Consultation
Statement.
Annex B of the
Haddenham
Neighbourhood
Plan

Submission Version
January 2015

This document is the Consultation Statement prepared alongside the Haddenham
Neighbourhood Plan and is submitted alongside the Neighbourhood Plan in line with
Regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012.

H A D D E N H A M

N E I G H B O U R H O O D

P L A N

Table of Contents
CONSULTATION STATEMENT ................................................................................................................................ 2
Background ............................................................................................................................................................ 3
Neighbourhood Plan Development ....................................................................................................................... 5
Vision Workshop .................................................................................................................................................... 6
Village Roadshows ................................................................................................................................................. 8
Theme-specific Consultations ................................................................................................................................ 8
Meetings with landowners and developers ........................................................................................................... 8
Site Allocations ....................................................................................................................................................... 9
Summaries of the main issues and concerns raised 2011 – 2014........................................................................ 16
Consultation of pre-submission (Regulation 14) Neighbourhood Plan ............................................................... 19
Pre-submission consultation results .................................................................................................................... 20
NPIERS Assessment .............................................................................................................................................. 22

Tables
Table 1: Wonderwall - Haddenham Fête 2012 .................................................................................................................... 4
Table 2: Strategic Vision ...................................................................................................................................................... 7
Table 3: Consultation Events ............................................................................................................................................. 12
Table 4: SEA / SA Statutory Consultation Comments ............................................................................................................ 15
Table 5: Statutory Consultees.............................................................................................................................................. 20
Table 6: Pre-submission Consultation Comments ............................................................................................................ 98

1

H A D D E N H A M

N E I G H B O U R H O O D

P L A N

B
Annex

Consultation Statement
This document is the Consultation Statement prepared alongside the Haddenham Neighbourhood
Plan and is submitted alongside the Neighbourhood Plan in line with Regulation 15 of the
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012.
1.

The purpose of the Consultation Statement is to:

 Provide the details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed




neighbourhood development plan;
Explains how they were consulted;
Summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted and;
Describes how these issues have been considered and, where relevant, addressed in the
plan.

2.
This Consultation Statement provides details of the consultation that has taken place on the
plan from the start of the process through to the formal pre-submission consultation undertaken 6
December 2014 to 20 January 2015. The key stages of consultation are summarised below:
Neighbourhood Plan Stage
Consultation with villagers as part
of Vale of Aylesbury Plan
preparation
Identification of issues as part of
community-led plan
Identification of issues and
scoping for Neighbourhood Plan
Visioning

Confirmation of strategic vision
and exploration of options to
achieve it

Consultation
Development questionnaire distributed to all
households

Date
2011

Village Fete.

June 2012

NP Team representing significant village
interests. Annual Parish Meeting and Village
Fete 2013
Community workshop followed by distribution
of the emerging strategic vision (by email,
newsletters and on the Neighbourhood Plan
website
Village road show events early 2014 plus 24
January 14 drop-in event

January - June
2013
31 August 2013

January /
February 2014

Theme specific consultations
Identification of the requirement for
site assessments
Site allocations work
Strategic Environmental
Assessment scoping
Pre-submission draft

Consultations with AVDC
Meetings with landowners, developers and
agents
NP Team and village organisations and
statutory consultees
Launch event, village roadshows, leaflets to
every house. Plan publically available hard
copy and electronically and dist to statutory
consultees.

February, July
and August 2014
March –
November 2014
October 2014
6 December
2014 – 20
January 2015
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Background

3.
In 2011, the draft VAP Strategy defined the need for Haddenham to accommodate 100 new
houses. Under these auspices, the Parish Council surveyed the views of residents on housing,
employment and infrastructure development. The development questionnaire was distributed to
every household with the Haddenham Village News and was available on the Parish Council
website and at Winterfest.
4.
From 143 responses, the
overwhelming feeling was that the
village character should be retained.
Hence, whilst the need for mixed
housing development was
recognised, it should be in
moderation (50- 100 new houses),
phased over the next 20 years and
supported by moderate business
development (1 job for 1 house) over
the same period.
5.
Support for business development was
predominantly (66% of responses) within
existing business concentrations already in the
village but, perhaps surprisingly given the
industrial heritage of the village, for only small
business units; almost as many disagreed with
large units as supported small ones. Of the
infrastructure projects proposed, whilst it was
agreed that the village would need increases in
many (such as schools and community
facilities) in line with future development, only improved broadband access and more footpaths and
cycle paths scored most highly as ‘we need more now’.

Local
shops

We need more of this now without new development
We have enough of this now but will need more
We will not need any more of this
Not sure /don't know

28.7%
42.0%
14.0%
2.8%

Local
schools

7.7%
55.2%
7.7%
10.5%

Built
leisure

25.2%
33.6%
12.6%
7.0%

Parks and
play
Core
facilities Local health utilities

18.2%
46.9%
12.6%
2.8%

14.0%
55.9%
11.9%
0.7%

6.3%
60.1%
4.2%
11.9%

Footpaths
Community and cycle Parking Road
Rail
Bus
Emergency
Broadband facilities routes
capacity capacity capacity capacity services

40.6%
30.8%
5.6%
11.2%

24.5%
51.0%
5.6%
3.5%

55.2%
21.7%
6.3%
4.2%

37.8%
38.5%
9.1%
0.7%

11.9%
41.3%
18.2%
2.8%

18.9%
35.7%
20.3%
2.1%

16.8%
39.9%
18.9%
1.4%

17.5%
29.4%
10.5%
6.3%

6.
Contemporaneously, AVDC advised the Parish Council against developing a
Neighbourhood Plan,1 pending the completion of the pathfinder projects2 and relying instead on,
and working in consultation with, the emerging VAP. Under this guidance, the Parish Council
conducted further consultation with villagers in June 2012, with a view to developing a CommunityLed Plan. One aspect of this consultation was the “Wonderwall” competed at the village fête to
reflect what residents thought the village: needed more of; had too much of already; would like to
keep and protect or; would be happy to see changed. A summary of the 387 comments are
reflected in Table 1, with the text size reflecting popularity of the comment.
1

AVDC Neighbourhood Planning Parishes Seminar 14 Mar 12

2

Notably, including Thame, Oxfordshire.
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What are we short of – or need more of?
Litter bins
Theatre
space with
a stage

sports facilities / space
Gym
Bridleways

Secondary
schooling

Bins in Sheerstock
Youth clubs

Phoenix
trail
Good food in pub

Free cash machine
Takeaways
Open
space

Gates on
village hall
car park

Places
to eat

More
schools

Policemen

Street
lights

Affordable houses for
young local people
Play
Swimming pool
It’s just a lovely village

Footpaths &
circular walks
Cycle paths

Shops

Multistorey

What do we have too much of already?
Planning permission for housing
needs to be tighter

Smelly
industry –
McCormicks

Holes in the road
Boy racers

Traffic

Too many houses vs businesses (shops etc)
Move doctors – no
appointments

Housing developments

areas

Cycle path to Thame /
Cuddington / Kingsey

Too many modern “cheap looking/not in keeping” houses

Increase size of primary schools to
accommodate amount of housing

Less
housing

Skate park

Pram /bike trails

Footpath

Pavements wide enough /smooth enough for buggy
Speed
Playground facilities in
control on
Sheerstock /airfield
Churchway
People I
Dance
Really nice local shops
know
studio
Recording
Buses in
football
Parking spaces in
studio
Churchway
areas

Decent
restaurants

The park needs fixing

In filling in
gardens

Street lights

Lights over industrial areas
should go out at night

Less pub
closures

Churches

More
pubs

Cars

Empty areas – next to
W.E.Black
airfield
houses
Newly built
Children on scooters
houses

Sheerstock

Bus shelter at station bridge bus stop

Poorly
designed
houses

Skate park
needed

Property developers should resurface all nearby roads

What do you love about the village and would What do you dislike about the village
like to keep /protect?
and would be happy to see changed?
The people

Size

Beer
festival

Everyone
friendly

Local shops & pubs

Picturesque
Great pubs

The Rising Sun
Lovely
Café
atmosphere

Cars driving too fast

Good
transport
links

Beautiful

Parking for the trains on Sheerstock

Cibo

Sure start centre &
Get
library
involved!
Kids football village green, the duck pond,
– HYFC

Tennis
club!
Excellent
schools

Reopen the Red Lion –
village owned

Keep the ducks

Village
events

Community spirit

Vibrant

Park

Schools fantastic!

the church

Friendly

Green
space

“villagey”

Keep it a village not a town
No bigger

No more
houses

Village
hall

Fireworks
and bonfires

Not
accessible
for poor
families

Station parking

Garden
grabbing

Banks parade shops are a bit dated

No
cycle
path to
Thame

Roundabout at banks
/churchway

Ban boy
racers

Old medical centre
Nothing!

More graveyard
space!

Village Hall – don’t move it,
improve it!
walk rather than drive

New traffic calming by Spicer’s Yard

Free parking permits for Sheerstock residents

Table 1: Wonderwall - Haddenham Fête 2012

7.
However, through 2012 it became increasingly clear that reliance on the VAP Strategy
would not provide a robust planning framework for the village in the requisite timescale and the
pursuance of a Neighbourhood Plan was appropriate. The Parish Council, consequently, voted in
Jan 2013 to proceed with a Neighbourhood Plan for the village.
4
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Neighbourhood Plan Development

8.
The aim of conducting a Neighbourhood Plan, from its initiation, was to address the broad
issues which had already been identified in the earlier consultations, rather than be restricted to
housing development, and for the Parish Council to conduct an extensive and meaningful period of
community engagement. Consequently, the completion of the Plan was not contracted out and/or
completed in the minimum time. Instead, the principle has been to engage as broadly and openly
as possible with all of the village residents to promote a high degree of awareness of the project
and to encourage everyone to contribute actively to its development. To achieve these aims, the
Neighbourhood Plan Team were co-opted from around the village, including representatives of
significant village organisations, such as the Village Society, Age Concern, the schools, Churches
Together in Haddenham, and Haddenham in Transition.
9.
The resulting team of 14 men and women were distributed in age, family and house
location around the village; they met monthly, initially to derive the scope and extent of the Plan
and, through formative consultations at the Annual Parish Meeting (an open meeting attended by
around 80 residents) and Village Fête 2013 widely attended by residents, derived the strategic
themes for the Plan. The team members then took theme leads and represented the views of the
wider stakeholders associated with that theme, into the development of the Plan.
10.
The Neighbourhood Plan team formed as a sub-committee of Haddenham Parish Council
Planning Committee and the Chairman hence reported bi-monthly to the Planning Committee and
full Council meeting. All of the meetings were open to the public and the minutes have all been
publicly available and posted both on the Parish Council noticeboard and the Parish Council
website.
11.
In parallel with this, the team has maintained a page on the Parish Council website at
http://www.haddenham-bucks-pc.gov.uk/Neighbourhood, which included all of the monthly meeting
minutes and consultation reports, and published regular updates on the village blog, on the
community website at www.Haddenham.net and in the printed press. The team has also
publicised progress in every edition of the quarterly Parish Newsletter since November 2011 and
published and distributed 3 editions of a dedicated Haddenham Focus Newsletter.

5
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Vision Workshop

12.
The emerging themes were tested at the half-day Vision Workshops on 31 August 2013
with 50 residents and invited representatives of village organisations aged from 8 to 78, who had
lived in the village from between 8 months to 52 years (23 year median length of residency) and
lived in all areas of the village. The Workshop was facilitated to look at strengths and weaknesses
of the village as it is and what the group wanted Haddenham to be like in 2030, with associated
hopes and fears. The group then looked at ambitions (opportunities and challenges) for achieving
the ideal vision. One objective was to suggest a metaphor for an ideal Haddenham in “now” and in
“2030”:


Metaphors for Haddenham NOW

 Metaphors for an ideal Haddenham in 2030

HADDENHAM

HADDENHAM IS:

GRE
EN
13.
The most compelling metaphor suggested was that of a beehive – busy, well-designed,
productive and with a strong community; this resonates strongly with the village’s history and with
that of the UK more widely. The Workshop output was distributed electronically to residents (refer
http://prezi.com/7tp13y1uvasi), was available on the Parish Council website; the content also
helped to mature the cross-cutting principles, or objectives, of development in the village and used
to populate the strategic vision at Table 2.
14.
This strategic vision has been the genesis of the Plan; its format is clearly reflected in the
Plan structure with the themes translating into separate chapters and objectives being reflected
across each of the chapters.

6

Redevelop the Village Hall
and old Medical centre site
to provide a thriving village
hub. Encourage
redevelopment of Banks
Parade area.

Housing and Development

Mixed homes with good
architectural design and
character. Discourage
bungalow conversions and
plot sub-division.

Retail, Business and Jobs

Support employment in
existing industrial /
commercial ‘hub’ areas.
Investigate a village
currency.

Ensure new development(s)
support the “character” of
the village, have a
connection to the village
centre and meet defined
principles of development
Encourage local shops and
businesses. Redevelop the
village “hub” to offer retail
space and increase
attractiveness.

Sports, Recreation and
Leisure

Develop a plan for coherent
sport and recreation
provision between the
playing field and airfield
sites

Village hall site to remain
and utilised to the full.
Include community facilities
/ art and display facilities in
a redeveloped village hub

Transport and Getting
Around

Investigate opportunities for
a community bus

Access to village facilities
through a range of transport
means

Health, wellbeing and
Social Care

Support village activities
(fete, beer festivals, Vale
Harvest, café plus etc) to
engender a community
spirit
Develop a plan for
development of children’s
play areas around the village

Support development of a
health ‘hub’, using village
medical and dental facilities
and encouraging alternative
therapies and facilities.
Encourage development of
an efficient education
infrastructure in the village
centre

Children and Young
People, Education and
Schools
Table 2: Strategic Vision

Maximise the
benefits of
technology

Retain a village
focus

Mixed and varied
population, age and
incomes. Become a centre
of excellence for something
that draws people into the
village.

Opportunities
for all ages and
abilities

A village spirit

Strategic Vision
A beehive: active and
dynamic with shared
purpose and direction.
A pleasant and vibrant
place to live
Village Profile

P L A N

A zero carbon
village

N E I G H B O U R H O O D

Sustainable
development

H A D D E N H A M

Development within the
village bounds and
commutable through a
range of transport means
and routes between
residential and community
sites
Meet Vale of Aylesbury Plan
requirement (100 new
homes) and village
priorities, including natural
multi-faith burial space.

Discourage development of
a ‘dormitory’ village

Promote and empower
individuals and groups of
people to benefit the village
and its population (library,
fish scheme, gardening or
decorating scheme)

Encourage media-enabled
community facilities (i.e.
booking a meeting space on
line, finding out what’s on
and maximising intra-village
communication)

Update village facilities to
minimise energy
consumption. Demand high
specification / low impact
housing stock; retain green
and blue space.
Encourage car sharing and
alternative transport for
business travellers. Demand
high environmental
standards from village
businesses
Extend sport, recreation and
leisure in the village to
minimise commuting to
clubs and organisations

Encourage housing
development for all ages
including starter, family &
retirement housing

Tech provision to facilitate
supported and independent
living for an ageing
population

Develop mentoring schemes
and facilities for start-up
businesses

Support high-speed
broadband provision

Explore commercial
opportunities to extend
sports and leisure facilities
(swimming pool and/or
gym)

Maximise access to
community computer and
internet facilities.

Review traffic management
and options for multi-use
areas, limiting speeding and
reducing congestion
Maximise availability of
social and health facilities in
the village. Day Centre,
visiting practitioners

Support bus routes /
maintain bus stops

Work with the schools to
manage drop-off / pick-up
times and places.
Encourage car-sharing noncar drop off schemes.

Support opportunities for an
ageing population, inc U3A,
WEA

Maximise technology
utilisation to reduce travel
requirements. Remove or
replace street lights.
Encourage electronic
management of community
facilities to facilitate
coordinated and efficient
use
Support engagement of
young people in village
activity through social
media.

Encourage jobs for village
people and the exploitation
of existing micro (homebased) businesses.

Develop and support clubs,
amenities and facilities to
meet an evolving
population. Evolve as a
focus / centre of excellence
for the visual and
performing arts.
Develop cycle and walking
routes in the area –
including linking community
and recreational facilities
Encourage opportunities to
follow a healthy and active
lifestyle, including safe
walking and cycling, trim
trail, and local fresh produce
Ensure that there is
sufficient high quality school
and extra-curricular
provision to meet the needs
of village children

Encourage opportunities for
development of physical
wellbeing and spiritual
health

7
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Village Roadshows

15.
With the main themes and cross-cutting
principles of the Plan defined, the team consulted
across the village in early 2014 including a dedicated
drop-in session on 25 January 2014 for residents to
discuss issues on a one-to-one basis with team
members; this was open to all and publicised via the
Parish Council website, Haddenham.net and posters
around the village. Attended by 130 residents, this
event was followed by presentations and discussions
with the combined churches at Café Plus, the Village
Society, The Junior School, Haddenham Toddler
Group, the Youth Club, U3A and Haddenham Rollers
in the spring and summer of 2014 where more than
300 residents had a further opportunity to review and
comment on the evolving plan. Detail on these
presentations is set out in Table 3 below.
Theme-specific Consultations

16.
There were also consultation events tailored to the specific needs of each individual theme.
These included a survey on sports provision in the village held online and through the sports clubs
and societies; phone, face-to-face and online surveys with local businesses in March 2014 and; NP
team members supporting the Lord Williams’s school Community Action day in January 14 and
January 15 and the village schools’ Community Week (July 2014); this culminated in fabulous
scrapbooks from the Infant Schools and feedback sheets
from the Junior school and Lord Williams’s school of what
the children wanted in the in the village, as reflected in
Chapter 8.
17.
Feedback from all of these events has been
collected through almost 200 comments cards and more
than 200 Post-its™ on displays, paper and e-survey
responses, face-to-face meetings and telephone calls. This
input has been used iteratively to develop the themes of
development for the plan, the strategic vision and
objectives, the village strengths and weaknesses, and the
plan priorities and policies.
Meetings with landowners and developers

18.
On the advice of AVDC, the initial intention of the
Neighbourhood Plan team was to frame the Plan in terms of
Design Principles but wait for the emerging VAP to define
housing numbers and site allocations. In order to define those principles, and scope the extent of
interest in development in the village, the team met with the relevant stakeholders of the four sites
identified in the Aylesbury Vale 2013 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), to
8

H A D D E N H A M

N E I G H B O U R H O O D

P L A N

identify intentions with the sites and update landowners, agents and developers on the progress of
the Plan. These meetings were held equally with all developers, during which all of them were
encouraged to fully engage with residents on their evolving plans; this evolved into public displays
and consultations during summer 2014 for 3 of the sites, preceding planning applications for 2 of
them.
19.
However, the withdrawal of the VAP Strategy in February 2014 resulted in a lack of any
strategic planning context – particularly with respect to housing targets. Whilst the VALP is
progressing with a Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA), which will
replace the SHLAA and indicate a source of potential sites to be considered further for allocation,
the timeline to deliver this was too long considering that a number of sites in the village are (or are
likely to be in the near future) the subject of planning applications. Also during this period, legal
and judicial precedent through summer 2014 demonstrated that it was possible to make site
allocations in a Neighbourhood Plan without overarching strategic policy. Consequently, it was
decided by the team and the Parish Council, in consultation with AVDC Planning Officers on 18
July 2014 that the time and resource required to include site allocations would be offset by the
greater worth of the completed Plan. Following further discussions with AVDC, the Neighbourhood
Plan team embarked on a site allocation exercise to include specific sites and housing allocations
in the Plan.
Site Allocations

20.
To inform the site allocation process, AVDC concluded that a Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) was required to address potential environmental effects beyond those expected
by ‘strategic’ district-wide policies of the Local Plan. Although not a requirement, it was
recommended that this incorporated a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) to consider more widely the
balance of sustainability and to help ensure the plan meets the basic conditions. Consequently,
the team developed a SEA/SA scoping report which included public and statutory consultation over
a period of 5 weeks, the comments from which are at Table 4, and then contracted rCOH for the
delivery of the SEA/SA; the resultant objectives of which have been used to test the sustainability
of the policies in this Plan.
21.
In parallel, Planning Aid England subcontracted URS to support the development
of the site assessment criteria. Using the
URS developed framework, the NP team held
a site criteria workshop in September 2014 to
develop location-specific criteria against which
all of the sites around the village could be
objectively assessed. The event was
publicised through school newsletters,
Facebook and local radio and was attended
by over 60 residents. Following this
consultation, the team used the workshopderived criteria in the Assessment Exercise as
detailed at Annex C.
22.
Subsequently, as the results of the site
allocations matured, discussions have been
held with other landowners around the village
to determine site availability.
9
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Consultation Events
Date

Venue

Event

Consultees

Theme

Nov 2011

Village newsletter

Dec 2011

10 May 2013
8 Jun 2013
31 Aug 2013

Village Hall
Village Green
Village Hall

30 Sep 2013
18 Oct 2013
23 Oct 2013
31 Oct 2013
21 / 28 Nov 2013
27 Nov 2013
5 / 12 Dec 2013
10 Dec 2013

Parish Office
Parish Office
Parish Office
Parish Office
Parish Office
Parish Office
Parish Office
Parish Office

Developer Mtg
Landowner Mtg
Developer Mtg
Developer Mtg
Consultations
Landowner Mtg
Consultations
Developer Mtg

General
General
General
Glebe, West Waddy
and Church
Landowners
Land Improvements
Lightwood Property
Sport Club / societies
Landowner
Sport Club / societies
Land Improvements

25 Jan 2014

Village Hall

Theme presentation

General

All

Theme presentation

General

All

General

All

25 Jan 2014
Jan 2014

Village Green

Village Hall
Parish Office

All residents

Development,
housing and jobs Questionnaire

Haddenham survey
Playing Field
Committee Survey
Have your say
Summer Fete
Community-led Plan
Have your say
Winterfest
NP decision
NP Team formation
Annual parish
meeting
Summer Fete
Vision workshop

Feb 2012
Jan 2012
1 Jun 2012
May 2012
Aug 2012
1 Dec 2012
Jan 2013
Jan 2013

Type of consultation Results of consultation
Survey introduction
Feed into VAP/NP themes
Feed into Sport and leisure
theme

All residents
All residents
General
All residents
All residents
General
Village Society
All residents

Sport
Survey results
Have your say
Have your say
Wonderwall
Have Your Say

Questionnaire
Village newsletter
“Wonderwall”
Village Newsletter
Village Newsletter
“Wonderwall”
Discussion
Village Newsletter

All
All
All
Aston Rd /
Stanbridge Rd
Dollicott
Airfield
Aston Rd
Sport and Leisure
Dollicott (2)
Sport and Leisure
Airfield

Theme update
Theme update
Workshop

Developed into strategic themes
Developed into strategic themes
Strategic Vision

Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Voting cards and
comments

Initial views
Initial views
Initial views
Initial Views
Incorporated into theme reports
Initial views
Incorporated into theme reports
Follow-on

Prezi
Village Newsletter and
Haddenham.net

Developed into strategic themes

Developed into strategic themes
Decision to proceed
Formed NP Team

Incorporated into theme reports
Incorporated into theme
development
Presentation output
10
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Jan 2014
2 Feb 2014
Village Hall
12 Feb 2014
Methodist Church
Feb & Mar 2014
4 Mar 2014
10 Mar 2014
18 Mar 2014

Cafe plus

13 Feb 2014

Village Society

HCJS

Business survey
Developer Mtg
Developer Mtg
Landowner Mtg

14-25 Feb 2014 HCJS
Youth and
25 Feb 2014
Community Centre
Youth and
10 Mar 2014
Community Centre
Youth and
13 Mar 2014
Community Centre
Apr 2014

General

All

Faith community
AVDC
Businesses
Land Improvements
Lightwood Property
Landowners

All
Planning
Business
Airfield
Aston Rd
Dollicott

Village Society
All
Haddenham
Community Junior
School
Haddenham Toddler
Group
All

Focus Edn 1
Voting cards and
comments
Discussion
Survey
Discussion
Discussion
Discussion
Voting cards and
comments

