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1.0 Introduction and Background 

1.1 This Consultation Statement has been prepared in accordance with The 
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (SI No. 637) Part 5 
Paragraph 15 (2) which defines a “consultation statement” as a document 
which: 

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

proposed neighbourhood development plan; 
(b) explains how they were consulted; 
(c) summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; 

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

where relevant, addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development 
plan. 

1.2 In summer 2017, the Parish Council decided to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan 
for the area and accordingly in June 2017 applied to East Northamptonshire 
Council for designation as a neighbourhood area.  In August 2017 East 
Northamptonshire Council (ENC) designated the Civil Parish of Warmington as 
a Neighbourhood Area, under the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 
Regulations 2012 – Part 2(5). 

1.3 The Warmington Neighbourhood Planning Project Group (WNPPG) was 
formed, and structured as a Parish Council Advisory Committee, and embarked 
on the development of a Neighbourhood Plan. 

1.4 This Consultation Statement lists the various stages in the consultation process 
and includes references to all the events and information that it comprised. It 
also contains feedback from the public in the form of analysis of the 
questionnaire, and analysis of comments received at the Regulation 14 stage. 

1.5 Throughout the preparation of the Warmington Neighbourhood Plan all 
relevant documents were available on the parish website.   

 warmington2031.org 

https://warmington2031.org/
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2.0 Draft Neighbourhood Plan and Informal Public 

Consultation 

2.1 Neighbourhood Plan Launch 

2.1.1 A launch event was held on 7th and 8th October 2017 to illustrate and explain 
the existing planning environment as it applies to Warmington and to seek 
community comments on any issues of concern. Comments were collected 
verbally and on post-it notes to inform the WNPPG in steering the Plan 
process. 

  

 

2.1.2 The event was attended by over 160 residents of the Parish.  Appendix 1 
includes the reports produced from the responses received at the event. 
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2.2 Second Consultation 23rd February 2018 to 1st May 2018 

2.2.1. A second consultation in spring 2018 took the form of a parish-wide survey 
based on the comments raised at the initial event and other statutory planning 
issues.  

2.2.2 The consultation involved a survey booklet being delivered to every house in 
Warmington. This outlined a number of options across the 6 core areas that 
the WNP is concerned with and the aim was to make the survey as easy to fill 
in as possible, however planning policy is by its nature complex and so 
background material for the 6 areas was also presented on this website and in 
a public meeting/workshop at the start of the survey period. 

 

2.2.3 As well as the printed survey there was also an online version with the same 
questions – this was the preferred option for the organising group as it made 
data collection simpler, but it was felt to be very important that residents were 
given a choice of how to respond. 
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2.2.4 Throughout the consultation period the survey was promoted by a series of 
posters within the village, by Facebook campaigns, by a parish and village trail 
and by word of mouth. 

2.2.5 The consultation had 281 completed surveys, 149 online and 132 written ones 
which are being manually entered into an online system to allow the answers 
to be collated – thanks to all those who wrote clearly! 

2.2.6 The survey attracted 281 responses which represented about 35% of adults 
and approximately 60% of households. 

2.2.7 The survey that was circulated is included at Appendix 2, and a report 
summarising the responses received is included at Appendix 3.   

 

2.3 First Draft Plan Publication Survey October 2018 

2.3.1 The first draft of the Warmington Neighbourhood Plan was published in 
October 2018 for local consideration with an open meeting to gather 
comments.  

2.3.2 A workshop/meeting that allowed anyone to ask questions and comment on 
the plan was held in St Marys church on 17th November and the displays and 
comment forms were available from the 18th. 
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2.3.3 In particular a detailed map display allowed people to make value judgements 
on potential designations for Local Green, and Important Open, Spaces within 
and surrounding the village. These results combined with online questionnaire 
comments were used to inform the designation of these spaces within the 
Plan. 

 

2.3.4 The questionnaire documents are available at Appendix 4, and the report 
summarising the responses is included at Appendix 5. 

 

 
  



9 
 

3.0 Formal Consultation on the Warmington Draft 

Neighbourhood Development Plan – 25th January 2019 

to 8th March 2019 

3.1 The public consultation on the Warmington Draft Neighbourhood Development 
Plan was carried out in accordance with The Neighbourhood Planning 
(General) Regulations 2012 (SI No. 637) Part 5 Pre-submission consultation 
and publicity, paragraph 14.  This states that:  

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

(a) publicise, in a manner that is likely to bring it to the attention of people 
who live, work or carry on business in the neighbourhood area 
(i) details of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan; 
(ii) details of where and when the proposals for a neighbourhood 
development plan may be inspected; 
(iii) details of how to make representations; and 
(iv) the date by which those representations must be received, being not 
less than 6 weeks from the date on which the draft proposal is first 
publicised; 
(b) consult any consultation body referred to in paragraph 1 of Schedule 
1 whose interests the qualifying body considers may be affected by the 
proposals for a neighbourhood development plan; and 
(c) send a copy of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan 
to the local planning authority. 

3.2 The Warmington Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan was published for 6 
weeks formal Public Consultation from 25th January 2019 to 8th March 2019 

3.3 An e-mail or letter was sent to all Consultation Bodies, including neighbouring 
Parish Councils, providing information about the consultation dates and the 
locations where the Draft Plan and accompanying documents could be viewed 
and downloaded.   

3.4 The consultation process was also promoted through the use of posters on the 
village notice board and a summary document and comments form to all 
households in the parish. 

