the part that should provide the context for decision 

makers as to the background of the village. This would be realistically where all the policy 

preamble should be  put as background information. Policies then should be foolowed by the 

supporting text to justify the policies. But again this is a suggestion.  

Page 

4,5,6  

Vision & 

Objectives 

The	layout	would	be	more	user	friendly	if	you	were	to	put	the	consultation	section	first,	
followed	by	the	vision	and	objectives	as	this	is	what	has	informed	the	vision,	objectives	and	
then	subsequently	the	policies.		
	
1.	Introduction	
2.	Background	(village	plan	+	reason	to	do	a	NP)	
3.	Neighbourhood	Area	Designation		
4.	Neighbourhood	Area	Profile	(intro	to	the	neighbourhood	area	)	

Noted,	but	
Neighbourhood	
Plans	are	from	
the	community	
and	there	is	no	
requirement	for	
a	set	structure.	

Some	
adjustments	will	
be	made	
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5.	Neighbourhood	Area	History	
6.	consultation	/	community	engagement	
7.	Vision	&	Objectives	
8.	The	Policies		
9.	Monitoring	and	Review	
	
At	present	the	structure	is	a	little	jumbled	and	makes	the	plan	difficult	to	read.	this	is	to	be	
a	legal	planning	document	at	the	end	of	the	day	and	therefore	it	would	be	helpful	if	there	
were	to	be	a	more	logical	structure	i.e.	consultation	–	vision	–	objectives	–	policies.	The	
policies	are	woven	into	the	fabric	of	the	document	and	not	clearly	set	out	and	distinguished	
as	they	need	to	be	for	legal	planning	decision	making	In	particular	a	chapter	title	–	plan	
policies	to	make	this	clear	this	is	the	policy	section	and	where	it	begins.			

Page 7. Some 

where after 

the 

consultation 

info 

Suggested inclusion to follow this part;   

although there is considerable scope for the local community to decide on its planning 

policies, Neighbourhood Plans must meet some ‘basic conditions’.  

 

These are:  

• Is the NP consistent with the national planning policy? 

• Is the NP consistent with local planning policy?  

• Does the NP promote the principles of sustainable development? 

• Has the process of making of the NP met the requirements of the European environmental 

standards?  

 

In addition, the Parish Council must be able to show that it has properly consulted local 

people and other relevant organisations during the process of making its Neighbourhood 

Plan and has followed the 2012 Neighbourhood Planning Regulations.  

 

These requirements will be tested by an Independent Examiner once the Neighbourhood 

Plan is finalised. If satisfied, the Examiner will recommend to AVDC that the plan goes to 

referendum of the local electorate. If a simple majority of the turnout votes for the NP, then it 

becomes adopted by AVDC as formal planning policy for the local area. 

Noted, but 

repeats comment 

for Page 5 

 

Page 7 4. History This should be long before the vision and objectives in order to give context at an earlier Noted Yes 
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stage – this not user friendly. We would suggest moving this section to an earlier chapter.  

 

Chapter 4 has no paragraph numbers.  

 

Noted 

Page 8 5. 

Character & 

Heritage 

Policies should have their own distinctive chapter heading followed by topic sub headings.  

The sentence “allowing some development of individual buildings and some new housing to 

ensure the future vitality of the village” – is vague, it would help to state how the plan 

achieves this or more specifically what you mean by this, through small scale rural 

development and infill?  

Noted Yes 

Page 9 CH1 Policy CH1: Rural character suggest changing this to *development design if it incorporates 

the wider remit of the suggestions below therefore it would cover all elements of design in 

relation to the rural surroundings across the neighbourhood area. 

The rural character of the village and its surroundings should be respected through new 

development by ensuring that the scale and character of new buildings (*what about existing 

building extensions?) reflect and enhance the street scene (*where possible?). Boundary 

treatment and landscaping schemes should be carefully designed so as to prevent undue 

urbanization of the location. 

Could be improved with adding some of the following suggestions.  E.g.  

