Worminghall Neighbourhood Plan – Summary of issues raised in received Publicity representations
This document summarises the main comments received by the Council on the Submitted Worminghall Neighbourhood Plan. The full representations are available
on request.
Headline Results
15 responses in total, 6 in support, 4 objections, 2 general comments and two seeking modifications for improvement.

Respondent
Pemehope Rowe
Stewart Hole
Srikanth Reddy
National Grid
Natural England

Rectory

JPPC
BCC

David McBain
David Norton
Susan Norton
Valerie Hovell
Mr Parson & Miss Heath
George Hovell
AVDC

Comment Summary
 Supports development of Coldstream Farm
 Supports the plan in full
 Supports the plan in full
 No interaction with their infrastructure
 Propose modification to Paragraph 9.3, for consistency with paragraph 118 of the National
Planning Policy Framework
 Additional comments relating to Green Infrastructure & Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land
 Objections to SB1, SB2, on the grounds that the approach is overly restrictive. Other minor
comments relate to NH2, NH3, CH1. Additional comments relate to the site assessment report
and the SA/SEA
 Objections to SB1, on the grounds that it is overly restrictive
 In agreement with TT1, however are unsure if many one-bedroom dwellings will be able to
accommodate two off-street parking spaces.
 No concerns in relation to education or archaeology
 Objections relate to Housing Section 8.2 & 8.3 and the unsatisfactory jump in housing numbers
 Supports the plan in full
 Supports the plan in full
 Supports development of Coldstream Farm
 Objects to the plan based on potential damage to view 1, increased housing number on
allocated site, the position of the settlement boundary
 Supports Coldstream Farm Allocation, However raises concerns relating to traffic flow and site
access positioning.
 Seeks modifications for the purposes of clarity in decision making in relation to the following
policies; sb1&2, nh1,nh2, nh3, rc1, cfr2, ch1, tt1,
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Sent vie email to: Steve Carnaby; Associate Director of Intelligent Plans and Examinations (IPE)
Ltd at steve.carnaby@intelligentplans.co.uk
Cc: Tracey Skates, Chair of Worminghall Parish Council at worminghallnp@gmail.com

Dear Ms. Kingaby,

Submission of the Worminghall Parish Neighbourhood Plan for Examination
I am pleased to submit to you the draft Worminghall Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) for
examination. As requested, a paper copy of all the Regulation 16 representations and
submission documents will be posted following the end of the submission consultation.
Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) has worked closely with Worminghall Parish
Council (WPC) during the nearly two years that the plan has been prepared. WPC have
also worked with consultants on specific parts of the evidence base. The AVDC commends
WPC on a comprehensive and well thought out plan.
The Worminghall Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) is the emerging development plan for the
Worminghall Neighbourhood Area (covering the same area as the parish council) for the
period 2013-2033. On adoption it will form part of the Development Plan, which planning
applications in that area will be assessed against. The WNP The Worminghall
Neighbourhood Plan The WNP Allocates 1 site for development; Coldstream Farm to the
rear of the Cliffden Arms for 18 dwellings, the plan is comprised of 11 policies in total
aiming to encourage small infill development to deliver affordable housing for young
families and elderly downsizers, the plan aims to retain the rural character of the parish,
achieve new recreational space & facilities and manage parking & traffic.
We commend the work the neighbourhood plan team put in to the plan through its final
stages and their continued collaboration with AVDC. As a result AVDC believes that the
requirements of the ‘basic conditions’ have been met in terms of: having appropriate regard
to national policy, contributing to the achievement of sustainable development, being in
general conformity with the strategic policies in the development plan, and being compatible
with human rights requirements and EU obligations.
However AVDC does still have some outstanding concerns that we would wish to raise with
the Independent Examiner to consider potential modifications to the plan. These
outstanding concerns are detailed in Appendix A, table 1.
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Further Comments
For some background context for Aylesbury Vale & Worminghall Parish.
Adopted Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan (AVDLP) 2004
Aylesbury Vale’s planning policy framework used to be set out in the AVLDP. the direction
from the Secretary of State setting out which AVDLP policies are saved are available from
here
https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/SOS-savedpolicies-direction.pdf these form the adopted policies which the Neighbourhood Plan should
have regard to.
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
The Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) is the emerging plan for the district which aims to
meet the need for over 27,000 new homes in the Vale by 2033, half of which are either
already built or have planning permission.
The VALP Proposed Submission has recently finished its submission consultation and was
submitted in February 2018 to the planning inspectorate for examination.
The VALP does not make any allocations in the parish of Worminghall and regards
Worminghall as a smaller village under the proposed settlement hierarchy and as such
small scale development is expected to come forward through neighbourhood plans or the
development management process.
Planning applications in the parish awaiting determination
• 17/04837/AOP - Coldstream Farm, Waterperry Road, Worminghall. Outline application for
a residential development of up to 18 dwellings. Application received 21.12.2017. Pending
• 17/04268/APP - Land At The Avenue, Worminghall. Erection of 16 no. residential
dwellings (Use Class C3) and creation of new areas of public open space (including
provision of a LEAP), creation of a new access off The Avenue (including demolition of The
Croft residential property), and parking and garaging, landscaping and all enabling and
ancillary works. Application received 10.11.2017. Pending
In conclusion, the Local Planning Authority would reiterate its support for the Worminghall
Neighbourhood Plan, and the work undertaken to reach this stage. We hope the
examination stage can be progressed as soon as possible and pending the outcome of the
Examination that we can move to the referendum stage. We look forward to hearing from
you in regards to the next stages, particularly for whether a hearing day will be necessary.
If you have any further questions please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Charlotte Stevens
Planning Policy Manager