Incorporated into theme reports
Development principles
Incorporated into theme reports
Follow-on
Follow-on
Follow-on

Posters

Leading into community week

Comment cards

Incorporated into theme reports

Comment cards

No feedback

Incorporated into theme reports

U3A

All

Youth Club
General

All
Comment cards
VALP withdrawal Focus Edn 2

No feedback
Continuation of NP

Childminders

Business

Discussion

Incorporated into theme reports

General
Young people
Village
Churches Together In
Haddenham

All
All
All

Theme update
Posters
Posters

Developed into Draft Plan
Incorporated into theme reports
Incorporated into theme reports

Discussion

Incorporated into theme reports

General
Land Improvements

All
Housing &
Development
Airfield

Workshop
Discussion
Informal
Presentation to NP
team

Development of site plans
Theme feedback
Incorporated into main body of
plan
Incorporated into main body of
plan

14 May 2014

Walter Rose Room

May 2014
6 Jun 2014
7 Jun 2014

Village Hall
Village Hall
Village Green

Childminder’s
network meeting
Annual parish
meeting
Haddenham Rollers
Haddenham fete

12 Jun 2014
26 – 30 Jun
2014
30 Jun 2014

St Marys Centre
Parish Office

Meeting
LI Planning
Workshop
LI feedback

14-18 Jul 2014

Schools

Community week

School children

All

18 Jul 2014

HCIS

Schools presentation School children

All

11
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18 Jul 2014

Methodist Church

27 Sep 2014
Nov 2014

HCIS

Site criteria workshop Village

6 Dec 2014

Village Hall

Draft NP
Statutory consultees All
Pre-sub consultation
launch
General
All

7 Dec 2014

Village Hall

11 Dec 2014

Station Rd

5 Dec 2014

6 Dec 2014

AVDC

Café Plus
Haddenham in
Transition
Delivered to every
house

Churches Together

Planning

Discussion

All

Workshop
Village Newsletter
E-mailed to statutory
recipients
Comments cards / enoticeboard

All

HiT members

Informed consultation
Consultation launch
Incorporated into consultation
comments
Incorporated into consultation
comments
Incorporated into consultation
comments
Incorporated into consultation
comments
Incorporated into consultation
comments

Focus Edn 3

Faith community

All

Comments cards

13 / 15 Jan

Village Hall
Café Plus
St Marys Infant
School, HCIS, HCJS Schools

Pupils and parents

All

Discussion

17 Jan 15

Library

residents

All

Discussion

18 Jan 15

Council Offices

Discussion
Discussion and
presentation
Presentation of postconsultation draft

Planning

20 Jan 15

AVDC
Community Action
Lord Williams’ School Day

Haddenham pupils

All

26 Jan 15

Walter Rose Room

Open meeting

All

Parish Council

Informed draft Plan

Discussion
All

Village Society

To inform consultation

Display

All residents

4 Jan 2015

Site Allocation decision
Informed development of site
criteria assessment pro forma
NP Launch

Approval for submission

Table 3: Consultation Events
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SEA/SA Comments
SEA Stat
Consultee

SEA Stat comment on the SEA Scoping Report

Neighbourhood Plan group comment

Natural
England

The process and methodology that has been adopted in drawing up this document
is in line what would be expected and the various topic areas that are going to be
considered cover the right kind of subject areas for a plan of this kind.
One of the main sites chosen for development – The Airfield, is in an area of
identified high quality soils and as such too much development here would be going
against paragraph 112 of the NPPF which states that “Local planning authorities
should take into account the economic and other benefits of the best and most
versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of agricultural land is
demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas
of poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality”. Further development
here would, as the quote above states, need to provide robust evidence as to why
other sites aren’t as viable an option and why high grade agricultural soils would
have to be lost.
The baseline information for the historic environment of Haddenham is fragmented
within the Report and incomplete - we suggest that a new section be drafted
specifically on the historic environment. This should include information on the
Conservation Area (why was it designated – what is its special architectural or
historic interest ? when was it designated ? has the designation been reviewed ?
when was the Character Appraisal undertaken ? is there a Management Plan ?).
Reference is made to 110 nationally listed buildings in the village, but the National
Heritage List for England has 121 listed buildings within the parish. It also has a
Scheduled Monument. Could these be shown on a map to demonstrate their spatial
distribution ?

Noted

Is there a list of locally important buildings and features - non-designated heritage
assets, such as locally important buildings, can make an important contribution to
creating a sense of place and local identity ? There should be a reference to any
non-scheduled archaeological remains, information on which is available from the
Buckinghamshire Historic Environment Record
We welcome the indication that the Conservation Area is a “highly prized asset” and
is to be protected for future generations. However, we would welcome greater
consideration of the current and potential future condition of the heritage assets
within the parish – are there are particular threats to their significance e.g. from
development, lack of maintenance etc ? Has there been any change in their
condition in recent years, particularly for the worse ?

There are no locally listed buildings. All heritage assets are
itemised as a consideration in the site assessment criteria.

Natural
England

English
Heritage

English
Heritage

English
Heritage

English
Heritage

The Airfield site had in the Scoping report simply been
identified as a potential development site. The quality of
agricultural land is incorporated as part of the site
assessment criteria.

This information has been fed into the Neighbourhood plan
drafting.

Neighbourhood Plan and Sustainability Appraisal now refers
to the correct heritage assets. The neighbourhood plan
maps the Conservation area.

Community concerns over the threat to the village’s
heritage assets were expressed strongly at the site
assessment criteria community workshop which took place
on 27 September 2014. As an outcome of this workshop
heritage was identified as the most important from a list of 5
topic areas; subsequently heritage considerations were
given a weighting of 5 in the site assessment criteria
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Has there been any ongoing loss of character, particularly within the Conservation
Areas, through inappropriate development, inappropriate alterations to properties
under permitted development rights, loss of vegetation, insensitive streetworks etc ?
Perhaps the Parish Council could undertake a survey of Grade II buildings to
ascertain whether any are at risk from neglect, decay or other threats.

“Garden grabbing”, “plot subdivision” and “Garden infilling”
were all highlighted in community consultation process as
key concerns of the community.

English
Heritage

Although the history of the landscape around the village appears to have been a
consideration in the 2006 Landscape Character Assessment, reference could also
be made to the Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Character Assessment.

Noted

English
Heritage

We note the historic growth of Haddenham as shown in the Conservation Area
document, but has there been a characterisation of the village as a whole? English
Heritage considers that Neighbourhood Development Plans should be underpinned
by a thorough understanding of the character and special qualities of the area
covered by the Plan. We therefore suggest a characterisation study as a precursor
to neighbourhood plans as such a study can help inform locations and detailed
design of proposed new development, identify possible townscape improvements
and establish a baseline against which to measure change.

Noted.

English
Heritage

We promote the use of characterisation toolkits such as “Placecheck”,
“Understanding Place” or the Oxford Toolkit, links to which can be found in the
appendix to this letter.

Is referenced against the criteria under “what is the
character of the immediate vicinity” in the site assessment
criteria.

English
Heritage

We welcome heritage being a Sustainability Appraisal heading but feel that it would
be clearer if separated from landscape: both are important considerations and
deserve separate consideration (as for biodiversity). We also welcome the
Objectives for this heading (and “Enhancing Haddenham’s distinctive character and
layout” – assuming that there is a clear understanding of what makes that character
distinctive – under Heading 1 Village Design).

Noted. NP are comfortable to keep the headings as they
are.

English
Heritage

Comment with regards to survey of Grade II buildings
forwarded to consideration by the Parish Council. The
condition of the buildings is currently (2015) being surveyed
by AVDC.

Final draft of Neighbourhood Plan includes supporting
paragraph to policy HD10 which signposts applications to
the following reports.
 Aylesbury Vale Environmental Character
Assessment – Historic Environment Assessment
Haddenham June 2006
 Haddenham Conservation Area Appraisal
 Buckinghamshire Historic Town report for
Haddenham for its coverage on the origins, history,
development and townscape character of
Haddenham
 Buckinghamshire’s historic landscape character
assessment
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As regards the draft indicators, 4.4 is an action rather than an indicator. Appendix 4
of the English Heritage guidance on Strategic Environmental Assessments and the
historic environment contains a range of possible indicators for assessing and
monitoring the performance of the policies and proposals of the Plan against a
historic environment objective. Not all of these will be relevant, but we suggest that
the following be considered:






Indicator for 4.4 has been amended to incorporate the
suggested indicators.

the number and percentage of different heritage assets at risk;
the number of major development projects that enhance the significance of
heritage assets or historic landscape character;
the number of major development projects that detract from the significance
of heritage assets or historic landscape character;
the percentage of planning applications where archaeological investigations
were required prior to approval; and
the percentage of planning applications where archaeological mitigation
strategies were developed and implemented.

English
Heritage

The evidence base should include the National Heritage List for England and the
Buckinghamshire Historic Environment Record and Historic Landscape Character
Assessment.

Noted. These documents are referenced in the
Neighbourhood plan text and included in the bibliography.

Environment
Agency

We wish to add the Water Framework Directive to the evidence base for the
neighbourhood plan.
Both the River Thame (Aylesbury to Scotsgrove Brook) and the Scotsgrove Brook
provide boundaries to the plan area. Both of these watercourses are of poor
ecological status according to the River Basin Management Plan of the Water
Framework Directive and both are looking to achieve an improvement to Good
Ecological Status by 2027. Consideration of this should be included in this
document.

Has been included

Table 4: SEA / SA Statutory Consultation Comments
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Summaries of the main issues and concerns raised 2011 – 2014 and how these were considered
and addressed in the making of the pre submission Neighbourhood Plan

23.
Haddenham is valued as a beautiful, friendly and historic village with a range of housing
stock and. it is welcoming to new-comers with relatively low crime. In addition to the visual appeal
of the village’s rich heritage, community initiatives have raised the profile and reputation of the
village to make it a destination rather than a thoroughfare village. However, the consultations
highlighted a number of key issues for the planning period:
24.
Community Facilities – Whilst Haddenham has a strong community spirit with a multitude
of volunteer groups active across all ages and a range of activities, key facilities are too scattered
or located at the outskirts of Haddenham and the community is poorly served by facilities in a
settlement “centre”. Although the Community Library has been rejuvenated by a recent community
take-over, its building is limited in size and potential; the Village Hall is similarly dated, and
although recent investment has improved its usability, it will struggle to cope with the demands of a
growing population. Meanwhile, the old medical centre on the corner of Banks Park is derelict and
an eye-sore.
24.1 The Plan has addressed these issues by proposing the redevelopment of the buildings on
the Banks Park site to provide a village “hub”. Policy SRL2 has allocated the land for community
and associated retail provision, whilst Project 1 focusses on the project planning and fundraising
necessary to realise such a significant project. It is hoped that better utilisation of the “hub” will
draw residents into the village in preference to travelling to Thame or Aylesbury for facilities and
activities, which will increase the footfall to secure ongoing viability, and increase the associated
potential for re-investment, in the shops in the village. The retention of existing shops, facilities
and amenities are addressed in the intent to list a number as “Assets of Community Value” and
Policy HWS2 which aims to protect Community Amenities and Policy RBJ1 focussing specifically
on the retention of Banks Parade.
24.2 Housing and Development policies include the provision of links to walking and cycling
networks to allow residents easy access to the hub, facilitated through Policy TGA3.
25.
Green Space – The village greens, ponds and open spaces area defining feature of
Haddenham and whilst the greens are designated as such and owned by the Parish Council, their
continued protection is fundamental in any future development plan. The Parish Council also own
a number of children’s play areas – including Sheerstock and Banks Park sites.
25.1 The Plan recognises the importance of open space through Local Green Space
Designations (Policy HWS1) and the importance of biodiversity and green infrastructure in Policy
SRL3. In terms of play parks, whilst some sites have enjoyed recent investment, there is a need
for a rolling programme of refurbishment and integration with a coherent development of sports
facilities between the playing field and new airfield sports pitches. The continued investment in
play facilities is detailed in Policy CES1, whilst the airfield sports facilities are addressed in Policy
HD2. The Plan proposes a major scheme of redevelopment on the existing Recreation Ground to
provide indoor sports facilities appropriate to the size of the population; the land allocation for this
is in Policy SRL1, whilst the project to investigate its viability and deliver a solution is at Project 2.
26.
Enterprise kick-start – The village offers good transportation links supporting access to
good employment opportunities but consequently risks becoming a “dormitory” / commuter village
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with insufficient employment opportunities nearby. To mitigate this, there is a large number of
home-working and cottage-based industries, albeit with limited opportunities to develop and exploit
them. With the expected roll-out of high speed, fibre-optic broadband across the village, there is
an opportunity to encourage mentoring opportunities for knowledge and skills exchange from
young to old, and old to young, and across different disciplines to develop stronger and more
innovative businesses. There is also a perceived need for self-sustaining opportunities for local
craftsmen and business people including shared space/services and support for home-working.
26.1 The potential provision of new facilities, which could be scaled appropriately for start-up
businesses, is facilitated through the reallocation of employment land in Policy HD2. Working
together with the employment development policy (Policy RBJ2), the instigation of the activity to
stimulate the demand, is intended to be through the business mentoring and community office
initiatives to be investigated as part of the business hub.
27.
Quality Development – The unique physical characteristics as defined in the Conservation
Area Appraisal, and the architectural diversity of existing properties, are key elements of the
attractiveness of the village. Hence, although residents recognise the pressure on the village to
expand, any planned development must incorporate housing that is high quality in design and
build, low/zero carbon, varied in size and form, and integrated with a good mix of “green and blue”
spaces. They should meet design criteria that reflect the mixture of house types, sizes and
materials in the village and encourage a broader range of property types, configurations and
ownership options to provide “lifetime homes”. This will generate improved choice from starter
homes, through family houses to lifestyle options for those wishing to downsize and remain in the
village.
27.1 The Neighbourhood Plan aims to define those criteria through Design Principles (Policy
HD10) and the distinction of specialist housing provision in specific sites (HD2 and HD3). These
policies are supported by a special strategy for the village (Policy SRL1) and specific policies for
infilling (Policy HD7) and Affordable Homes (Policy HD8).
28.
A Centre for the Arts – Haddenham has a thriving artistic community. There is a
significant opportunity to develop and promote Haddenham as a centre for the arts and crafts,
building on the large number of participants in the Bucks Open Studios initiative.
28.1 One of the main thrusts of the Hub initiative is to generate a space suitable for both
performing arts and for studio and display space. An element of the Design Principles also
encourages the provision of public art in support of the AVDC Public Art Strategy.
29.
Public Transport – There are a host of transportation problems from the (recent)
significant limitation of the main bus service to poor road conditions and long-standing parking
problems near the train station, and to a lack of safe cycling routes beyond the village boundaries.
The loss of the bus service to Church End is a significant issue, particularly to older residents in the
southern parts of the village; it has generated parking issues in parts of the village that are on the
bus route with passengers driving to a bus stop, and has restricted the mobility of other residents.
Whilst there is an informal community transport scheme operating in the village, this does not offer
a comprehensive solution.
29.1 To address these issues generated by the loss of the bus, the Plan proposes the
development of a community bus scheme. Meanwhile, ongoing Parish Council activity will aim to
17

H A D D E N H A M

N E I G H B O U R H O O D

P L A N

address the extant parking issue in the west of the village, but the Plan contributes to this through
designing new developments to minimise their attractiveness for “fly parking” (Policy TGA1), and
setting minimum standards for resident parking space to minimise parking overflow from residents
or visitors onto nearby streets (Policy TGA2).
30.
Cars and Parking – Haddenham is a village with winding and narrow streets but main
approaches to the village are served with straight and open roads with the associated risk of
drivers carrying inappropriate speeds into the built-up areas. Notably on Woodways and Banks
Parade, with its confluence of schools, sports facilities, shops and village amenities, repeated
action to reduce speeds and accidents has led to an incoherent legacy of traffic management
measures including chicanes, pillows, road narrowing and a double mini-roundabout. Through this
confusion, the volume and density of traffic along Thame Road, particularly in the morning rushhour period, with the conjunction of commuters to the Haddenham and Thame Parkway station
and children attending the pre-school, infant and junior schools along Woodways, is dangerous.
The problem has been worsened by the rerouting of the 280 Arriva bus along Woodways and, with
the extended marketing of the railway station, will only get worse in the future. Consequently, and
particularly since the loss of the ‘lollipop’ school crossing patrol across Churchway and Woodways,
there is an enduring requirement to provide safe crossing facilities at these locations.
30.1 Funding has now been secured to conduct a feasibility study and deliver a pedestrian
crossing between the community infant and junior schools which will address the immediate
problem, but add to the already jumbled provision of traffic control methods. Project 5 aims to
inspire a more strategic review of traffic along the main arterial routes of the village, particularly
Thame Road to Woodways with the intent of introducing a more coherent scheme to control traffic
speed and flow through the village. This will need to support, or replace with equally safe
provision, the crossing by the schools.
30.2 New developments in the village will increase traffic flow, with particular concerns about
traffic along Dollicott onto Fort End and Rudds Lane, and from Aston Road through Church End.
Both could impact on the Conservation Areas in these localities and will very careful management
to ensure that traffic impact can be minimised to ensure the viability of the development.
Consequently, the requirement for a traffic impact assessment is captured in Policies HD3, 5 and
6.
30.3 The Plan also encourages cycling and walking as an alternative to the car; ideally bikes
should be the preferred method of active travel in the village and a viable alternative outside the
village. To support this, Policy TGA4 matches the Policy in the Thame Neighbourhood Plan to
deliver a cycle route between the two settlements, whilst Project 6 aims to look more broadly at
the cycling and walking routes in the local area.
31.
An ageing population – There is an increasing need for specialist housing for the elderly.
This has been recognised through residential provision on the Airfield (Policy HD2), Extra Care
provision on Dollicott (Policy HD3a) and the provision of Lifetime Standards are part of the Design
Principles (Policy HD10).
31.1 The Churchyard is also rapidly approaching capacity and there is a consequential need for
a new burial site of 1½ to 2 acres in the village, potentially held as a civic or collective trust and
operated on a sustainable basis for all religions and denominations; to achieve this, considerable
planning would be required to consider land preparation and drainage, vehicular access and
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parking, and infrastructure requirements. The Plan aims to secure the land on the Glebe and
deliver the necessary infrastructure through Project 7.
Consultation of pre-submission (Regulation 14) Neighbourhood Plan

32.
The Draft Plan was launched on 6 December
2014. The launch coincided with a Vale Harvest event on
the Banks Park site and resulted in over 200 attendees
who were able to discuss the plan with the NP team, and
take a copy of the full Plan or the executive summary.
Copies of both have then been held in the Parish Office
and the Community Library and a copy of the executive
summary distributed to every house in the village. Full
copies of the Plan have also been distributed (either
electronically or hard copy) to the statutory consultees; a
list of those bodies contacted as a result of this is set out
in Table 1.
33.
The Plan has been available to review and comment through the Parish Council website or
at https://haddenhamneighbourhoodplan.wordpress.com/ for the mandated 6-week period. As a
result of this, 2034 people viewed the Plan embedded in the comment site and 357 people
accessed it directly on the hosted site; the ISSUU statistics are at Figure 1.
34.
During the six week consultation period a total of 102 responses were received either by
posting comments on the website, by e-mail or by hard copy letter; this included 76 residents, 2
businesses, 7 community groups, St Mary’s Church, 5 infrastructure providers and other agencies,
6 developers and agents and 4 local authorities. The developers and agents of the Airfield,
Dollicott and Glebe lands each made significant representation (including one with pictures of
Haddenham, Cambridgeshire on the cover of their response!), as did AVDC and Buckinghamshire
County Council.
local planning
authority, county
council or parish council
any part of whose area
is in or adjoins the area
of the local planning
authority;

AVDC

Buckinghamshire
County Council

Planning and Regulation
Oxfordshire County
Council
South Oxfordshire
District Council

Aylesbury Vale
Adjoining Parish
Councils

South Oxfordshire

Cuddington
Dinton Ford and Upton
Aston Sandford
Kingsey
Long Crendon
Chearsley
Thame

any person—
to whom the electronic
communications code
applies by virtue of a
direction given under
section 106(3)(a) of the
Communications Act 2003;
and
Primary Care Trust
established under section
18 of the National Health
Service Act
A person to whom a licence
has been granted under
section 6(1)(b) and (c) of
the Electricity Act 1989
A person to whom a licence
has been granted under
section 7(2) of the Gas
Act1986(c);

East Midlands
Electricity Board

a sewerage undertaker;

Thames Water

Mobile Phone
Operators
Association

Buckinghamshire
NHS Primary
Care Trust
East Midlands
Electricity Board

AMEC
Environment &
Infrastructure UK
on behalf of the
National Grid
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Adjoining Parishes
Statutory Bodies

Coal Authority
Homes and
Communities Agency
Natural England
Environment Agency
Historic Buildings and
Monuments
Commission for England
(known as English
Heritage)

and
a water undertaker;
bodies which represent the
interests of different racial,
ethnic or national groups
in the neighbourhood area
bodies which represent the
interests of persons
carrying on business in
the neighbourhood

Network Rail
Infrastructure Limited

voluntary bodies some
or all of whose activities
benefit all or any part of
the neighbourhood area

Highways Agency
Sports Clubs and
Organisations on the
village social directory

Scouts & Guides
Youth Centre
bodies which represent
the interests of different
religious groups in the
neighbourhood area

Haddenham Churches

Including landowner and
developer affected
stakeholders

Property Services
None

Buckinghamshire
Business First South East
Midlands Local
Enterprise
Partnership
175 registered
Haddenham
Businesses
Bucks Thames
Valley Local
Enterprise
Partnership
Community Infant,
Community Junior
and St Mary’s
CofE Schools in
Haddenham
Cala Homes
Lightwood
Strategic
Lands
Improvement
Westwaddy ADP

Table 5: Statutory Consultees

Pre-submission consultation results

35.
A log of 230 comments from the representations made is set out in in Table 6 together with
an explanation of the response made by the Plan Team and any relevant resulting changes made
to the Plan. A number of the comments corrected factual errors in the draft or led to clarification of
issues that were unclear. However, a number of Policy changes were made to the pre-submission
draft.
36.