Proposals for new development must respect the rural character and surrounding 
countryside by ensuring that;  

new development by ensuring that the scale and character of new buildings – could include; 

not out of keeping by way of scale, massing, height, design or layout, use of materials in 
keeping with surrounding properties and local vernacular 

Boundary treatment and landscaping schemes should be carefully designed ; proposals 
should seek to conserve and enhance mature vegetation or screening on site and conserve 
existing public rights of way 

Other inclusions could be;  

Noted. Some 

references 

useful. However, 

some of the 

suggestions are 

too generic and 

do not take 

account of the 

character of 

Worminghall. e.g. 

reference to 

materials. 

Worminghall has 

a very large 

range and style 

of buildings, there 

is no specific 

vernacular. It 

would not be 

appropriate to 

reference 

‘surrounding or 

contiguous 

Yes, changes 

made to wording 
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I. Proposals are contiguous with existing housing, and well designed to respect the 
character of the locality and the historic and natural assets of the surrounding area, 
and; 

II. does not result in the loss of residential amenity to existing properties, including loss 
of privacy, loss of daylight, or visual intrusion by a building or structure, and; 

III. all development should provide a landscape and visual impact assessment as part of 
the development application,  

IV. accords with policies elsewhere in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

These suggestions are to help firm up this policy with specifics to further help achieve what 

the current policy is saying.  Some of the suggestions above may fit into this policy or others 

depending on how you see fit.  

properties’ 

because there 

may be less 

attractive building 

styles and 

materials 

adjacent to 

potential 

developments. 

Page 9 CH2 Policy CH2: Heritage 

• The historic environment of the parish and heritage assets (both designated and 

undesignated) will be conserved and enhanced. *this is an objective not a policy.  

All new development should preserve and where possible, enhance the historic character 

and appearance of the area and applications will explain how the design of proposals have 

sought to retain or enhance positive features of the area. *as defined by the conservation 

area appraisal  

Development proposals must have full regard for the special interest, character, appearance 
and setting of nearby Listed Buildings (Appendix X) and other non-designated heritage 
assets, in terms of height, front building line, plot width and orientation of new buildings. 

• Views of particular importance as defined on the map should be preserved and not be 

obstructed by new development. *it is unclear as to how these views have been identified 

and singled out – what methodology was used to determine these were the views to be 

protected Vs others and what’s the justification as to their protection?  If you can justify the 

views, by undertaking a survey that would help. I would also suggest beefing up the policy to 

something like “Proposals that will obstruct a view by way of its location, height or massing, 
or will otherwise harm the contribution that a view makes to the special character of the 
village and its surrounding landscape, will be resisted.” 

• Construction materials and finishes should reflect the surrounding area and the character 

Noted. 

There is no 

Conservation 

Area in 

Worminghall. 

 

 

 

 

Agree that 

additional 

evidence is 

required to 

support 

protection of the 

special views 

Yes, changes 

made to wording 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Key Views 

document to be 

made available 

as a separate 

technical 

document 
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and heritage of the immediate environment. Where approved, modern replacement and/or 

new build materials should visually compliment the immediate environment. Could be firmed 

up and split into the two differing topics with something along the lines of  

Ø “New development should use materials and finishes in keeping with the surrounding 
area to complement the character of traditional buildings and heritage,  

Ø Where appropriate modern replacement and/ or new build materials should visually 
complement the immediate environment and where appropriate reflect surrounding 
heritage by retaining any existing traditional frontage and ensure that the installation 
of modern infrastructure is as unobtrusive as possible.  

 

Worminghall has 

a wide variety of 

buildings and 

materials, so 

requiring new 

development to 

reflect 

surrounding 

buildings/immedi

ate environment 

may not be 

appropriate. 

Pages 10 

+14 

VE1, VE2 & 

NH1 

Policies VE1,VE2 & NH1 would flow better as the first three policies and worded as the 

following:  

Currently VE1 is a village envelop policy – all made plans to date have settlement boundary 

policies a recognised and used term in DM, we would therefore highly recommend that the 

Worminghall plan be consistent with the other neighbourhood plans across the district for 

ease of use in decision making and other users. Some suggestions to firm up the wording of 

this policy are also considered below; 	

Policy 1: Settlement Boundary 

The Worminghall NP defines the Settlement Boundary for Worminghall, as shown on the 
policies map. Proposals for development within the Settlement Boundary will be supported. 
Proposals for development outside the boundary will only be supported if they are 
appropriate forms of development within rural areas and they are consistent with 
development plan policies relating to the historic environment, heritage assets, landscape 
character and protecting the natural environment. 