Appendix A. Table 1; AVDC’s outstanding Concerns
Section
of
the
Plan
Pages
11&12
-SB1
&SB2

Comment

AVDC are concerned that as currently worded, Policy SB1 and SB2 would be better to be combined and does not clarify what is meant
by appropriate forms of development in rural areas e.g. barn conversions unrelated to commercial development. As worded SB2, bullet
point 3 would allow anything that is well designed and therefore AVDC believe that this should be re- worded to reflect para 55 of the
NPPF;

They are appropriate forms of development within rural areas where the exceptional quality or innovative nature of the design should:
•
be truly outstanding or innovative, helping to raise standards of design, reflecting the highest standards in architecture;
•
significantly enhance its immediate setting; and
•
be sensitive to the defining characteristics of the local area.
Page 13 AVDC would like to propose the following modification to NH1;
– NH1
New houses to be built as infill in Worminghall will be modest in scale and sensitive to the rural character of the village, ensuring that;




Development does not result in the loss of residential amenity to existing properties, including loss of privacy, loss of daylight, or
visual intrusion by a building or structure, and;
development should provide a landscape and visual impact assessment as part of the development application,
proposals should seek to conserve and enhance mature vegetation or screening on site and conserve existing public rights of
way

we believe that the alternative wording provided above would strengthen the policy to achieve what is currently intended.
Page 13
- NH2

AVDC would like to propose the following modification to NH2:
New development shall comprise a mix of housing, including properties affordable to young families with children. This will include lowcost market housing of two/three bed terraced or semi-detached accommodation.
The use of the word affordable is incorrectly applied in this instance. The reasoning for this is that at present the inclusion of the word
affordable causes interpretation and clarification issues with DM, and as read they believe there needs to be a differentiation between
low cost housing and affordable housing as low cost housing is not included under affordable housing. However the policy is not asking
for affordable housing and therefore the above wording should simply be removed to negate any confusion.

Page 14 AVDC would like to propose the following modification of the first two sentences:
– NH3
The site is allocated for up to a total of 18 dwellings. The development should comprise a mix of units including both larger (family) and
more affordable houses. At least 9 of the dwellings should be low cost market housing, these should comprise 2 and 3 bedroom homes.
Again, AVDC feel that the use of the word affordable is incorrectly applied in this instance. The reasoning for this is that at present the
inclusion of the word affordable causes interpretation and clarification issues with DM, and as read they believe there needs to be a
differentiation between low cost housing and affordable housing as low cost housing is not included under affordable housing. However
the policy is not asking for affordable housing and therefore the above wording should simply be removed to negate any confusion.

In addition, In addition, AVDC believe that the justification for the need for a play facility in 10.5 should be moved to the supporting text
for NH3 in order to adequately justify the need for this play area. An equipped play facility may be difficult to justify for a development of
this scale and more explanation should be given for this requirement.
10.5 could be modified to say that CFR2 – is a policy to ensure the provision of the play area should this not come forward through the
allocation in NH3 and subsequent planning application.