The main issues raised were:

36.1 Dollicott Traffic. The single biggest issue of concern to residents was the traffic impact of
a development on Dollicott (Policy HD3) on the roads and the adjacent Conservation Area.
Dollicott is, at places, narrow and there are places with no pavements, and concerns were raised
that any increase in traffic would be dangerous, both along the road and on the junctions at Fort
End and Rudds Lane. A proposal was made by the residents that access to the site could be
made through the airfield. This was discussed with the Developers at a public meeting, but has not
been adopted in draft plans. This solution would alleviate traffic issues and should be investigated
as part of any detailed planning on the site. As a result of the consultation, the draft Policy has
been amended to include a presumption of using this route unless it is proven to be unviable but,
on the advice of Buckinghamshire County Council Highways Department, this solution has not
been mandated in Policy HD2.
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36.1 Site Assessment Process and Site Scoring. There have been a number of comments
on the validity of the site assessment process. However, the Plan has used a commercial solution,
that has been employed nationwide by URS, tailored it to reflect local considerations through a
community workshop. The sites were then assessed against the resulting criteria by both the NP
Team and URS, and then rationalised against the SEA / SA. Whilst the criteria were predominantly
objective, there always is some subjective input; however, the NP Team are confident that each of
the sites were assessed without bias or prejudice. As a result of the consultation, a number of the
Site Assessment proformas have been reviewed and revised to add clarity of correct errors, but the
resulting site priorities and allocations have not changed as a result of this exercise.
The allocations that have changed since the pre-submission consultation are:
a.
The Station Road allocation has reduced from 15 to 10. As a result of greater fidelity
mapping, the site of the available land was reassessed as 0.3 rather than 0.5 ha, and the
allocation reduced appropriately at 30 dwellings/ha.
b.
The allocation at South Lower Road was removed as the result of an objection by
AVDC that the site is “out of the village past what is currently quite a clear boundary” and
that “it would have landscape impacts and be very visual in the open countryside.” The site
has consequently reduced in scale and remained only as a reserve site should site HD2 –
HD5 be undeliverable over the planning period.
c.
The overflow from both sites has been added to Glebe allocation at HD5, increasing
the allocation from 50 to 85 dwellings.
36.2 Continuing Inadequacy of Village Amenities. A lot of discussion at public meetings has
been concerned with the ability of the village amenities to cope with a continuation of the rapid
increase in housing numbers that has been seen in recent years. The Plan has attempted to
address the impact of a potential increase in population on the schools and sports provision, but
concerns were expressed by many on the difficulty already of getting a doctor’s appointment.
However, as part of the theme development for Health, Wellbeing and Social Care, the NP Team
consulted with medical providers; particularly in the Medical Centre, there is sufficient infrastructure
available (the building is big enough) and the need to grow to meet an increasing demand is
recognised. There is also a continuing need to provide a burial ground; this is recognised in
Project 7.
36.3 Biodiversity. AVDC and Natural England made significant comment on Green
Infrastructure and biodiversity which has resulted in changes to Design Principles (Policy HD10) as
well as Chapter 10 and Policy SRL3: Enhancing, Protecting and Providing new Natural
Environment Habitats, Trees and Hedgerows.
36.4 Archaeological Heritage. Buckinghamshire County Council and English Heritage made
significant comment on the historic environment and heritage assets on the village. These resulted
in detailed changes on the setting of the Conservation Area (HD3 and HD4), archaeological
remains (para 6.4), and the Design Principles (para 6.14).
36.5 Infrastructure. The potential for water and sewerage limitations was identified early in the
consultation and addressed through the Thames Water response with has led to a new Water and
Waste policy (Policy HD) and supporting text (para 6.13).
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NPIERS Assessment

37.
A Neighbourhood Planning Independent Examiner Referral Service (NPIERS) independent
review was commissioned which concluded that:
This is an excellent report. It is very well written. Comprehensive consultation has been carried
out. The Plan has been subject to extensive rewriting to respond to the many comments received.
The Local Authority has outlined one issue that is in conflict with the NPPF in relation to the need
for the Plan not to identify maximum numbers of houses on development sites. The Local Authority
has also recommended that the SEA should be strengthened to make a closer link to the proposals
in the Plan. If these suggestions are addressed in the final version I consider the Plan meets the
Basic Conditions and could go forward to a referendum.
There are minor improvements that could be considered to make the report clearer and easier for
the Examiner. It would be helpful if the comments from the pre submission consultation were
presented in tabular form with a column explaining how they are addressed in the Plan. It would
also be helpful to include the application letter and approval letter from the Council regarding QB
status for Haddenham Parish Council. Adding paragraph numbers for the report and captions for
the photographs would be beneficial.
38.
All of the recommendations made by the NPIERS Assessment have been incorporated into
this submission version of the Plan.
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Figure 1: ISSUU Consultation Statistics

24

H A D D E N H A M

N E I G H B O U R H O O D

P L A N

Comments from statutory six week public Pre-submission Consultation of Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan
Comment
number

Policy/page
number

Stakeholder

Comment

Action to be taken or comment

1

HD3, p76,
Project 5

Resident

A lot of work has gone into the neighbourhood plan by people who seem
to have the best interests of the village at heart. There is huge pressure
on Haddenham by developers hoping to make a lot of money by large
developments and these must be resisted if Haddenham is not to be
completely spoilt. I think the proposals in the plan can achieve a
reasonable balance, though I would love the village to remain at it's
present size.
I do think traffic is a major concern both in terms of the Dollicott
development access, the nightmare of school runs, speeding and the
plague of commuter parking. These all need to be addressed.

Changes to Dollicott site policy HD3 to
recommend access via the airfield.
Traffic addressed in Project 5 (p76) to
conduct a strategic traffic review through
Thame Road, Fort End and Woodways

2

P76, project 5

Resident

I have lived in Fort End for 8 years and around the rest of the village for
Traffic addressed in Project 5 (p76) to
32 years.
conduct a strategic traffic review through
Since the "traffic calming" was installed by Spicers Yard we hear and
Thame Road, Fort End and Woodways
witness road rage on a daily basis. On average we hear approx 6 horns a
day, this is no exaggeration. It is currently 7.30am Monday morning and
so far we have heard 2 cars skid and 3 horns go off and one obscenity.
This happens all day and tends to peak around the school runs. We
watch parents and children play frogger across the traffic calming whilst
dodging cars that literally accelerate towards them in hope they can get
through before a car comes the other way. They do not care for village
pedestrians and the sad thing is it's mostly villagers driving.
It is only a matter of time before a serious collision happens here.
Someone has already taken out one of the bollards and the warning sign
is wonky with no light and electrical cables hanging down at head height.
This has been like this for nearly a year despite numerous reports. This
looks unsightly, uncaring more importantly is dangerous.
Prior to this "traffic calming" being fitted, we never heard a horn skid mark
or obscenity and we never heard cars literally accelerate on which is a
prominent bend in the road approaching the bakery and house of spice.
20mph limit, speed camera and restricted access to our village centre!
please before something happens.

3

Chapter 7

Resident

Appendix A
Tarmac Stockwell path instead of cobbles

Residents
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Stakeholder

Comment

Action to be taken or comment

More benches around the village for unsure walkers to rest on
Possible car parking area on Stanbridge Road to ease parking for the
post office
4

p62

Resident

Appendix B
Main points are:
Change to Plan 50 re access to Wykeham Gate
Point 4, p62 should be referring to land between Snakemoor and Thame
Road
Wychert Way and round Haddenham Walk to be included in plan?

Amendments incorporated

5

TGA2, Project 5

Resident

I should like to congratulate the team that produced the draft
Neighbourhood Plan. I am a natural cynic when it comes to planning
matters but I have to say that this plan is remarkably coherent and
genuinely tries to accommodate a wide range of views and reconcile
them with the inevitable need for more houses in the village. In my ideal
world there would be little new housing built in the village but given the
pressures from elsewhere I reluctantly accept that some development
must take place. Your suggestion of 400+ houses equates to about a
20% increase in housing which is not insignificant given the pressures on
space and traffic.

Parking problem influenced directly in
the plan (Policy TGA2) and aim to
review the traffic situation in and through
the village more strategically through the
proposed traffic review in Project 5. It is
this work (subsequent to, but initiated
by, the Plan) which will give further
opportunity for discussion on shared
space, mixed priority and 20mph areas.

Your proposed plan appears well integrated and the concept of the
Village Hub represents a significant step forward. My main questions
surround the increased traffic and parking problems that would be
generated by over 400 new houses. Perhaps greater thought could be
given to the ‘shared space’ ideas and the use of 20 mph speed limits
within the village.
I support the proposal as a compromise that has been carefully thought
through even though I still feel uneasy about the increased pressure on
the village that would result.
6

Page 37, HD3

Resident

Many thanks for all your excellent work preparing the Draft
Neighbourhood plan.

Reword draft Dollicott site policy HD3.

As a resident leaving near to the potential Dollicott development site, I
have read the sections of the plan referencing this with particular interest
and have one observation and text change request.
Page 37 of the plan states that site has "good pedestrian and cycle
26
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access to the central shops and facilities, as well as the post office and
medical centre." This is untrue.
Pedestrians using Dollicott and Rudds Lane to reach the the post office
or medical centre have to walk on the highways themselves for
significant stretches due to the absence of pavements. Additionally,
pedestrians and cyclists wishing to reach any of the facilties have to
negotiate blind corners (i.e. in front of 3 Dollicott) and several places
whether there is insufficient width for two passing vehicles and
pedestrians to navigate safely (i.e, in front of Wychert House on Rudds
Lane, or 3 Dollicott are good examples).
I would therefore request that the text on Page 37 is revised to reflect the
fact that the site does NOT have good pedestrian and cyclist access.
7

Pp27, 38, 39, 42, Resident
62, 64, HWS2,
HD3

1. P27 Upward Bound Trust - reference needed regarding the excellent
training facilities for young people
2. P38 Dollicot. Suggest avoid all vehicular access to Dollicot - rather
access from the airfield site
3. P39. HD4 . Station Road. Suggest include High Speed Broadband
need for this site
4. P42 Glebe Land. I believe this should not be developed for the
reasons eloquently expressed in the Parish Council letter to the AVDC of
14 November.
5. P 62. Fort End should be included in the list of Community Amenities
Fort End as a whole should be recognised as retail/amenity area given
the barber, estate agent, cafe, bakers as well as the Indian Restaurant
6. P62 "The land between Snakemoor and the railway station" To clarify I
suggest this is described as the " Land border by Snakemoor, the railway
station and the Thame Road" Fully support proposal for this land to be
incorporated into Snakemoor
7. P 62 Policy HWS2: Protecting Community Amenities
Comment: The limitations on change of use of community facilities
expressed in "Policy HWS2 Protecting Community Amenities" are very
valid, but in the case of Public Houses, still leaves open the possibility of
abuse. History has shown that a combination of high rents and poor
management can result in a case being made for change of use of a
Public House on the basis of financial viability. Given that the property
value of a former Public House with land can double or even triple, on
being awarded change of use, the temptation of Public House owners

Amendments 1, 6 & 8 accepted. Policy
HD3 about access to Dollicott site
amended.
High Speed Broadband being installed
anyway.
Glebe Land has been considered as
part of a wider site assessment.
Fort End to be included in Community
Amenities.
Amend policy HWS2
Suggest more need for gated walks in
projects.
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who want a short term gain is clear.
Suggested Footnote:
Failure of a Public House owner to obtain rental values out of proportion
to the profitability of a village public house would not be considered as a
reason for change of use under the " non -viable concern" criteria.
8. P 64 Sports, Recreation and Leisure
Footpaths
Suggest include some reference to the need for more gates on the
footpaths around Haddenham and adjacent villages. The Wychert Way, a
community establish walking route designed to encourage walkers of all
levels, is partially gated as a result of LAF and local organisation funding
and proving a great success . See http://www.wychert.org.uk/
Continued focus on gated walks is particularly important to an aging
population, those with baby push chairs and those with mobility problems
8

Resident

I have carefully read the draft Neighbourhood Plan and strongly support it Noted
as an attempt to gain some local control over the development of our
village. I recognise that central government sets the parameters of
housing, etc, and locals can only hold their coat tails and implement their
requirements. A Neighbourhood plan is essential to gain some control in
the absence of a district plan or core strategy, in effect a free for all for
developers without one. Clearly the nature of the village will change over
the next 20 years as it did in the 1960s and 1970s and is again doing so
along the Thame Road at present.
I am glad that the Plan draws attention to the parking problems
associated with a successful parkway station. Huge numbers of new
houses well beyond commuter walking distance is a key concern in
relation to the Glebe site at the east end of the village. I fully support a
maximum of 50 or so houses rather than the developers' vast number of
houses. Like many of the villagers I fume at the expensive cars that park
all over true village rather than pay parking fees at the station where
there are always plenty of spaces. I am not convinced by the text which
indicates some cannot afford to pay the parking fees, judging by the
expensive vehicles cluttering up Sheerstock for example. 'Won't pay' is
the correct part of your text. I fully support a residents' road parking
scheme although I suspect a double yellow line for an hour between, say,
10.00am and 11.00am may be more effective and cheaper, provided
28
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there are a few random inspections and tickets issued. Emergency
vehicles are severely compromised by this selfish parking. However, the
tight-fisted will spread their wings and park in the nearby county lanes
and we have already had problems at Snakemoor with cheapskates
parking there all day. It's a real problem and there are now vehicles
parked on Thame Road near the offices and business units treating the
chicanes as the ends of parking bays. On many occasions no cyclist can
use the cycle lane part of the chicanes as cars are completely blocking
one or other end of the path, forcing cyclists to pass through the chicane
into facing traffic.
I appreciate this may be seen as a minor aspect of Haddenham's growth
but with far more dwellings and a lot of them beyond what just regarded
as walking distance by lazy or unfit commuters the situation will merely
be exacerbated to the detriment of the village's environment.
However, this is a serious issue and one causing great inconvenience
and annoyance to the villagers. I hope the text of the proposed policy will
be beefed up considerably.
Otherwise I support the objectives and proposals on the map and in the
policies and hope we villagers (I've lived here since 1978) can vote in the
referendum before the Glebe scheme and the Airfield applications are
determined by the AVDC. Many of the villagers I have talked to are
baffled that any comments they m,ale on the layout of these two
applications is meaningless as they are are outline applications with all
details, etc, reserved for a full application: they feel they are commenting
in sand. But that's the situation with outline applications.
9

Resident

No more houses please! Haddenham is a lovely village but is huge
Unfortunately, with the pressures on
already. Adding more people will ruin the village character and have such housing in the District, to recommend no
a big impact on schools, shops and medical services. I've had 3 near
growth in the village is unrealistic.
head on collisions in recent years when mums doing the school run can't
be bothered to give way through the traffic calming systems by the
schools and shops. And I do mean near head on collisions. This will only
get worse. The character of the village will be lost for ever. I had difficulty
trying to pass huge lorries on the bend in dollicott where the bungalow
was being refurbished. It was hard for my little car to get through and that
was just for building one new property!
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In places there are no pavements and this is a real hazard for
pedestrians and children.
Access onto dollicott is just plain daft.
I bet no one from the builders actually lives here and so don't give a fig
about houses and what effect it would have on us if all these extra
houses were built.
And what about the wildlife. No one seems to have thought about the
impact on that.
No more houses please!
10

Resident

I am immensely impressed by the professionalism and the sheer amount Plan includes support for self-build and
of work that has gone into the making of this Plan and congratulate all
low impact homes
concerned.
However because of this thoroughness and, no doubt, the requirements
imposed on those drawing up such a document, it is a worthy rather than
an inspiring read and could I think be improved by a modified
introduction.
I have lived here over 50 years and have always felt that there is
something special about the place and not merely Wytchett walls
Therefore I would like to see an inspirational lightening of the tone of the
Foreword and a recognition of this 'specialness' by saying that this widely
accepted view underlies particularly the number of houses which the
village can absorb, and ideas such as Enterprise Kick Start and the zero
carbon ideas.
I would also hope that you might be able to say that the Parish Council
enthusiastically backs the idea of a housing area with minimal constraints
on which individuals are able to innovate in the building of their own
homes (I think this idea was floated at the inaugural public meeting about
the Plan)

11

Resident

I agree with the other comments. I live at number 1 Townsend. People
Dollicott site text amended to reflect that
are constantly reversing into my drive area to turn around. The road is
road to Post Office is not safe for
falling apart with the current activity. Even with the odd property
pedestrians.
renovation the building traffic is bad and the parking dangerous, but it is a
necessity from time to time. However, walking around the chicane without
a footpath is certainly not something I would let my children do without
me. Even if there were a footpath, crossing the road here is lethal. This
30

H A D D E N H A M

Comment
number

N E I G H B O U R H O O D

Policy/page
number

P L A N

Stakeholder

Comment

Action to be taken or comment

road really is not designed for any more traffic. Imagine another 1,000
cars a day down this road. It would be awful! The character of the
conservation area will be destroyed and once its gone its gone forever.
The peace of the green and children playing on it in the summer will be
destroyed by an endless stream of cars. This road really is not suitable
for access to HD3.
12

Chapter 7,
Transport

Resident

I agree with the above comments,as a Haddenham born & bred person
Dollicott site text amended to reflect that
(Townsend Green), access to & from Dollicott should not be via
road to Post Office is not safe for
Townsend Green, into Rudds Lane, as 60 years ago I was not allowed to pedestrians.
play on the road, or walk to the shop (now Londis) as there were no
footpaths, or risk being knocked down by traffic coming to & from the 2
factories (Airtech & Lucas) way back in my childhood days! In fact I think
all the footpaths (or lack of) in the village needs addressing. Yes,we do
needs more homes, but the facilities & access safety should be
paramount. On a minor point I have been trying to get a safe footpath,
width & surface, plus a speed restriction, in Stanbridge Road, so one can
get to the Medical Centre safely, but with no success. Please look at the
current situation in the village, before enlarging & making it more busy?

13

Policy HD3

Resident

It seems to me that if there is new development, and i accept that that is
inevitable, that access to new properties should be from roads which are
not already congested. The proposed site next to Dollicott should be
accessed from the area away from Dollicott itself, which is already
suffering the congestion of many parked cars. the other sites proposed
do not seem to be subject to this problem.

14

p28

Resident

It is an interesting read and not as boring as it may first appear. I'm only
half way through so haven't got to the site specific part yet but have
noticed that they refer to the Banks Parade as being the 'village hub'
(page 28). I don't think this represents our village which I believe has two
hubs and should include that at Church End. The pubs, butchers, church,
primary school, etc rely on this custom and if not considered in this plan
may lead to more closures.

Dollicott site policy HD3 amended to
recommend access from the airfield.

Set out in Chap 10 that rather than it just
being a place of current activity, the 'hub'
aims to build on the village hall and
library to provide art display, business
mentoring, parish offices, perhaps a
café... and generate a purpose for
people to travel into the village.
Of note, the Plan makes specific
Thank you for the response. I agree the existing two or three end layout protections for the shops and pubs in
of the village may not naturally present a single centre. With the size of
Policy HWS2 (p62) and supports their
Haddenham is and becoming it could probably be argued that more will
submission as "Assets of Community
be developed. I obviously haven't got far enough into the document to
Value" which means that if they are
read about the intention to create a single hub which sounds a good idea faced with closure, the community will
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to bind the village. Hopefully the satellite facilities can then feed off these be offered the opportunity to take them
and keep/bring in business. I believe as a village we are very keen to
over before they are offered on the open
support all our independent shops/cafes/pubs and hope to see thrive. It
market.
has been a shame to see the Red Lion and Peking close in the last
couple of years.
I think the plan looks very thought out and hopefully AVDC will seriously
take into consideration. Clearly a lot of hard work has been put in and I
hope everyone in the village makes the effort to have a read.
15

Chapter 6, Policy Resident
HD3

We believe that the report clearly indicates the potential hazards to
vulnerable pedestrians even with the present level of traffic, and that to
deliberately sanction any significant increase of traffic would be
irresponsible. We feel that Chapter Six of the current draft
Neighbourhood Plan understates these hazards in discussing the
proposed Dollicott development site - the proposed mitigation of
restricting the site to 50 Extra Care dwellings or 25 dwellings would still
result in significant extra traffic along Dollicott and through the junctions
at either end, unless vehicular access is restricted to that through the
airfield site only.
We understand from Margaret Aston that the BCC Highways Department
has no record of having told Cala Homes that their proposed
development with access via Dollicott would not be refused on the
grounds of highway safety, as Cala Homes claimed at the Parish Council
Planning Committee meeting on 20th October.
We request that you take this report into consideration in revising the
draft Neighbourhood Plan at the end of the consultation period.

Dollicott site policy HD3 amended to
reflect that pedestrian access is not all
good and recommend vehicular access
through the airfield.

16

Resident

This proposal is completely out of context for our village. A vast over
development services would find it difficult to cope i.e. Health Centre
which is already struggling Schools.
Roads would not cope with an extra at least 500 vehicles alone in the
Glebe Stanbridge Road Aston Road areas. Aston Road Church End can
already get congested School times Peak times and Station Road
journey to the A418..
The Glebe is obviously important agricultural land which also serves as a
recreational area for many villages and would have a serious detrimental
effect on the older part of our beautiful village.

The NP team have spent 2 years trying
to find the optimum solution to meet the
inevitable housing need, and the
implications of the growth on the
schools, medical centre and traffic
infrastructure.
After the consultation, the key, enabled
by the Neighbourhood Plan, is to deliver
the identified projects that include
rationalising school places to maximise
capacity and conducting a strategic
traffic review of the main thoroughfares
32
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of the village.

17

Resident

Thank you and your team for spending many many hours putting
together this very professional, well constructed document.
I do however worry that, without a little more explanation, the community
will vote in a referendum to adopt it.
I feel that I and others would welcome some sort of explanation of how
we arrived at a figure of 430 new homes derived in reference to the
NPPF, from a figure of just 100 in the draft VAP. What has changed so
significantly between 2010 and 2014?
While 430 new houses is a significant reduction on some 1000 houses
that developers would like to see, the NP defines it as an interim figure
that may well get increased when AVDC finalises their plan.
This number is also in addition to the 115 dwellings delivered or with
planning permission since the draft VAP in 2010. How did AVDC get it so
wrong and what credence can be given to the NPPF number?
I am sure that the planning expectorate will want to see a NP which gives
cognisance to the NPPF, but if the community is going to vote for 430+, I
think it needs a better understanding.
I am not a member of the HAG, I do not know how big this organisation
is, or what its view on the size of new development is, but it strikes me
that they might need some convincing and the recent report by folk
concerned about possible developments at Dollicott shows that they are
uncomfortable with the NP approach to developments on that site.
I think that the approach the NP has taken to allow developments in all
corners of the village is appropriate and balanced.

18

Resident

My analysis was based on the communication that I had received over
the past year and the lack of clarification that had been provided taking
us from the numbers published in the VAP ' 100 extra homes above the
155 that had been built or were in construction at the time' to the number
of 430 in the emerging NP based on numbers in the NPPF.
I think the work done by the NP group should be applauded and the NP
has to be seen as the protective shield against over development, but the
community needs to understand how the numbers were reached and
persuaded to give their support.
There can be no doubt that the airfield site is the most sustainable
location in the village and care needs to be taken with connectivity to
avoid it becoming a suburb.

AVDC's Plan was rejected because the
numbers were not realistic and did not
take account of potential overflow from
adjacent authorities. Hence 100 is never
going to work.
What we have tried to reflect in the
Neighbourhood Plan is a realistic figure
that has a chance of being accepted by
the independent inspector and,
subsequently, by AVDC. It is at the lower
end of the national and regional
projections - reflecting the strong
comments in the consultation to
minimise development - but we have
few arguments to say that development
in the village is unsustainable and that
we should accept less than our
proportion of projected district growth.
The aim of making site allocations in the
NP is to define a village position which,
in the absence of a District Plan, may be
accepted by AVDC and this may protect
us from larger growth projections in the
future. However, if work on the District
Plan reveals a significantly different
figure, we may have to replan as our NP
has to be coherent with the district Plan
- even if theirs comes after ours.
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The NP recognises development in all corners of the village, but
development that would increase traffic on the narrow streets of the
oldest parts of the village would be very detrimental. This really is not
about damaging house prices in the CA.
19

Policy HD3,
Project 5

Resident

A lot of work has gone into the neighbourhood plan by people who seem
to have the best interests of the village at heart. There is huge pressure
on Haddenham by developers hoping to make a lot of money by large
developments and these must be resisted if Haddenham is not to be
completely spoilt. I think the proposals in the plan can achieve a
reasonable balance, though I would love the village to remain at it's
present size.
I do think traffic is a major concern both in terms of the Dollicott
development access, the nightmare of school runs, speeding and the
plague of commuter parking. These all need to be addressed.

Traffic issues addressed in Project 5 and
Dollicott site policy HD3 amended.

20

Pp 37, 43, 44,
64, 74
Chapter 10
Project 2
HD2
TGA 1 and 2
HD8 and 9

Resident

In the plan by the developers of the airfield they plan more sports
facilities including a pavilion. There seems little in your plans for extra
sports facilities.
There is a major problem of parking because of the popularity of the
station. This does not seem to be covered, in terms of the increased
problem with more houses.
Social housing is a major part of the new developments. Do you know of
the new housing built ,in the last few years, how much of the social
housing has been taken up by local people.

You will find discussion on the
requirement for sports facilities in
Chapter 10 (p64) including the airfield
ground, redevelopment of the pavilion
and the need for indoor space, that the
NP aims to address through Project 2
(p74) which is to investigate the
commercial provision of a sports hall on
the recreation ground. With regard to
the specific airfield pavilion, this is, of
course, a re-provision of the land
already leased by the Parish Council (so
is not a new provision) but the pavilion
and surface preparation will hopefully
make it more useable. The pavilion, as
identified in the current plans, is
captured in the airfield development
policy HD2 on p37.
Parking is an issue addressed in
Chapter 7 and through two specific
policies (TGA 1 and 2) to manage
commuter parking and parking
standards on new developments.
34
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I do not have specific statistics for social
housing occupied by local people but
AVDC should be able to provide that for
you. The NP addresses affordable and
social housing on policies HD8 and 9 on
pages 43 and 44 - which also includes
the AVDC links and their allocation
policy.