Noted 

‘Village envelope’ 

replaced with 

‘settlement 

boundary’. 

 

Yes, changes 

made to wording 

  Policy VE2, is currently a policy on development in the open countryside, I have suggested 
slight changes to the policy wording based on previous examiner comments on recent NP’s.  
 
Policy 2: Development Outside the Settlement Boundary 

Agreed 

 

Yes, changes 

made to wording 
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Development proposals, other than for rural housing exception schemes on land outside the 
Settlement Boundary will not be permitted in the countryside unless: 
 

I. It is through the re-use of redundant or disused buildings and well-designed new 
buildings;  

II. they respect the character of the open countryside and are appropriate in terms of 
highways capacity;  

III. they promote the development and diversification of agricultural and other land-
based rural businesses, including meeting the essential need for a rural worker; 
sustainable rural tourism and leisure development that benefit businesses in the 
countryside area, communities and visitors, and; 

IV. they are consistent with development plan policies relating to the historic 
environment, heritage assets, landscape character and protecting the natural 
environment. 

 
The wording here again just establishes more firmly what development is and is not 
permitted and where it will or will not be permitted right from the outset of the plan, the 
policies would also then be consistent with other neighbourhood plans in the district for 
decision making purposes – it will reduce the risk of any confusion or misinterpretation.  
 
 
Policy NH1 – is right at the back of the plan and again it would benefit if this came forward as 
it establishes the principles of development at an early stage.  
 
Policy NH1: New Houses 
New houses to be built as infill in Worminghall will be modest in scale and sensitive to the 
rural 
character of the village. (*repetitive of earlier policies and would potentially fit better in the 
settlement boundary policy as a criteria for development scale – and if so it would benefit 
from greater clarification as to what quantifies as modest in scale) Any development should 
disturb existing dwellings and views as little as practicable and provide a safe access (*see 
amendment in development design policy about existing amenities and access) . New 
development shall comprise a mix of housing, including properties affordable to young 
families with children. This will include flats and two/three bed terraced or semi-detached 
accommodation. *this relates to housing mix and tenure and should form its own separate 
policy for ease of use and policy interpretation).  
 
The last two parts of NH1 relates to housing mix and tenure, I would therefore suggest for 
policy ease separating that into its own policy as demonstrated below with further suggestion 
for inclusion.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agreed, policy 

relocated 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agreed, policy 

split and 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes, policy 

separated and 
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Policy 3.  Housing Mix & Tenure 

Development proposals which meet the requirements within Policies 1 & 2  will be supported 
provided they meet the following requirements- suggestions for inclusion; 

 
I. A mix of housing types is provided to include 2 and 3 bedroom low cost market 

housing  for young families. 
II. A proportion of the open market and/or affordable dwellings in development over 10 

units are provided with designs that are suited to occupancy by older person 
households (this would help free up family homes for younger families), and; 
 

If you want to include a bit about flats, specificity is key to get it to come forward in an 

application but it needs to be realistic in terms of deliverability and viability – at present the 

policy was worded as “.this will include flats and two/three bed terraced or semi detached” – 

developers will always try to achieve the bear minimum for maximum profitability – any 

ambiguity in requirements serves a loop hole – as read currently it would be to meet the bear 

minimum for this – is there a demonstrated and known need for flats in the area? if so you 

could state a case for a required amount.  

references to 

flats removed, 

the most 

important issue is 

to achieve low 

cost housing. 