Furthermore. AVDC would like the examiner to consider modifying the policy to incorporate the use of SUDS as policy requirement to
ensure adequate flood risk reduction mitigation is in place, to contribute towards the achievement of sustainable development.
AVDC would like to suggest the Removal of the wording in the final para “Where approved,” – we find that this is surplus to requirement,
and adds a layer of confusion when interpreting or applying the policy. The reasoning for this is that at present the inclusion of the word
affordable causes interpretation and clarification issues with DM, and as read they believe there needs to be a differentiation between
low cost housing and affordable housing as low cost housing is not included under affordable housing. however the policy is not asking
for affordable housing and therefore the word should simply be removed to negate any confusion.
Page 16 Presently, we cannot require contributions under the CIL Regulations for development of less than 10 dwellings unless it exceeds more
– CFR2
than 1,000sqm floor space therefore this cannot be applied to all new housing development. The historic environment of the parish and
heritage assets (both designated and undesignated) must be conserved and enhanced.
Page 19
- RC1

AVDC would therefore like to propose the following modification;

Developer contributions will be sought in relation to residential development in accordance with the Community Infrastructure Levy
regulation 2010 (as amended) where onsite provision cannot be made for the inclusion of play and recreational space
Page 17 The current paragraph reads as: There are 12 listed buildings in the Parish (source historicengland.org.uk British Listed Buildings).
– 11.1
Some of the most notable include The Clifden Arms, the Church and the Almshouses, the last two of which are Grade 2-starred.
We request the following modification to read as written below, in line with the correct historical terminology.
There are 12 listed buildings in the Parish (source National Heritage List for England (NHLE)) Some of the most notable include The
Clifden Arms, the Church and the Almshouses, the last two of which are Grade II*. The historic environment of the parish and heritage
assets (both designated and undesignated) must be preserved and enhanced.
Page 18 AVDC would like to request removal of the wording “Where approved,” in the final paragraph, as we believe this is surplus to
– CH1
requirement, and adds a layer of confusion when interpreting or applying the policy.
Page 19 AVDC previously raised concerns about the lack of justification for the parking requirements set out in T1. As read the plan still fails to
– TT1
justify such requirements and we are concerned that if they are not suitably substantiated then they are less likely to be implemented.
Suggested modification:





All development should provide adequate off-street car parking to meet the standards set out in the adopted local plan and any
subsequent updates.
Where a clear case can be demonstrated that off street car parking provision cannot be made, every effort is be made to use
reasonable alternatives such as garages and shared parking arrangements;
Any car parking spaces, where required, should use permeable surfaces to allow for rainwater absorption and to maintain a rural
character to the street scene;
New development in the village will only be supported where it can be demonstrated that any severe adverse impacts on the
road network are mitigated and pedestrian safety would not be compromised.

Neighbourhood Planning
Aylesbury Vale District Council
Planning Policy
Community Fulfilment
The Gateway
Gatehouse Road
Aylesbury
HP19 8FF

Hannah Lorna Bevins
Consultant Town Planner
Tel: 01926 439127
n.grid@amecfw.com
Sent by email to:
planningpolicy@aylesburyvaledc.g
ov.uk

24 January 2018

Dear Sir / Madam
Worminghall Neighbourhood Plan Consultation
SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL GRID
National Grid has appointed Amec Foster Wheeler to review and respond to development plan consultations
on its behalf. We are instructed by our client to submit the following representation with regards to the above
Neighbourhood Plan consultation.
About National Grid
National Grid owns and operates the high voltage electricity transmission system in England and Wales and
operate the Scottish high voltage transmission system. National Grid also owns and operates the gas
transmission system. In the UK, gas leaves the transmission system and enters the distribution networks at
high pressure. It is then transported through a number of reducing pressure tiers until it is finally delivered to
our customer. National Grid own four of the UK’s gas distribution networks and transport gas to 11 million
homes, schools and businesses through 81,000 miles of gas pipelines within North West, East of England,
West Midlands and North London.
To help ensure the continued safe operation of existing sites and equipment and to facilitate future
infrastructure investment, National Grid wishes to be involved in the preparation, alteration and review of
plans and strategies which may affect our assets.
Specific Comments
An assessment has been carried out with respect to National Grid’s electricity and gas transmission
apparatus which includes high voltage electricity assets and high pressure gas pipelines and also National
Grid Gas Distribution’s Intermediate / High Pressure apparatus.
National Grid has identified the following high voltage overhead powerlines as falling within the
Neighbourhood area boundary:
4YH Route – 400kV from Cowley substation in South Oxfordshire to East Claydon substation in Aylesbury Vale.