21

Pages 10, 30, 32, Resident
34, 38, 40, 78-9
SRL3
HWS1
HD7 and 8

Clearly a lot of hard work has gone into creating this comprehensive
document with the intention to help give Haddenham's say to the AVDC
so thank you to Andrew Fell and all those who have helped. We found
the report very informative and have the following comments that we
wish to be incorporated:
The plan sets out a 26% growth over the next 20 years (pages 30/32).
We appreciate the need for housing but this is way above the predicted
population increase for the South East. Why should Haddenham grow so
significantly and is this really sustainable for the village? An additional
430 dwellings will have significant impact on the village continuing to act
as a 'village' and could easily create a residential camp the size of a town
but without the facilities expected of such, namely shops.
Growth also increases demand on utility infrastructure - sewers, water,
power. We didn't really see any reference to this in the document and
would have a significant impact on assessing the village and site
suitability. Upgrades will cause a huge amount of disruption and in a lot of
instances cause harm to the village's character.
The five sites for the 430 new homes that have been determined as most
suitable (page 34) are stated to be 'predominantly to the north of the
village, in areas of lower landscape sensitivity'. We couldn't find an
explanation of how this has been determined.
Access is a serious issue along Dollicot for vehicles to one of the
proposed sites (page 38), especially those larger than a car which would
be required for construction. Alternative access to this plot would be a
necessity with no vehicular access onto Dollicot. This will also help
reduce vehicles in the village which is rightly one of the plan's desires.
The Design Principles section is good and hopefully will be useful to
AVDC and developers. We would like this section to be enhanced to say
that the protection of the village lanes and hedgerows are paramount as

The housing figure is based on the
national prediction of future housing
demand which is broken down into
Districts; the NP is trying to define our
share of the recognised District need of
11,814 before 2033 (p30). Of this, the
NP is trying to hold the contribution of
Haddenham to "only" 430 and shape
where they go. The landscape
designations are referenced on p13 and
are only one contributory factor that was
used in the allocation of the sites.
Infrastructure is a limitation, but one that
any development has to tackle. The
only restriction on the infra in the village
was that our sewerage system is
reaching capacity and will require
upgrading to cater with many more
houses (p13).
The Dollicott policy restricts
development on the site, and ensures
that any developer has to propose a
viable traffic management plan - which
we have recommended to go through
the airfield.
Biodiversity is protected with both a
35
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are fundamental to retain Haddenham's character, remain a village and
are key aspects of heritage and conservation. We would also like this
section to mention creating houses with decent size gardens. Gardens
seem to be disappearing and are very important to families for safe play.
The conservation area on the map on page 79/8 does not match that on
page 9. This is particularly different along Dollicot/Townsend/Rudds/
Rosemary Lane which we understand is mostly within.
A few other extra observations:
•
The need for Extra Care housing recognises a good point.
•
Page 40 refers to comments made on previous proposals for the
Glebe Lands but this approach doesn't seem to be consistent for the
other sites where this is also the case, such as that proposed along
Dollicot.
•
Affordability of housing seems to be based on single persons
rather than couples. Is this correctly represented? (Page 10)
•
Do we know why the Arriva 280 bus no longer serves Church
End?

specific policy on trees and hedgerows
(SRL3, p68) and local green space
designations (HWS1, p61). Garden
sizes are specified for infill development
(HD7, p42).
Conservation Area map to be amended.
The Glebe land has been previously
rejected by the planning inspector and
has had a recent application opposed by
the Parish Council; it is consequently in
a different place to the Dollicott site
which does not have an extant
application.
Affordability is based on issues identified
in the links on p43 and capture in policy
HD8.
Arriva have determined that taking the
bus to Church End is not economically /
commercially viable - hence the note
that a community bus (p49) would
probably be more effective in meeting
the needs of residents.

22

Policy HD3

Resident

In view of the widespread concern about the impact of additional traffic
Dollicott policy HD3 amended.
on Dollicott on safety, and on the adjacent Conservation Areas, for the
reasons illustrated in the report at
http://www.haddenham.net/doc/D89044.pdf, we request that you amend
Policy HD3 on page 38 of the draft Neighbourhood Plan by replacing “or
ideally provides vehicular access through the airfield site rather than onto
Dollicott” with “by providing vehicular access through the airfield site with
pedestrian and cycle access only onto Dollicott”.
This small change would make a big difference

23

HD3

Resident

Dollicott/Townsend/Rudds Lane - already a very real potential for a
serious accident - LET COMMON SENSE PREVAIL - NO MORE

Dollicott policy HD3 amended.
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TRAFFIC.
24

HD3

Resident

On the proposed Dollicott development, we have shown that things have Dollicott policy HD3 amended.
changed since the draft NP was published. The claim by the developer
has been discredited, and the Ellis report on Roads and Traffic , showing
that any significant increase in traffic would be inherently unsafe and
detrimental to the local Conservation areas, has been widely accepted
and supported, as evidenced by comments on the NP website. One
small change to Policy HD3 - replacing “or ideally provides vehicular
access through the airfield site rather than onto Dollicott” by “by providing
vehicular access through the airfield site with pedestrian and cycle
access only onto Dollicott” - would make a major contribution to our
ability to resist an inappropriate proposed development, and would be
widely welcomed, not just by NIMBYs in Dollicott and Townsend Green,
but by all those who have expressed concern about the traffic
implications for the junctions with Churchway and Thame Road and the
impact on the Conservation Areas. The only persons likely not to
welcome this change are the land owner and developer. However, if the
change is not made, many may feel that their concerns have not been
recognised, and may feel disinclined to support the NP at the referendum
- which would be a disaster.

25

HD3

Resident

Despite its size Haddenham has just about managed to retain the rural,
village atmosphere which makes it so attractive as a place to live. The
current proposals for huge numbers of new houses on several different
sites along with consequent loss of green space threatens to irrevocably
change that character. The village does not have the infrastructure to
support such numbers in terms of doctors , shops , schools etc . It also
has v few employment opportunities which means that the majority of
new residents will be adding to the congestion on the A418 , trains and
the already overflowing station carpark.
I also specifically object to the Dollicott development. This is a quiet ,
narrow lane with tight bends and areas without footpaths which are
already hazardous for pedestrians . The exits at both ends onto
Churchway are already dangerously congested with parked cars for the
Post Office etc obscuring clear vision. This road is not suitable for a
development of this size and the volume of traffic this would generate (
nor to the volume of construction vehicles needed ). This development
would fundamentally change this quiet residential area for the worse .

Dollicott policy HD3 amended.
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26

TGA3

Resident

Re the section on walking and cycling, it seemed to me that we need a
clearer statement of principles, matching perhaps the 'fundamental'
approach in other parts of the document, especially housing. I have
taken the liberty (which I hope you will forgive) of re-drafting the section
on connectivity within the village. I'm sure you will have other
suggestions, but I hope you can work in something like this. And should
not the headings in this area make the distinction between connectivity
with the village and outside the village?

Amendments made

Non-car connectivity within the village
Haddenham is of a size that permits easy walking to village hub, shops
and Woodways schools from any point in the village. Peripheral service
points, eg St Mary’s, Health Centre, Post Office, Railway Station, take a
little longer for some, but access on foot is still possible and cycling easy.
Walking and cycling are healthy activities, have negligible environmental
impact and make for a peaceful and sociable village. Policy should
encourage walking and cycling as the default means of moving about the
village. Dedicated walking and cycling networks should have high
priority, especially in and from the new estates, as well as associated
facilities, such as cycle storage and parking stands.
It must, however, be recognized that only limited separation of walkers
and cyclists from cars will be possible and that village streets must be
shared. Few Haddenham pavements permit comfortable walking two
abreast and few village footpaths are wide enough to be formally shared
with cyclists.
A street environment which is safe and non-threatening for all is a basic
requirement for residential areas. Policy should encourage a spirit of
sharing and toleration between all classes of street user within the village
– pedestrians, cyclists and drivers. A reduced speed limit (no burden in a
village of this size) is now recognized by government as one effective
approach to these conditions and is currently being evaluated by BCC.
Policy (TGA3?) Walking and cycling within the village
Every opportunity must be taken to make walking and cycling within the
village as attractive an option as possible. New estates must provide
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easily accessible storage for cycles, wheelchairs and baby buggies and
planning should provide agreeable and safe linkage with village walking
and cycling networks. Positive measures should be taken (in association
with the transport authority) to establish good social relations between all
classes of street user. Haddenham should aim to set a regional example
in this regard.
27

SRL3

Resident

I would like to add our comments to the many that I am sure you have
already received. Haddenham has already taken on a large number of
new houses and has certainly ‘done it’s bit’. I am particularly against the
development at Dollicott. The road is not set up for large amounts of
traffic and the development will completely change the character of this
part of the village. We cannot keep building on every piece of green
space without severe consequences and we are pushing out the
character of Haddenham which makes people want to live here in the
first place. I am also very concerned about our already shrinking wildlife,
where do they go when we have paved over and built on every piece of
land ?
We have already done enough in Haddenham, please let us retain the
character and charm of the village, as well as protecting what wildlife we
have left.

Through the Plan we are aiming to
define our fair share of housing need and hence protect the village character
and green space that you value. To say
that the village will accept no new
development is not defendable through
the independent inspection that the Plan
has to pass and potential legal and
judicial reviews.
In the Plan we have tried to protect
biodiversity in the village - including a
specific policy at SRL3 to enhance and
protect trees and hedgerows and
provide new environmental habitats.

28

P9

Resident

I have a quick comment on the plan which I can see has been a major
Text amended.
piece of work. Congratulations.
on page 9 there is a statement at the top of the page ..The opening of the
new..........evolution.
Yes the Station opened in 1987 but the housing developments at
Sheerstock, stokes croft and wykeham way
had been built 10 years before that. We moved into Stokes croft in 1979
and all the houses including yours were already there.
For accuracy's sake it needs revising.

29

P37

Resident

In general this seems a well thought through document, and although like
others, I would prefer the village to stay the same size, I recognise that
this is unrealistic. I would however just make a few points:
1.
There is quite rightly an emphasis on preserving the character
and environment of the Church End conservation area, with frequent
referrals on how housing developments could adversely effect this.
However the other conservation areas in the village (Fort End and Towns

Changed the "good access" statement in
Dollicott site to better reflect the
conditions. It now reads " The site is
close to central shops and facilities, as
well as the Post Office and Medical
Centre with pedestrian and cycle
access, although no footpath in some
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End) seem to be afforded a lesser status. For example there is little
areas."
discussion of the adverse impact of the proposed Dollicott development
on the two conservation areas. Those of us that live in these areas feel
they should be afforded equal status and protection, as they are also
essential to the character and charm of Haddenham.
2.
Page 37 states that the Dollicott development has “good
pedestrian and cycle access to central shops and facilities, as well as the
Post Office and Medical Centre”. While the facilities may be
geographically close, the access roads are already extremely hazardous
to both pedestrians and cyclists, and any additional traffic will increase
this hazard. Please see the traffic report on Haddenham.net at:
http://www.haddenham.net/doc/D89044.pdf.
3.
In view of this, and of the numerous comments I see on this
forum, I would suggest that the plan should state that any permission for
the Dollicott development should be conditional on road access being via
the airfield, rather than this just being a preference (which will
undoubtedly be ignored by the developers). I realise that this may not be
in the gift of the Parish Council, but it could be stated policy.
30

HD3

Resident

I would like to express my concern about more traffic using Rudds Lane Dollicott policy HD3 amended.
from the proposed development at Dollicott. Extra traffic would be more
hazardous for walkers, cyclists, joggers and mothers with pushchairs etc.
It is obvious that access for this development should be via the airfield.

31

Project 5
P76

Resident

I am prepared to vote for the plan as it stands although I would comment
that attention needs to be given traffic management matters at the
detailed planning stage.

A strategic review of traffic in the village
is detailed in Project 5 on p76 that
includes consideration of a 20mph zone
and a 'mixed-priority route' including a
For example , the proposed development at Dollicott is not far from my
distinct raised surface. It looks
home. Vehicular access via the airfield will be preferable but failing that, specifically at the Thame road to
attention to the junctions at Thame Road and Churchway is required ,
Woodways section, including Fort End,
particularly in respect of irresponsible parking of vehicles. Part of Dollicott but this could feasibly be extended into
and Rudds Lane has no footway, and I would like that to remain the case Dollicott.
to avoid urbanisation. However to make it safe perhaps this section could
have distinctive paving, narrow entrance and exit points, a low speed
limit, and use by all, vehicles and pedestrians. This is successfully used
in some villages in the Netherlands. Perhaps the developer would
finance this ?
40
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Finally , I keenly support the suggestion for safe cycle route to Thame
and Aylesbury.
32

HD3
p38

Resident

I am really concerned that there are already problems in exiting both
Dollicott onto Thame Road and Rudds Lane onto Churchway due to
parked cars severely restricting visibility. Any increase in traffic will only
make this even more hazardous and I am strongly in favour of finding a
different access to the development of the Dollicott site.

Policy HD3 (p38) restricts any
development to having to include a
"managed transport scheme to limit the
vehicular impact onto Fort End and
Rudds Lane and ideally provides
vehicular access through the airfield site
rather than onto Dollicott"

33

HD3

Resident

The worry is that the planners are only concerned with access on to
Dollicot rather than the serious pinch points at both ends of the road.

34

HD3

Resident

I would like to express my concern about more traffic using Rudds Lane
from the proposed development at Dollicott. Extra traffic would be more
hazardous for walkers, cyclists, joggers and mothers with pushchairs etc.
It is obvious that access for this development should be via the airfield.

There will need to be changes proposed
to both junctions to make an application
viable if the impasse cannot be broken
to exit through the business park.

35

Resident

Appendix D
Main points were:
 Concern over Dollicott development
 Noticed some typos or wrong information
 Questioned many decisions

Dollicott policy HD3 amended.
Typos amended.
Decisions explained.

36

Resident

Appendix E
Main points were
 Support numbers suggested in plan, any more would put too
much strain on infrastructure and spoil the village feel

Noted

37

Resident

As a resident of The Closes, I am particularly concerned about the
proposed development of the Dollicott field with sole vehicular access
from Dollicott. This site is unsustainable because of poor vehicular
access of the surrounding area. The road has two hazardous exits onto
Thame Road and Churchway. It is generally narrow, has only partial
footpath provision, and tight, hazardous bends. Poor parking provision,
particularly in the Rudds Lane section, gives rise to vehicles frequently
being parked hazardously, causing danger to drivers and pedestrians.
This situation will only be exacerbated by the increased traffic this
development will generate if it goes ahead.

HD3 amended

38

TGA3, 4, section Resident
12

We moved to Haddenham 2 years ago. We chose Haddenham because
of the community, the village feel, the character of the property and the

HD3 amended
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transport links. So I fully support NP plan and the vision it sets out to
protect and enhance the character and village feel that we have. I believe
that having a NP plan allows us as a community to provide input and
direction to Planners and Council representatives as to what we need for
our community in return for the developers and land owners profiting
from developing Haddenham Village.
I specifically support the projects outlined in section 12 of the NP
especially the project focused on safe and secure cycling and walking
routes from Haddenham to Thame and Aylesbury. I believe this project
along with policy TGA4 and TGA3 (both cycling related) are cornerstone
policies and projects that would ensure Haddenham retains it's village
feel and character as well as realising the ambition of being "a busy,
active and dynamic community…"
As a resident of Townsend Green with a young family I am concerned
that the Dollicott plans as outlined in Policy HD3 of the draft plan will
create a safety issue from the increase in traffic as laid out in the report
published on haddenham.net
(http://www.haddenham.net/doc/D89044.pdf). The solution of providing
vehicular access through the airfield site is clearly the safest approach.
I agree with your comments about Dollicott and I believe that most of
your concerns are captured in the report published on haddenham.net.
http://www.haddenham.net/doc/D89044.pdf.
I am however reassured by draft NP that one of the main guiding
principles of the NP is to retain the character of the village including the
historic features, grass verges and winding lanes so an alternative
solution is needed
39

Resident

When we moved to Rudds Lane, in 1969, we were living in the
HD3 amended
countryside. Since then numerous houses and bungalows have been
built. or enlarged, but the lane itself has not been developed in step with
the extra traffic that has been generated
We are impressed by the effort that has been put into the preparation of
the Neighbourhood Plan but would highlight one failing. The present
roads around the Dollicott site are inadequate and
vehicular access to any increase in the site should be through the airfield
site with pedestrian and cycle access only into Dollicott.
42
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Resident

Firstly, I think it's a great Neighbourhood Plan and well done to Andy Fell
and the team who put it together.

HD3 amended

My main concern is the development proposed off Dollicott and the
increase in traffic this development will cause. As anyone who has
travelled down Dollicott, Townsend and Rudds Lane will know, this road
is already congested. There are large stretches without pavements
forcing people to walk on the road and the 2 junctions at either end are
dangerous (as stated in the report on haddenham.net http://www.haddenham.net/doc/D89044.pdf ). Adding extra traffic to this,
by developing more housing and access to that housing from Dollicott,
will make this road more hazardous and congested. The solution is to
ensure the Developers have to create the access point via the Airfield
and not Dollicott (removing the word 'ideally' from the NP).
2ndly, the Dollicott development will adversely affect the "character" of
the area which is an historic and beautiful part of the village and a
conservation area. The NP focuses on the importance of retaining the
character of Haddenham and it's essential the narrow lanes and green
areas are protected.
Finally, I support the NP's vision for developing secure cycling and
walking routes.
41

Resident

Any development near Dollicot should be accessed via the airfield or the HD3 amended
A481, not through Rudds Lane and Townsend. The 's-bend' next to
Townsend Green is already difficult enough to navigate, the entire road is
winding and often single width due to parked cars, and the road just isn't
set up for significantly more traffic. Building next to Dollicot is inevitable,
but new vehicular access needs adding, rather than relying on the
current roads, which are adequate to service the houses already there,
but not extra ones.

42

Resident

We live in Rudds Lane right on the chicane entering Townsend. We are
extremely concerned that the development plans show the site entrance
to be via Dollicott and propose that the site entrance is via the Airfield.

HD3 amended

We witness on a daily basis near misses between cars, vans, lorries
(over 7.5 tons I may add) pedestrians taking avoiding action due to no
43
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footpath, so using our driveway as an escape path, not to mention the
horses that use Rudds Lane / Townsend / Dollicott being spooked by
vehicles traveling over 30 mph round the blind bend.
The Dollicott site entrance must NOT go ahead, increasing the traffic
capacity in excess of over 1000 vehicles is a major accident & incident
waiting to happen.
43

Resident

Many thanks to Andy Fell and the Neighbourhood Plan team for giving up HD3 amended
their time to produce such an excellently researched document which
has incorporated the feelings of most of the villagers whilst recognising
that whilst many residents would prefer no more houses this is just not
feasible. The 430 houses phased over several years is much more
manageable than the possible 1000+ but this will still have a tremendous
impact on the village and it will become difficult to retain the village
character and resist urbanisation. The plan should therefore ensure that
the conservation areas in the village, namely Church End, Fort End and
Townsend are protected. These areas are mentioned at the beginning of
the document as being the original three settlements. Townsend, like
Church End has several listed properties and a village green which is
frequently used by local children for games of football and cricket and
often used for picnics in the summer by families as it is considered an
area of natural beauty. It is also used by many villagers to walk and
exercise their dogs on a daily basis. The road is very narrow in places
and any additional traffic would place the lives of pedestrians, cyclists,
dog walkers and children at further risk. The access at one end is onto
Tacks Lane / Thame Road which early in the morning has a constant
stream of traffic as people commute to the station, other workplaces and
schools. The access at the other end is onto Churchway which has
limited visibility with many cars parked outside and around the post office.
On page 6 of the document you mention the Conservation Area appraisal
for Haddenham published by AVDC in 2008 as stating that important
open spaces and trees should be conserved and networks and routes
through the village should focus on non-car modes as being significant
factors in your plan. The additional traffic generated by a possible 60
extra dwellings onto Dollicott would surely be contrary to your aims. It
would also make it impossible for residents to get access in and out of
Dollicott whilst the building work is undertaken as the amount of traffic
44
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would be well in excess of the recent small developments and
renovations in Rudds Lane which proved extremely hazardous. Whilst we
do support this plan we hope that you will take these comments into
consideration and amend the Neighbourhood Plan to state that vehicular
access to the site should be via the airfield only and not into Dollicott.
44

Resident

i can foresee that haddenham in 50-75 years time will be lacking a focal
point and will be a maze of congested roads lacking adequate parking,
pedestrianised space and green space,creating more retail space and
green buffer zones around the present boundary i think would allow for
future residential expansion
hd4 station road,any development here would greatly impact on the local
neighbours,it is a difficult site to access and on already raised ground
and is removing small open space which with inevitable future
developments is going to be sorely missed by future generations.
having the central allotment site as fantastic as it is,is not a green space
for everyone's everyday leisure and should not be counted as such.
i think the parish council and the people leading on the neighbourhood
plan are doing a very good job in allowing and compiling our feedback.

The aim of designating the allotments,
as with the greens, is to provide
protection that they cannot be sold off
for development by a future Parish
Council; the designation comes with no
powers or intent to change their current
use.

45

Resident

As former residents of 1, Townsend Green and having reviewed the plan HD3 to be amended
and comments above Rachel and I think it is essential that the road
access to the proposed development is via the airfield. It would be ideal if
the development does not go ahead, but with the housing pressure on
Buckinghamshire the best that is likely to be achieved is to mitigate the
traffic impact on Dollicott.

46

Resident

First of all we would like to thank Andy Fell and team for all their hard
work in putting the plan together.

The Landscape designations are based
on the Natural England National
Character Assessments and the AVDC
As described in the draft report the majority of the identified sites are in
Landscape Character Assessment, as
the North of the village in areas of lower landscape sensitivity. It would be detailed in Chap 3 (pp 13 and 14) of the
informative to detail how this assessment has been made. It is not clear if Plan.
this is the conclusion from the site assessment reports developed by the AVDC have a lot of details on their
NP team and URS or from some other assessments.
website of recent studies of the local
area; links to both those and the Natural
Along with many others we are also concerned about the impact of
England site are in the NP.
increased traffic from the proposed development at Dollicot. There are
numerous choke points between Thame Road and Churchway which will Limited the scale of the development on
be exacerbated by the planned development. This may discourage
Dollicott and mandated a traffic impact
45
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people walking to village amenities and also impact resident's enjoyment
of the Townsend green and pond on Rudds Lane (not to mention
reducing the duck population). Therefore we would encourage any
development to include access via the A481 and/or the airfield.

assessment and the implementation of a
"traffic management scheme" i.e. what
can be done to make the situation safe,
if access is not through the airfield.

I am writing to add my voice to the concerns raised regarding the
prospect of construction on the Dollicott field and related works traffic on
Dollicott / Rudds lane.