3.5 A copy of the Draft Neighbourhood Plan was also sent to East 
Northamptonshire Council.  

3.6 The list of consultation bodies, representation form, flyer, press release and 
screenshots of the websites are included at Appendix 6. 
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4.0 Consultation Responses to the Draft Neighbourhood Plan for the Regulation 14 Consultation 

25th January 2019 to 8th March 2019 

4.1 Table 1 below sets out the responses submitted to the Draft Neighbourhood Plan, together with information about how these responses 
have been considered by the Parish Council and have informed the amendments to the Submission Neighbourhood Plan.   

4.2 Table 2 below sets out the responses from the SEA/HRA Consultation 

Table 1 – Warmington Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan Formal Consultation Responses  

 
Ref Consultee Page 

Policy 
or Para 

Support 
Object 
Comment 

Comments received PC comments Amendments 
 

1.1 Natural 
England 

 Comment Natural England does not have any specific comments on 
this draft neighbourhood plan. 

Comments noted No change  

2.1 Historic 
England 

 Comment "The area covered by your Neighbourhood Plan includes 
a number of important designated heritage assets 
including 1 GI building, 1 GII* building, 27 GII buildings, 1 
GII* registered park and garden and 2 scheduled ancient 
monuments. In line with national planning policy, it will be 
important that the strategy for this area safeguards those 
elements which contribute to the significance of these 
assets so that they can be enjoyed by future generations 
of the area. 
If you have not already done so, we would recommend 
that you speak to the planning and conservation team at 
East Northamptonshire District Council together with the 
staff at Northamptonshire County Council archaeological 
advisory service who look after the Historic Environment 
Record. They should be able to provide details of the 
designated heritage assets in the area together with 
locally-important buildings, archaeological remains and 
landscapes. Some Historic Environment Records may 
also be available on-line via the Heritage Gateway 
(www.heritagegateway.org.uk;http://www.heritagegatew
ay.org.uk). It may also be useful to involve local voluntary 
groups such as the local Civic Society or local historic 
groups in the production of your Neighbourhood Plan. 
Historic England has produced advice which your 
community might find helpful in helping to identify what it 

Comments noted.  It is considered that statutory 
listed buildings, structures etc are adequately 
covered by existing legislation, national policies 
and guidance and local policies.  The group do 
not consider it necessary to provide a further 
layer of policies.  The existing village design 
statement is being updated and a design code 
is provided as an appendix to the Warmington 
Neighbourhood Plan to guide development 
within the parish 

No change  
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Ref Consultee Page 
Policy 
or Para 

Support 
Object 
Comment 

Comments received PC comments Amendments 
 

is about your area which makes it distinctive and how you 
might go about ensuring that the character of the area is 
retained. These can be found at:- 
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-
making/improve-your-neighbourhood; 
You may also find the advice in “Planning for the 
Environment at the Neighbourhood Level” useful. This 
has been produced by Historic England, Natural England, 
the Environment Agency and the Forestry Commission. 
As well as giving ideas on how you might improve your 
local environment, it also contains some useful further 
sources of information. This can be downloaded from: 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084
622 
http://cdn.environment-
agency.gov.uk/LIT_6524_7da381.pdf 
If you envisage including new housing allocations in your 
plan, we refer you to our published advice available on 
our website, “Housing Allocations in Local Plans” as this 
relates equally to neighbourhood planning. This can be 
found at https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-
allocations-in-local-plans/heag074-he-and-site-
allocation-local-plans.pdf" 

3.1 National 
Grid 

 Comment Warmington Neighbourhood Plan Consultation 
SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL GRID 
National Grid has appointed Wood 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 

Comments noted No change  

https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/heag074-he-and-site-allocation-local-plans.pdf
https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/heag074-he-and-site-allocation-local-plans.pdf
https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/heag074-he-and-site-allocation-local-plans.pdf
https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/heag074-he-and-site-allocation-local-plans.pdf
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Ref Consultee Page 
Policy 
or Para 

Support 
Object 
Comment 

Comments received PC comments Amendments 
 

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. 
Assets in your area 
National Grid has identified the following high voltage 
overhead powerline and high-pressure gas transmission 
pipelines as falling within the Neighbourhood area 
boundary: 
• 4VK Route - 400kV circuit route from Cottam substation 
in Bassetlaw to Eaton Socon in Bedford 
• FM09 - Peterborough to Huntingdon 
• FM18 - Peterborough Comp Tee to Lutton 
 
From the consultation information provided, the above 
overheads powerline and gas transmission pipelines do 
not interact with any of the proposed development sites. 
 
Gas Distribution – Low / Medium Pressure 
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@cadentgas.com 
 
Electricity distribution 
Information regarding the distribution network can be 
found at: www.energynetworks.org.uk 
 
Key resources / contacts 
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Ref Consultee Page 
Policy 
or Para 

Support 
Object 
Comment 

Comments received PC comments Amendments 
 

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/ 
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: 

4.1 MSP W6 Object DRAFT POLICY W6: LOCAL GREEN SPACES 
We OBJECT to this Policy for the reasons set out below. 
We request that the policy be amended to exclude 3 
Spinney Close (as per the attached plan) from Site 17: 
Spinney Close-Taylors Green Fields.  Local Green 
Spaces are described in paragraphs 99-101 of the 
national Planning Policy Framework and are also referred 
to within the National Planning Practice Guidance 
(NPPG). 
 
Paragraph 100 of the NPPF states that; 
99. The Local Green Space designation should only be 
used where the green 
space is: 
a) in reasonably close proximity to the community it 

serves; 
b) demonstrably special to a local community and holds 

a particular local significance, for example because of 
its beauty, historic significance, recreational value 
(including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of 
its wildlife; and 

c) local in character and is not an extensive tract of land. 
 
