
APPENDIX 38 – Reg 14 Feedback 13th June – 25th July 2018  

 

Open Days 1st and 2nd July 2018  

Two Open Days were held in the Parish. One between 10:00 – 14:00 on Sunday 1st July and one between 19:00 and 21:00 on Monday 2nd July. The Open 

Days were advertised on a leaflet that was delivered to each household in the Parish. 

Over the two sessions we had twenty-nine people attend, one of whom was from outside the Parish. 

We had eleven feedback forms, the key points form which were: 

- Ten of which complimented the team on the presentation and the hard work they had done 

- One mentioned provision for the elderly and handicapped, we had taken this provision out of a previous  

- There were a few amendments noted 

- There were comments and discussions on the flood section. This needs to be discussed as a group, I have subsequently written to Rosemary 

Williams asking for advice on whether we should leave this section “as is” or consider an alternative approach.  We decided to amend the section 

with feedback from other sources.    

- There were some detailed points from Pam Jordan, I have included these in the Parish feedback section for review. 

It should be noted that not one person attending disagreed with the move to three sites of twelve dwellings. 

 

Feedback from Consultative Bodies on SDC List 

 

A covering letter (agreed with SDC) was sent from the Parish Council, along with a copy of the Pre-Submission Plan to all the bodies listed by SDC. A number 

of the email addresses provided were no longer valid. SDC were informed of this. 

The Plan was sent to 119 consultative bodies, ten of these had email addresses that no longer existed. 

We have had responses from 12 bodies. 



 

 The following responses were received:  

Council for British Archaeology 



 



 

I replied: 

Bob,  

Many thanks for your speedy reply. We were advised to keep the number of maps to minimum, so we have included them as Appendices 5,6,7 and 8. All of 

which are available on the Plan website. 

He the wrote back: 

Hi Peter, 

I have had a look at the historic environment map and it seems that only designated heritage assets are included.  The Historic Environment Record will 

have many more records of undesignated assets that you might wish to examine.  The Historic Landscape character maps will also contain information of 

value.  All of this could be presented in a map but we recommend including a section in the text dealing with the historic environment.  The HER should be 

able to help you but if not, do let us know. 

Best wishes 

Bob 

We have included an additional map showing historic features of the village 

Network Rail 

Warwickshire - Brailes Neighbourhood Plan 

As you are aware Network Rail is a statutory consultee for any planning applications within 10 metres of relevant railway land (as the Rail Infrastructure 

Managers for the railway, set out in Article 16 of the Development Management Procedure Order) and for any development likely to result in a material 

increase in the volume or a material change in the character of traffic using a level crossing over a railway (as the Rail Network Operators, set out in Schedule 

4 (J) of the Development Management Procedure Order); in addition you are required to consult the Office of Rail and Road (ORR). 

Network Rail have no comments to make on the neighbourhood plan.  

Regards 

Diane Clarke AssocRTPI 



Town Planning Technician LNW 

Network Rail  

 

CPRE 

Dear Mr. Ashall, 

            Good luck with your Neighbourhood Plan.    If you need any help with it, or advice, please contact either me, 01608 684953, or the 

Warwickshire CPRE, on Monday, Wednesday or Friday mornings, 01926 494597. 

With best wishes. 

 Yours,  Nicholas Butler   (Planning Representative, Avon and Arden Areas) 

 

Sports England 

Thank you for consulting Sport England on the above neighbourhood plan.  

Government planning policy, within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), identifies how the planning system can play an 

important role in facilitating social interaction and creating healthy, inclusive communities. Encouraging communities to become more physically 

active through walking, cycling, informal recreation and formal sport plays an important part in this process. Providing enough sports facilities of 

the right quality and type in the right places is vital to achieving this aim. This means that positive planning for sport, protection from the 

unnecessary loss of sports facilities, along with an integrated approach to providing new housing and employment land with community 

facilities is important.  

It is essential therefore that the neighbourhood plan reflects and complies with national planning policy for sport as set out in the NPPF with 

particular reference to Pars 73 and 74. It is also important to be aware of Sport England’s statutory consultee role in protecting playing fields 

and the presumption against the loss of playing field land. Sport England’s playing fields policy is set out in our Playing Fields Policy and 

Guidance document. 

http://www.sportengland.org/playingfieldspolicy 

http://www.sportengland.org/playingfieldspolicy


 Sport England provides guidance on developing planning policy for sport and further information can be found via the link below. Vital to the 

development and implementation of planning policy is the evidence base on which it is founded.  

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/forward-planning/ 

 Sport England works with local authorities to ensure their Local Plan is underpinned by robust and up to date evidence. In line with Par 74 of 

the NPPF, this takes the form of assessments of need and strategies for indoor and outdoor sports facilities. A neighbourhood planning 

body should look to see if the relevant local authority has prepared a playing pitch strategy or other indoor/outdoor sports facility strategy. If it 

has then this could provide useful evidence for the neighbourhood plan and save the neighbourhood planning body time and resources 

gathering their own evidence. It is important that a neighbourhood plan reflects the recommendations and actions set out in any such 

strategies, including those which may specifically relate to the neighbourhood area, and that any local investment opportunities, such as the 

Community Infrastructure Levy, are utilised to support their delivery.  

 Where such evidence does not already exist then relevant planning policies in a neighbourhood plan should be based on a proportionate 

assessment of the need for sporting provision in its area. Developed in consultation with the local sporting and wider community any 

assessment should be used to provide key recommendations and deliverable actions. These should set out what provision is required to 

ensure the current and future needs of the community for sport can be met and, in turn, be able to support the development and 

implementation of planning policies. Sport England’s guidance on assessing needs may help with such work. 

http://www.sportengland.org/planningtoolsandguidance 

 If new or improved sports facilities are proposed Sport England recommend you ensure they are fit for purpose and designed in accordance 

with our design guidance notes. 

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/ 

 Any new housing developments will generate additional demand for sport. If existing sports facilities do not have the capacity to absorb the 

additional demand, then planning policies should look to ensure that new sports facilities, or improvements to existing sports facilities, are 

secured and delivered. Proposed actions to meet the demand should accord with any approved local plan or neighbourhood plan policy for 

social infrastructure, along with priorities resulting from any assessment of need, or set out in any playing pitch or other indoor and/or outdoor 

sports facility strategy that the local authority has in place. 