HD3 to be amended

We live on Roundhill View and have two young children. Several sections
of the route have no pavement and this already presents dangers when
walking on the road with young children and bikes etc. I walk to and from
the station and have often had to take avoiding action due to local traffic!
This is also a conservation area and the impact of the construction traffic
on the atmosphere of the area in terms of dirt / damage on / to the road
and the noise will be significant.
There are also tight corners / narrow sections of road and how we can be
sure that the workers will drive sensibly / safely and respect the area?
With all this in mind I am petitioning for the plan to be amended to only
allow a Dollicott development if works traffic is restricted to only having
access via the airfield and that the development is restricted to the
smaller size. I have read Andy's comment regarding the need for the plan
to recognise evidence based arguments which does make sense but I
see no reason why this issue cannot be highlighted in the plan given the
level of local concern from residents and presuming the plan has to be
representative of the the views of the community as well as offering
practical and sustainable solutions to the need for increased housing.
Since my original posting it has been pointed out that general residential
access to any new Dollicott development is also a concern for similar
reasons as I stated above and would clearly be controlled by also limiting
access to via the airfield. It makes sense that this should be mitigated by
restrictions in the NP to protect the existing residents and to reflect
opinion which then adds weight to any future response to planning
applications.
48

Resident

The current NP needs to be revised as it currently positively continues to
promote a 'dormitory' town. Further expanding the recent developments

Plan incorporates linking from
developments into the village and
46
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close to the station will just make this worse. The current NP does
addresses infra (water and sewerage)
nothing to ensure the required infrastructure is developed in advance of
limitations.
additional housing does little to protect any Conservation area other than
the Church and does not support a balanced expansion which will
enhance the village.
49

Resident

Having lived in Rudds lane since the early 80s we have witnessed many
inevitable changes, it is natural progress. We do not believe we can
realistically expect that the Dollicott development will not go ahead but
feel that the additional traffic if allowed to flow into Dollicott and onward
through the very narrow access points at each end it will create an
unnecessary hazard for all. Our view is that without question the
vehicular access to this development must be via the airfield.

That is also the preference of the NP but one that we cannot mandate. Any
future development will be subject to a
full traffic impact review based on a
detailed application for the site.

50

Resident

Couldn't agree more! It appears that many people are more in favour of
more building on the airfield than elsewhere but there are many problems
with this that conflict with the aims of the plan:
- increase commuter traffic and parking problems, which are already an
issue
- close proximity to A418 and station coupled with poor access to the rest
of the village (via the infamous Thame Road) will encourage residents
here to use services in Thame and elsewhere rather than Haddenham
- encourages development of a 'New Haddenham' with its own sports
facilities and mini supermarket, in competition with the core village
- lorries using Pegasus Way to access Business Park will run right
through a residential area where children are likely to play
- 1 mile away from Church End and core village services

All of these points were addressed in the
site assessment criteria. The idea
behind the village hub is to generate
activity in the centre of the village, and
associated retail footfall, to encourage
residents to travel in, rather than out of,
the village.

Not sure if these points have been adequately considered.
51

Resident

Thanks to Andy Fell and team who have worked hard to deliver a
balanced NP. I have lived near the station for the past 13 years and have
experienced the significant increase in station traffic and commuter
parking. I understand that the airfield is seen as the 'least worst' option
for additional houses, but if we want new residents to integrate into the
village, it seems to me that the lack of school places and local amenities
have to be addressed, no matter where additional houses are sited.

There are projects which focus on a
school place review, the Banks Park site
and indoor sports facilities amongst
others - with the aim of offering
something in the village for people to
travel in to - rather than out to Thame or
Aylesbury.

52

Resident

Andy Fell and his team have done a lot of work and produced an
interesting document. It must have been a Herculean task.

Site assessments reviewed
47
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It's when one gets to the conclusions that questions arise. The URS
engineering and planning consultant's off-the-peg scoring system has
been employed (See P91 of the plan for some details).The numerically
expressed output depends to a major extent on the questions asked and
the weightings given to them. There are then questions as to how the
scores are translated into the allocation of houses.
The conclusion of the Plan, shown on P 92 of the plan, gives the Airfield
the bulk of the developments while the Glebe or anywhere near Church
End get very little. Amongst other things this verdict seems to seem to
rest on :
a) The assumption that the vast majority of the village's new residents will
be rail commuters.(No statistical evidence on the current patterns is
presented in support of this).
b) Their families' non-commuting related travel around the village will be
minimal. Journeys from the Airfield site against the outward or stationbound traffic flow do not appear to have been considered.
c) The rankings and weightings of the 6 areas of assessment, Heritage,
Environment, Transport ,Community Amenities, Facilities, Leisure Sports
and Recreation and the headings categories within them.These seem to
be angled towards a) and b).
d) How the scores are eventually applied to arrive at the number of
houses proposed for each site.
The outcome is shown in the table on P92.
-The Airfield scores 37 points and is allocated 300 houses.
-The Glebe A scores 34 and is allocated 50 houses.
-Dollicott scores 35 and gets 35 houses.
How the Glebe B and C, close to the shops and schools via walkways
and cycleways, get scores of 25 and 20 respectively and for that reason
are not allocated any houses at all is unexplained.
These vast differences in treatment between the Airfield and Glebe sites
are difficult to understand.So is the allocation of 35 of the remaining
houses to the already heavily traffic constrained Dollicott site which also
compromise the Townsend Conservation Area.
48
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In reality:
- Both the Airfield and Glebe sites offer large tracts of land.
-The Airfield site faces outwards from the village and its facilities,
businesses etc and offers easy access to the A418. It is also handy for
the station. Its occupants will tend to head outwards from the village
rather than inwards and it risks being an enclave with its back to the
village.
-The Glebe sites offer road commuters easy exits from the village in all
directions without having to drive through it. At the same time it is inward
looking being close to the schools, shops, the 2 cafes and the medical
centre. With walkways and cycleways it should produce substantially
fewer traffic movements (and therefore pollution) by school runs,
shopping and leisure trips within the village. One would have expected it
therefore to score very highly under the Environment and Transport
headings.
Even with the apparent predisposition towards the Airfield site and
weightings of the scoring system, there are only 3 points between the
Airfields' score of 37 and the Glebe A of 34. That's well within a
reasonable range of judgmental or statistical error. Unexplained is why
Glebe B and C score dramatically lower at 25 and 20 points respectively
when again they are even closer to the schools and shops. With good
walkways and cycleways provided they could produce far fewer noncommuting journeys than will the Airfield site.
In conclusion it appears that an overriding fixation on the ease of access
to the station above all else has skewed the result. That now needs
another look with a view to a better balanced distribution of new houses.
53

Resident

I would like to add my voice to those who have gone before me to
dispute the claims of Cala Homes that their proposed development will
cause no problems to its neighbours.
While living with my family for the past 47 years opposite this intended

The issue faced by the NP team is that
the NPPF makes a presumption in
favour of sustainable development. This
is a fundamental change which means
unless we can prove why a development
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development in Dollicott, we have enjoyed the uninterrupted view, the
plentiful wildlife and the lack of claustrophobia which always – in my
opinion – accompanies dense development with the inevitable minute
gardens and everyone overlooking their neighbours.

physically cannot work, with evidence,
the default is that it will be permitted.
Whilst there has been some work to
review the current traffic situation, there
has not been a full objective review in
light of an application (because no
application has been made on the site)
and an associated proposal of how
traffic can be managed. All of the
relevant stakeholders cannot be fully
engaged without an application to
assess and, without this, making a
judgement on what is and is not feasible
with regards to a detailed planning
matter lays the Plan open to legal
challenge.

So far I could quite rightly be accused of NIMBYism when I add that I
dread the upheaval, dirt, noise and general intrusion into our lives of the
construction process – not to mention the loss of a much valued and
precious open space.
However, over and above the way this will affect the lives of my family
and my neighbours, there is the far more serious attendant danger to life
and limb which this proposal, if permitted in its presently proposed form,
will present to all Haddenham residents who need or wish to use the
Dollicott – Townsend – Rudds Lane route as pedestrians, cyclists and
motorists.
We can disagree about the probable number of additional car journeys
along these roads. But there can be no denying that the increase in traffic
generated by 35 to 60 new homes is bound to exacerbate the already
existing problems. I refer to:
•
The lack of pavements along much of this route.
•
The frequency of vehicles parking over the footpaths where they
exist.
•
The narrowness of the roads, particularly where Dollicott meets
Townsend Green and the narrow ‘chicane’ leading from Townsend into
Rudds Lane.
All of these present problems for pedestrians, cyclists and motorists alike.

The current Policy (if the Plan is made at
referendum), will ensure that any
application made on the site will have to
demonstrate how the traffic will be
managed to address all of the issues
that have been repeatedly highlighted,
including investigating the viability of
access through the airfield. The wording
has been strengthened as part of this
review to make a presumption to access
the site through the airfield, but without
an objective, proven, evidence-based
Moreover, the majority of the most hazardous spots are bordered by the argument that the site is unsustainable
walls of buildings – many of them witchert – which butt onto the road. Any the site cannot be excluded or
attempt to widen the road would therefore require the demolition of listed mandated to meet a policy that is
buildings.
potentially unachievable.
The risk of including an undeliverable
If I add to the above, the dangerous T-junction by the Post Office, where policy is that the Plan could stall for legal
one’s view of the road is almost always totally obscured by parked
review - and there has been precedent
delivery vehicles and cars; and the equally dangerous junction where
of judicial review. If this happens, we
Dollicott meets Thame Road and parked vehicles reduce Dollicott to a
risk losing all of the protection that we
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single lane which becomes a contested area as vehicles attempt to leave are trying to establish with the
Thame Road whilst others are queuing to leave Dollicott, then surely it
Neighbourhood Plan. With no AVDC
becomes obvious that this situation should not be allowed to get worse!
District Plan, there is no other route to
capping development and the village
Cala Homes state that the obvious alternative of providing a vehicular
could be subjected to any number of
exit via the airfield site is not possible. If this truly is the case, then is the unwanted and / or aggressive
plan that is being submitted in the interest of our Haddenham residents? I developments - which could go a lot
put it to you that it is not!
further to meeting the identified
requirement of nearly 20,000 new
homes in the District over the plan
period.
The Neighbourhood Plan, of course,
only flags a site as suitable, available
and achievable; it does not grant
planning permission and any proposal to
realise development on the site will have
to make a full application in common
with development on any other site. At
this time, and in view of the proposed
scheme and regulation at the time, it is
possible that an application could be
refused due to the traffic implications.
This would then be undelivered in
accordance with the Plan and the
allocation could expect to be met on the
reserve site.
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Resident

See Appendix F. Main points are:
 Suggestions on numbers of houses going on each site and even
new sites e.g. Bradmoor
 Bringing attention to the review of a new crossing on Woodways
to minimise accidents
 Adding Banks Park to designated local green spaces

Bradmoor land was assessed but the
land was not made available by the
landowner;
Approval of the crossing is noted which
should be delivered before a
comprehensive road review;
Can only warn medical centre of the
potential future issues;
Banks Park was an omission - it is now
included as a local green space.
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Resident

See Appendix G.

Executive Summary incorporated into
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56

Resident

Suggests executive summary and overviews included to help
navigation through the document
Suggests making it explicit that no development is unacceptable
Notes some errors in the text

Action to be taken or comment
Foreword. Errors corrected

The first draft represents a great deal of work by the Haddenham
HD3 amended
Neighbourhood Plan Team on behalf of the Haddenham Parish Council
and the local community. The team is to be congratulated on their efforts
to conduct a wide-ranging consultation with the many organisations,
businesses and inhabitants of the village who ultimately will be affected
by the plan.
b. Recognising the difficulties in reconciling national and regional
housing needs against the desirability of retaining the character of
Haddenham as a village, the overall proposed areas and types and
numbers of houses proposed in the plan appear sensible and achievable.
c. The proposals for housing development in Dollicott must ensure
safe and efficient vehicular, cycle and pedestrian road access through
Dollicott - which already is severely congested and, frankly, dangerous.
d. Whilst past in-filling has generally been executed in a manner
sympathetic to the character of the village, there remains a danger that
inappropriate conversion of bungalows and "garden-grabbing" to produce
larger sized houses of two or more stories will not only reduce the
opportunity to "down-size" for existing residents but will also reduce the
social- and age- mix of the village.
e. General accessibility within the village increasingly is affected by
traffic congestion exacerbated by on-street parking; this must be
controlled but without generating excessive visual clutter by road
signage. Similarly, there is a need to retain the village character of
pedestrian paths and walkways but to improve the actual surfaces to
reduce hazards caused by uneven surfaces and narrow path widths.
f. Redevelopment of the village centre by creating a new user-friendly
"hub" at Banks Park is a very worthwhile aim. Amongst the social and
volunteer groups mentioned in the plan, there should be more emphasis
on the strong communal support for amateur drama in the village. This is
evident in the thriving Youth Theatre Group and Haddenham Players as
well as recent support across the community for the play performed in St
Mary's Church to commemorate the start of World War 1.
g. Drama performance in the village is restricted by the total lack of a
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stage in the Village Hall - Haddenham must be one of the few villages of
its size without such a facility! Incorporation of a stage in a new Village
Hall would provide enhanced facilities for a wide range of community
events, including drama, music and other performing arts activities. In
addition, every effort should be made to ensure adequate sound and
lighting facilities are incorporated in the design. This would fall within the
remit to develop Haddenham as a centre for arts and crafts.
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Project 6

Resident

See Appendix I. Station Road site does abut the conservation area
 Road widening here might destroy mature trees
 Train noise is significant

Station Road policy amended

Resident

A only issue I would like to stress relates to Project six – cycling and
Noted
walking routes. Of course I support the need for a better route from
Haddenham to Thame but you also mention Aylesbury.
I would like to give my strong support for anything that could be done to
improve safe cycling from Haddenham to Aylesbury which at present is a
nightmare on the lower road.

Resident

I am struggling to get my head around the maths that gets you to 414
additional household in Haddenham on page 30 ...
1) Firstly the time period quoted is 2013 - 2021 but the text along side
references that this time period is a 10 year period. Is there a typo here?
2) If this is a typo and the time period is 10 years (2011 - 2021) then I get
a different answer than 19,690 additional households in AV by 2033. My
maths gets me to 17,332 which would mean that the requirement on
Haddenham would be less by approx 40 houses.
3) If however the time period is right then I still do not get 19,690 but it is
a less favourable answer of more houses to AV and thus Haddenham.

(the 10-yr period is a typo)
79583 - 71707 = 7876 which represents
an 8 yr period from the start of the Plan
period (Apr 2013) to the end of the
published predictions in Mar 2021- i.e.
984.5 households per year
984 x 12 = 11814 to extend Apr 2021 Mar 2033; total (11814 + 7876) = 19690
households over the period
As a 2.8% proportion of this Haddenham
has 552 households
x 0.959 households per dwelling = 529
houses - total liability over the Plan
period
Less 115 since 2013 = 414
+3.8% vacancy rate = 430 houses
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Resident

I attended the neighborhood plan meetings and thought I had effectively

Neighbourhood Plan only looks at the
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communicated my concerns regarding the Airfield development but some
of the key information which seemed to have been taken on board has
been missed from the draft.
Apologies for my late input I'm hoping that having been given until the
17th that I'm not to late for my thoughts to be heard.

suitability of the site for development
and not the detailed planning proposals
of what goes exactly where. You have
seen the Lands Improvement (LI) outline
planning application, but even this is
only indicative until detailed studies
confirm what is required in order to
prepare a detailed application.

I live in Chilworth gate opposite the Airfield and have a good knowledge
of how the airfield and surrounding roads are being used. I have also
attended all the the meetings with lands improvement and have given
specific feedback.
The POND
My main concern, and I know this is one that is shared my many
residents, is the protection of the Pond area within the airfield. This is a
place where residents walk their dogs and enjoy the birds and ducks
which make this pond their home. The plants are becoming slowly
established too and provide a pretty park area for residents who are
otherwise surrounded by industrial units and a station.
Given that there is to be so much new development within this west part
of the village I feel it is very important to retain a feeling of green pockets
withing the village and the pond area is a favorite with residents.
In the evening you can see beautiful sunsets from its position as the sun
sets behind the tracks. Its position softens the outlook along the road
and welcomes you to the village. It's a lovely reminder as you leave that
your in a green and pretty village.
Many residents feel it should be protected and remain where it is. Early
on in the consultation process Lands Improvement spoke of the
possibility of moving this or even placing a shop here. It seems for now
that their masterplan has kept it where it is, perhaps due to our input as
residents or perhaps due to practicalities/ flood measures. Whatever the
reason we feel it ought to be protected where is it.

That said, LI have invested a
considerable time in community
engagement to get to their current
masterplan and so we would expect that
they would be keen to retain as much of
the intent of it as possible through to
detailed design. The pond is functionally
necessary as a drainage overflow
(whatever the technical term is) and so it
should remain.
In terms of the shop, it is currently only
an aspiration. There will be a lot more
consultation, particularly with the near
neighbours, so that it had the best
chance of meeting your needs - but we
are a few steps (and potentially a few
years?) from this level of detail.
LI are responsible for the evolution of
their plan and so we suggest that you
forward your comments to them.

The SHOP
The inclusion of the shop on the airfeild site IS cause for concern. The
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main feedback which I have given to Lands Improvement was that such
an impactful building on this landscape would need to be placed towards
the industrial site.
A shop (if one were to exist) would be best placed further towards the
business site and close to Thame road.
Building the shop towards the business site would have less impact on
current residents as existing, extensive and mature trees would shield
resident’s views
Placing the shop towards the business site means traffic from the village
would only need to drive along a portion of Pegasus Way from Thame
Road.
This would stop undue traffic along the rest of Pegagsus Way which
should retain a green pond area, enjoyed by dog walkers and children
using the new playground next to the station.
It would also spoil the character of the entrance and exit to Haddenham if
the shop was placed away from the business site
The lorries that would need to serve a shop and the parking required
would be a dent on the landscape and disturb existing residents and
wildlife therefore placing it towards the business park would be less
intrusive.
Most resident’s head back from the station down Thame Road, if the
shop was placed towards the business site it would be less of a diversion
for residents
A shop may not be needed at all as It takes 6mins to drive to Thame and
10 mins to walk to the current shop. It may detract from the hub of the
village.
These point were communicated to Lands Improvement and were given
weight by the support of the Village Society. Lands Improvement have
placed the shop towards the business site on their masterplan for now
which shows promise but I very much feel its position should be included
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in the neighborhood plan given the impact such a building could have on
the village.
Thank you for taking the time to read my points, I hope they do get fed
into the Draft in some way. I am confident that I represent the majority of
residents in the west part of the village at least. A conversation with John
Brandis at the Village Society, of which I am a member, will prove support
on these points.
I would appreciate it if you could please send a brief response to let me
know you have received this email
I had the pleasure of hearing you speak at one of the consultations and
would like to thank you for all you work on the Neighborhood Plan
61
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Resident

Resident

We would like to make a formal input to the Haddenham Neighbourhood
Plan.
We would like voiced the idea that some of the developer’s money given
to the community i.e. I think Clause 106 money, instead of being used for
such things as playing fields, etc, which are mainly used by the younger
aged members of the community, consideration should be given to using
some of such money to provide facilities for the older members of the
community. We see it as an important facility to have a suitably large
residential home built in Haddenham. One which would be suitable for
the type of older people in Haddenham currently living in large 3 to 4
bedroom detached houses. If such a facility, of the right standard, were
available in Haddenham, it might encourage single people and older
couples to move out of their large houses into residential
accommodation. The effect of these moves would release larger houses
for sale, facilitate a whole chain of people upsizing and freeing up firsttime buyer homes. This process could well obviate the need for building
so many additional new houses in Haddenham..... Just a thought!!!

Hence NP has specifically designated
development on the Dollicott as "extra
care" - which may be a sheltered or
warden scheme but independent living
in individual properties - and have
included a 64 bed residential home on
the airfield development.

As a family, we are very supportive of and interested in the Plan and
have made an effort to attend as many public meetings, consultations
and forums as possible over the past few months. We are involved in
many community activities and feel passionately that any developments
within our village should not change the reasons why we and many
others chose to live here. My husband, Giles went to the Haddenham

We are trying to constrain the Dollicott
site to have a viable traffic solution - but
advice from Bucks CC is that we are not
in a position to discount it on purely that
basis; such a decision will be made at
the time of a planning application.

S106 expenditure seems skewed to
sports provision - but those are the only
funds that are delegated to the Parish
Council. Funds retained for transport
and schools (for example) are retained
by Bucks CC, and funds for other
purposes are held at the District level.
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Village Society meeting last Thursday and came away saying "Andy
deserves a medal"!

Action to be taken or comment

The omission of Banks Park as a local
green space was just that, an error.

I have read the Plan and think you have done an excellent job in bringing
together the views of villagers and what is reasonable and realistic. I
The NP can help in the aims of
would like to make the following comments:
increasing safe walking and cycling.
- I agree that we cannot say 'do nothing' in terms of building new houses.
We have to accept that new housing will be built in Haddenham and
therefore need to ensure this is in keeping with our village, is in
appropriate locations and has minimal negative impact on existing
facilities. I have noted your figures of 414 new properties over the next 20
years, which seems a reasonable limit.
- We feel very strongly that the Airfield is the preferred location for new
development. The Glebe proposal as it stands is far too big (we have
objected to this on the council website) but perhaps something smaller
could work. The site that concerns us the most is Dollicot, due to the risk
of spoiling the traditional and beautiful Townsend Green/Rosemary
Lane/Rudds Lane areas and the real danger of construction traffic and
subsequently increased residents' vehicles driving down the narrow lanes
and in particular the hairpin bend by Townsend Green. I can see that you
have included these causes for concern in your Plan and I sincerely hope
that this will be taken into account before any decisions are made.
- As I have already mentioned in another e-mail to Richard Kendall (cc
Andy), as a Brownie Guider I would be very concerned if the green space
next to the Scout and Guide Centre was to be built on. This should be
included in the list of 'green spaces' on page 61.
- It was good to see the children's views included. These will be the
house buyers in 20 years when those 414 houses have been built
- I was very pleased to read on page 76 that the Parish Council will be
"leading efforts to secure safe cycling and walking routes". In the 20
years we have lived in Haddenham, we have seen an increase in the
amount of traffic, especially at the schools in mornings and afternoons
and I have played an active role over the years to encourage more, and
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safer cycling. That's why I set up Haddenham Cycle Training 9 years ago
and although I have recently handed over leadership of this to other
Instructors, I am confident that this vital work will continue. There is an
ever increasing interest in cycling in our village and we must ensure that
this is supported and encouraged. It would be wonderful to achieve a 20
mph limit in the village, especially as our population grows.
In summary, well done so far to everyone involved in the Neighbourhood
Plan. You have succeeded in encouraging many residents to think about
and to question what is important and stirred some into action. It would
be good to see even more people involved. We will follow the progress of
the Plan with interest and will support you as much as we can.
63

Resident

See Appendix N. Main points are:
 That 430 seems a large number and perhaps there is room to
argue that down further
 That development should not be mostly on the airfield because it
is distant from the village core

All of the sites have limitations and we
have tried to tread a precarious line both
in terms of site allocations and overall
numbers. We have to have a plan that
recognises the pressures on the District
as a whole to get through AVDC and an
Independent Inspector who will be
looking at this submission in terms of "as
few as 430" against a District target of
1000 a year.

64

Resident

As a new resident myself (December 2014) I've been reading with
interest all the views expressed regarding the allocation of housing in the
plan. I'd be keen to hear any thoughts you have on the concerns raised
regarding the balance of housing split between the North and South of
the village which provides a seemingly increased level of protection for
the Church End conservation area in the plan when compared to the
Towns End conservation area.

All of the thinking is expressed in the
Plan. The Conservation Areas have
equal significance and hence we are
trying to afford them equal protection by
restricting sizes and the impact on the
approached to the CAs. The Dollicott
site is reduced from potentially 100+ to
25 dwellings and, against the current
application, Aston Road is restricted
from 280 to 50. The only difference is
that Aston Rd has the space to allocate
(for this planning period) away from the
edge of the CA.