Further guidance on each of these criteria is provided 
within the NPPG.  Whilst we do not take issue with item 
(a) in this particular instance, in relation to part (b), the 
policy introduces the following requirements; 
- That the land is ‘demonstrably special’ to the local 
community 

Warmington Parish applied to become a 
Neighbourhood Area in June 2017 and this was 
approved by East Northants Council on 8th 
August 2017. The ENC website has advertised 
this fact since then and provided a link to the 
Warmington2031.org website which shows all 
the information about the plan and allows any 
party to contact the group (WNPPG) running the 
process, make comments, take part in surveys, 
read all the results, read the draft plans, read 
the minutes of meetings and find out when 
meetings, surveys and events take place.   
Banners displaying the web address of the 
WNP are located at the three road entrances to 
the village and the WNP features prominently 
on the front page of the parish website. 
 
All known landowners were contacted before 
the major parish survey in March 2018 and 
there was a significant parish advertising 
campaign including a semi-permanent notice 
directly opposite the 3 Spinney Close site for 
this survey which remains in place today (9th 
April 2019). 
 
The 3 Spinney Close site was sold by auction 
on 26th June 2018 and all interested parties had 
the opportunity to conduct their own due 
diligence on the site and the planning policies 
that applied to it including the emerging Local 

Action has been 
taken to correct the 
evidence base, to 
show the area more 
accurately, and to 
provide a lengthier 
recent history of the 
area to explain why 
previous policy 
decisions were 
rational and not ill 
judged and so 
justify why the area 
deserves continued 
protection within the 
Neighbourhood 
Plan. 
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Ref Consultee Page 
Policy 
or Para 

Support 
Object 
Comment 

Comments received PC comments Amendments 
 

- That the land holds a ‘particular local significance’ - for 
example because of its; 
o beauty 
o historic significance 
o recreational value, 
o tranquillity 
o richness of wildlife 
- Part (c) requires that the land is ‘local in character’ and 
‘not an extensive tract of land’ 
 
As we illustrate below, it is very clear that the 3 Spinney 
Close land (and indeed the remainder of area 17, fails to 
meet any of these criteria. 
 
It is worth noting that the 3 Spinney Close land, and 
indeed all of area 17 is private land (in several different 
ownerships), with no public access to the land at all. The 
3 Spinney Close land has limited visibility from public 
vantage points and the only view point of note is from 
Spinney Close, although views form this road are limited 
because of the high roadside wall, which is set on a raised 
embankment above the level of the road. 
 
There are thus no notable views of the land. In this 
respect it is also notable that that part of the 3 Spinney 
Close property adjoining its access from Spinney Close is 
actually excluded from the open space designation. Thus 
the open gap that comprises the access and the 
immediately adjoining land, which offer a greater visibility, 
are actually excluded from the designated area. As such 
it is reasonable to conclude that visibility of the land is not 
a significant determining factor in its designation. 
Whilst the NPPG advices that land does not need to have 
public access to be designated a Local Green Space, it 
does need to have some special attributes to justify 
designation; 
 
Some areas that may be considered for designation as 
Local Green Space may already have largely unrestricted 
public access, though even in places like parks there may 

Plan and emerging Neighbourhood Plan, one 
prospective bidder contacted the WNPPG by 
phone to discuss future policies, at least one 
bidder took pre-application advice from ENC. 
 
The new owner (OCS Development Projects 
Limited) first contacted the WNPPG on 8th 
October 2018 asking where the PC meeting to 
discuss the First Draft of the plan was being 
held. Two people apparently representing OCS 
attended this meeting and the PC discussion 
included the conduct of the local consultation on 
this plan which would run from 9th October 
2018 to 6th November 2018. This consultation 
included a public online survey about Local 
Green Spaces (LGS) and a public event at 
which all the prospective LGS sites were 
displayed on a map and comments were 
sought. A poster advertising the consultation 
and the public event was attached to the village 
entrance banner which was relocated to the 
junction of Spinney Close and Church Street in 
advance, and for the whole period, of the 
consultation. One of the people from OCS 
Developments who attended the PC meeting 
attended the consultation event and discussed 
the plan and the site with a Parish Councillor. 
 
No representations of any nature about the 
WNP were made by OCS Developments prior 
to the Regulation 14 consultation.   
 
It is considered that OCS Developments had 
ample notice and opportunity to comment on 
any and all aspects of the WNP including the 
Village Boundary and the LGS prior to the 
Regulation 14 consultation. 
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Ref Consultee Page 
Policy 
or Para 

Support 
Object 
Comment 

Comments received PC comments Amendments 
 

be some restrictions. However, other land could be 
considered for designation even if there is no public 
access (eg green areas which are valued because of their 
wildlife, historic significance and/or beauty). 
 
Designation does not in itself confer any rights of public 
access over what exists at present. Any additional access 
would be a matter for separate negotiation with land 
owners, whose legal rights must be respected.  This 
makes clear that if there is not public access the land must 
have some clear characteristics that would justify its 
designation – for example, wildlife, historic significance or 
beauty. 
The NPPG advises that land that is not publicly owned 
and is proposed for designation should be the subject of 
consultation at an early stage between planning body and 
owner; 
 
A Local Green Space does not need to be in public 
ownership. However, the local planning authority (in the 
case of local plan making) or the qualifying body (in the 
case of neighbourhood plan making) should contact 
landowners at an early stage about proposals to 
designate any part of their land as Local Green Space. 
Landowners will have opportunities to make 
representations in respect of proposals in a draft plan. 
The early stage engagement required has not taken 
place. This has significantly disadvantaged the 
landowner. 
 