  

In line with the Government’s NPPF (including Section 8) and its Planning Practice Guidance (Health and wellbeing section), links below, 

consideration should also be given to how any new development, especially for new housing, will provide opportunities for people to lead 

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/forward-planning/
http://www.sportengland.org/planningtoolsandguidance
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/


healthy lifestyles and create healthy communities. Sport England’s Active Design guidance can be used to help with this when developing 

planning policies and developing or assessing individual proposals.  

Active Design, which includes a model planning policy, provides ten principles to help ensure the design and layout of development encourages 

and promotes participation in sport and physical activity. The guidance, and its accompanying checklist, could also be used at the evidence 

gathering stage of developing a neighbourhood plan to help undertake an assessment of how the design and layout of the area currently 

enables people to lead active lifestyles and what could be improved.  

NPPF Section 8: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/8-promoting-healthy-communities 

PPG Health and wellbeing section: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing 

Sport England’s Active Design Guidance: https://www.sportengland.org/activedesign 

(Please note: this response relates to Sport England’s planning function only. It is not associated with our funding role or any grant 

application/award that may relate to the site.) 

If you need any further advice, please do not hesitate to contact Sport England using the contact details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

Planning Admin Team  

T: 020 7273 1777 
E: Planning.central@sportengland.org 

 

 

We decided that protecting the playing field would give us adequate facilities to meet the increased numbers in the village. 

 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/8-promoting-healthy-communities
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing
https://www.sportengland.org/activedesign
mailto:Planning.central@sportengland.org
http://www.sportengland.org/


WRCC  

Good afternoon Peter 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon the pre-submission draft neighbourhood development plan.  My comments below refer to the housing 

section of the plan. 

  

Policy H1: by its very nature market housing will not meet the needs of those looking for affordable housing for rental or shared ownership, as these are 

three very different tenures. This policy has been re-written  

 Explanation H1: para 2 defines “local connection” and states that this definition is set out in the Glossary of the adopted Core Strategy. However there is no 

“local connection” definition within the Core Strategy Glossary, nor does the Core Strategy make any reference to the selection hierarchy as described in 

para 2.  Might it be easier to reference a second preference to those with a local connection to neighbouring parishes to stay in line with SDC policy, as 

opposed to a 5 miles radius? This Policy has been re-written taking this point on board 

 Policy H4: I am concerned that this policy specifies that, at each of the three sites, there should be three dwellings for rent and one dwelling for shared 

ownership.  Would it not be more prudent to state that the tenure of the affordable dwellings should reflect that identified through an up-to-date housing 

needs survey/assessment?  You could be in a position of no-one wanting shared ownership. This has been changed to reflect the view that types of 

housing will be determined by requirements 

 I am very pleased to see that the plan indicates that the housing needs survey should be kept up-to-date. 

 Regards 

Sarah Brooke-Taylor 

Rural Housing Enabler – WRCC 

Good afternoon Peter 

  

At the end of the day it’s a decision for the NDP group/community.  
But, what if there is nobody locally who can afford a shared-ownership property?  That property would then be let to a household from a neighbouring 
parish or elsewhere in the district, negating the local-need aspect for that particular tenancy.   



We know that rented accommodation is always required, as evidenced by the housing waiting list, and there are currently over twenty households with a 
Brailes address looking for alternative accommodation. 
I would urge you to reconsider the wording, using something along the lines of tenure reflecting current housing need. Done 
 Regards 
Sarah Brooke-Taylor 
Rural Housing Enabler - WRCC 
 

 

 

National Grid 



  



 

 

The Coal Authority 

 



  



 

Inland Waterways 

16/7/2018 

 

      Dear Parish Clerk/Amanda Wasdell, 

                                   Whilst the Brailes area contains no navigable waterways, which are the chief interest to the Inland Waterways Association (Warks 

branch), I have read your draft plan with interest. The IWA is always happy to support robust and well thought-out local neighbourhood plans which can 

offer valuable protection to the communities they serve and reduce the possibility of poorly designed and constructed developments damaging the 

character and individually of the area. 

      I believe the policies you have highlighted and the general plan in which they appear should go a long way to satisfy the NP(G)R2012 initiative and 

provide an excellent basis for your plan.  I hope your plan can be adopted in this form as it appears to be fairly sound in all aspects. 

                     Wishing you well for the future, Dr G J Nicholson 

                                     Planning Officer, IWA (Warks branch).  

 

 

Historic England 

 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Please find attached a response to your consultation. I’m afraid the original from our consultation database bounced back as “undeliverable”. I hope this e-

mail finds you safely. 

Best Wishes, 

Pete Boland. 



 

Historic Places Adviser  |  West Midlands 

Historic England |  The Axis   

10 Holliday Street  |  Birmingham B1 1TF 

 

 

 

 

 

Ms Amanda Wasdell Direct Dial: 0121 625 6887 
Brailes Parish Council     
Burton Farm Our ref: PL00050319   
Admington     
Shipston-on-Stour     
Warwickshire     
CV36 4JW 12 July 2018   
 
 
Dear Ms Wasdell 
 
THE PARISH OF BRAILES NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN - REGULATION 14 CONSULTATION 



Thank you for the invitation to comment on the draft Neighbourhood Plan. We are pleased to note that our substantive concerns at the earlier Regulation 
14 stage have been addressed.  
 
Our earlier Regulation 14 comments, therefore, remain entirely relevant. That is:  
 
“Historic England is supportive of the Vision and objectives set out in the Plan and particularly of the emphasis placed upon local distinctiveness and the 
maintenance of historic rural character”. 
In the latter context we do have a further minor comment in relation to Policy SE2 and traditional agricultural buildings. There is clearly a desire to avoid 
negative impacts upon such buildings during conversion and accordingly, we suggest it would be appropriate to add a further line to the policy, that is: 
*) Is sensitive to the buildings distinctive character, materials and form. Done 
I hope you find these comments helpful.  
 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Peter Boland 
Historic Places Advisor 
peter.boland@HistoricEngland.org.uk 
 
  
 
Canal and River Trust  
 
13/7/2018 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
Thank you for consulting the Canal & River Trust on the Brailes Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
The Trust does not own or operate any waterways within the Plan area, so we do not have any comments to make on the draft Plan. 
 