 

 

 

 

 

wording 

changed 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 11 CFR1 Could be strengthened with the following alteration;  

Development proposals that will result in either the loss of or significant harm to a community 

facility will be strongly resisted, unless it can be clearly demonstrated that that it’s continued 

use is no longer viable. This will require evidence that the property has been actively 

marketed, commensurate with its use, at an open market value for a period of at least 12 

months. facilities Include;  

• The Village Hall 

• The Worminghall Public House  

Proposals to improve the viability of a community facility by way of the extension or partial 

replacement or redevelopment of buildings, structures and land, will be supported, provided 

the design of the scheme respects heritage in terms of traditional frontages and character in 

general, and the resulting increase in use are appropriate in design terms and will not have 

Noted Yes, wording 

changed 
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negative impact on the amenities of adjoining residential properties.  

  At present the plan has little regard for the Environment except historic. This could be seen 

potentially as an issue with meeting the sustainable development basic condition.  

See guidance: What must a qualifying body do to demonstrate that a draft Neighbourhood 

Plan or Order contributes to sustainable development?  This basic condition is consistent 

with the planning principle that all plan-making and decision-taking should help to achieve 

sustainable development. A qualifying body must demonstrate how its plan or Order will 

contribute to improvements in environmental, economic and social conditions or that 

consideration has been given to how any potential adverse effects arising from the proposals 

may be prevented, reduced or offset (referred to as mitigation measures – this could be 

boundary landscaping). 

*could remove the footpath element of this policy and put into a landscape policy as 

suggested below, 

Environment/Landscape policies could therefore include;  

e.g. 1 

Development proposals that enable the protection, enhancement or provision of new 

footpaths, bridleways and cycleways in and around the village will be supported, provided 

they accord with other policies of the development plan and have regard to the principles of 

the Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire 

and Milton Keynes http://www.bucksmknep.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/NEP-GI-

Vision-and-Principles-FINAL.pdf  

e.g.2 

- proposals seek to retain all existing hedgerows on frontages and provide landscape buffers 

- all hedges and trees that are removed as necessary for site delivery should be replaced  

- Their landscape schemes include the planting of trees and hedges and the provision of 

private grassed lawns to front and/or rear gardens 

 

e.g.3 

Noted. The NP is 

primarily 

centered on 

Worminghall 

Village. All 

policies 

contribute to 

future sustainable 

development of 

the village. 

Because there is 

little fauna or 

flora of specific 

value in and 

around the 

village, apart 

from some 

hedgerows and 

mature trees, 

there is no need 

for a suite of 

policies regarding 

biodiversity such 

as suggested in 

Appendix A to 

AVDC’s 

comments. 

These general 

policies will be in 

the Local Plan. 

However 

reference to GI 

will be made in 

Yes, changes 

made to policies 

and text 
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Development proposals must provide appropriate “green infrastructure” which aims to result 

in a net gain in species richness and/or abundance. They should seek to retain all existing 

hedgerows and provide landscape buffers. All hedges and trees that are removed as 

necessary for site development should be replaced. 

Further suggested inclusions from our biodiversity officer have been included in appendix A. 

the NP. 

Page 11 CRF2 Suggested change to: 

All new housing development must make on site provision or a financial contribution for the 
provision of play and recreational space. 
 
The justification in 7.6 could be strengthened to include; the main purpose of allocating 
housing is to provide the recreation and play area.  
 
Additionally the plan makes it clear there is only a desire for small scale development, 
pooling of this S106 money will therefore restrict what you can achieve with this. The policy 
in terms of its wording is also relatively vague and could benefit from being strengthened.  
 
Developer contributions will be sought where onsite provision cannot be made for the 
inclusion of play and recreational space in line with CIL Regulations 2010 as amended.  
 
This would provide a clear contribution and stop pooling.  
 
 

Noted Yes, changes 

made 

Page 12 TT1 Comments from our infrastructure consultant;  

VALP will contain parking standards in an SPD (Supplementary planning document) 

therefore you wont need to have your own, but you can if you are able to appropriately justify 

them. If they are not suitably substantiated through an appropriate justification then they 

cannot be implemented. We would strongly advise the wording “all development should 

provide adequate off-street car parking to meet the standards set out in the adopted local 

plan and any subsequent updates”.  