As a new resident it's very hard to draw any conclusions or know the full
context of decisions made but as we live in the Towns End area I'd be
keen to know any thoughts beyond the relative scoring expressed in the
plan on what has driven the decisions surrounding the allocations,
especially as I understand we need to vote on the plan soon.
65

Resident

See Appendix P. Main points are:

The Plan includes specific policies for
extra care homes on the Dollicott site
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HD7 should prohibit conversion of bungalows into 2 storey
buildings
Village Hall project should have a specified time limit

Action to be taken or comment
(HD3) as well as a residential home on
the airfield (HD2), restrictions on
bungalow conversion (HD7) and
reference to lifetime homes standards
as part of the design principles (HD9) will review the supporting text, in light of
your comments, to see if it can be more
inclusive.
A timescale for all of the policies and
plans is included in Chapter 13.
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Resident

It would appear to me that the Airfield has been given the majority of
development based on a will to put new development out of the way, at
what is considered the uglier end of the village, and away from longer
standing residents. Much weight has been placed on its closeness to the
station despite research showing that the majority of residents in the
village do not commute. In reality it is a very long walk to amenities such
as the shop, schools and the surgery. This entire west end of the village
will now need to house its own amenities to service the new residents of
such a development causing a second hub of the village. This could very
much leave the current hub becoming obsolete if the facilities, say a
small super market, prove superior. Should this happen it will bring undue
traffic through the village to the western end and could lead to an ugly
central village with disused buildings. To concentrate all the new building
at this end of the village could lead to a detachment with the central
community.
The plans outline around 1000 new homes in the village, even though
ADVC state their target is around 20 000 for the entire district, which is
the biggest district in the UK. This means Haddenham will be taking 5%
of the new homes for the district? This seems awfully steep for a village
which is served by a very modest amount of schools, a surgery and shop
ect. Not to mention parking and traffic flow. (Please correct me on this if
I'm wrong)

The Plan proposes 430 new properties
with a specific focus on how they can be
best connected into the village - from all
of the sites - and how the function of the
proposed "village hub" can be improved
to draw people into the village rather
than out to Thame and Aylesbury.
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Resident

It is unfortunately inevitable that Haddenham will have to accept that new
houses will be built so It is important that a Neighbourhood Plan is drawn
up and does what it can to restrict the numbers to a level which residents
reluctantly would find acceptable. We should all be grateful to Andy Fell

The Plan recognises all of the issues
that you raise; it has proposed projects
to review school places and traffic
particularly on Thame Road. I has also
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and his team for voluntarily giving so much time and effort to such a
thankless task!

set policies on each of the
developments to provide walking and
cycling connections into the village and,
Irrespective of where development takes place the issues will be the
through discussions with the developers,
same. Currently the schools and the Health Centre are under pressure.
are getting more of these proposed than
The village shops are not adequate or attractive enough to prevent the
would otherwise have been the case.
majority of the current population driving to supermarkets in local towns. We have also advocated a mix of house
The present day volume of traffic and parking problems are not being
sizes; of note, the latest detailed
resolved and further growth will only exacerbate these problems.
proposal for the corner of Thame Road
and Pegasus Way is biased towards 2
As a resident of Thame Road for more than forty years I have seen a
and 3 bed properties, specifically to
huge increase in traffic and this will only increase wherever development address the recent spate of larger
takes place. More people will be dropped off and picked up from the
properties - and hopefully provide some
station, more parents will be driving their children to the schools and
at the more "affordable" end of the
other activities etc. If a small supermarket such as Waitrose Is located on scale.
the airfield site then residents living elsewhere in the village will surely be
likely to drive to it creating even more traffic!
Overall it must be better to spread any new housing over the various
proposed sites so all areas of the village take 'a hit' and share the
ensuing problems. NIMBYism is dividing the village and development of
the airfield site is becoming the easy option. There are obvious
advantages of it being adjacent to the A418 but it is the furthest site from
the village facilities and thus is in danger of not being fully integrated into
the 'village community' if indeed that vision survives. We are in grave
danger of losing our identity anyway and for the first time in all the years I
have lived here I am beginning to think I want to move elsewhere as
Haddenham is certainly losing its appeal and attractiveness to existing
residents even though it doubtlessly will still be attractive to new people mainly commuters of course who can afford to buy the £500,000+
houses. For goodness sake cannot we ensure that for once more houses
being built are affordable to more of the population.
68

Resident

Surely spreading the 430 houses across various sites would be better
Site assessments reviewed
than placing 300 at the Airfield. The site was judged as being un
characteristic with limited views.
How was this conclusion reached? The site has lovely views out across
to rolling hills. When the sun sets over this feild it is stunning and enjoyed
60

H A D D E N H A M

Comment
number

N E I G H B O U R H O O D

Policy/page
number

P L A N

Stakeholder

Comment

Action to be taken or comment

by many walkers and dog walkers at all hours of the day. There is a
wonderfully established pond that much wildlife resides at. The red kite
flys over, on the amber endangered list, and other wildlife that leak over
from Snakemore run wild here.
300 houses would have a huge impact at this site which is not at all
featureless or in any way ugly.
The rape seed crops in spring are a site to behold and as the seasons
change so do the colours.
The site is also prone to flooding and last year there was a very close call
when the sewers could not cope and water began rising up to the houses
doors. If 300 houses were built here a huge rethink of the sewage and
drainage would need to be considered. This doesn't seem to be
mentioned anywhere and yet it could be distarous.
This is a site steeped in history with the gliders who will have
development build right up along their runway. Given the 300 houses and
sports facilities would take up all the the designated area, where will they
develop next when they become hungry for more. Right on the airfeild
strip I guess. If development was shared between sites it would leave
room for future development, that is inevitable. This would have lower
impact on any one part of the village.
69
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HD3, 6

Resident

See Appendix S. Main points are:
 Doesn't meet Basic Conditions
 Housing allocation done crudely
 Haddenham can't take 430 new houses
 Doesn't take account of windfall
 No policies for improving infrastructure
 Site assessments poor and inconsistent

PAE, AVDC, BCC have all agreed it
meets Basic Conditions.
Because of the NPPF presumption in
favour of development, Haddenham
faces the prospect of more than 430
houses.
Not allowed to allocate windfall
Site assessments undertaken with same
methodology around the country but will
be reviewed.

Resident

See Appendix T.
 Should not have site allocations, should be principle based
 Shouldn't be on airfield because it would create a commuter
suburb
 Inconsistent naming conventions
 Confused because NP originally started with 4 sites, sites east of

Due to the results of a legal challenge
on a NP with site allocations,
Haddenham NP decided it gave better
protection to have site allocations.
On advice from PAE NP reviewed all
potential sites around the village.
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P L A N

Stakeholder

Comment





Stanbridge road and north of the medical centre should be
considered
430 houses means at least 1000 new cars on the roads, NP
does not propose to do anything about traffic problems
Suggests rescoring HD3 lower, possibly contaminated with
Japanese knotweed
HP9a should take more houses

Action to be taken or comment
Advised by AVDC not to have a site to
east of Stanbridge Road and owner of
land north of the medical centre pointed
out that it was not available for
development.
There is a project in the NP to do a
traffic plan.
Inconsistent naming conventions and
minor amendments corrected

71

Development Unable to assess housing need without District Plan; could be 2 or 3
consultant
times assessed figure. Premature to proceed with completion of NP.

Noted

72

Resident

See Appendix U.
 Site assessments inconsistent
 Should start in 2015

Plan runs from 2013 in agreement with
AVDC.
Site assessments reviewed.

73

Resident

Consultation process has been flawed; focus of development near station Noted
will exacerbate dormitory town

74

Green Space

Resident

In the Green Space section on p61, I suggest turning round the
statement that “there is no intention to allow them to be redeveloped” so
that it would read “any proposal to develop them will be resisted” and be
more forceful.

Supporting text amended

75

Green Space

Resident

Footnote 70 on p61 refers to village greens and at the foot of the page is
they are listed as “Church End, Townsend, Fort End and Skittles
Greens”. The other three village greens are identified on Figure 14, but
Fort End is not identified on Figure 14 nor on any other figure in the NP.
Fort End should be identified on Figure 14 or deleted from Footnote 70.

Fort End included in designations and
Fig 14

76

Green Space

Resident

The grassed areas at Banks Park have aesthetic value as open spaces
Banks Park was an omission in the draft
– now included (HWS1 Viii)
and are also valuable in terms of sport, recreation and amenity.
Moreover, the Parish Council recently invested in the grassed areas by
installing and now maintaining improved play equipment, thus reinforcing
the value of the areas for recreation. HWS1 of the NP should designate
the grassed areas at Banks Park as a Local Green Space (or Local
Green Spaces) of Sport, Recreation and Amenity Value. The additional
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Comment
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Policy/page
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P L A N

Stakeholder

Comment

Action to be taken or comment

Local Green Space(s) should be identified on Figure 14.
77

SRL2, Village
Hub, RBJ1 and
Figures 7, 12 &
14

Resident

There is not clarity between the terms “Village Hub”, Banks Park and
Banks Parade. They should be defined and/or the relationship between
them should be stated clearly.

Banks Parade is the shop parade
(Policy RBJ1), the hub is on the site of
Banks Park on the opposite side of
Banks Road

78

SRL2, Village
Hub, RBJ1 and
Figures 7, 12 &
14

Resident

On page 66, it is stated that stated that “The heart of the village is the
Banks Park ensemble of buildings; the Village Hall, Library, Scout and
Guide centre, Banks Park, disused medical centre, handyman’s
emporium, dentist, the parade of shops, car park and pond.” I would
suggest that in common parlance, the parade of shops (with its parking
area) is known as Banks Parade.

Corrected

79

SRL2, Village
Hub, RBJ1 and
Figures 7, 12 &
14

Resident

There is a difference between the SRL2 Policy Area identified in Figure
Figure 12 corrected
14 and the larger area identified in Figure 12 as “SRL2 Village Hub”. The
latter includes part of the residential development to the west of Banks
Park. I believe that the area identified in Figure 12 should be reduced to
be the same as that identified in Figure 14.

80

SRL2, Village
Hub, RBJ1 and
Figures 7, 12 &
14

Resident

Unless there is a particular reason, the same area that is identified on
both Figure 12 and Figure 14 should be similarly annotated. I believe that
it is the area to which Policy SRL2 applies and that that is sufficient; the
introduction of the term “Village Hub”, and certainly if the term is added
on just one of the Figures, would appear to be unnecessary and
potentially confusing.

81

SRL2, Village
Hub, RBJ1 and
Figures 7, 12 &
14

Resident

From a reading of SRL2 and the supporting text and from Figure 12 (with Figure 7 gives a broad objective intent
the reduced SRL2 area), it would appear that Banks Park is limited to the without specifically identifying any sites
south side of Banks Road and that the “Village Hub” may be the same
area. However, there is a contradiction in Figure 7: the objective
“Redevelop village ‘hub’” is shown in relation to just Banks Parade to the
north of Banks Road

82

SRL2, Village
Hub, RBJ1 and
Figures 7, 12 &
14

Resident

I think that the SRL2 Policy Area should be reduced so that it comprises
just the part of Banks Park that is occupied by the buildings to the east of
the access from Banks Road, i.e. the Village Hall, the Community Library
and the former Health Centre, and the associated surfaced areas used
for parking and access. The SRL2 Policy Area would thus be confined to
the area where (re)development is proposed

The term village hub is indicative of the
type of development aimed for the site,
to include VH, social, and art spaces,
Parish Offices and potentially, retail
outlet(s)

SRL2 covers all of the currently built
areas which would be subject to a
masterplan to determine optimum
allocation of the whole site.
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H A D D E N H A M

N E I G H B O U R H O O D

P L A N

Comment
number

Policy/page
number

Stakeholder

Comment

Action to be taken or comment

83

SRL2, Village
Hub, RBJ1 and
Figures 7, 12 &
14

Resident

As currently defined, the SRL2 Policy Area also includes the grassed
areas at Banks Park and the three buildings to the west of the access
from Banks Road (the Scout & Guide Centre, the handyman’s workshop
and the dentist’s premises).

Amended with the allocation of Banks
Park Local Green Space

84

SRL2, Village
Hub, RBJ1 and
Figures 7, 12 &
14

Resident

The reduced area comprising the SRL2 Policy Area would represent only Amended
part of what is commonly considered as Banks Park. May I, therefore,
suggest that SRL2 is entitled Redevelopment at Banks Park; it is not the
whole of Banks Park that it is proposed should be redeveloped.

85

SRL2, Village
Hub, RBJ1 and
Figures 7, 12 &
14

Resident

As well as allocating land at Banks Park for redevelopment to provide
improved community facilities, Policy SRL2 also expresses support for
the principle of new retail and commercial floorspace “in the village hub”.
This begs the question of what is “the village hub” and confirms the need
for a definition of the “Village Hub”, amongst other terms. Furthermore,
elsewhere, in Chapter 11, it is stated “to attract more people into the
village centre, redevelopment of the Banks Park facilities could offer new
retail space

The village ‘hub’ could include VH,
library, social, and art spaces, Parish
Offices and potentially, retail outlet(s) –
but this will be the subject of separate
detailed consultations with stakeholders
to identify an optimum solution

86

SRL2, Village
Hub, RBJ1 and
Figures 7, 12 &
14

Resident

I am concerned by the prospect of trying to squeeze too much
development onto the part of Banks Park that is available for
redevelopment.

Noted

87

Policies HD3,
Resident
HD4, HD5 & HD6

These policies all qualify allocations of land for housing by reference to
time periods and more specifically start dates. I think that it may not be
possible to restrict when development should take place on the housing
allocations in question

The NP covers a 20 year period; hence
it appropriate to attempt to phase
development over the planning period

88

Policies HD3,
Resident
HD4, HD5 & HD6

If the principle of housing development on an area is accepted by the NP,
then I believe that it will normally be for the market to determine when the
development takes place. It is not possible to impose arbitrary timetables
in the NP or to preclude development until an arbitrary start date

89

Policies HD3,
Resident
HD4, HD5 & HD6

The only circumstances in which it might be possible to argue that the
development should be deferred would be if there was a constraint that
precluded development temporarily.

90

Policy HD3

On Figure 14, two sites are separately identified: HD3a and HD3b.
HD3a and HD3b annotated in the Policy
However, in the text of Policy HD3 there is no express reference to HD3a

Resident

Site-specific constraints would be
addressed as part of any detailed
planning application for each specific
site
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Comment

Action to be taken or comment

or HD3b. It would eliminate any risk of misunderstanding of the policy, if,
as I presume is intended, the text relating to Phase 1 referred to HD3a
and the text relating to Phase 2 referred to HD3b
91

Policy HD5

Resident

On Figure 14, two sites are separately identified: HD5a and HD5b.
However, in the text of Policy HD5 there is no reference to HD5a or
HD5b.

HD5 (now HD6) allocation has been
removed

92

Policy HD5

Resident

Policy HD5 is entitled “South Lower Road Housing Reservation” as
opposed to the term “Allocation” that has been used in the titles of
Policies HD2, HD3, HD4 and HD6.

South Lower Road is now only a
reserved site; Policy has been reworded

93

Policy HD6

Resident

I think that the proposal to allocate part of the much larger area would
open the door to the development of the whole of the area bounded by
Stanbridge Road, Aston Road and the existing developed area of the
village

Fig 14 has been amended to illustrate
sites of an appropriate size at 30
dwellings / ha iaw AVDC guidance

94

Policies HD5 and Resident
HD6

In the assessments provided in relation to each of these policies, under
the “Sustainable development“ and the “Zero carbon village” headings
respectively, there is reference to the Woodways/Stanbridge Road
crossroads as an accident black-spot and by implication, if not expressly,
the effect of increased traffic using the junction

Road improvements would be part of a
detailed planning application for the site,
rather than the NP; BCC Highways have
been consulted as part of the statutory
consultation.

In neither case, however, does the policy require that an application for
the development should provide for the improvement of the crossroads.
Have the Highway Authority’s views been sought? If so, do they consider
that it would be reasonable to require the developers to mitigate the
impact that the additional traffic generated by their scheme would have
on the already dangerous junction?
95

Figure 14

Resident

I think that Figure 14 should be drawn to a larger scale. At the scale
used, it is very difficult, if at all possible, to establish the precise
alignment of the boundaries, particularly of the smaller areas that have
been identified, such as Skittles Green and the SRL1 Policy Area

Figure 14 is indicative rather than a
planning document for detailed
application

96

Figure 14

Resident

An alternative approach, instead of the whole of Figure 14 being redrawn Noted
to a larger scale, might be to include Inset Maps to a larger scale, as
necessary to cover the areas of Figure 14 where the boundaries of
defined areas are most difficult to establish.

97

Figure 14

Resident

The two pages that comprise Figure 14 are not mutually exclusive; at the Map redrawn to address anomalies
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edges, significant areas are shown on both pages and critically there are
different designations on the two pages.
98

Figure 14

Resident

On Figure 14, Church End Green and Skittles Green are both labelled
HWS1 (iii). Church End Green should be labelled HWS1 (i) to accord
with Policy HWS1

Corrected

99

Figure 14

Resident

On Figure 14, the Recreation Ground and the Allotments are both
labelled HWS1 (iv). The Allotments should be labelled HWS1 (v) to
accord with Policy HWS1.

Corrected

100

Figure 14

Resident

See also the comments under Green Spaces above regarding Footnote
70 on p61

Fort End Green included in Fig 14

101

Business
owner

I have just read through the Draft Plan and am gratified to see that we
Amend the Plan to reflect commenter's
are considered an Asset of Community Value. However, having been in
wishes.
consultation with an expert in these matters, we would like you to
withdraw our business from the list if at all possible. The reason for this is
that when we eventually start the process of selling our property, we may
not be able to find a buyer actually willing to take on the business as it
stands' In this case, the shop could be sold as some other retail outlet
and we would not want to be tied into only selling as a butchers.

102

Chiltern
Railways

I have no further comments to add to your excellent report and, as has
always been the case and stated in earlier discussions with
representatives from the Parish Council, remain happy to offer our
support to any residents’ parking scheme should the Parish Council
decide to proceed along those lines.

Business owners

Noted

Amenity groups
103

Chairman of Chairman of Age Concern, Haddenham and District. Firstly l want to
Age Concern congratulate you and your "team" for the publication of an excellent
document. I have 2 major concerns in the plan relating to the elderly and
village hall(VH).
The Elderly
The lead editorial in the Sunday Telegraph, 14/12, stated" Civilised
societies are best judged on how they treat their most vulnerable

Need for residential and extra care
homes recognised in the Plan to reflect
the large proportion of elderly residents
in our community. Will pursue idea of a
partnership.
In terms of the Village Hall, NP
advocates commissioning a master plan
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members. In too many instances, modern Britain is failing that test."
The PC in Haddenham fits exactly into this category. The "focus"
pamphlet mentions the elderly in relation to housing. The Plan also
mentions the elderly "...specific needs in terms of specialist housing,
transport and village services". As far as I can see there are no further
references to these last 2 items.
The Plan (p11) states "...significantly higher percentage of Haddenham is
over 60 than in AVDC or Bucks". If you extrapolate the figures shown, by
the end of the 20 year plan, HALF (43% to 51%) OF THE EXISTING
POULATION OF HADDENHAM WILL BE OAPs. At present the 106
money allocated to our village is spent 100% on sports activities for the
young and 0% on the elderly. Yet the proportion of each group is moving
inexorably in the opposite direction! In fact I would contend that PC
expenditure on the elderly is virtually zero.
The elderly are not "visible" to the PC and whereas they are not a direct
financial burden on the PC, the exact opposite applies to AVDC, Bucks
CC, central government and the NHS. In fact we have a ludicrous
situation where the NHS is suing local councils because of "bed blocking"
by the elderly. The mouth is biting the hand that feeds it, another example
of the total antithesis of a "civilised society".
Yet the PC is actually, at least geographically, the closest of ALL
organisations to the people in question. It is well established that the
onset of dementia is at lest delayed by engaging the elderly. Yet in the
last few months we have seen, in Haddenham, the closure of the
Fremantle Trust (3 days lost per week) and within the next 2 weeks ,the
St. John's dementia facility in Aylesbury will also be lost.
The neglect of the elderly by the PC simply creates a "knock on" effect
further up the "food chain", i.e. AVDC, Bucks CC, central government and
the NHS. Expect more law suits and multi-million pound fees being paid
to lawyers, since this problem exists in EVERY PC, district council and
county council. Litigation supercedes cooperation!
We have a unique opportunity in Haddenham, due to the" demographic
slant" here not only to address this problem but to become a template for
the whole country. The PC in partnership with the medical centre, AVDC,
Bucks CC, Age Concern, Age UK, the Alzheimers Society etc. etc. etc. to
provide funding for volunteers to INCREASE our activities in engaging
the elderly. This is what should be in the Plan, rather than a bunch of
vague weasel words, transport and village services.

now to identify what we do with the site
and inform a business plan of how we
can deliver it in the "medium term"
against a 20 year plan (as relected in
Chap 3 which shows feasibility study
and plans in Phase 1 (now - 2017) for
delivery through Phase 2 (through
2022)).
Village Hall redevelopment deconflicted
from the sports provision – which NP
recommends being pursued through
commercial facilitation - The PC has not
been delegated any of the S106 funding
- with the exception of sports provision.
Other funding for roads, schools etc is
retained by Bucks CC and hence the
projects to try and influence that
spending to meet our needs.
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Please rest assured on one thing. The past total neglect by the PC of the
elderly will not be allowed to continue. You will be reminded of your duty
to work in a "civilised society".
Village Hall (VH).
I am at least grateful for the abandonment of plans of the majority of PC
members to put a new VH on the airfield or as David Lyons jokingly said
in a car park in Aylesbury. Having said that the "focus" pamphlet refer to
replacing the VH in the "medium term", which can mean anything to
anybody. The consultation period will take 5 years and since the
aspirations include a (virtual) theatre, squash court(s),etc. the cost will
rise exponentially. The fundraising process also consists of a "pot pourri"
of sources. I have spoken to more than one PC member who seem to
think a new VH is imminent. I received criticism fro one PC member who
felt that our painting of the VC may delay the process! Of course every
avenue must be explored but surely this cannot under any circumstances
be described as "medium term"
This brings me to my final point, what seems to be ignored is that while
this process is taking place, we have an ageing building with rotten
window frames, a main kitchen which is well below acceptable modern
standards as well as a deteriorating infrastructure. The intervening period
in obtaining the new building must not be accompanied by the usual PC
"benign neglect" of what we have to work with.
104

Haddenham
United
Football
Club,
Haddenham
Playing Field
Management
Committee

We note the proposal of additional Floodlit training area and dugouts
Projects cover these.
requirement. A key for the Football Club to progress is a railed off pitch
which we also would like to look to proceed with if other clubs do
relocate. In terms of Floodlit area we note this with interest as well as this
is a facility we would look to share with other clubs and members of the
village to make it sustainable.
We note the proposals for redevelopment of the pavilion at Woodways.
We as a Club would be very interested in this proposal as potential
positives for HUFC in terms of additional changing facilities but also
would not look for this to potentially impact on the availability of space for
Football pitches. We acknowledge that it is proposed that HPFMC would
have responsibility of looking at progressing this development but believe
this is a big task which may involve specialist project management. We
are also aware of proposals of a facility at the Airfield and any plans
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should be considered in line with this. Also we need to ensure that any
redevelopment takes into account the requirement for HUFC to continue
to have facilities appropriate during their main season.
105

Chapter 3 & 5
HD3 and 9

Village
Society

Comments in Appendix C.








Explain more clearly the reasoning behind the numbers of
houses allocated to Haddenham.
Make changes to site assessment text to ensure they are as
robust as possible
HD3 should be amended to say that Dollicott site would only be
acceptable if there was only vehicular access via the business
park/airfield or removed from the plan.
Glebe land should take more houses to make it economically
viable for developers.
Add mention of flora and fauna in Chapter 5
Chapter 6 – amend vision and objectives and add Biodiversity.
Add Ellis report on traffic safety on Dollicott to bibliography

Points of clarification incorporated.
Wholesale new objectives are more
difficult, because this section was a
result of the vision workshop and
subsequent work that we did with the
team to define the strategic vision and
has shaped all of the subsequent
development of the Plan.
Suggested text inserted into Chapter 3
which hooks in the "zero carbon"
objective - to make the biodiversity
comments in the later chapters more
relevant.
Site objectives reviewed
The policies have already been
comprehensively screened by Planning
Aid England and AVDC Planning
Officers. Of note, in HD9 there is a
distinction between avoiding greater
than 2 1/2 storeys (i.e. a developer
could try to make a case for 3 but the
presumption is against it) and greater
then 3 storeys being specifically
excluded.
Dollicott access - with the current policy,
any future developer would have to
demonstrate that the proposed traffic
management scheme is viable and have
considered access through the airfield;
On the Glebe Lands, NP has no
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mandate to increase to allocation just
because of guesswork on financial
viability.
Ellis report included in the Biography.
Site assessments amended in light of
the comments at Appendix 2.