Regards, 
Ian Dickinson MRTPI 
Area Planner  
 
T: 01636 675790   
M: 07825 608321 
E-Mail: ian.dickinson@canalrivertrust.org.uk 
 
Canal & River Trust, The Kiln, Mather Road, Newark, Notts NG24 1FB 
 

 

WCC 
 

  
Tony Ashall Chairman   
Brailes Parish Council 
  

Sent via E mail to address -  sg@brailesnp.co.uk 
 
18thth July 2018 
 
Communities Group 
 
Jasbir Kaur 
PO Box 43 
Shire Hall 
Warwick 
CV34 4SX 
Tel: 01926 412170 
Jasbirkaur@warwickshire.gov.uk 
www.warwickshire.gov.uk 
 

Dear Tony Ashall,  
 

mailto:ian.dickinson@canalrivertrust.org.uk


Response of Warwickshire County Councils to the Pre- Submission Brailes Neighbourhood Plan consultation 

 
I refer to the above consultation.  
 
The County Council welcomes communities proposing neighbourhood Plans that shape and direct future development. The main 
responsibilities of the County Council are highways and public transport, education, social services, libraries and museums, recycling/ waste 
sites and environment. The County Council’s role is to deliver the services and facilities efficiently. 
 
Financial implications of Neighbourhood Plans 
We would like to state at the outset that the County Council cannot commit to any financial implications from any proposals emanating from 
Neighbourhood Plans.  Therefore, Neighbourhood Plans should not identify capital or revenue schemes that rely of funding from the Council.  
However, we will assist communities in delivering infrastructure providing they receive any funding that may arise from S106 agreements, 
Community Infrastructure Levy or any other sources.   
 
We have the following comments to make as a guide any amendments prior to formal submission of the Plan. 
 
Comments on transport matters 
 

The County Council encourages  the emphasis has been placed on increasing public footpaths and cycle routes. We recommend that projects, 
such as, car share schemes or car clubs be considered for further investigation in order to reduce car usage in the area covered by the 
Neighbourhood Plan.   
 
Warwickshire County Council would recommend that projects such as car share schemes or car clubs be considered for further investigation in order to 
reduce car usage in the area covered by the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 

Public Health matters 
 
Public Health Warwickshire have prepared a Neighbourhood Development Planning for Health document. The document contains evidence 
and guidance for promoting healthy, active communities throughout the planning and design process.  
 
Alongside this, Public Health England's local health tool can be used to understand the health needs of the population.   

http://www.localhealth.org.uk/#l=en;v=map4


Should the Parish Council wishes to discuss the guidance document or the local health tool further please contact Gemma McKinnon on 
gemmamckinnon@warwickshire.gov.uk.  
 
Flood Risk Matters 
Please see attached detail comments about Flood Risk Management matters contained in appendix A.  
 
Should you wish to discuss or require any of the above matters please let me know?  
Yours sincerely  
Jasbir Kaur 
Strategic Planning and Development Manager 
 
 
 
 

Tabulated Warwickshire County Council Flood Risk Management Comments on the  

Brailes Neighbourhood Development Plan 2011 - 2031 

WCC FRM has the following content related comments: 

Page 
 

Paragraph Comment 
 No. Commencing: 

25 Objective E1 Managing local 
water environment 
and flood risk 

Good to see a specific objective for managing flood risk, however there are policies that could 
be developed further – see comments below. 

26 Policy E1  This forms the basis of a good policy and we would recommend a few minor additions, detailed 
below; 
 
Post development run-off rates should be restricted to Greenfield Qbar rates on all sites, 
including brownfield redevelopments. On smaller sites where this results in a discharge rate of 



Page 
 

Paragraph Comment 
 No. Commencing: 

below 5 l/s, these rates are achievable through water reuse, protected orifices, and better 
design. 
 
SuDS features should be at surface and adequate treatment of flows should be provided to 
ensure that final flows leaving the site do not degrade the quality of accepting water bodies.  
 
Flood attenuation areas must be located outside of flood zones and surface water outlines to 
ensure that the full capacity is retained.  
 

a) You may wish to include consultation with local residents and the Flood Action Group 
as a requirement of a site specific flood risk assessment to ensure that the existing 
flood risk and drainage regime is fully understood. 

a) You may wish to include a requirement for cut off drainage at the boundary of new 
developments to reduce the likelihood of flooding from overland flows. (should be 
picked up in the FRA). 

 
 
Point A – You could include a copy of the Flood Zone maps, showing the levels of risk from all 
types of flooding (fluvial and pluvial) to provide supporting evidence that flood risk is a 
problem in Brailes, and encourage development to reduce the impacts from flooding. View 

maps online at https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map 
 
Point C – You could include a point that the Lead Local Flood Authority requires the use of 
above grounds SUDS designed in accordance with CIRIA 753 SUDS Manual. Providing 
attenuation to greenfield runoff rates (inclusive of developing on brownfield land), and include 
that 5 l/s is NOT the minimum possible discharge rate is achievable. In relation to this, the 
requirements set out in the following documents should also be adhered to in all cases: 
• The National Planning Policy Framework 

https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map


Page 
 

Paragraph Comment 
 No. Commencing: 

• Paragraphs 030 - 032 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
• DEFRA’s Non-statutory technical standards for sustainable drainage 
 
Point E – The point already mentions that hard engineering surface water systems are not 
considered sustainable; you could develop this point to include the SuDS hierarchy. The 
hierarchy is a list of preferred drainage options that the LLFA refer to when reviewing planning 
applications. The preferred options are (in order of preference): infiltration (water into the 
ground), discharging into an existing water body and discharging into a surface water sewer. 
Connecting to a combined sewer system is not suitable and not favourable. 
 
 
The adoption and maintenance of all drainage features is a key consideration to ensure the 
long term operation and efficiency of SuDS. As part of the planning procedure the LLFA will 
expect to see a maintenance schedule, at detailed design stages. All SuDS features should be 
monitored and cleaned regularly as a matter of importance. 

26 Explanation 
E1 

 There is an opportunity to mention the proposed NFM project upstream of the village and 
possibly plant the seed that developer contributions may be sought to contribute. 

29 Policy E4 2) Responding to 
local character  

Point A & G – we support and encourage retaining existing open green spaces, similarly we 
encourage the same for open watercourses.  You could develop a point to encourage new 
developments to open up any existing culverts on a site providing more open space/green 
infrastructure for greater amenity, biodiversity and reduced flood risk; and the creation of new 
culverts should be kept to a minimum. 

37 & 
38 

Commitments 
Map 

 The two maps show three allocated sites. 
- The site furthest to the west has a significant surface water flow path along what 

appears to be an ordinary watercourse along the northern site boundary. As part of the 
site-specific flood risk assessment, we would expect that this watercourse is modelled 
to provide the flood plain associated with it. Any on-site SuDS or storage features 
should be placed outside this modelled outline to avoid a loss of capacity. 