Additionally if the parking standards are lower than the districts through the local plan and 

SPD the plan will not be in conformity and policy would not be applied. Again if they are over 

and above the districts requirements then there must be evidence appropriate to justify such 

Noted, at the time 

of writing the 

parking 

standards being 

used were 

unclear and the 

Local Plan and 

any SPD’s have 

not been adopted 

 

Yes, reference 

to adopted 

standards added 
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a higher level of provision.  

Policy TT1: Parking and Traffic 

For new homes with one, two or three bedrooms, two parking spaces within the plot 

must be provided. If this is not possible, for example where new terraced development 

is proposed, spaces should be provided for each home within close proximity to the 

home. For new homes with four bedrooms, each property must be provided with three 

spaces within the plot. (Generously sized garages (6m by 3 m) may count towards 

parking provision). 

 
To meet with the NPPF this policy needs to specify if these are minimum requirements so 
include the words ‘at least’ 
 
Also advise providing more justification for these parking standards looking at the following 
criteria;  
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (DCLG, 2012) sets out the national policy 
in relation to parking standards for new developments. It provides much more flexibility, and 
simply states that the following factors should be considered if parking standards are set 
(para 39):  
 

• The accessibility of the development;  
• The type, mix and use of the development;  
• The availability of and opportunities for public transport;  
• Local car ownership level;  
• An overall need to reduce the use of high-emission vehicles.  

 
New development in the village will only be supported where it is demonstrated that 

there is no unduly adverse impact on the road network and pedestrian safety would 

not be compromised. 

 
Suggested change: New development in the village will only be supported where it can be 
demonstrated that any severe adverse impacts on the road network are kept to a minimum 
through mitigation and pedestrian safety would not be compromised. 
 
*we strongly advise the use of the word severe in order to be NPPF compliant – this is one of 
the tests to justify road improvements/mitigation. Only where the impacts will be severe is a 
developer required to contribute towards improvements.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Noted 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes changes 

made 
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Mitigation measures will be required for proposals resulting in significantly increased 

traffic movements which have negative impacts. 

 

Obsolete – see above 
 
 
Proposals for traffic calming measures, additional off road parking for residents, 

parking for village facilities and improvement works to aid the through-flow of traffic 

will be supported. 
 
Proposals that will improve the highway network and manage traffic flows will be supported 

Page 13 9.4 What is the evidence base for this?  

Additionally, reflecting back on paragraph 1.5, page 4.  *comprised of mainly older residents 

and over a fifth are aged over 60 – this indicates that you have an ageing population 

therefore why does the plan not look towards the future provision of elderly downsizing 

accommodation to reflect their future needs?  

Noted Yes, downsizing 

reference added 

Page 14.  NH1 See previous comment Re Suggested change to; NH1 

 

  

Page 14.  NH2 Policy NH2 : Coldstream Farm and land to the rear of the Clifden Arms – the current name of 

this allocation is unclear it implies two sites 1. Coldstream farm and 2) land to the rear of 

Clifden arms. Suggest greater clarity on the allocation’s name to benefit decision makers in 

particular DM.  

Coldstream Farm and the rear of the Clifden Arms is allocated for no more than a up to a 

total of 18 dwellings. They Development should comprise a mix of units including both 

larger(family) and more affordable houses in line with the provisions of the NP. At least 9 of 

the dwellings should be low cost market housing (rather than more affordable units – a term 

which is reserved for affordable housing) these should comprise of 2 and 3 bedroom homes 

for young families.  

 The development must allow retention of existing trees and hedgerows where appropriate, 

enhance the natural boundaries to the countryside with native species planting, respect the 

setting of the adjacent listed building and ensure that there is no unacceptable impact on the 

amenities of nearby properties. If considered to be needed, a pedestrian crossing will be 

Noted, but 

reference to 

NPPF 

unnecessary as 

all development 

has to be tested 

against the NPPF 

 

 

 

 

Yes, changes 

made 
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provided across Clifden Road. 

The site will also provide: 

• an equipped play area and accessible green space on the site, *comment from MD;  

• a footpath through the site linking the play area/green space with the back of the Clifden 

Arms car park. 