106

Village
Society

We felt rather concerned about the HVS views that you gave in relation
to the Neighbourhood Plan. We appreciate that you prefaced your views
by saying these were to assist the NP team strengthen their arguments
within the draft plan. That is good if you have achieved this.

Noted

Our concern arose when you seemed to take a very opposite view on the
Stanbridge/Aston Roads site. Colleagues who are HVS members, like us,
believe that the NP draft has come to the correct conclusions. What's
more the village has spoken via the NP process that the majority of
dwelling provision should be on the Airfield site along with a number of
community facilities including green areas and cycle/footpaths. A
cycle/footpath to the heart of the village will help bring the new
community to be part of the village and a big future role for the HVS will
be to get the new community to become an integral part of the village.
To say that cars from the 'Aston' site will have access to all parts of the
UK without travelling through the village is just not realistic. Any going
North and West will drive through the village.
107

P62
HWS2

Haddenham 1. P 62. Include the House of Spice ( formerly the Crown Public House)
Beer Festival in the list
Trust
There is also a collective view that Fort End as a whole should be
recognised as retail/amenity area given the barber, estate agent, cafe,
bakery as well as the Indian Restaurant
2. P 62 Policy HWS2: Protecting Community Amenities
Comment: The limitations on change of use of community facilities
expressed in "Policy HWS2 Protecting Community Amenities" are very
valid, but in the case of Public Houses, still leaves open the possibility of
abuse. History has shown that a combination of high rents and poor
management can result in a case being made for change of use of a

Amended HWS2
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Public House on the basis of financial viability. Given that the property
value of a former Public House with land can double or even triple, on
being awarded change of use, the temptation of Public House owners
who want a short term gain is clear.
Suggested Footnote:
" Reasonable Steps" in the case of a Public House must include
extensive marketing to find a suitable tenant at a rent which is
reasonable given the trading potential of the premises. Failure of a
Public House owner to obtain rental values out of proportion to the
profitability of a village public house would not be considered as a reason
for change of use under the "non -viable concern" criteria.
108

HWS1, SLR2

Manager of
Scout and
Guide Hut

As users of the Scout & Guide Centre, please would you note that the
Plan does not designate the grassed area at Banks Park as a Local
Green Space in Policy HWS1. Rather, Policy SLR2 “allocates the Banks
Park site, including the Village Hall and old Medical Centre, for
development to provide improved community facilities” and in fact goes
further by making reference to “New retail (A1 – A4) and commercial (B1)
developments in the village hub”. The latter reference is reinforced in
Chapter 11 where it is stated “to attract more people into the village
centre, redevelopment of the Banks Park facilities could offer new retail
space”. Moreover, Policy SLR2 does not make any reference to the
retention of the grassed area. [FYI I found the Plan somewhat confusing;
Policy SLR2 is entitled “Redevelopment of Banks Park” but elsewhere in
the Plan, in Figure 12, a rather larger area, including a block of housing
to the west, is labelled “SRL2 Village Hub”.]

Banks Park was not a designated green
space in the first draft was purely an
omission that was identified at the Plan
launch (6 Dec) - now included in the
post-consultation draft. It is important
that we retain green space and the
(newly invested) play park - hence we
have redrawn the map closing the SRL
policy just onto the current building and
car park areas.

As I see it, therefore, the Plan would leave open the possibility of
additional development at Banks Park, over and above the
redevelopment of existing buildings with equivalent floorspace, and thus
a threat to the grassed area at Banks Park. I would like the Plan to
identify the grassed area at Banks Park as a Local Green Space; it has
value as an open space and also for sport, recreation and amenity. I
would also like the Plan to make clear in Policy SLR2 and elsewhere that
the grassed area at Banks Park should remain as it is and not be
developed, that is notwithstanding any redevelopment of the Village Hall
and former Medical Centre.
109

Upward

I must congratulate you & your tem on a detailed & most professional

No action required
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Bound Trust

study.

Action to be taken or comment

As Chairman of the trustees of The Upward Bound Trust (UBT) I, along
with our Chief Flying Instructor, met again recently with Land
Improvement Holdings. The owners of the airfield are being very
supportive of our operation. Together we are working on layout solutions
which will keep the trust flying safely at the airfield for at least a
significant period of time into the future.
We have no issues per se with the proposals as we understand them at
this stage.
Religious groups
110

Pp 22, 55

Vicar at St
Mary's
Church

Thank you very much for sending me the neighbourhood plan. It looks
Suggested amendments accepted.
brilliant! If you are able to, please thank those who have worked so hard
on it. It is so impressive and so important to the future of our village.
I have not had time to read right through it yet but have picked up just a
couple of tiny things that I thought I'd send through now before I forgot
them!
If of all on p.22 note 27 and also later in the document it states that there
is potentially space for burials in St Mary's for another 5 years. I think this
is over optimistic. We have just cleared an area (that was previously
under a soil heap) and we hope this will help us hold out a bit longer but I
would not think we have more than 2-3 years of spaces there. (NB
thanks so much for taking the need for burial space seriously. So many
communities forget that side of community need when they develop
these plans).
Then on p.55, note 61: should be "Cuddington and Dinton CofE School".
I'm a school governor of CADS and so think I should make sure it has its
proper name!

Infrastructure providers and other agencies
111

Coal
authority

As you will be aware the Neighbourhood Plan Area is outside of the
defined coalfield and therefore The Coal Authority has no specific
comments to make on the Neighbourhood Plan.

N/A
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In the spirit of ensuring efficiency of resources and proportionality it will
not be necessary for you to provide The Coal Authority with any future
drafts or updates to the emerging Neighbourhood Plan. This letter can
be used as evidence for the legal and procedural consultation
requirements.
112

HD5

Environment
Agency

See Appendix H
Included in HD5 (re-numbered HD6)
Folly Farm Ditch lies to the eastern side of HD5. This is designated as a
main river. Under the Water Framework Directive this river is categorised
as of poor ecological quality. Development at the site could provide
environmental planning gains in terms of enhancements to the river and
its surrounding habitat, resulting in an improved ecological status. This is
supported by the National Planning Policy Framework. Any development
at this location should leave at least an 8 metre buffer zone from top of
bank to the river.

113

Thames
Water

See Appendix M.
 Should include an infrastructure and utilities policy

Included at HD9

114

Natural
England

HD Policies make it clear that development will be in keeping and min
impact on landscape and CA.
Cycling and walking inclusion supported; SUDS and biodiversity.
Support S Lower Road as a reserve – will need robust assessment of
impact upon landscape and transport.

None required

See Appendix R.
 Change preserve to conserve on pages 6-7

Changed

115

Pp 6-7,

English
Heritage

116

Fig. 2,

English
Heritage



Show listed buildings on Figure 2, only 121 of them and one
scheduled monument

Unnecessary to identify all 121
properties, the Figures shows the CA;
policies that may impinge on this are
required to “respect the setting”

117

English
Heritage



Suggests a character appraisal for the whole village, not just the
conservation area

Noted

118

English
Heritage



Consult Bucks HER and county archaeologist

Bucks CC have responded to the
consultation. HER referenced

English
Heritage



Add a line in HD3 & 4 to “respect the setting of the Conservation
Area”

Included

119

HD3 & 4
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120

121

P L A N

Stakeholder
English
Heritage

p8,

Comment


Action to be taken or comment

Concerned about the Glebe Land given the previous inspector's Noted
refusal of planning permission. Happier with the separation of the
two sites.

English
Heritage

Policy to carry out recommended actions in the Conservation Area
management plan

Conservation of heritage assets is a
statutory requirement; no specific action
is required through the NP.

Bucks
County
Council

See Appendix K.
 Include mention of archaeological work needed on all
development sites

Changes incorporated

Local authorities
122

123



Consult HER

HER consulted and referenced

124



See Bucks Historic Towns report and Historic landscape
assessment and include more detail from them

Both reports have been referenced and
sufficient detail extracted to support the
aims of the NP

125



More maps and figures

NP Team determined that no more
figures were required

126

Project 3

BCC Schools

BCC supports the review of school provision set out on page 75 of the
neighbourhood plan to meet this growth in new housing:

Noted

127

Thame Town
Noted
1. The Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan Team be congratulated for their
Council
work on producing the draft Neighbourhood Plan;
2. Specific support is given to Policy TGA4, concerning the Thame to
Haddenham and Thame Parkway cycle route, given that this is
consistent with Policy GA3 of the Thame Neighbourhood Plan;

128

AVDC

See Appendix O.

Policies changed from “not to exceed” to
“provide approximately”

To comply with the NPPF Neighbourhood Plans cannot restrict
development, therefore in other neighbourhood plans examinations the
examiners have been removing references such as ‘no more than x’
dwellings or ‘a maximum off xx’.
129

15

AVDC

Page 15 outlines the allotment and recreation ground represent the only Amended
two sites that comply with ANGSt. I agree that these green spaces in size
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N E I G H B O U R H O O D

Policy/page
number

P L A N

Stakeholder

Comment

Action to be taken or comment

comply with ANGSt but the allotments are not fully accessible as they are
restricted access so does not meet ANGSt criteria, following link
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/65021 gives more
information.
130

16

AVDC

AVDCs Biodiversity officer has suggested including the following wording Included p16
about buffering watercourses at this stage and makes
another comment later in this table to follow this through into policy
“Thame tributary to the south of the village, presents a fluvial flood
risk. Buffering of watercourses with high quality habitat can provide
protection against pollution and wildlife connectivity.”

131

21

AVDC

The Plan refers to “green and blue space”, it would be helpful to users of
the plan to explain what this means.

Clarification included p21

132

31

AVDC

The plan allocates 430 houses but currently doesn’t allocate any
additional employment. Allocating both housing and employment
would be more sustainable and help address references such as those
on page 31 and elsewhere about concerns over out
commuting.

Included p34 and HD2

133

32

AVDC

The last paragraph talks about one or two small schemes offering an
alternative to residential care, but doesn’t specify these schemes
should be for extra care units or what it is about the schemes will be
providing this offering. If it is meant that 40-60 units should all be
extra care units that is a high proportion (30%) of the county’s whole
need as quoted above. These are potentially allocated on two
sites meaning potentially a higher number still of extra care units being
delivered.

Clarified as a single scheme p32/33.
Proportion is of District, not County
needs and reflects village composition at
a scale of development that could be
economically viable.

134

36

AVDC

References here and in other places (inc HD3 and HD6) to a traffic
Amended
management scheme being required. Would only currently request these
for unusual loads during construction of major development such as wind
turbines. The reference might be more appropriate to
a traffic impact assessment.

135

36

AVDC

There is reference to a retail facility on the western edge of the village. If
the plan is trying to protect/support the Banks Parade of shops then
having a new retail facility elsewhere in the village might have a
detrimental impact on that objective.

Initial plans reflected public consultation
for a small convenience store on the
western side of the village; its viability
would have to be assessed as part of
detailed planning.
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136

Policies HD2HD6

AVDC

Possible detail that could be added in to any housing allocation policy if
felt appropriate “Green infrastructure will provide natural connectivity
throughout the site which supports sustainable community infrastructure
agenda as part of healthy and active lifestyle in accordance with Natural
England ANGSt so that dwellings are within 300m of natural accessible
green space”. (Page 24, page 25 and page 26 provides evidence for this
definition to be included in Policy).

Included collectively in Design Principles
HD10

137

Policies HD2HD6

AVDC

All the policies should specify the site size in ha that is being allocated,
like in HD2.

Allocated sizes at 30/ha included

AVDC

Throughout It is encouraging to see reference made in the document to
All are already referenced; the Highways
the Haddenham Conservation Area Appraisal. It might also be helpful to Protocol is the genesis of policy TGA5
the NP group if they were to consider referencing other policy documents
that AVDC have produced in relation to Conservation Areas,
such as the District Wide Conservation Area Management Plan, the
AVDC and Bucks County Council endorsed Highways Protocol for
Conservation Areas and the AVDC Conservation Areas Supplementary
Planning Document? All of these documents include
information relating to the way in which policy and legislation apply to
Conservation Areas, and the way in which AVDC and Bucks
County Council implement the relevant policies and legislative tools at
their disposal. The Highways Protocol in particular is worth
referencing, if the there is concern about the impact of signage and street
clutter on the historic core of the village.

138

139

HD2

AVDC

This policy looks to reallocate the employment allocation in AVDLP but it Policy clarified
isn’t clear whether this means within the policy area, if it isn’t
then it should be specified where the new location is that it is allocated to
on the plan.

140

37

AVDC

The paragraph about Dollicott says how part of the site has been
identified in the HELAA, we haven’t published a HELAA yet, it should
be either the Call for Sites or SHLAA.

141

37

AVDC

Under the section village spirit it says the site abuts the conservation
Amended to reflect direct CA abutment
area on both sites but there appears to be a bungalow in between on one only on the Townsend Green site
side.

142

HD3

AVDC

The map for this site is labelled a and b but this is not explained in the

Amended to Call for Sites

Map and text clarified
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Comment
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policy. Assuming that phase 1 = a and phase 2 = b the densities
are quite contrasting – measurements roughly from the map would be 12
dpa on site a and 32 dpa on site b. Looking on the policy
map it seems unusual to have left a gap between the two parts of the
site, especially as its not clear how 3b will get vehicular access.
143

HD3

AVDC

This site in Dollicott lies between two parts of the designated
Conservation Area, and adjacent to listed buildings. Whilst the principle
of development on this site is acceptable in heritage terms, the site
needs careful design to reflect the local character of the area – a
mix different forms and styles of individual dwelling, with a clear visual
relationship with Dollicott.

Noted

144

37

AVDC

There is a reference to the Station Road site that the site was identified in
the SHLAA, it needs to also detail that it was found unsuitable and why
any issues have been overcome or aren’t considered a issue for the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Included in supporting text – both this
and S Lower Rd were part of much
bigger sites when considered for the
SHLAA

145

HD4

AVDC

This site is adjacent to the Conservation Area, which shares a boundary
along two of the site boundaries. The site is also adjacent to a number of
listed buildings and their curtilages. The proposal includes provision for
up to 15 new homes on this site. It is not considered that this site is
appropriate for this level of new development. The development adjacent
to it to the north is low density, with the majority being large detached
houses in large plots. The area to the south is undeveloped farmland
adjacent to the rear of properties fronting the historic village green. Whilst
it might be the case that a sympathetic scheme for a small number of
possibly detached houses in large plots to be designed that would not
detract from or harm the setting of the listed buildings or the conservation
area.
The density of this works out at about 47dpa which is very high. This site
would also possibly open up land to the south as suitable for
development if it could get access.

Site amended to 0.32 ha and reduced to
10 dwellings at 30/ha noting that local
constraints may reduce actual numbers
achieved below the planning figure.
There is a strip of land between the site
and the CA.

146

39

AVDC

Again the South Lower Road isn’t suitable in the SHLAA but this isn’t
mentioned or the reasons for now allocating it explained.

Included in supporting text

147

39

AVDC

There is some hangover text here where it refers to continuing the
Bradmoor site.

Reference removed
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148

HD5

AVDC

The map for this site is labelled a and b but this is not explained in the
policy.

Removed as the site no longer has an
allocation

149

HD5

AVDC

Object to the allocation of this site, it is out of the village past what is
currently quite a clear boundary. It will have landscape impacts and be
very visual in the open countryside. Allocating this will open up
development along that whole side of the village. It would appear more
appropriate to allocate the housing from this site on HD6 where there is
only 50 currently allocated on a very large site.

Allocation on S Lower Rd moved into
Glebe allocation – S Lower retained as a
reserve site

150

HD6

AVDC

We have concerns about the proposal to split the large site into smaller
portions and only develop one portion. Developing the site as a whole
could mean development here is better planned and could include a
burial site and open space near the church and conservation which is the
sensitive part of the site. Developing in part could mean the rest of the
site is more vulnerable to development at a later date. Having more
development on one site rather than splitting it over say HD6 and HD5
would result in only one developer rather than two different developers
bringing dwellings forward which may mean there is more scope to get
more from the development. Development on this site, particularly if it is
for a larger area should be sensitive to the character and appearance of
the local area. It should also consider views of the listed church being
incorporated into the design and layout of such a design.

Assessment of the whole (HD9) site
scored so poorly that it would not trigger
any allocation – only by dividing the site,
could it be deemed acceptable to
develop in the NE section. Draft map
showed full site, not area of allocation

151

HD6

AVDC

The site area on the map is around 7ha, meaning 50 homes for such a
Site maps amended
large area works out at roughly 7ha, appreciate some land is intended for
a burial ground but this still is too low a number for such a large site, this
is likely to mean the site is not viable. .

152

HD6

AVDC

It isn’t clear whether the restriction to 2 storeys is at the edge of the site
only, which would be more appropriate than a restriction across the
whole site.

153

HD6

AVDC

Requiring that they provide a burial site of such large size in return for 50 Policy requirement for burial site
dwellings is unlikely to be viable and therefore fails to meet para 173 of
allocation removed from HD6
the NPPF. To accord with the CIL regulations 122 the requirement has to
be relate to the development itself, it can’t be to meet current deficiencies
, a burial site particularly of that size isn’t required for a development of
50. The best way forward would be to separately allocate the burial site
and require contributions to it through all development.

Policy amended (now HD5)
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154

HD7

AVDC

Remove the reference to ‘only if it meets local housing needs’ as these
are not identified so development management can not determine
applications against this.

Removed

155

HD7

AVDC

Suggest removing the reference to development needing to make a
positive contribution to the settlement as a whole or at least include the
flexibility of ‘where possible’. It would be very hard for one dwelling to
contribute to the whole settlement.

Amended

156

HD8

AVDC

New Government guidance means planning contributions cannot be
required on sites of less than 10, including affordable housing.
Therefore this policy needs amending to only make requirements in line
with this.

Requirement for sites less than 10
houses removed

157

HD9

AVDC

It is encouraging to see reference to the character of the village, its
narrow winding lanes, greens and ends. However the policy
requirement to “retain, protect and enhance” might be deemed to be
contrary to legislation and policy, which only legally enables us to
seek to preserve OR enhance the character or appearance of the
Conservation Area, if the local plan seeks to enhance in all cases it may
not be physically possible for AVDC to enact this element of the plan in
decision making in the future.

Amended to retain, protect OR enhance

158

HD9

AVDC

Might be useful to also include Green Infrastructure in accordance with
AVDC GI Strategy principles which incorporate play space.
Could specify 24.7 sq m of accessible public open space per new
resident to be provided on new residential sites to support the Green
Infrastructure provision unless deemed unnecessary by the parish
council because of existing provision/audit data. Also, AVDC Public
Art Strategy could be useful being included in this policy to ensure the
vision for arts and crafts vision outlined on page 21 is supported by
policy.

GI incorporated at 24.7 sq m

159

HD9

AVDC

Define what high spec/low impact housing means in supporting text so
that the plan can be interpreted as wished.

Policy reworded

160

HD9

AVDC

Requiring significant amount of public open space in all new
developments is unlikely to be viable, recommend adding on the end
“commensurate with the size of development”.

Replaced by GI

161

HD9

AVDC

Specify what proportion for lifetime homes otherwise developers could
provide just 1%.

Lifetime homes should be an option if
viable rather than a defined %
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162

HD9

AVDC

Recommend amending the beginning of the policy to “Provides a
Amended
contribution towards the promotion of a healthy lifestyle through…” a new
development cannot be required to provide anything outside the site
boundary.

163

TGA2

AVDC

It’s not clear whether the requirements per dwelling are for both on site
and shared or either. If it is both then requiring 5.25 not
including a garage would not be viable and therefore not in line with
NPPF 173 or could have implications for other contributions the
site could make to say affordable housing. Wouldn’t recommend having
communal spaces for 3 or more bed dwellings. The policy
could lead to large parking courts everywhere. Our policy requires 2
spaces for 1 beds.

Policy amended to reflect on or off plot
provision

164

TGA3

AVDC

Add ‘where possible’ to enhancing current footpaths and cycle routes –
development can’t be required to control anything outside its own site
boundary so can’t have this as a strict requirement.

Reworded to provide access /
connections to existing networks

165

TGA3

AVDC

Wide enough for two what – buggies? Cars?

Buggies

166

TGA4

AVDC

From April onwards there can only be a maximum of four contributions
pooled for a project or type of infrastructure – therefore remove ‘all’. Add
in where possible for access to existing cycleways etc.

All removed

167

CES1

AVDC

Include ‘Where appropriate’ before the beginning of the policy otherwise
this would apply to one house.

Where appropriate included

168

CES1

AVDC

Also to be aware again that from April onwards a maximum of four
contributions can be pooled.

Noted

169

HWS1

AVDC

Name Snakemoor as ‘Snakemoor Local Nature Reserve’ this then
explains why it is appropriate to designate it as a local green space too.

Amended

170

SRL1

AVDC

Need to be clear that the improved facilities should be sports/leisure if
they are redeveloping the recreation ground.

Amended

171

RBJ2

AVDC

Remove the reference to retailers as this is likely to be detrimental to
Banks Parade.

Amended

172

68

AVDC

AVDCs biodiversity officer has suggested including the following wording Included as drafted
as supporting text for policy SRL3.
“…and other environmental features designed, developed and managed
to meet the environmental, social and economic needs of the community.
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Development should be permeable to wildlife with green corridors
providing beneficial habitat as well as connections with the wider
countryside. Development will be expected to result in a net gain to
biodiversity, as set out in the National Planning and Policy Framework.
This will be calculated by applying the DEFRA and Natural England
endorsed Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator. Development
proposals must be supported by appropriate ecological assessment
using nationally accepted standards i.e. BS42020.
Haddenham has a regionally important population of Swifts which is
entirely dependent on the built environment for nesting. Features for
Swifts must be incorporated into new buildings if this population is to be
conserved and enhanced into the future.
Buffering of watercourses with high quality habitat can provide protection
against pollution and wildlife connectivity. The minimum width of the
buffer should be sufficient to provide this function. The Environment
Agency advocates a minimum buffer of 12m for watercourses.”
173

Policy SRL3

AVDC

AVDCs biodiversity officer has suggested including the following wording Incorporated as drafted
to strengthen policy SRL3.
“…Proposals will be supported that are landscaped and include ‘native
species and habitats’ that respect the local distinctive
landscape character and the proposed development.
Proposals must accord with the principles of the Aylesbury Vale Green
Infrastructure Strategy.
Whenever possible, all new buildings must provide integrated Swift
nesting features.
Ecological information in support of applications must accord with
BS42020.
Development adjacent to watercourses must retain a minimum natural
habitat buffer of 12m.

174

Project 5

AVDC

Remove the reference to ‘Facilitated through new development’ as this is Amended
not compliant with the CIL regulations of not pooling more than four
contributions and being specific to the development being proposed.

175

SEA

AVDC

Currently the SEA doesn’t meet the guidance in the NPPG on
SEA amended
Neighbourhood Plan SEAs for the following reasons:
Tables B-D There needs to be explanation about rationale behind scoring
i.e. how is something positive or neutral etc. Any assumptions made
need to be explained. This is to meet paragraph 038 of the NPPG. The
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commentary needs to make it clear which are the chosen options and
rejected options. E.g. both table C and D have Dollicot with
different scores but doesn’t explain why or what the difference is clearly,
both have Station Road, again with different scoring but no apparent
difference.
176

AVDC

How options are mitigated isn’t explained.

SEA amended

177

AVDC

For the housing options there is only one site included which isn’t
allocated – HNP009, the guidance specifies that all reasonable and
deliverable alternatives must be assessed.

SEA amended

178

AVDC

There needs to be a clearer explanation of how the SEA has informed
the final plan, in line with para 038 of the NPPG.

SEA amended

179

Site assessments AVDC

SEA SHLAA references are included in the proformas but they don’t
detail what the assessment conclusion was or why the issues could be
overcome or concluded differently for the neighbourhood plan.