Page 
 

Paragraph Comment 
 No. Commencing: 

- The site furthest to the east has a surface water flow path running through the centre 
of it that will need to be assessed and managed as the site design is progressed.  

 

These comments were taken into account in the re-write of the “water/flood” related policies 
 
 
 
Natural England 
 
 
Date: 24 July 2018  Our ref:  249421 Your ref: Brailes Neighbourhood Development Plan     
  
  
  
BY EMAIL ONLY sg@brailesnp.co.uk   
  
 Customer Services  Hornbeam House  Crewe Business Park  Electra Way  Crewe  Cheshire  CW1 6GJ  
  
 T 0300 060 3900    
  
  
  
  
  
Dear Sir/Madam  
  
Brailes Neighbourhood Plan - Regulation 14 consultation  
  
  
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 13 July 2018 which was received by Natural England on 13 July 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 they consider our interests would be affected by the proposals made.  
  
  
Natural England has reviewed the Brailes Neighbourhood Development Plan and would like to make the following comments:  
  
We note that Brailes Neighbourhood Development Plan in policy H4 is allocating 3 sites for the housing development within the Cotswolds Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Location of these sites on the edge of the settlement may lead to the negative impacts on the integrity of the above 
mentioned designated landscape. We suggest that Parish should seek the advice from the Cotswolds AONB Board, who have the local knowledge of the 
area. Any future development should be supported with the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) study.   
  
In addition, we support policies in section 4.1 The Environment that aim to conserve and enhance natural resources and biodiversity of the Parish. 
However, the provisions on protection of the designated landscape in policy E4 2d) should also include reference to the Cotswolds AONB Management 
Plan, which sets out a vision for future management of the designated area. Additional information The attached annex may be of use to you; it sets out 
sources of environmental information and some natural environment issues you may wish to consider as you develop your neighbourhood plan or order.  
 
  
  
  
For clarification of any points in this letter, please contact Yana Burlachka on 02082256013.  For any further consultations on your plan, please contact:  
consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.  
  
  
Yours faithfully  
  
  
 
  



  
Yana Burlachka Land use planning adviser Sustainable Development Team – West Midlands  
  
Taking this advice we wrote to Cotswold AONB 
 
From: Couchman, Louise (FYWAR ql) 
Sent: 13 October 2018 01:44 
To: john.mills@cotswoldsaonb.org.uk 
Cc: Elaine Cook (elainecook@btinternet.com); John Dudbridge (john.dudbridge@sky.com); Maggie Witherick (maggie_witherick@hotmail.com); Mark 
Moore (mark.moore@agcocorp.com); Peter Jordan (valuechainvision@gmail.com); Richard Cheney; steven Kaack 
Subject: Brailes AONB 
Dear John, 

Brailes is about to go to reg 16 with our plan. On advice from Yana Burlachka, Land use planning adviser, Natural England – West Midlands Team , one of 

our consultees at reg 14, we are contacting you to see if you would be interested in commenting on our plan at this time, give that Brailes is in an AONB . All 

of our 3 proposed sites around the village are within the AONB and have landscape sensitivities. While you are not a statutory consultee for Neighbourhood 

Plans, we felt you may have useful knowledge about the local area, the sites in question and the landscape setting, together with the aims and objectives of 

the AONB’s statutory management plan.   You may of course not wish to comment at this time, but our draft plan is attached 

Many thanks 

 

Louise Appleton 

Chair of Brailes NDP 

We had no response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:Louise.Couchman@kantarmillwardbrown.com
mailto:john.mills@cotswoldsaonb.org.uk
mailto:elainecook@btinternet.com
mailto:john.dudbridge@sky.com
mailto:maggie_witherick@hotmail.com
mailto:mark.moore@agcocorp.com
mailto:mark.moore@agcocorp.com
mailto:valuechainvision@gmail.com
mailto:Richard.cheney@btinternet.com
mailto:stevenkaack@gmail.com


PARISH FEEDBACK 
 
 
Tony de Maillet 
 
 
19/06/2018 
 
Dear Neighbourhood Plan Team and Parish Council, 
 
Can I congratulate the NP team on a really excellent Neighbourhood Plan.  I know the process has been long and difficult but the result is outstanding. 
 
My comments about the plan are below: 
 
Page 31  - Table at the bottom of the page needs headings. 
 
Maps, Policies and Commitments pages 34 to 40 look like they duplicate each other in places.  Could (or should) these be combined? 
 
I do have other thoughts relating to ongoing discussions about possible changes in the status of the AONB, but these are irrelevant at the moment to the 
plan moving forward. 
 
Well done everyone. 
 
Tony de Maillet  
 
 
 
Pam Jordan 
 
 
 
 



 



 
 
 
 
 



 



 
 
 
Comments from Maggie (based on Pam's thoughts) re NDP       1/7/18       Open Day 

page 5 - it would be helpful to have an introduction before 'Vision' explaining what a Plan is, what it does, who has to comply and whether that is a legal 

obligation. Maybe a combination of first sentence of para at bottom of Page 6 and the last sentence of 1st para of 1.3, with some more detail re legal 

obligation to comply? 

Page 7 - first sentence 'is being produced on behalf of the Parish Council for the SDC' maybe? 

Page 10 - The Philosophy should explain 'one of the key concerns' - what was that (I assume Housing). Maybe this is also the place to explain why the 

change from 6 smaller to 3 larger sites, before people look at the chart. 

Page 11 - the chart needs a title. Step 2, smaller rather than small sites? Maybe Step 3 needs 'small' removing or changing to 'smaller'? Step 4 needs to 

reiterate why change from 6 smaller to 3 larger sites had to be made, in case anyone doesn't read the page before. We need to emphasise that 12 houses is 

still small scale development maybe? Not sure if Step 5 is relevant now as 2 sites in Sutton Lane and all larger. 

Page 12 - remove 'Civil' before Parish twice under 3.1 as not mentioned anywhere else, just called the Parish. Reove Grove End as a seperate entity as it's 

part of Upper Brailes. 

Page 30 - Policy E6 applies to newly built houses, but there is presumably no way of ensuring that residents don't subsequently make changes. My only 

thought is maybe to stipulate that any external house lighting should be movement activated instead of permanently on, but surely people would still want 

to sit in gardens with some lights on so don't know about this. It doesn't have any teeth at the moment, nor does it address what we have already. 