From the consultation information provided, the above overheads powerline does not interact with any of
the proposed development sites.
Gas Distribution – Low / Medium Pressure
Gables House
Kenilworth Road
Leamington Spa
Warwickshire CV32 6JX
United Kingdom
Tel +44 (0) 1926 439 000
amecfw.com

Amec Foster Wheeler Environment
& Infrastructure UK Limited
Registered office:
Booths Park, Chelford Road, Knutsford,
Cheshire WA16 8QZ
Registered in England.
No. 2190074

Whilst there is no implications for National Grid Gas Distribution’s Intermediate / High Pressure apparatus,
there may however be Low Pressure (LP) / Medium Pressure (MP) Gas Distribution pipes present within
proposed development sites. If further information is required in relation to the Gas Distribution network
please contact plantprotection@nationalgrid.com

Key resources / contacts
National Grid has provided information in relation to electricity and transmission assets via the following
internet link:
http://www2.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land-and-development/planning-authority/shape-files/
The first point of contact for all works within the vicinity of gas distribution assets is Plant Protection
(plantprotection@nationalgrid.com).
Information regarding the transmission and distribution network can be found at: www.energynetworks.org.uk
Please remember to consult National Grid on any Neighbourhood Plan Documents or site-specific proposals
that could affect our infrastructure. We would be grateful if you could add our details shown below to your
consultation database:
Hannah Lorna Bevins
Consultant Town Planner

Spencer Jefferies
Development Liaison Officer, National Grid

n.grid@amecfw.com

box.landandacquisitions@nationalgrid.com

Amec Foster Wheeler E&I UK
Gables House
Kenilworth Road
Leamington Spa
Warwickshire
CV32 6JX

National Grid House
Warwick Technology Park
Gallows Hill
Warwick
CV34 6DA

I hope the above information is useful. If you require any further information please do not hesitate to contact
me.
Yours faithfully
[via email]
Hannah Lorna Bevins
Consultant Town Planner
cc. Spencer Jefferies, National Grid

Date:
Our ref:

02 February 2018
236266

Aylesbury Vale District Council
BY EMAIL ONLY

Customer Services
Hornbeam House
Crewe Business Park
Electra Way
Crewe
Cheshire
CW1 6GJ
T 0300 060 3900

Dear Stephanie Buller
Planning Consultation: Worminghall Neighbourhood Plan - Reg 16 Consultation
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 17th January 2018.
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations,
thereby contributing to sustainable development.
Natural England is a statutory consultee in neighbourhood planning and must be consulted on draft
neighbourhood development plans by the Parish/Town Councils or Neighbourhood Forums where our
interests would be affected by the proposals made.
In our review of the Worminghall Neighbourhood Plan we note and approve of the additions which
have been made in relation to Bernwood Forest and biodiversity net gain. We would like to highlight
that the Neighbourhood Plan area contains a section Shabbington Woods Complex Site of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI), part of the wider area known as Bernwood Forest. This SSSI harbours a
significant amount of high value biodiversity, and therefore would warrant a specific reference to its
statutory protection and protection through national planning policy within the Plan in order to avoid
ambiguity. Text to this effect could be included within Paragraph 9.3, and would be consistent with
paragraph 118 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which states that ‘proposed
development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest likely to have an adverse
effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest (either individually or in combination with other
developments) should not normally be permitted.’
Further Recommendations
Natural England would also like to highlight that removal of green space in favour of development may
have serious impacts on biodiversity and connected habitat and therefore species ability to adapt to
climate change. We recommend that the final local plan include:


Policies relating to connected Green Infrastructure (GI) within the parish. Elements of GI such
as open green space, wild green space, allotments, and green walls and roofs can all be used
to create connected habitats suitable for species adaptation to climate change. Green
infrastructure also provides multiple benefits for people including recreation, health and wellbeing, access to nature, opportunities for food growing, and resilience to climate change. Annex
A provides examples of Green Infrastructure;



Policies relating to Biodiversity Net Gain should propose the use of a biodiversity measure for
development proposals. Examples of calculation methods are included in Annex A;



Development sites should be assessed for ‘Best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land’
(Grades 1-3a). Policies around the mapping of land proposed for development should be
included in the Plan. Loss of this resource must be avoided. Please see Annex A for further
information.

Yours sincerely,
Chris Baines
Sustainable Development Adviser
Thames Team

Annex A - Neighbourhood planning and the natural
environment: information, issues and opportunities
Natural Environment Information Sources
The Magic1 website will provide you with much of the nationally held natural environment data for your
plan area. The most relevant layers for you to consider are: Agricultural Land Classification,
Ancient Woodland, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Local Nature Reserves, National Parks
(England), National Trails, Priority Habitat Inventory, public rights of way (on the Ordnance
Survey base map) and Sites of Special Scientific Interest (including their impact risk zones).
Local environmental record centres may hold a range of additional information on the natural
environment. A list of local record centres is available here2.
Priority habitats are those habitats of particular importance for nature conservation, and the list of
them can be found here3. Most of these will be mapped either as Sites of Special Scientific Interest,
on the Magic website or as Local Wildlife Sites. Your local planning authority should be able to supply
you with the locations of Local Wildlife Sites.
National Character Areas (NCAs) divide England into 159 distinct natural areas. Each character area
is defined by a unique combination of landscape, biodiversity, geodiversity and cultural and economic
activity. NCA profiles contain descriptions of the area and statements of environmental opportunity,
which may be useful to inform proposals in your plan. NCA information can be found here4.
There may also be a local landscape character assessment covering your area. This is a tool to help
understand the character and local distinctiveness of the landscape and identify the features that give it
a sense of place. It can help to inform, plan and manage change in the area. Your local planning
authority should be able to help you access these if you can’t find them online.
If your neighbourhood planning area is within or adjacent to a National Park or Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (AONB), the relevant National Park/AONB Management Plan for the area will set out
useful information about the protected landscape. You can access the plans on from the relevant
National Park Authority or Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty website.
General mapped information on soil types and Agricultural Land Classification is available (under
’landscape’) on the Magic5 website and also from the LandIS website6, which contains more
information about obtaining soil data.