We note that there is a significant discrepancy between 
the evidence base and the Neighbourhood Plan 
document. Page 9 states that the designation proposed 
for the site is “Important Local Open Space”. Page 12, 
which considers the land as part of a wider designation 
states in relation to the same prompt: Important Local 
Open Space (too extensive for LGS). What is actually 
proposed for the site is a Local Green Space designation. 
This is not justified by the evidence based and renders 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This comment is correct - there was a 
discrepancy in the designation on 2 of the 
evidence pages as a result of human error as 
the plan was being drafted. However, the 
underlying intention and evidence that this land 
is important to the community remains clear. 
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Ref Consultee Page 
Policy 
or Para 

Support 
Object 
Comment 

Comments received PC comments Amendments 
 

the proposed policy approach in relation to the site 
unsound and unjustified. 
 
Demonstrably special 
The neighbourhood plan and its associated evidence 
document offer no cogent explanation of what makes the 
designated land demonstrably special. There are a 
number of references about the area representing a 
‘transitional area’ between the village and the countryside 
(whatever that may actually mean), and it is also 
described as an area that ‘protects Taylors Green from 
traffic noise from within the village’. These comments are 
specious but entirely without foundation. An ‘area of 
transition’ is not an area that is demonstrably or 
intrinsically special. Likewise an area that protects a 
country byway from traffic noise is not intrinsically a 
special area. In any event we would question how an 
open area could offer any mitigation of traffic noise even 
if that were deemed to be a plausible reason for 
designation. 
The evidence base in our view offers no explanation of 
why the area is demonstrably special. 
The NPPF does provide some clear examples though of 
what may make an area special; 
 
Beauty 
The 3 Spinney Close site is a private garden. It is not an 
especially attractive garden area. And there are no 
features of note (trees, buildings etc) within the site that 
have been identified as special, beautiful or especially 
attractive. It is quite distinguishable in character from the 
adjoining land to the south and east which has more of a 
paddock like character. It would appear to be the only 
area of private garden land that has been proposed for 
designation. 
As the site is not located in a conservation area there are 
very limited controls over how the land may be utilised. 
For example, the trees are not subject to tree preservation 
orders. As a residential property, there are extensive 
permitted development rights for the erection of in 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Beauty is in the eye of the beholder and whilst 
it is acknowledged that the site itself is unlikely 
to be judged as beautiful, the existence of the 
site as an open area with trees and vegetation 
which secluded the house contributes to the 
sense of place and character of Spinney Close 
which leads into the oldest and most traditional 
part of the village. The removal of the vegetation 
and trees has left an open space and exposed 
the house but the remaining trees and stone 
wall behind the Spinney Close verge, and the 
open space behind still contribute to this sense 
and should be preserved even if Permitted 
Development rights are exercised as these do 
not allow significant building between the house 
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Ref Consultee Page 
Policy 
or Para 

Support 
Object 
Comment 

Comments received PC comments Amendments 
 

incidental domestic buildings. This actually permits there 
erection, on the designated land, of garages, workshops, 
swimming pools etc, occupying up to 50% of the overall 
curtilage of the property, minus the footprint of the 
dwelling. The exercise of the permitted development 
rights, will not be prevented by the Local Green Space 
designation, but will have a very significant and 
transformative effect upon the 
overall appearance of the space. 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan has advanced no argument that 
the area should be designated for its beauty. It is not an 
area that could be characterized as beautiful, or 
demonstrably special for that reason. It is simply a private 
garden, and indeed one that has been untended and 
poorly looked after for many years. 
 
Historic significance 
The neighbourhood Plan document suggests that ‘the 
fields form part of the extensive Southorpe area of historic 
significance’. We would question this statement and the 
heritage rationale for the inclusion of 3 Spinney Close as 
part of a wider area of heritage significance. This is not 
explained or justified either within the plan or within the 
evidence base. As with some of the other reasons for 
including the area, the comment, whilst superficially 
plausible, actually lacks any evidence to justify it. Again, 
there is no evidence to show why, forming part of the 
‘extensive Southorpe area of historic significance’ makes 
3 Spinney Close ‘demonstrably special’. That the 
Southorpe area is deemed ‘extensive’ introduces the 
argument that collective the designated areas to the south 
of the village are ‘an extensive tract of land’ and thus 
outside the scope of designation in any event. 
We would expect to see a full heritage based justification 
for inclusion. This does not exist within the published 
documents 
 
 
 

and the road. The presumption that Permitted 
Development rights mean that the owner can 
build to a limited degree within an LGS is 
acknowledged but this does not mean that this 
restraint on further development should be 
removed, indeed it shows the flexibility of 
including this land within the LGS designation 
as it allows the owners of houses within these 
areas to exercise their rights for limited 
development to enhance their enjoyment of the 
existing house but still provides some protection 
from future development by others that may 
have an impact on their amenity or the amenity 
of neighbouring properties. 
 