Page 31 - .........three sites from the Assessment Tool, which are Compton Estate 222 East, Righton 189 Sutton Lane and James 425e behind Blakes Close 

(see Appendix 14). (Or even three of the best scoring sites etc etc?) 

 

All these comments were discussed and where appropriate, incorporated in to the re-write of the Plan 

 
Peter Morrissey 
 
 



Dear members of Brailes Parish Council, 
 
re. Neighbourhood Development Plan - Brailes and Windeton, Site 222 Compton East. 
 
As invited as part of the consultation, I am taking this opportunity to object to the use of Site 222 Compton East for the development of housing. I live in 
Rectory Bungalow which is immediately next to Compton Site 222 East. 
 
The reasons for my objection are ; 
 
Salt Way lane and Winderton are unique and historic locations. 
The lane which leads to Winderton from Lower Brailes is a quiet single lane road with no housing development on it. (The Industrial estate on the hill to the 
East is set back and hidden). If houses were build on the west side of the lane, this would lead to a significant increase in traffic through the unique hamlet 
of Winderton. Which I feel would over-time change the unique nature of Winderton. 
 
  
Beautiful unspoiled views. 
Development of this green field site would result in the loss of the beautiful views towards the North East. I.e The views from the village towards Winderton 
hill.  
There are presently views from Salt Way Lane and also from the public footpath which runs from Salt Way lane to the Churches. 
The Upper and Lower Brailes Landscape Study says 'Views from the adjacent public footpath are anticipated to be adversely affected by development'. 
 
Wildlife and bio diversity 
This area on the edge of the village is rich with wildlife, such as dear, badgers, foxes, owls, woodpeckers, snakes and bats. I have seen all of these and more 
actually in my garden and many birds of pray fly overhead feeding on small mammals (mice and moles) in the fields. In fact a baby dear was reared in the 
paddock behind my house and frequently visited and slept in my garden this Spring. I feel a housing development would destroy the physical natural 
habitat, pollute the star filled sky with light and destroy the peace and tranquility. And, as a consequence drive away most of the widelife. 
 
  
Village History 
The Upper and Lower Brailes Landscape Study said 'The Old Rectory Farmhouse and the attached Roman Catholic Chapel of Saint Peter and Saint Paul’, a 
grade II* Listed Building, lies approximately 100m south west of the site perimeter next to a further Grade II Listed Building associated with the same 
church. There is a lack of substantial screening present, therefore development is anticipated to negatively affect the setting of these cultural assets. This 
site is also situated within a former medieval settlement'. 



In dry weather I have seen patterns on the surface of Site 222 Compton East which indicate that there are walls or other developments beneath the present 
surface. These patterns could prove to be very important areas of the medieval settlement. In fact I have several 'finds' from the excavation of my garden 
pond which would be of interest to historians.  
 
 
High Water table 
My bungalow 'Rectory Bungalow' is next to the Site 222 Compton East. My bungalow is at a lower land level (and there is a gradual slope toward it and the 
village) and the water table in my garden is just approx 0.5m below the surface. When I moved in, 12 years ago I had to put field drains into my garden to 
reduce the amount of water logging. Also, I now find the simple rock foundations of my bungalow are subject to flooding.  I believe that the development of 
the site would result in my house and garden and adjacent properties suffering serious flooding and water logging problems. 
 
 
Loss of privacy 
I understand this point is mainly personal to me, however I feel it still needs to be made. As previously mentioned the site is higher than my plot and 
therefore I would suffer a very severe loss of privacy as new houses would over look my bungalow and garden. 
 
 
 
Finally, I know that house are required in the parish and planning for them is not easy. I feel that new houses would be best suited to those 'double track' 
roads leading 'into' and 'out of' the village, which presently already have had new developments. I feel that it would be more appropriate to add to these 
developments, rather than to start new a development along Salt Way Lane which is as already mentioned so beautiful and unique. 
 
Your sincerely  
 
 
Peter C Morrissey 
 
 
PS : I would be grateful to know the dates of meeting at which developments are discussed so I may listen and contribute. 
 
Meetings with Peter Morrissey were held and his concerns noted, it was pointed out that there was no evidence in the maps used in the Core Strategy 
to support any of his points. 
 



 

 

 

 

Brailes and Winderton Neighbourhood Development Plan 

Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 Consultation (Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations, 2012 

Appendix 1 - Comments from Stratford-on-Avon District Council 

 

Page no and 
para 

Section Comment 

general Agreed - Done Para nos for every para should be inserted for ease of reference (this is very important for  
the Examination) for example 3 paragraphs under 1.2 should be numbered 1.1.1, 1.1.2 and 
1.1.3 and so on 

 Agreed - Done All policies within the Plan should repeat the policy title set out in the Contents page. 

general Will check this out when final design work done The Policy text font is small, italic and blue on a blue background which some people may 
find difficult to read if they have poor eyesight. 

general Agreed - Done The background on the maps is very faint, as is the pale pink of the Conservation Area which 
should ideally have a boundary. 

Page 3  Contents Agreed - Done MEETING HOUSING REQUIREMENTS 2011 – 20318 (H) delete 8 off 2031 date? 

 Agreed - Done Under Section 2 (Evidence Gathering) sub-headings should be listed and numbered to be 
consistent with the rest of the document (i.e. 2.1 – Governing Principles; 2.2 – The Process). 
This principle also relates to Sections 3 and 4. 

Page 4 Neighbourhood Development Plan Acronyms- 
COMMUNITY SURVEY 2015 = Brailes & Winderton 
Neighbourhood Development Plan Community Survey 
2015 Agreed - Done 

This is not an acronym but more of an abbreviation. 
Could change title to Neighbourhood Development Plan Acronyms and Abbreviations 

Page 5 Vision 
This has been re-positioned 

It may be more appropriate to move this section from before the Introduction and insert it 
between current Sections 3 and 4, which would mean the objectives and policies within 



Page no and 
para 

Section Comment 

section 4 would follow directly on from the overall ‘vision’ of the Plan. This would require 
some re-numbering of sections/para’s throughout the Plan. 

Page 5 1.2 Third paragraph- 
Agreed - Done 
“The Plan will join the Core Strategy and related 
documents as a component of the SDC adopted 
Development Plan.” 