1

http://magic.defra.gov.uk/
http://www.nbn-nfbr.org.uk/nfbr.php
3
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140711133551/http:/www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/conservation/biodiv
ersity/protectandmanage/habsandspeciesimportance.aspx
4
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-character-area-profiles-data-for-local-decision-making
5
http://magic.defra.gov.uk/
6
http://www.landis.org.uk/index.cfm
2

Natural Environment Issues to Consider
The National Planning Policy Framework7 sets out national planning policy on protecting and
enhancing the natural environment. Planning Practice Guidance8 sets out supporting guidance.
Your local planning authority should be able to provide you with further advice on the potential impacts
of your plan on the natural environment and the need for any environmental assessments.
Wildlife habitats
Some proposals can have adverse impacts on designated wildlife sites or other priority habitats (listed
here9), such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest or Ancient woodland10. If there are likely to be any
adverse impacts you’ll need to think about how such impacts can be avoided, mitigated or, as a last
resort, compensated for.
Priority and protected species and habitat
You’ll also want to consider whether any proposals might affect priority species (listed here11) or
protected species. Natural England has produced advice here12 to help understand the impact of
particular developments on protected species. Consideration should also be given to the potential
environmental value of brownfield sites, often found in urban areas and former industrial land, further
information including links to the open mosaic habitats inventory can be found here.
Ancient woodland and veteran trees-link to standing advice
You should consider any impacts on ancient woodland and veteran trees in line with paragraph 118 of
the NPPF. Natural England maintains the Ancient Woodland Inventory which can help identify ancient
woodland. Natural England and the Forest Commission have produced standing advice for planning
authorities in relation to ancient woodland and veteran trees. It should be taken into account by
planning authorities when determining relevant planning applications. Natural England will only provide
bespoke advice on ancient woodland/veteran trees where they form part of a SSSI or in exceptional
circumstances
Biodiversity net gain
Under section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 Local Planning
Authorities are required to conserve biodiversity. The NPPF section 109 states “the planning system
should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by minimising impacts on
biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity wherever possible”. . Suitable methods for
calculating biodiversity net gain can include the Defra biodiversity offsetting metric13 and the
environment bank biodiversity impact calculator14. Natural England would expect a policy within the
Neighbourhood Plan to include wording to ensure that net biodiversity gain is achieved.
Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land
Soil is a finite resource that fulfils many important functions and services for society. It is a growing
medium for food, timber and other crops, a store for carbon and water, a reservoir of biodiversity and a
buffer against pollution. If you are proposing development, you should seek to use areas of poorer
quality agricultural land in preference to that of a higher quality in line with National Planning Policy

7

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/natural-environment/
9
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140711133551/http:/www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/conservation/biodiv
ersity/protectandmanage/habsandspeciesimportance.aspx
10
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/ancient-woodland-and-veteran-trees-protection-surveys-licences
11
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140711133551/http:/www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/conservation/biodiv
ersity/protectandmanage/habsandspeciesimportance.aspx
12
https://www.gov.uk/protected-species-and-sites-how-to-review-planning-proposals
8

13

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/biodiversity-offsetting#guidance-for-offset-providers-developers-and-local-authorities-in-the-pilotareas Note; the ‘Guidance for developers’ and ‘Guidance for offset providers’ documents provide a calculation method.
14
http://www.environmentbank.com/impact-calculator.php , and
http://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&ved=0ahUKEwj7vcbl0aDQAhVMDcAKHb8IDEUQFggsMAI&url=http
%3A%2F%2Fconsult.welhat.gov.uk%2Ffile%2F4184236&usg=AFQjCNFfkbJIJQ_UN0044Qe6rmiLffxckg

Framework para 112. For more information, see our publication Agricultural Land Classification:
protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land15.