 
 
The historical significance attribution was a 
result of previous consultations where a local 
Professor of Archaeology raised the subject of 
the extent of the area of archaeological 
significance surrounding Southorpe. The 
bounds of the area that includes this site 
(designated LGS) and the whole Southorpe 
area (designated Important Local Open Space) 
were the result of the subsequent dialogue and 
were agreed by 2 qualified and accredited 
archaeologists - both highly experienced 
Fellows of the Society of Antiquaries based on 
existing published evidence together with local 
knowledge. The summary of evidence is 
included in the Southorpe Open Spaces 
evidence and refers to published material - to 
quote part of the dialogue “ The accompanying 
attached maps suggest that the whole area has 
archaeological importance and it would be 
better if the area of Southorpe were seen as a 
whole rather than leaving part outside any 
designation that affords some recognition and 
perhaps protection.“ 
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Ref Consultee Page 
Policy 
or Para 

Support 
Object 
Comment 

Comments received PC comments Amendments 
 

Recreational value 
The site has no public access. It has no recreational 
value. It cannot be considered demonstrably special for 
this reason. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tranquility 
Aside from the previous commentary about the site being 
a claimed area of transition between village and 
countryside and a buffer for traffic noise from the village, 
no arguments have been put forward that the 3 Spinney 
Close site is notable for its tranquillity. Indeed, if one 
adopts the NP rationale that the site serves as a buffer for 
traffic noise to Taylors Green from the village, the logical 
conclusion one would reach is that rather than being 
tranquil, it will actually be subject to high levels of traffic 
noise. 
 
As a private dwelling and garden, how the site is used by 
its owners will determine whether it is tranquil or not. As 
a private dwelling it is hard to understand how the site is 
considered to be more tranquil that pastureland or 
agricultural land or woodland. 
The site in our view is not noted for its tranquillity and the 
land should not be designated as a Local Green Space 
for this reason. 
 
We note that the evidence document suggests that “Along 
with the fields to the east of Long Lane these fields 
separate the residential areas of the village from the 
countryside allowing residents to enjoy quiet walks along 
Taylors Green”  In this respect, it is Taylors Green, that is 
particularly noted for its tranquility not the designated 
land. 

 
It is agreed that there is no public access to any 
part of this area which includes the 3 Spinney 
Close site but there is public access around 
three sides of the proposed LGS area which is 
used extensively by walkers so whilst this site in 
itself does not have any recreational value it is 
perceived by the community to enhance the 
enjoyment of walking around this area which 
encourages people to take some exercise and 
contributes to the well-being of the community. 
 
Until recently the site was very tranquil and 
contributed to the enjoyment of many of the 
community who walk along Taylors Green and 
up Spinney Close and this reflected the nature 
and use of the site surrounding the house since 
it was built. It is accepted that the new owner 
may use the site as they wish without any 
regard to the community however this does not 
remove the previous experience of the 
community which was reflected by the 
community’s wish to preserve the nature of the 
site as a tranquil unbuilt space. 
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Richness of wildlife 
The site has no notable wildlife assets. As part of the 
recent planning application to convert the barn at 3 
Spinney Close, the ecological assessment that 
accompanied the application identified that there was no 
evidence that the existing barns were being used by bats 
or barn owls. (Even if bats were present this would not in 
our view make the site so wildlife ricjh as to justify a Local; 
Green Space designation- one would expect that bats are 
present across a large part of the village). Following a 
subsequent complaint alleging the presence of great 
crested newts on the site, the owners commissioned an 
ecologist to inspect the site. This concluded that there 
was absolutely no evidence of great crested newts being 
present on the site. The site is not ‘demonstrably special’ 
because of the richness of the wildlife present on the site. 
There is no evidence that would justify designation for this 
reason. 
We note that the evidence document states; ‘The fields 
are partly bounded by protected wildflower verges on 
Taylors Green and Spinney Close.’ The extent of these 
claimed protected verges is not identified. In any event, it 
is quite clear that highway verges do not form part of the 
Local Green space designation itself. The existence of 
protected verges is not therefore a justification for 
designating the green spaces themselves. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In our view, the evidence base does not provide a 
respectable or justifiable basis for designation of 3 

 
Prior to the Planning Application for the barn 
referred to here the site had been cleared of 
much of it’s previous vegetation and trees. The 
barn referred to is not within the proposed LGS 
area and the developer was required to obtain 
a bat licence before working on the roof of the 
main house. 
 
The trees, shrubs, perennials, grasses and 
walls which were present on the site prior to July 
2018 all provided shelter, food including nectar 
sources, nesting places, overwintering places 
etc for a variety of wildlife.  Such habitats are 
very special in our largely manicured 
countryside and garden environments and as 
such were very much valued by the community.  
Whilst it is acknowledged that the space is now 
no longer as demonstrably special as it was 
because much of the previous wildlife friendly 
habitat is no longer present there are still many 
birds that make use of the remaining trees (in 
particular the poplar trees on the eastern 
boundary) including buzzards, red kites and 
woodpeckers. 
 
The Protected Wildflower Verges (PWV), 
designated and marked with notices by 
Northamptonshire County Council extends 
along the whole of Taylors Green and up 
Spinney Close to a point just south of the 
entrance to Horse View Barn next to the 30mph 
sign, it does not extend across the verge next to 
the 3 Spinney Close site. However, the verge 
outside the 3 Spinney Close site is one of the 
common wide verges in the parish that was 
identified in the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
This Neighbourhood Plan is a community led 
project that aims to produce a plan that reflects 
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Spinney Close as a Local Green Space. The land does 
not meet any of the criteria for local green spaces as set 
out within the NPPF. 
In our view, the original Local Plan designation, which this 
policy seeks to replicate, was ill founded. In our view, it 
represented a crude policy device to restrict future 
development in this part of the village, rather than a 
designation that was a reflection of the intrinsic landscape 
or open space qualities of the site. The neighbourhood 
Plan seeks to perpetuate what was a poor policy decision 
of the past, and there is demonstrably no evidence to 
justify its inclusion. In this respect, the provisions of the 
NPPG are quite clear; 
Consequently, blanket designation of open countryside 
adjacent to settlements will not be appropriate. In 
particular, designation should not be proposed as a ‘back 
door’ way to try to achieve what would amount to a new 
area of Green Belt by another name. 
There is no intrinsic quality to the land at 3 Spinney Close 
to justify its designation as a Local Green Space. The 
policy in our view seeks simply to restrict future 
development of the land using the disguise of a green 
space designation that simply cannot be justified on its 
merits. Designation in any event will not prevent the 
exercise of permitted development rights, which have the 
potential to have a transformative effect on the 
appearance of the land in any event. 