Suggest amending to 
“When Made the Plan will join the Core Strategy and related documents as a component of 
the SDC adopted Development Plan”, as this will improve accuracy. 

Page 7 1.3 Neighbourhood planning cannot be used to override, or 
try to add to, current statutory obligations of local 
authorities and utility companies in the provision of 
housing and services. Agreed - Done 

Not sure what is meant by “or try to add to” this needs to be clarified 

Page 8 1.4 SDC gave its approval for the Plan to proceed after 
accepting the Plan boundary map in June 2014. 
Agreed - Done 

This is a repetition of Page 5 1.2 third sentence and is unnecessary 

Page 13 3.2 “Little archaeology has been done to explore old 
Brailes” Agreed - Done 

Suggest this should read “Little archaeological assessment work has been done to explore 
old Brailes 

Page 13-16 
3.3 

Profile of the Parish based on 2015 Surveys 
Graphics will be clearer in final print 

Put information in an appendix? And just use text in main document. If graphics are used 
they need to be a lot clearer so that they can be read. 

Page 14 3.3.3 Few of those aged 15-17 (11 out of 15) could see 
themselves living in Brailes in 5 years time. 
This has been changed to make sense 

This sentence is misleading. If 11 out of 15 want to live in Brailes in 5 year s  time, this should 
not be described a ‘few’ as it represents over two thirds 

Page 18 3.4.1 4th line Do not agree have not changed – should read ‘east’ not ‘south’ 

Page 21 3.3.4 The ridge and furrow still prominent in many of the 
Parish fields is a relic of medieval open field agriculture 
dating prior to the 18th century. Agreed - Done  

Suggest adding ‘is’ 
The ridge and furrow is still prominent in many of the Parish fields is a relic of medieval open 
field agriculture dating prior to the 18th century. 

Page 22  Objectives  
This has been changed to reflect two pages 

Introduction – p.23 refers to a ‘Policies Map. However, there are 2 maps (on p.39-40 of the 
Plan). 

Page 23 Table Agreed - Done In November 2016 row, the statement about SDC giving approval to ‘small sites’ policy is 
incorrect. If meeting is referred to it should state rather that small sites policy was discussed 
and concerns raised about delivery of affordable housing on such small sites. 



Page no and 
para 

Section Comment 

Page 23 There is a “Policies Map” (see Map Page ?) which 
identifies some of the key aspects of the Plan and will 
be referenced in the relevant sections. This will be 
changed to refer to relevant page 

The reference to “(see Map Page ?)” should be removed/corrected 

Page 23 Strategic Environment Assessment. The decision to 
subject the Plan to an SEA was taken by SDC, rather late 
in the day. Agreed - Done Agreed - Done 

Strategic Environment Assessment. The decision to subject the Plan to an SEA was taken by 
SDC, rather late in the day. 
It does take some time for the consultants to prepare an SEA screening report, consult on it 
and then prepare an Environmental report and then reconsult on it and then issue it to SDC 
for approval. The statement should therefore be deleted as it serves no purpose. 

Page 25 4.1.1 
E1 

Objective E1 states ‘…and always exceeds best practice 
to support continual efforts to reduce flood risk in the 
community.’   
Policy revised along with comments from WCC 

The NPPF and the Environment Agency, including the Core Strategy, (CS.4 Part B), has 
stringent requirements to help ensure ‘all’ development has no flooding. Therefore, if these 
requirements are met what is ‘exceeding’ best practice? This terminology is too stringent 
although it is noted that this is an objective and not a Policy.   
Whilst it may be appropriate to ‘encourage’ development to exceed current standards, the 
policy cannot insist on this in all instances. 

 Policy E1 a) states: “…Planning Applications for 
development within the plan area must be accompanied 
by a site-specific flood risk assessment… 
 

Policy revised along with comments from WCC 

Is this statement referring to all planning applications? Not all planning applications, as 
stipulated by the NPPF (Paragraph 103), PPG, DEFRA, CS.4 (Paragraph 1: ‘…dependent on 
their scale, use and location’), and the Council’s Local List, require a site specific flood risk 
assessment (FRA). Therefore, this policy is not in compliance with the NPPF and the Core 
Strategy. In addition, developers/applicants could argue that this is unreasonable request.    
The policy asks that planning applications for development within the Plan Area must be 
accompanied by a site-specific flood risk assessment. Even taking into account pluvial and 
fluvial flooding ‘hotspots’, only a relatively small part of the village (let alone the entire Plan 
area) is affected by flooding. Therefore, this policy is too onerous and wide-ranging. It needs 
to be more specific in listing when such requirements would be applicable/appropriate. 

 E1 b) states: ‘All proposals must demonstrate that flood 
risk will not be increased elsewhere and that the 
proposed development is appropriately flood resilient 
and resistant.  
Policy revised along with comments from WCC 

As highlighted above, not all proposals are required to demonstrate flood risk; therefore, 
this is too stringent as written. Possibly consider wording, such as:  
 
Where necessary, and in compliance with CS.4 of the Core Strategy and the NPPF, 
development proposals must demonstrate… 



Page no and 
para 

Section Comment 

 E1 c) could refer to all development once again 
 

Policy revised along with comments from WCC 

The policy inaccurately states that the District’s Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
requires development to ‘exceed’ best practice. Furthermore, paragraph 13.2 states: ‘This 
will allow the SFRA to follow emerging best practice and developments in policy and climate 
change predictions.’  Consequently SFRA notes that it will follow emerging best practice, not 
exceed.  
 
As highlighted above, what is regarded as exceeding? Does this mean if the 
developer/applicant meets all the requirements as stated by National and Local Policy and 
regulations, that the development is still not meeting the necessary requirements to be 
Policy compliant? 

 E1 e), does not specify what development must 
incorporate sustainable means of drainage.  
Policy revised along with comments from WCC 

Not ‘all’ development needs to incorporate SUDs. 
It is not clear what this element of the policy is looking to achieve. SuDS is dealt with in part 
(c). Just retain the final sentence? 

Page 27  E2 What is meant by ‘Intensive use of Plots’? 
 

Policy re-written to explain this. 

It could be argued by a developer/applicant that a high density rate per hectare, which is not 
sympathetic to the existing built form, is in compliance with Policy E2 because it has 
demonstrated an Intensive use of the Plot.  It is therefore recommended, possibly in the 
supporting text, adding evidence as to what is an ‘intensive use of the plot’. Sufficient 
evidence and justification is required to meet to meet the basic conditions of the NDP 
requirements.  
 