Green Infrastructure, Improving Your Natural Environment.
Inclusion of Green Infrastructure (GI) in to development plans can provide multifunctional benefits to
the area. These can include opportunities for recreation, health and wellbeing and access to nature as
well as providing connected habitats for wildlife.
Your plan or order can offer exciting opportunities to enhance your local environment through inclusion
of GI. If you are setting out policies on new development or proposing sites for development, you may
wish to consider identifying what environmental features you want to be retained, connected, enhanced
or new features you would like to see created as part of any new development. Examples might
include:









Providing a new footpath with landscaping through the new development to link into existing
rights of way or other green spaces.
Restoring a neglected hedgerow or creating new ones.
Creating a new pond as an attractive feature on the site.
Planting trees characteristic to the local area to make a positive contribution to the local
landscape.
Using native plants in landscaping schemes for better nectar and seed sources for bees and
birds.
Incorporating swift boxes or bat boxes into the design of new buildings.
Considering how lighting can be best managed to encourage wildlife.
Adding a green roof or walls to new or existing buildings.

You may also want to consider enhancing your local area in other ways, for example by:








15

Setting out in your plan how you would like to implement elements of a wider Green
Infrastructure Strategy in your community.
Assessing needs for accessible greenspace and setting out proposals to address any
deficiencies or enhance provision.
Identifying green areas of particular importance for special protection through Local Green
Space designation (see Planning Practice Guidance on this16).
Managing existing (and new) public spaces to be more wildlife friendly (e.g. by sowing wild
flower strips in less used parts of parks, changing hedge cutting timings and frequency).
Planting additional street trees.
Identifying any improvements to the existing public right of way network, e.g. cutting back
hedges, improving the surface, clearing litter or installing kissing gates) or extending the
network to create missing links.
Restoring neglected environmental features (e.g. coppicing a prominent hedge that is in poor
condition or clearing away an eyesore).

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/35012
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-ofway-and-local-green-space/local-green-space-designation/
16

+
Green Roofs
Natural England is supportive of the inclusion of living roofs in all appropriate development. Research
indicates that the benefits of green roofs include reducing run-off and thereby the risk of surface water
flooding; reducing the requirement for heating and air-conditioning; and providing habitat for wildlife.
We would advise your council that some living roofs, such as sedum matting, can have limited
biodiversity value in terms of the range of species that grow on them and habitats they provide. Natural
England would encourage you to consider the use of bespoke solutions based on the needs of the
wildlife specific to the site and adjacent area. I would refer you to http://livingroofs.org/ for a range of
innovative solutions.

JPPC ref: DB/7277

Planning Policy Team
Aylesbury Vale District Council
SUBMITTED VIA ELECTRONIC MEANS
planningpolicy@aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk
27th February 2018
Dear Sirs
RE: Worminghall Neighbourhood Plan – Final Publication Stage
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Worminghall
Neighbourhood Plan (WNP). We write to make comments on behalf of
our client Wilber Homes who have an interest in land adjacent to Kings
Close in the village.
We applaud the endeavour of the Worminghall community in preparing
their plan and welcome its positive approach, we are however
concerned the WNP may serve to unduly stifle development,
undermining the vision to provide gentle growth, and encourage a
younger demographic in the village. We are particularly concerned by
the tightly drawn settlement boundary which severely limits flexibility for
future development.
While the WNP does not set a numerical limit on the number of new
homes previous delivery rates indicate the limited scope for
development in the village. The tightly drawn settlement boundary
would effectively serve as a moratorium on development in the parish.
The boundary appears to have been imposed as a threshold to restrict
development on a plan, rather than a refined area supported by
landscape assessment. The WNP Site Assessment Report confirms
there to be unallocated areas outside the settlement boundary which
are suitable for development. While the WNP may not seek to allocate
these sites for development they should be included in the settlement
boundary to provide for future development.
We do not object to the inclusion of a settlement boundary in principle,
however we consider it imperative that any boundary does allow for
future beneficial development of the settlement. Although the WNP
provides for a limited number of new homes through site allocations it
offers very limited scope for additional development of any kind. We
consider the restriction to development is such that it precludes the
WNP from fulfilling the basic conditions of a Neighbourhood Plan.