the wishes of the local community whilst being 
compliant with the existing and emerging 
national and local planning policies. The 
designation of this area as LGS reflects the 
community’s desire to protect the sense of 
place and character of this part of the village 
which it regards as special. It may well be that 
after further consultation and inspection the 
area will be judged not to qualify as such under 
the NPPF rules and the difficulty in deciding 
what designation is most appropriate for this 
valued space partly explains the discrepancy in 
the designations in the evidence base as noted 
above. However, the fact that the community 
wishes to provide some restraint to 
development to the south of the village by 
continuing the protection offered under the 
previous RNOTP policies is not in doubt, neither 
is this wish, nor the RNOTP policy, a crude or ill 
founded policy device to prevent development 
but a rational policy restraint on development 
into an area that would damage the sense of 
place and character of what remains of the older 
part of a traditional village which has already 
had extensive development in other areas. 
 
The maps at the end of this table show the 
evolution of the space from 1621-1774-1960-
2019 as an open agricultural space within the 
village before the demise of Southorpe. The 
house at 3 Spinney Close together with another 
at the corner of Long Lane and Taylors Green 
were both permitted in the 1960’s, all other 
planning proposals and appeals for new 
development have been rejected since (as 
evidenced in the Open Spaces Audit) because 
the value of this space has been recognised. 
The conversion of Horse View Barn was 
allowed with multiple conditions to ensure that it 
did not destroy this value. The designation of 
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this space as LGS is both rational and 
appropriate in helping to preserve this oldest 
part of the village against needless 
development. 
 
It is for these reasons that this objection is noted 
but not supported. Action has been taken to 
correct the evidence base, to show the area 
more accurately, and to provide a lengthier 
recent history of the area to explain why 
previous policy decisions were rational and not 
ill judged and so justify why the area deserves 
continued protection within the Neighbourhood 
Plan. 

4.2 MSP W2 Object "DRAFT POLICY W2: WARMINGTON VILLAGE 
BOUNDARY 
We OBJECT to this Policy for the reasons set out below. 
We request that the policy be amended to INCLUDE 3 
Spinney Close (as per the attached plan) within the 
defined village boundary. We consider there to be an 
equally plausible case to include Horse View Barn to the 
south).  The rationale for the inclusion of the site within 
the village boundary is simple; 
- 3 Spinney Close is an integral part of the built up area of 
the village. 
- As a residential dwelling, not located within a 
conservation area, the grounds of the property benefit 
from extensive permitted development rights for 
incidental buildings that will have a transformative effect 
on the overall appearance of the site. 
It is reasonable and rational that the village envelope 
should reflect the extent of the existing built up area and 
that this should include all existing dwellings and their 
attendant curtilages. It is clear that the overall plan has a 
generally growth-based focus, and in this respect, the 
village envelope line is not intended to serve as a policy 
restraint device. Inspected it is intended to reflect the 
actual extent of the built up part of the village. Excluding 
residential garden land is pointless, certainly in the 
context of 3 Spinney Close, as it will not prevent large 

The existing Settlement Boundary and 
Important Open Space designations in practice 
represent rational policy restraints on 
development, the fact that the boundary is 
drawn around the house and does not include a 
large part of the surrounding plot represents a 
historical divide between residential land and 
agricultural land (as explained in more detail 
below). The existing built up area extends to the 
existing house and does not include most of the 
open plot, neither does it encompass Horse 
View Barn to the south which is a converted 
isolated agricultural building 
outside the Settlement Boundary and the built 
up area of the village. 
 
The fact that a single individual dwelling has 
Permitted Development rights does not justify 
moving the Settlement Boundary to allow 
creation of more dwellings as these rights 
attach to that single dwelling only, if they were 
meant to allow further development the 
legislation would say this but it expressly denies 
Permitted Development rights for incidental 
buildings created using those rights. 
 

No change  
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scale development taking place outside of the defined 
curtilage, under permitted development rights. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We believe that there is a clear case to included 3 
Spinney Close within the settlement boundary and would 
request the plan be amended to reflect this." 

The residential curtilage of the house, which is 
a material factor in Permitted Development 
rights, is also not necessarily the same as the 
boundary of the land now owned by the house 
owner – as this objection recognises in stating 
“will not stop large scale development outside 
the defined curtilage under Permitted 
Development rights”. To alter the established 
Settlement Boundary and then the Village 
Boundary base on this premise is not a strong 
argument. 
 