The Government’s planning guidance (para 040) states that: “there is no ‘tick box’ list of 
evidence required for neighbourhood planning. Proportionate, robust evidence should 
support the choices made and the approach taken. The evidence should be drawn upon to 
explain succinctly the intention and rationale of the policies in the draft neighbourhood 
plan…”   

page 27 Policy E2 Objective 
Policy re-written. In addition a map showing green 
fingers and green wedges will be included in the Plan  

The objective is very long and not focused. It needs to be shorter and more precise. It refers 
to ‘green fingers’ and ‘green wedges’ with no explanation as to what these are, or indeed 
where they are – there are no maps in the Plan referring to either of them. 



Page no and 
para 

Section Comment 

page 27 Policy E2: 
 

Included in re-write of the Policy 

Suggest deleting “will take place” and add “will be supported” at the end of the final 
sentence. The explanation refers to the need for ‘local needs’ housing but there is no 
mention of this type of development in the policy. Such ‘community-led’ schemes are also 
acceptable in-principle, but often outside BUABs/physical confines of villages –suggest this 
needs to be acknowledged and this policy amended or an additional policy be inserted 
covering community-led development. 

Page 27 policy 
E3 

Policy E3: the following areas are designated as Local Green 
Spaces [LGS] as shown on the Policies Maps at Pages 39 & 40  

• LGS1 The Playing Field  

• LGS2 The Lower Green 

• LGS3 The War Memorial Green  

• LGS4 The Upper Green  
Proposals for any development on this land will be 
restricted other than in very special circumstances, for 
example to meet essential utility infrastructure needs and 
where no alternative location is feasible 
 

Have numbered Plots on the Policy Map for better 
cross reference, have not included extra inset maps.    
 
 

 

Font styles and sizes need to be rationalised 
Delete wording after ‘…circumstances’ in the Policy and refer to para 77 of the NPPF. The 
associated LGS designations on the Policies Map need to be annotated with the appropriate 
site reference. The exact individual boundaries for each of the proposed Local Green Spaces 
are difficult to pick out on the policies map. It would be helpful to the reader to include 
separate individual ‘inset’ maps for each site at an appropriate scale, for clarity. Additionally, 
there appear to be far more areas of LGS on the maps than are listed within the policy. 
 

Page 28 E3 Explanation 
‘The part of the Playing Field is also occasionally used as 
a short stay caravan and motorhome park’. Agreed - 
Done 

This is not relevant to designation of a LGS 

Page 29 E4 E4(1) (2) 
 
 
 
 
 

Generally replace “be resisted” with “not be supported” for consistency of ‘language’ 
throughout the Plan. 
 
Criterion (a) Insert comma after ‘pattern’.  
Suggest sentence beginning “Existing open green spaces…” should be separate criterion.  
 



Page no and 
para 

Section Comment 

c) preserve or enhance heritage assets including listed 
buildings and a scheduled ancient monument; 
 
Included in Policy re-write  

Criterion (c) should read “…the scheduled monument” delete ‘ancient’ 
Please note that in relation to the preservation of heritage assets the NPPF (paras 65 and 
131-135) requires the significance of an asset and the extent of any harm to be balanced 
against any other benefits of development. 
 
Add “…or any such replacement guidelines” to the end of criterion (d).  
 
Criterion (e) views are not ‘landscape features’. Suggest deleting “…key landscape features 
such as ensuring” and also deleting “…can continue to be enjoyed”.  
 
Criterion( f); the policy may need to refer to CS.11 and the Cotswolds AONB Management 
Plan. 
 
Delete criterion (g) re: flooding, as it is dealt with through separate policy.  
( h); is the policy referring to all development? It must be considered that not all 
development requires an archaeological survey. Also, could refer to Policy CS.8 and the 
Council Local List, and how the policies can complement each other. 
(i) suggest make “proposals that do not positively contribute to local character will be 
resisted” a separate statement and replace “be resisted” with “not be supported” for 
consistency of ‘language’ throughout the Plan. 

Page 29 E4 E4(3) agree that high quality design is essential but concerned that threshold whereby design 
codes/masterplanning required is too low. 
 

Page 30 E6  
Have referred to “all development proposals with 
potential light pollution”,  we feel the “power station” 
example is a little unrealistic.  

The policy does not specify what type of development. As worded all development 
proposals should minimise light pollution. However, not all proposals create light pollution. 
Furthermore, exceptional circumstances may require an increase on light pollution (i.e. a 
power station). Therefore, it may be worth inserting a caveat in the policy and/or supporting 
text.  
 
Could refer to CS.11 and the Cotswolds AONB Management Plan to provide further guidance 
and stipulations. 



Page no and 
para 

Section Comment 

Page 31 Agreed - Done Site Selection:  Second para – this is not sufficient explanation as to how the housing 
‘strategy’ has been reached. Need to ensure that the site selection process is appropriate 
and robust. The three proposed housing allocations should be identified in a policy which 
refers to their geographical location, dwelling capacity and any specific requirements. It is 
unclear what the figures are in relation to the sites and why Righton Allotment site is on the 
list but not highlighted and not shown on Policies Map. The table at the bottom of p.31 
needs further explanation. 

Page 32  Table on LSV2 land supply 
Have amended the table to refer to “commitment sites” 
on the “commitments map”. This should identify the 
relevant sites  

The table indicating housing commitments is not sufficient. How have these figures been 
calculated or substantiated? A table indication planning application numbers, site addresses 
and housing numbers should be included. 

Page 32 Discussions with landowners/developers were held on 
Monday 30th April 2018. An outline agreement on the 
development of these sites, within the constraints of 
the Plan was agreed (Appendix 22). 
In addition, meetings were held with Mr. N Gilliver, 
Warwickshire/Northampton Rural Housing Association, 
concerning the viability for the Association to purchase 
and manage the designated affordable housing 
associated with our allocated sites in the Plan. The 
Association agreed in principle, to purchase and 
manage the affordable housing. (Appendix 22) Agreed - 
Done 

This needs to be reworded and more general, dates and names are unnecessary but should 
be documented in the evidence base. 

Page 32  4.2 Housing Agreed - Done Full title should be used as referred to in contents Meeting Housing Requirements 2011-
2031 
 

Page 33  H1 Addressed in the Housing Policy re-writes  Policy H1 can only be implemented through a S106 agreement, including the installation of a 
local connection requirement. Consideration is needed to how this would be done while 
ensuring the sites are viable and deliverable (Paragraph 173 of the NPPF), with such policy 
obligations. Policy CS.27 needs to be considered to ensure compliance with the Core 
Strategy.  