The plan as published is considered to be unduly restrictive and therefore fail the
basic test of conformity with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). In
particular we consider the tightly defined settlement boundary and the strict
constraints it places on development to be incompatible with the NPPF’s presumption
in favour of sustainable development. Paragraph 14 of the NPPF which applies to
plan making at all levels sets out the need for a plan to meet objectively assessed
needs with “sufficient flexibility to respond to rapid change”. The existing form of the
village constrained by the proposed settlement boundary means there is very limited
flexibility development opportunity beyond that allocated.
In addition to deviation from the NPPF we also consider the inclusion of a restrictive
settlement boundary to limit the contribution of the WNP to sustainable development.
The ability to deliver sustainable development is dependent on the opportunity to
respond to economic, social, and environmental challenges and opportunities of an
area, including those unanticipated when the development plan was made. The
suggested settlement boundary severely restricts flexibility and adaptability without
clear reason. The WNP allocates sites for new homes in acknowledgement of the
need for new housing to sustain the settlement, however policies particularly the
settlement boundary, do not provide for any contingency should allocated sites fail to
be delivered.
We consider the settlement boundary in the WNP should be expanded to include
those areas to the settlement edge which are known to be available, and were shown
to be suitable in the site assessment process, such sites could be developed without
harm and not limited to allocated development sites.
The inclusion of land within the settlement boundary is not to say it must be
developed, nor that development should be supported at any cost. A broader
settlement boundary would however identify those areas most suitable for beneficial
development to compliment, or substitute, allocated sites. It also allows a more
robust defence against development proposals in areas removed from the village.
Any development proposal on land within the settlement would still fall to be
considered as a planning application. Planning permission would obviously only be
granted where development was shown to comply with relevant amenity policies.
Our client’s land, identified in the attachment to this letter, is one such example of
land which could support beneficial development without detriment to surrounding
countryside and therefore merits inclusion within the settlement boundary. The site is
part of the larger parcel of land assessed as site 12 in the WNP which was found to
be a close third to the WNP allocated sites in settlement assessment. The
assessment did not conclude there was any landscape, or other amenity reason the
site should be classified as outside the settlement.
We are aware of local comments with regard to the site, however the concerns raised
largely focussed on the safety of site access, issues which can be properly
considered and addressed through a planning application. While the technical
questions raised locally may have discouraged the Working Group from allocating the
site for development, they should not exclude the land from the settlement boundary.
Revision of the settlement boundary to include suitable village edge sites, including
our client’s land, would allow the WNP to guide development and respond to rapid
change as required by the presumption in favour of sustainable development and the
NPPF. We consider such flexibility to be a fundamental component of the basic
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conditions of a neighbourhood plan to comply with the NPPF and support sustainable
development.
We commend the achievement of the Working Group in reaching this milestone with
the WNP. We trust our comments will be given consideration and encourage
amendment to the settlement boundary in line with our suggestion to provide a robust
plan and positive development strategy for Worminghall.
We look forward to acknowledgement of receipt of these comments. If there is any
additional information you require please do not hesitate to get in touch.

Yours faithfully,

David Burson LLB (Hons) MSc.
Senior Planner
Email: david.burson@jppc.co.uk
Direct dial: 01865 322358

3

Transport  Economy  Environment
Mark Kemp
Director Growth, Strategy & Highways

Buckinghamshire County Council
County Hall, Walton Street
Aylesbury, Buckinghamshire HP20 1UA

Stephanie Buller,
Planning Policy,
AVDC, The Gateway,
Gatehouse Road,
Aylesbury,
HP19 8FF
Submitted by email:
planningpolicy@aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk

Mr Ben Stutman
01296 382577
strat_planning@buckscc.gov.uk
Telephone 0845 3708090
www.buckscc.gov.uk
Date: 28th February 2018

Dear Stephanie Buller,

Worminghall Neighbourhood Plan – Submission Consultation
Thank you for consulting Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC). BCC welcomes the opportunity
to comment on the Worminghall Parish Neighbourhood Plan Submission Consultation.
Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) has a statutory role for strategic planning as the County
Highways Authority, County Transport Authority, County Flood Authority, County Education
Authority and County Minerals and Waste Planning Authority; and an obligation for joint working
with the District Councils on their local plans. The County Council also fulfils other functions which
advise on planning proposals such as the County Archaeology Service which maintains the local
Historic Environment Record, the County Ecology Advice Service which has responsibility for
monitoring and protecting the natural environment including the maintenance of the Bucks and
Milton Keynes Environmental Records Centre and ecological resource of the County and the
Public Rights of Way service which has responsibility for managing and maintaining the County’s
Definitive Map.
BCC as a statutory Authority has an influencing role over County wide strategic planning matters
with each of the Districts within Buckinghamshire and nearby local authorities as part of the duty to
co-operate (Localism Act 2011) and a public health obligation to safeguard social, economic and
environmental wellbeing of the Buckinghamshire.
BCC welcomes the inclusion of our comments submitted to the Parish during the pre-submission
consultation. Annex A below sets out further comments to consider before the plan goes to
examination. These include considerations around Highways, Education and Archaeology
If you have any queries, please contact the strategic planning team via the following email
address: strat_planning@buckscc.gov.uk.