Site assessments reviewed

Numbers approved by PAE, AVDC
Site assessments reviewed

Landowners/developers
180

Sustainable
Land PLC

Inadequacy of site assessments and fundamental flaws in scoring
system; quantum of development also flawed

181

Savills

Congratulates group on comprehensive and considered Plan. Basic
Affordable targets confirmed with AVDC
Conditions have been met, praised for sustainable housing target;
affordable homes not in conformity with AVDC Interim Position Statement

182

HD3; HD8

Nexus
Planning
(Cala
Homes)

See Appendix Q.
 Challenge the decision of 50 extra-care or 25 residential
 Contends there would be no traffic issue
 Challenges 35% affordable housing and suggest NP comes in
line with AVDC saved policy

Affordable housing policy removed on
developments under 10 houses

183

1.3 Land
Classification

Lightwoods

HD 2 site land classification is Grade 2

The AVDC Haddenham Fact classifies
the land that is proposed for
development within the site as “Other”.

184

1.34 Allocated
site for
Employment

Lightwoods

Site has not been surveyed

The site being considered for additional
employment area is also classified as
“other”.
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185

1.4.3 Local
Issues

Lightwoods

Fails to address issues identified by the local community

Through 18 months of consultation,
numerous face to face engagements we
feel we have identified and addressed
local issues.

186

1.4.4 Local
issues

Lightwoods

Fails to consider a range of options which would achieve SEA objectives

Without any specifics failures identified
we feel that through 18 months of
consultation, numerous face to face
engagements we feel we have identified
and addressed a range of options in the
SEA.

187

1.5.2 Glebe land
community
contribution

Lightwoods

Fails to recognise the contribution the Glebe application makes

The provision of open space and sports
facilities has been proposed by the
developer with limited engagement with
the individuals and none with the full
Parish Council or Planning Committee.
Other sites are offering similar sports
provisions.

188

1.5.3 Other sites

Lightwoods

No community benefit from Dollicot and Station Road Sites

As no planning applications have been
submitted for the other sites we cannot
comment.

189

1.5.4 Replacing
Facilities

Lightwoods

The Airfield is replacing existing facilities no new provision

The airfield developer has engaged with
the Parish Council and met with Sports
clubs to enhance the facilities, provide a
long term lease and to meet the needs
of those clubs.

190

1.5.6 Youth
facilities

Lightwoods

Potential to address lack of youth facilities

Unknown what this potential is due to
lack of consultation with full Parish
Council and Planning Committee.

191

1.57 Employment Lightwoods
allocation

HNP Fails to ensure employment land is allocated

Policy HD 2 specifies the reallocation of
employment land.

192

1.6.2 Bus Service Lightwoods

Bus route from Glebe Site

The proposal is for a limited addition to a
limited service does not provide a long
term solution for the village. The HNP
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section 7 describes a proposal is for a
community bus scheme.

193

1.6.3 Transport
engagement

Lightwoods

HPC failed to engage with promoter reference transport

The HNP describes the preferred
transport policy in section 7. The
promoter was not proactive in
engagement with HPC

194

1.6.5 Airfield
traffic

Lightwoods

The airfield development will increase traffic in the village.

Al sites will increase traffic as they bring
new residents with cars. The airfield was
identified as Red for distance to
amenities but green for transport due to
its location to the Station and access
road onto the A418.

195

1.6.6 Walking
distance to
amenities

Lightwoods

Glebe land is closer to the schools, health centre and shops

This was recognised in the
measurements and rated Amber for
Schools and Health centre. However
shops, post office and employment site
are over 1 km away.

196

1.6.7 HD 2
furthest away

Lightwoods

HNP allocated land furthest away from facilities

The measurement point for all sites has
been reviewed in light of comments from
Lightwoods. The HD 2 site is closest to
Train station and Bus stop. However the
distance to other amenities has been
recognised hence the Red rating for
community Amenities.

197

1.6.8 Failure to
engage

Lightwoods

Blanket assumptions on transport and proposed bus route

We refer you to answer to section 1.6.2.
The proposed bus service is very limited
and only operates on a few days in the
week.

198

1.6.9 Transport

Lightwoods

HNP fails to address Transport

As well as Chapter 7 on Transport the
HNP has projects for traffic
management, cycling and walking.

199

1.6.11 Transport
to the station

Lightwoods

Glebe project provides transport package to the Station

The Z&S bus services are only on a few
days a week and some stop completely
during school holidays. The provision for
five years or sooner is not a long term
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solution.

200

1.6.13 HD 2
Cycling or
walking routes

Lightwoods

No allocation for improving cycling or walking routes

Policy HD 2 asks for the development to
provide safe and attractive cycling and
walking routes.

201

1.6.14 Glebe
walking links

Lightwoods

Glebe would provide a link to the Church and cycle network

Aston Road narrows to a point before
the Church and Village Green, making a
pavement impossible without reducing
the width of the road. Pedestrian access
from the Site onto the Stanbridge Road
is recognised in the site assessments.
The narrow and dark dirt track to
Churchway is unsuitable for cyclists,
wheelchairs and many pedestrians.

202

1.7.3 HD 2
Green space
Provision limited

Lightwoods

HPC has failed to recognise new provision of space limited

Policy HD2 asks for the provision of
Multi use community facility and “reprovides the existing sports pitches”.
This has been recognised.

203

1.7.4 Density of
housing

Lightwoods

Cannot reflect the open green character of Fort end, Townsend and
Church End

The areas mentioned are in the
conservation area and are part of a
multi-facetted village scene. The design
has yet to be determined but the
development will fit in with existing
developments on the airfield site

204

1.7.5 Glebe
application
provision

Lightwoods

Provision for 10 ha open space and burial ground.

This is in the outline application we have
seen.

205

1.7.6 Glebe
application
versus HD 2

Lightwoods

Glebe is better design than HD 2

We recognise this is the applicant’s
opinion.

206

1.7.7 Delivery of
facilities

Lightwoods

Larger sites can provide more facilities than smaller sites

Some householders will value smaller
sites against larger sites and visa versa.

207

1.8.2 SHLAA

Lightwoods

HNP has overlooked SHLAA

We have involved AVDC in our
consultation and as a result have
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modified the HNP in respect of HD 6.

208

1.8.5 Choosing
more sites

Lightwoods

HNP have chosen more sites than necessary

The site allocations where done from the
site assessments and reflect the 2013
SHLAA and 2014 call for sites.

209

1.8.9 HD 2
isolated

Lightwoods

HD 2 is isolated from facilities and amenities

All sites have some amenities closer
than others which is reflected in the site
assessments. HD 2 is close to the
railway, all main bus routes and
Snakemoor

210

1.9.2 HD 2
distance to the
shops

Lightwoods

HD 2 will require people to drive to the shops

Measuring from the centre o HD 2 by
road to the shops is approx 1.1 km. The
distance from the centre of HD 5 by road
to the shops is also 1.1 km

211

1.10 .2 Housing
figure

Lightwoods

HNP housing figure is too low

The methodology we have used is
explained in detail in HNP Chapter 6
which we believe is realistic.

212

1.10.6
Predetermined
allocation

Lightwoods

HNP have predetermined the sites

We used an independent and objective
assessment system to determine site
allocation.
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2.4.3 – 2.4.8
HNP 006 site
was discounted

Lightwoods

HNP 006 site was discounted and failure to engage with Landowners.

HNP 006 site was identified in the recent
call for sites carried out by AVDC and in
particular a middle portion of that site
was put forward as a potential site for
development.
We carried out a site assessment of this
site and it scored well with an overall
score of 36.
We then spoke initially to the owner of
Bradmoor Farm who owns the northern
half of the site and 50% of the area
being offered for development . The
landowner was totally unaware that the
site had been put forward and was quite
angry that anyone could have done so
without his knowledge. He told us that
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he had no intention of developing the
site and indeed had his own plans to
expand his business over that area.
We then telephoned the owner of the
other half of the site to ask his intentions
for his land and he informed us that he
did not want this land considered at this
time for tax reasons. As both
landowners had told us the site was
unavailable we had to discount it from
our site allocations.
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2.6.2 Scores are
not consistently
applied

Lightwoods

2.6.2 Scores are not consistently applied and reference in particular to
There is a strip of land separating the
Station road site HNP 014 about being adjacent to the conservation area. site from the conservation area however
we recognise the proximity and have
changed the Pro-forma to reflect this.
Also the site allocation has been
reduced in number following discussions
with AVDC to 10 and hence the impact
of the site is described as minimal. See
new HD 4
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2.6.3 -2.6.5
Traffic impact of
HNP 014

Lightwoods

Traffic impact of HNP 014

Refer to HD 4, site allocation reduced.
Whilst we accept that some access
through the village to amenities would
happen the access to the station and
employment area would be out of the
village along Station Road.
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2.6.6 – 2.6.12
Impact on views

Lightwoods

Impact on views into and out of the village and conservation area
comparison of HD 4 and HD 5

In view of the comments received we
have reviewed the site HNP 014 to
determine the accuracy of our
assessment. We have identified that the
site is not 0.5 ha but actually closer to
0.3 ha and therefore should have no
more than 10 houses on the site.
Comparing the assessment of the sites
HNP 014 of 0.3 ha with 10 houses and
HNP 009 of 22.1 ha with 280 houses
has differences in terms of impact. In
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addition the view in to and out of HNP
014 is directly across an adjacent to a
railway line, not on a village
thoroughfare, and separated from the
conservation area.
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2.7.1 – 2.7.9
Measurements
and distances

Lightwoods

HD 2 Location of measurement point and distance to Snakemoor.

We have revisited the HNP 001
assessment in light of the comments
received and have defined the 26 ha
area of the proposed development and
as with other sites we have taken a point
from the centre of the development as a
measurement point.
The changes we have made reflect that
the distance to Snakemoor is now
recorded as 800m which now makes the
rating amber. This change has not
affected the overall score of the
Environmental Considerations which
remains as amber.

218

2.7.10 – 2.7.12
Site HNP 009 A

Lightwoods

HD 5 distances

Measuring from the centre of the site we
record a distance to the entrance of the
Recreation Ground of approx 600m
which keeps it as an amber rating. We
have also identified that the distance to
the train station is 2.0 km not 2.2 km and
to Pegasus Way we have recorded 1.75
km.

219

2.7.13 & 2.7.14
Noise pollution
on HNP 001

Lightwoods

Railway and airfield noise should be rated worse

When standing in the middle of the site
approx 300m from the railway, (which at
this point is in a cutting), the noise is
slight however we recognise that if
standing on the western edge the noise
from the railway would be higher.
If we changed the rating from amber to
red it would not change the overall
amber rating for the Environmental
Considerations, however we have
88
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inserted a comment to reflect this point
on the assessment Pro-forma.
The Airfield is used for the Gliding Club
at weekends and is not considered as a
source of noise pollution.
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2.7.15 Views to Lightwoods
open countryside

Comparison of HNP 001 and NP 009A assessments

Views from HNP 001 were considered
as limited as they extend across the site
to the hedges along the southern edge
of the A418 and then end due to the flat
topography. The views from HNP 009A
extend across the fields to the Chilterns
some 20 km away.
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2.7.20 Overall
Rating of HNP
009A

Lightwoods

Rating of HNP 009A not high enough

The HNP 009 A site has been rated at
36 which has put this site only one point
below HNP 001 and is therefore
considered positively as a development
site. The aim of the site assessment was
to provide a short list of potential sites
around the village for development.

222

2.8.1 – 2.8.4
Comparison of
road access for
HNP 001 and
HNP 009A

Lightwoods

Road access of the two sites are the same and should be assessed
similarly

The principle access routes into the
village are those from the towns of
Aylesbury and Thame and are the
Thame Road, The Lower Road,
Pegasus Way and northern section of
Churchway.
The Stanbridge Road is a minor rural
road which provides links with outlying
villages such as Longwick and Kingsey.
Our interpretation of this criteria for HNP
009A is that new access points will have
to be provided onto the minor
Stanbridge Road which then will link to
the principle access routes of the Lower
Road and Churchway / A418.
Pegasus Way is a principle access
route from the A 418 linking to both
Thame and Aylesbury without impacting
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the village.
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2.8.5 Traffic
impact on the
village

Lightwoods

Traffic impact of sites HNP 001 & HNP 009A are the same

Whilst we accept that to get the village
shops and library from either HNP 001
or HNP 009A will require travel through
the village. To reach the Railway Station
or Employment Site from HNP 009A will
result in traffic through the village.

224

2.8.7 Impact on
Known traffic
bottlenecks /
blackspots

Lightwoods

Local knowledge used rather than traffic consultants

Yes, the local knowledge of people who
have lived in the village for 20+ years
was taken as a good indication of where
we know that dangerous road incidents
have occurred.

225

2.8.8 Parking by
Station

Lightwoods

HNP 001 parking will cause bottlenecks on Thame Road

The parking around the station is
predominantly on the Sheerstock Estate
and does not cause bottlenecks on the
Thame Road. More significantly is that
the traffic from the HNP 009A site could
increase the problem of street parking
close to the station.
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2.9.1 & 2.9.2
Distance to
Banks Parade

Lightwoods

HNP 001 distance to shops is wrong

As mentioned in 2.7 we have revisited
the distances and have changed the
score on distance to shops from amber
to red. This HNP 001 Community
amenities section already had an overall
score of red.
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2.9.3 Community Lightwoods
and Amenity
Distances from
site HNP 009A

Distances are wrong

Using the same methodology of
measuring from the centre of the site we
have revisited all the measurements for
this section and can find no need to
change any of the ratings and the site
remains overall amber.
We note that applicants have put in a
table of distances from the centre of
their site to various amenities in the
village. The table shows that the
distance to the shops is less than the
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distance to the library / village hall which
is impossible as you have to pass the
library / village hall to reach the shops.
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2.9.4 Overall
score for site
HNP 009A

Lightwoods

HNP 009A score needs to be increased

We have revisited all the sections in the
assessment Pro-forma for HNP 009A
and have changed some of the scores
as described above. These changes
have not increased the overall score and
the site remains one of the
Neighbourhood Plan’s preferred sites.
Objectivity of the assessment
The assessment Pro-forma was
developed by URS and under their
guidance adapted for Haddenham
following a community meeting to
determine priorities for the village, it was
then sent to AVDC who agreed to its
suitability.
The site assessments process began
with a meeting with URS who helped us
to determine how to identify the sites
around the village.
We were then given training by URS on
how to carry out site assessments
objectively and fairly before visiting any
sites.
With URS we then visited several sites
where URS led us through the
assessments and guided us on how to
score / rate the criteria. The sites we
visited with URS personnel present
included HNP 001, HNP 002, HNP 003,
HNP 009 HNP 015A and HNP 017.
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4. 3 Evidence
based housing
numbers

Pegasus
Group

4.3 to 4.37 discusses the housing numbers and offers an alternative
methodology and final number

The methodology we have used is
explained in detail in HNP Chapter 6
which we believe is realistic. This has
been shared with AVDC and when the
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new district plan is complete we will
reflect any change if required. The
number of houses we have proposed is
an estimate not a cap.
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4.38 Failure to
record statutory
test.

Pegasus
Group

The legal opinion of Christopher Boyle QC

We have had the HNP assessed
independently by locality and Planning
Aid England who have determined that
HNP is legal.

231

4.41 Failure to
conduct a lawful
SEA

Pegasus
Group

Opinion from Christopher Boyle QC

The SEA has been modified following
consultation and we would refer to the
updated SEA which has been prepared
for HNP by rCOH Ltd and checked by
Planning Aid England.

232

4.42 SHLAA

Pegasus
Group

4.42 – 4.45 SHLAA comments with reference to HNP

We would refer these to the SHLAA
Disclaimer and the changes we have
made on site allocations following
meeting with AVDC to HD 5 and HD 6.
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4.47 - 4.49 Glebe Pegasus
land split
Group

Split of Glebe land into three sites

The land is naturally split between
landowners and we split the Glebe
portion using the natural boundary of the
footpath. AVDC have also indicated that
we should split sites, reference meeting
and suggestion of splitting land on east
side of Stanbridge road and discussions
of allocations of housing on HNP 009A,
NE Glebe land site.

234

4.50 SEA
alternatives

Pegasus
Group

Failure to explore alternatives

Refer you to the new SEA following
consultation

235

4.50 – 4.54
SHLAA

Pegasus
Group

HNP comes to different conclusions to SHLAA

The SHLAA was conducted in March
2013 and has been succeeded by the
HELLA / call for sites in 2014. Also the
SHLAA Disclaimer - 2.10
“Neighbourhood Plans may also carry
out their own separate SHLAA type of
92
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study if
they wish to apply different criteria. They
are not required to use the results of the
district-wide SHLAA however it may be
a useful starting point where resources
are limited.”
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4.55 HNP 007
Site

Pegasus
Group

Scoring system does not show adverse impact of views

HNP 007 scores Red for views into the
village and amber for views out due to
high hedgerows. The site is deemed
unavailable.
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4.56
Questionable
scoring

Pegasus
Group

Scoring inconsistent and incorrect

There is a strip of land separating the
site from the conservation area however
we recognise the proximity and have
changed the Pro-forma to reflect this.
Also the site allocation has been
reduced in number following discussions
with AVDC to 10 and hence the impact
of the site is described as minimal. See
new HD 4
The weighting system is described in the
main Neighbourhood Plan and was
developed by the village at community
meetings attended by the Committee
and URS. The final URS / HNP
assessment document was then
considered by the committee and then
sent to AVDC who approved its use.

238

4.57 Glebe
impact on
conservation
area

Pegasus
Group

Statutory consultees response says it will not impact the conservation
area

The HNP assessment is that the impact
on views and traffic movement along
Aston Road into Church End would be
significant.

239

4.58 Objectivity

Pegasus
Group

The assessment process is not objective

The assessment Pro-forma was
developed by URS and under their
guidance adapted for Haddenham
following a community meeting to
93

H A D D E N H A M

Comment
number

N E I G H B O U R H O O D

Policy/page
number

P L A N

Stakeholder

Comment

Action to be taken or comment
determine priorities for the village, it was
then sent to AVDC who agreed to its
suitability.
The site assessments process began
with a meeting with URS who helped us
to determine how to identify the sites
around the village.
We were then given training by URS on
how to carry out site assessments
objectively and fairly before visiting any
sites.
With URS we then visited several sites
where URS led us through the
assessments and guided us on how to
score / rate the criteria. The sites we
visited with URS personnel present
included HNP 001, HNP 002, HNP 003,
HNP 009 HNP 015A and HNP 017.
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4.59 HD 5 meets Pegasus
SEA objectives
Group

HNP fails to acknowledge the site meets SEA objectives

We accept and recognise some of the
proposals such as the burial site. The
site assessment criteria were applied to
all sites objectively and that is how we
determined suitability.

241

Housing need
and numbers

Westwaddy

HNP numbers not up to date nor relevant.

The methodology we have used is
explained in detail in HNP Chapter 6
which we believe is realistic. This has
been shared with AVDC and when the
new district plan is complete we will
reflect any change if required.

242

Policy HD 6

Westwaddy

SHLAA

The SHLAA was conducted in March
2013 and has been succeeded by the
HELLA / call for sites in 2014. Also the
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SHLAA Disclaimer - 2.10
“Neighbourhood Plans may also carry
out their own separate SHLAA type of
study if
they wish to apply different criteria. They
are not required to use the results of the
district-wide SHLAA however it may be a
useful starting point where resources
are limited.”
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Policy HD 6

Westwaddy

Burial ground

We have removed this from Policy HD 6

244

Policy HD 6

Westwaddy

Heritage Impact

The HNP assessment is that the impact
on views and traffic movement along
Aston Road into Church End would be
significant.
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Policy HD 6

Westwaddy

2001 Inspectors report on Glebe site

There have been no substantial
changes since the Inspectors report on
the site and we feel his comments are
still relevant.
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Policy HD 6

Westwaddy

Ceiling number of 50

The ceiling number has been withdrawn
and we propose an approximate number
of 85

247

Policy HD 6

Westwaddy

Larger site would improve the viability of Haddenham

We are not opposing growth in the
village in fact we are advocating and
increase of approximately 20%.

248

Site assessment
report

Westwaddy

Incorrect distances

We have revisited the distances we
have quoted and those of the applicants
of the HNP 009 site. The distances we
have used are from the centre of the site
to the adjoining Aston or Stanbridge
Roads and following normal walking
paths to the various amenities. Whilst
there is a marginally shorter route along
a dark narrow muddy path from the site
to Churchway this is considered
unsuitable for cyclists, wheelchairs and
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pushchairs so has not used.
The applicant’s measurements also
identify the shops on Woodways as 780
metres which is closer than the library
and village hall at 900 metres. This is
incorrect as to get to the shops you have
to pass the Village hall and Library
whichever route is chosen.
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Site assessment
report

Westwaddy

Station Road site abuts the conservation area

There is a strip of land separating the
site from the conservation area however
we recognise the proximity and have
changed the Pro-forma to reflect this.
Also the site allocation has been
reduced in number following discussions
with AVDC to 10 and hence the impact
of the site is described as minimal. See
new HD 4.
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Site assessment
report

Westwaddy

Dividing up the Glebe site

The land is naturally split between
landowners and we split the Glebe
portion using the natural boundary of the
footpath. AVDC have also indicated that
we should split sites, reference meeting
and suggestion of splitting land on east
side of Stanbridge road and discussions
of allocations of housing on HNP 009A,
NE Glebe land site.
SHLAA Disclaimer 2.10 Neighbourhood
Plans may also carry out their own
separate SHLAA type of study if they
wish to apply different criteria. They are
not required to use the results of the
district-wide SHLAA however it may be
a useful starting point where resources
are limited.
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Traffic Impact

Westwaddy

Bus route revision

The Z&S bus services are only on a few
days a week and some stop completely
during school holidays. The provision for
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five years or sooner is not a long term
solution.

252

Westwaddy

Provision from Glebe land

Aston Road narrows to a point before
the Church and Village Green, making a
pavement impossible without reducing
the width of the road. Pedestrian access
from the Site onto the Stanbridge Road
is recognised in the site assessments.
The narrow and dark dirt track to
Churchway is unsuitable for cyclists,
wheelchairs and many pedestrians.
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C2J

The ‘Site Assessment Process’ did not include all suitable, available and
achievable sites in and around the village.

The process assessed all land available
for residential development. Noting that
the approved/designated use of the
Medical Centre site is specifically for
that purpose it could not be expected to
be (despite a withdrawn previous
application) a housing site

254

C2J

The ‘Site Assessment Criteria’ were not consistently applied to all the
sites, consequently, the ‘scores’ given to each site do not correctly reflect
conditions on site. Accordingly, the assessment of potential development
sites could only reasonably be considered ‘subjective’ and ‘biased’
towards specific sites.

The assessment process was
developed by URS and under their
guidance adapted for Haddenham
following a community workshop to
determine priorities for the village, it was
agreed by AVDC and applied without
bias.

Sustainable
Land PLC

Having taking methodical steps to identify a robust platform to consider a
Neighbourhood Plan, it appears a plan has been drafted, without any
consideration of options, in less than 9 weeks. The application of the site
assessment is wholly inadequate, with clear factual errors on many sites,
which directly result in allocations.

The timeline has been driven by the
aggressive submission of a planning
application by Lightwood Strategic that
is contrary to the Plan. Nevertheless, all
of the comments have been assessed
and minor corrections made on some of
the site assessments.

Sustainable
Land PLC

The scoring system used to assess potential sites is fundamentally
flawed. There is no justification given for the weighting system employed
and since the multiples applied have such a significant effect on the

The assessment process was
developed by URS and under their
guidance adapted for Haddenham

255

256

Walking and
Cycling

Site assessment
report
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overall score, this is required to ensure objectivity

following a community workshop to
determine priorities for the village, it was
agreed by AVDC and applied without
bias.

Whilst the draft plan allocations are incorrect, the quantum of
development is also flawed. In light of the withdrawal of the Vale of
Aylesbury Plan (VAP) and the subsequent absence of adopted housing
numbers for the district, the level of housing proposed by the
Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan is not based on identified housing need
(as defined by the NPPF), it does not reflect the sustainability or capacity
of the village.

In the absence of the VALP, the use of
DCLG projections and emerging HEDNA
evidence against the historic growth of
the village is a reasonable planning
assumption endorsed by AVDC.

Table 6: Pre-submission Consultation Comments
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