Page no and 
para 

Section Comment 

 
Strongly recommend that any policy references simply seek to establish the principle that 
preference should be given to allocations/nominations to people with a local connection in 
the first instance, via a S106 Agreement, but allowing flexibility to cascade beyond if there 
are no bidders with a qualifying local connection. This flexibility is essential, otherwise  
housing associations will be unable to acceptably mitigate risk and therefore be unwilling to 
develop. Setting out this approach would be preferable to including detailed local 
connection criteria, which may change in detail over time anyway 
 
The supporting text needs to ensure that it is in compliance with the Core Strategy Strategic 
Policy CS.18 which has specific requirements and thresholds as to when affordable housing 
will be sought. It may be worth mentioning CS.18 in the supporting text and how the policies 
complement each other. The revised NPPF does however refer to the possibility of applying 
a lower threshold (of 5 dwellings) for mandatory affordable housing provision. It may be 
useful to revisit this issue in the light of the new guidance and perhaps consider introducing 
a policy applying a lower threshold that that currently in the Core Strategy. 
 
It is however noted that the wording of the Policy is flexible to ensure only ‘exclusive’ 
affordable homes schemes will be supported. 
Policy H1 would benefit from referencing Policy E2 (built up area boundary). 
 
Recommend the second paragraph of the explanatory text on page 33 be deleted and  
replaced with reference to a more generic set of high-level principles, around giving 
preference to people with local connections in allocations/nominations.   

Page 33 H2 Addressed in the Housing Policy re-writes  What is considered as a price lower than the normal market value? (i.e. £100 removed from 
the normal listed price, is below the market value but wouldn’t be considered affordable). A 
percentage below the market value could be considered in the supporting text. However, 
sufficient justification and evidence, while in compliance with the Core Strategy and the 
NPPF, must be demonstrated for the justification for the percentage or the low cost market 
housing requirement. 
 



Page no and 
para 

Section Comment 

Policy H2 appears possibly unworkable without clear locational criteria. 

Page 34 H3 Addressed in the Housing Policy re-writes  Policy H3 as currently worded is likely to frustrate delivery of Policies H1 and H2. 
 
The supporting text uses the phrase as ‘Intensive Use of Plots’, as highlighted above, what is 
considered as an’ intensive use of plots’? 

Page 34 H4 Addressed in the Housing Policy re-writes and re-write 
of the Introduction to the housing section.  

In accordance with national policy, sites should not be subject to such scale of development 
obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed, is not viably threatened 
(NPPF, 173).  This needs to be considered when imposing an upward limit (capacity of 12 
dwellings and 4 affordable). Significant evidence needs to be demonstrated as to why this 
limit has been imposed. Furthermore, this policy could be in contradiction with Policy E2 and 
the phrase an intensive use of the plot. 
 
(a) This relates to three sites which it is understood form part of larger fields, and the 
rear of those sites have no clear boundaries. The stated capacities therefore appear 
somewhat arbitrary, and it would be preferable if site-specific development criteria were 
included.  
(b) Given the objective of this policy is to allocate housing land that can be developed 
during the plan period to meet currently identified local need, it would be inappropriate to 
refer to a tenure profile for the affordable homes that could change over time.  
(c) There is uncertainty about whether schemes for just 4 affordable homes per site 
would be deliverable. 
(d) Notwithstanding all the above points, it’s unclear whether the site allocations are to 
contribute towards meeting a District-wide need or are purely to meet identified local need. 

Page 34 4.2.4 
H 4 

Three edge-of-settlement sites, each with a capacity of 
12 dwellings, as shown on the Policies Maps at Pages 39 
& 40, are allocated such that the required affordable 
homes content of 4 dwellings on each site (three will be 
rental accommodation and one shared ownership) will 
contribute to meeting currently identified local needs. 
Sites have been named and numbered 
 

Would be preferable to name the sites with simple addresses 



Page no and 
para 

Section Comment 

 
 

Page 36 Map of Village 
New versions of the maps address this issue 

This map is too small, unclear, and includes coloured shading on the map that is not set out 
in the associated key 

Page 39 Policies map 1 Agreed - Done LGS ‘s should be numbered for clarification and to enable identification. 

 We intend to keep the commitments map separate  commitments should be shown on Policies Map to avoid duplication 

Page 41  4.3 A Strong Economy This is to complex, we voted not 
to do this 

It may be helpful to show the employment sites on a location map. 

Page 42 Village Hall Committee accounts shows income from 
visiting caravans and motor homes that use the Village 
Playing Field. Revenues for 20114/2015 were £5,224.50 
and for 2015/16 they were £9,643.00. Agreed - Done 

This level of information is not required in an NDP 
Revenues for 20114/2015 

Page 43 Policy SE1 . Agreed - Done replace “encouraged” with “supported” for consistency of ‘language’ throughout the Plan. 

 2nd para, 1st line . Agreed - Done replace ‘permitted’ with ‘supported’ as Parish Council is not the determining authority for 
planning applications 

Page 44 Policy SE2 . Agreed - Done replace “accepted” with “supported” for consistency of ‘language’ throughout the Plan. 
It should be noted that some of these developments may be permitted under class Q of the 
Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 and 
may not therefore require consent. 

Page 45  Policy SE4: The design of new residential development, 
incorporating home offices, studios and similar facilities 
is encouraged. All new dwellings are encouraged to 
provide space to support home-working, with flexible 
space adaptable to a home office, and where 
appropriate incorporate cabling to support broadband 
in accordance with Brailes NDP Policy SE3. 
 
. Agreed - Done.  

Consider including additional criteria for assessment such as: 
Proposals for small scale mixed use development (new build or conversion), comprising of 
commercial space (Class B1a) and living space will be supported where: 
a) They have suitable independent access to both uses; 
b) They have an appropriate level of off road parking to serve both uses; 
c) They are designed to ensure that residential and work uses can operate together without 
conflict; 
d) They are in locations where housing development would be acceptable; 
e) In the case of conversions, the building is of a permanent and substantial construction, 
structurally sound and capable of conversion without major rebuilding or extension; 
f) Have an adequate residential curtilage without having a detrimental impact on the 
building and its rural setting; and 



Page no and 
para 

Section Comment 

g) They do not adversely impact on existing neighbouring amenity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 