Yours faithfully,

Ben Stutman
Growth and Strategy Graduate Officer
Email: strat_planning@buckscc.gov.uk

Annex A: matters of consideration for the decision maker
Highways
This plan is not materially different to the pre-submission plan from a highways perspective. It is
acknowledged that the previous highways comments were taken on board, especially in regards to
pedestrian access to the Coldstream Farm site.
Regarding parking, the Highway Authority supports an increase in off-street parking provision and
is generally supportive of Policy TT1: Parking and Traffic. We are in agreement that the parking
standards stated in the neighbourhood plan should be superseded by those set out with the Vale
of Aylesbury Local Plan to ensure there is a consistent standard across the district. However,
regarding Policy TT1, we are unsure if many one-bedroom dwellings will be able to accommodate
two off-street parking spaces (as stated in Policy TT1), and how this can be justified.
Paragraph 12.5 states that ‘Section 106/CIL contributions will be sought to contribute to traffic
calming measures wherever possible’ and the plan frequently mentions problems with speeding in
the village. The Highway Authority will work with developers to help secure S106 funding from
developments to contribute towards traffic calming aspirations. Should the Parish wish to
implement a traffic calming scheme throughout the village, the County Council would advise them
to look at the following document to ensure a successful and effective scheme can be
implemented:
https://democracy.buckscc.gov.uk/documents/s27127/Bucks%20CC%20traffic_calming_guide

Education
As no significant housing growth is proposed within the Neighbourhood Plan, we expect there to
be minimal impact on the local primary schools in the area.
Archaeology
The Buckinghamshire County Archaeological Service welcomes the recognition of the historic
environment in the proposed plan and the inclusion of Policy CH1, however, the proposed
development area is mainly within the planning notification area for the village and may have
archaeological implications.

From: David
Sent: 22 February 2018 12:39
To: Planning Policy
Subject: Worminghall Neighbourhood Plan : Comment Form - D McBain

I am writing to object to the final version of the Worminghall Neighbourhood Plan that AVDC has
published. I am a Worminghall resident who has contributed and followed the evolution of the Plan
and all the good thoughtful work that has gone into the assessment of areas for development within
the village. It is in connection with the Housing Section 8.2 & 8.3 that I am objecting as they do not
meet the basic conditions.
From the results of the early questionnaire the consensus for the Neighbourhood Plan was to build
10-15 new houses in the village. This is a practical level of increase. In the latest version of the
Neighbourhood Plan this figure has now jumped to 25-30 (sections 8.2 & 8.3) . This is a totally
impractical development and will cause untold congestion and friction within the village.
The cause for this sudden jump in numbers is most unsatisfactory as it relates to a piece of
farmland that was not scrutinised in the same way as other Village areas in the Neighbourhood Plan
study. In fact residents like me have been “hoodwinked” by being told that this farmland is a ‘fait
accompli’ and the crazy increase in housing to be built on this land has ‘already received recent
planning permission’. Section 8.3 refers to this unexpected insertion for which the authors of the
Neighbourhood Plan seem to have no way of refuting. The Village does not need these extra houses
and the contents of Section 8.3 should be deleted. To me it looks as if AVDC responded too hastily to
pressures at the time in giving this planning permission without allowing it to follow the conclusions
of the Neighbourhood Plan. It had ‘a life of its own’. The explanation in Section 5.3 of the
Neighbourhood Plan confirms the haste that the authors of the Neighbourhood Plan had no
alternative other than to swallow the decision even though it distorts the real needs of the villagers
and the Neighbourhood Plan.
To burden Worminghall with 15 new houses (section 8.3) as well as 10-15 (section 8.2) is a major
mistake.
David McBain

From: David Norton [
]
Sent: 28 February 2018 15:15
To: Aldworth, Tracey
Subject: Worminghall Neighbourhood Plan - Comments

From:
Mr David Norton
Email:
Address:

Member of the Public (Resident)
Comment:
I am fully supportive of the Worminghall Neighbourhood Plan in every detail
I would like to be notified of AVDC’s decision to “make” the neighbourhood plan.

-----Original Message----From: Susan Norton [
]
Sent: 28 February 2018 15:28
To: Planning Policy
Subject: Worminghall Neighbourhood Plan - comments
From
Mrs Susan Norton
Email
Address

Member of the Public (Worminghall resident)
Comment
I fully support the Worminghall Neighbourhood Plan as recently submitted to AVDC
I wish to be notified of AVDC's decision to "make" the Plan
Sent from my iPad