 

HELAA V.4 identified this site; WHM002 as HELAA unsuitable for development. Previous 

applications on this site; 15/03403/aop for 5 dwellings which was dismissed (then got 

approved for 3 dwellings) which was due to concerns about the layout and scale which would 

detract from the rural amenities and existing morphology. In which case the NP needs to 

demonstrate how these constraints will be overcome. The low density nature of the site 

would be one such way. You can read the decision refusal here 

https://publicaccess.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/online-

applications/files/00E4F97DBED92FFC039C523B78FECC25/pdf/15_03403_AOP-RPP1_-

_DECISION_-_REFUSAL-1483834.pdf  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Noted, but 

reference to this 

will be more 

appropriate in the 

Site Assessment 

Report 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Changes made 

to Site 

Assessment 

Report 

 Policy map The policies map needs significant improvement it should clearly indicate each policy where 

applicable, for instance see the Winslow or Waddesdon NP’s for example of good policy 

maps.  

The base map needs to be of a higher resolution and site area boundaries to be clearer in 

order for accurate decision making in relation to the plan and the application of its policies.  

 

DM raised the following concern regarding the settlement boundary;  

Noted 

 

 

 

 

Noted, however, 

this area of land 

has been part of 

a garden for 

many years 

Map enlarged 

and policy 

references 

added 

 

 

No change 
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Table	3:	Pre	Submission	Site	Assessment	Report	

Page No Para/section Comment  

Document: * Site Assessment Report  

  No comments  It is welcomed that AVDC have no comments on the Site Assessment Report. 
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AVDC were informally consulted on this report prior to Regulation 14. 

	

Table	5.	Sustainability	Appraisal	Scoping	Report	&	Background	Evidence		

Page No.  Para/Section Comment 

Document: * Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report & Background Evidence 

  No comments  - satisfied that all previous changes and suggestions have been taken into account.  

	

Table	6.	Sustainability	Appraisal	&	Strategic	Environmental	Assessment	

Page No. Para/Section Comment  

Document: *SA/SEA  

P.7 Vision & 

objective 3 

“to improve the amenities, facilities and environment in our village” 

- previously I stated that the plan is weak on the environmental aspect of this, and again in 

order to achieve objective 3 “to protect and enhance the natural environment” – I would 

recommend incorporating some of the suggestions made on environment into the 

neighbourhood plan to ensure the plan would meet the basic conditions and achieve this 

objective.  

This document is the SA/SEA 

and the references made by 

AVDC are about the 

Objectives of the NP itself, 

being tested against the 

framework which is the first 

column. 

The Parish Council will work 

towards achieving the 

objectives in many ways, so 

the current wording of the Np 

objectives is considered 

appropriate.  

No changes are proposed to 

the Draft SA/SEA Report in 

 Objective 1 “to allow careful designed new housing” – the plan doesn’t allow anything it facilitates and 

promotes it  

 Objective 2 “to achieve new recreation space” – the plan does not do this it will not physically be proving 

this –the plan is allocating land to facilitate such an application at this point. Therefore it is 

again supporting the development or facilitating the development – it is not however delivering 

it or achieving it per se, as there is no guarantee of an application to be made which would 

adhere to these requirements, an allocation is not a guarantee of development.  

P.7 Objective 4 “to manage and reduce traffic issues” – this is beyond the scope of a neighbourhood plan this 

is a strategic level objective, it would perhaps be better worded as “to mitigate any the 
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significant impacts of new development on traffic within and around the settlement boundary.  respect of these comments. 

p.7 Table 2 Re-assess the impacts against new objectives based on the comments above and once the 

plan policies have been amended post pre-submission. New version should be updated and 

submitted at submission with final draft plan.  

The framework is the first 

column, and the policies are 

set out in the first row. 

p.7 Table 2 The key does not match X: Negative is actually N in the table.  Noted and changed 

p.8 2.2 This report includes an* not and 

Plan making for the village has been underway since 2013 with the community-led plan and 

since 2016 *with the neighbourhood plan.  

Noted and changed 

p.13  No table No. and the key does not match X: Negative is actually N in the table. Noted and changed 

	

	

	