The existing Settlement Boundary/Village 
Envelope was established some years ago 
having evolved from traditional settlement 
boundaries. In the 1950’s the land to the south 
of the gardens of the houses on Church Street 
consisted of fields and smallholdings with clear 
boundaries dating back to the 17th Century. 
There was a distinct division between the 
residential elements and the open field spaces 
to the south encompassed by Spinney Close, 
Taylors Green and Broadgate Way with Long 
Lane bisecting the area from north to south. No 
53 Church Street was a butchers shop with 
associated grazing for their animals in the field 
immediately to the south which encompasses 
the site now known as 3 Spinney Close, animals 
were slaughtered in the outbuildings and then 
sold in the shop. In the 1960’s planning 
approvals were given for three outlying houses 
to the south of the village beyond the existing 
residential areas (OTR/62/46, OTR/63/14, 
OTR/67/98), two of these were on Taylors 
Green and one was the 3 Spinney Close house, 
the reasons for these isolated approvals have 
never been clear. The house at 3 Spinney Close 
was closest to the existing built up area and the 
present Settlement Boundary was drawn to 
accommodate the house and a small part of the 
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garden immediately to the west of the house, 
with the surrounding land to west, south and 
east remaining outside the boundary - reflecting 
it’s past use and character. The 1960’s house at 
3 Spinney Close is the only modern house in the 
area to the south of Church Street between the 
start of the village to the west and Long Lane to 
the east, it remains an anomaly and should not 
set a precedent for further development along 
the backs of the Church Street houses where a 
number of properties have gardens which 
extend through the Settlement Boundary, this is 
not an unusual arrangement, it reflects the 
previous use of the land and forms an intrinsic 
part of the character of the village which the 
community value and wish to retain as 
evidenced in the consultation survey where 
over 80% supported retaining the existing 
boundary into the WNP as the starting point for 
any future expansion which would be governed 
by policies and criteria within the WNP and the 
plans and policies that sit above it. 
 
Horse View Barn to the south of the 3 Spinney 
Close site was an existing semi derelict 
barn/stables that was approved as a conversion 
of an agricultural building outside of the 
Settlement Boundary and provides no 
justification for moving this boundary. 
 
The WNP consultation survey also established 
that there was no desire to expand the village 
by development in excess of the promulgated 
housing target unless this was to support an 
evidenced housing need, it also showed that 
there was little support for a ‘call for sites’ which 
would have assessed, and then allocated, sites 
for development. 
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To move the proposed Village Boundary to 
encompass the whole of the 3 Spinney Close 
site at the moment of transition between the 
existing policies and plans and the WNP would 
in effect create a site for development outside of 
any ‘call for sites’ process to the detriment of 
other landowners who would not have been 
given the same opportunity to submit alternative 
sites for assessment. It would also not be 
subject to the other policies within the WNP. In 
effect it would be a change to the existing Local 
Plan but would not have been subjected to any 
of the processes or assessments within that 
Plan. 
 
The application of Permitted Development rules 
to allow outbuildings to be built on a plot within 
the same ownership as a single dwelling within 
that plot irrespective of the Settlement 
Boundary, Important Open Space, Local Green 
Space or other such planning restraint policies 
should not remove those constraints and so 
allow further residential development. The 
immediate local effect should these restraints 
be overridden would be that any landowner 
could use this as precedent to use an 
outbuilding permitted by PD on any land 
adjacent to an existing dwellinghouse/garden to 
effectively change the use of the land by 
bringing it within the Village Boundary, this 
could apply to much of the land to the south of 
Church Street where the Settlement Boundary 
currently runs through many rear gardens, 
splitting them into ‘residential’ parts attaching to 
the residential use of the house and ‘extended 
garden’ parts which were historically used as 
agricultural land and/or smallholdings. 
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This appears to be contrary to the intentions of 
the NNJCS, in resisting development in open 
countryside outside the built up are of a village. 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan promotes early 
engagement between landowners/developers 
and the PC to encourage a joint approach to 
development planning but under the onus would 
remain with the developer to justify any 
extension to the existing Settlement 
Boundary/Village Boundary through the normal 
planning process for any proposed 
development including the application of the 
Neighbourhood Plan policies. The retention of 
the existing boundary together with the criteria 
based policy provides a clear rational route for 
sustainable development outside the boundary 
which is supported by the survey evidence and 
which requires developers to justify individual 
development proposals rather than giving a 
blanket clearance by moving the Village 
Boundary immediately the Neighbourhood Plan 
comes into force. 
 
The objection to the proposed Village Boundary 
is noted but not supported. 

5.1 Anglian 
Water 
Services 

 Comment "It is noted that the Neighbourhood Plan includes a 
number of criteria based policies which are intended to be 
used in the determination of planning applications within 
the Parish. 
 
The adopted North Northamptonshire Core Strategy 
already includes a district wide policy relating to water 
supply, water quality and wastewater infrastructure 
(Policy 5). Therefore, it is not considered necessary to 
include a similar policy in the Neighbourhood Plan. As the 
Development Plan is intended to be read as a whole, we 
have no comments to make relating to the Draft 
Neighbourhood Plan." 

Comments noted No change 
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6.1 East 
Northants 
Council 

 Comment Submitted a marked up pdf with comments.   Many of the comments were editorial and were 
actioned directly.  Other comments have 
resulted in changes to text but are 
encompassed by the summary comments in the 
following response (6.1) 

Amendments made 

6.2 East 
Northants 
Council 

 Comment "In general, we feel that the Plan provides a good and 
bold range of local policies to management development 
at the local (Parish) level, giving a clear and consistent 
local voice. However, the following points should be noted 
in preparing the Neighbourhood Plan for submission: 

• Links to relevant evidence base/ reference 
documents should be used throughout;  

• Policies need to be more positively worded; i.e. 
“Development will be supported, provided 
that…”, rather than “Development will be 
resisted, if…”  

• Some additional figures (e.g. maps of potential 
development sites or directions of growth) are 
needed to better illustrate the supporting text;  

• The policies provide additional local direction, 
over and above strategic national/ Local Plan 
policies;  

• If RNOTP Policy/ site allocation WAR1 is to be 
retained, this should be re-allocated through the 
Neighbourhood Plan;  

 
• If a linear settlement boundary is to e retained, 

this should be reviewed in accordance with the 
criteria at paragraph 5.17 of the Joint Core 
Strategy (Local Plan Part 1);  

 
 
 

• The need to provide a clearer differentiation/ 
distinction between 'open' and 'functional' 
spaces;  

• We have suggested some re-wording of section 
11 (Infrastructure and Developer Contributions) 
in order to better explain the limitations of S106 
and CIL funding and correctly understand the 

Comments noted.   
 
 
 
 
Links now included 
 
Most changes suggested in the accompanying 
marked up text have been included 
 
 
Additional maps and figures have been inserted 
 
 
Comment noted 
 
 
After discussions with the landowner WAR1 is 
to be retained as a development site and 
allocated through a new policy in the Plan 
 
The existing settlement boundary has been 
reviewed as a result of this comment and others 
and the WNPPG agreed that the existing 
boundary was to be retained with the onus on 
developers to meet the WNP Policy criteria if 
they wish to use land outside it. 
 
Comment noted.  Suggested text and policies 
revisions incorporated within plan text. 
 
Comments noted and suggested text revisions 
incorporated within the plan text. 
 
 

Amendments made 
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legislative framework. It is important that the 
community is correctly informed about how the 
legislation must be applied in practice. Given that 
no new site allocations are proposed (other than 
WAR1), any potential for development 
contributions is likely to be small and limited in 
scope.  

• Recent changes to Permitted Development 
Rights since 2015 (liberalisation) expand the 
scope for permitted changes of use, moving 
these outside the scope of the planning system. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted 

6.3 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

2.3 Comment Protected verges 
How could these verges be protected - statutory 
designations (e.g. SSSIs, Local Wildlife Sites etc) or 
policy designations (e.g. County sites)? 
It may be better to refer to "Sensitive verges", which would 
then be covered by a Neighbourhood Plan policy 
designation. 

Comments noted.  Additional text inserted: 
 
“... The verges on both sides of Taylors Green 
are Protected Wildflower Verges (PWV), 
designated and marked with notices by 
Northamptonshire County Council,...” 

Amendments made 

6.4 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

2.5 Comment It may be useful to include an extract of this map within 
the Neighbourhood Plan document 

1621 map extract included Amendments made 

6.5 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

2.6 Comment “Some of the most significant are listed” replace with: 
“The most significant historic buildings are listed;i.e 
designated heritage assets.” 

Left as it was - this was a deliberate 
description - not all of the most significant 
buildings are listed - as advised and edited by 
Dr PS FSA (Ex EH responsible for listings 
policies) 

No change  

6.6 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

3.1 Comment Point 2 after.. small developments 
What about windfall sites, or are all expected to 
demonstrate local need? It may be 
appropriate to clarify this in the vision 

Text changed slightly, this ‘vision’ is what it 
says, the community welcomes small scale 
developments that meet a local need rather 
than speculative high cost developments that 
have too often been the recent experience of 
the community. This is an expression of the 
community’s feelings not a planning policy 
statement. 

Amendments made 

6.7 East 
Northants 
Council 

3.1 Comment Point 4 
It may be appropriate to illustrate vision with more specific 
examples; e.g. types of community facility proposed, 
potential renewable energy projects? 

It is considered that the subject of climate 
change is too big to address in detail here, the 
text has been left as it is 

No change  
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PDF mark 
up 

6.8 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

3.2 – 
3.13 

Comment Objectives 
As for the Vision, for clarity it would be helpful to define 
the Plan objectives in a text box or separately from the 
main paragraph numbering sequence. 
While these are clearly "objectives", it is not immediately 
apparent which could be addressed through the 
Neighbourhood Plan. It may be appropriate to split these 
into "objectives" and "aspirations". This is especially given 
that the objectives list is long, so it may be appropriate to 
group these by broader headings; e.g. "protect the built 
environment" etc Setting out objectives of the Plan is 
important for all to understand its position within the 
development plan system and the wider context of 
national and Local Plan policies. 

Objectives and Vision reformatted into text 
boxes and reorganised 

Amendments made 

6.9 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

3.4 Comment Para 3.4 re conservation area 
Not currently in place - designation of Conservation Areas 
is covered by entirely separate legislation (1990 Planning 
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act) 

Added aspirational objective: 
To protect appropriate parts of the Village by 
working with the local planning authority to 
designate a Warmington Conservation Area 
under the 1990 Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act. 

Amendments made 

6.10 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

3.4 Comment Para 3.4 re design code 
It is assumed that a Design Code would be prepared to 
supplement the Neighbourhood Plan - the Brigstock 
Neighbourhood Plan (made January 2019: 
https://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/11112/brigstock
_made_neighbourhood_plan) is a good example/ 
reference. 

A Design Code was already in the Regulation 
14 WNP as Appendix 2 

No change  

6.11 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

3.7, 3.8 Comment Paras 3.7,3.8 re updating design code and vds. 
Separate processes to the Neighbourhood Plan - broader 
aspirations for the village, rather 
than objectives for the Plan itself 

Revised into an aspirational objective and a 
separate Aspiration 

Amendments made 

6.12 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

3.9 Comment Para 3.9 re gap between village and A605 
This is closely related to para 3.6 (settlement boundaries), 
so it may be appropriate to merge the two into a single 
"protect the setting of Warmington" (or similar) objective? 

Revised to: 
To protect the setting of the Village by: 

• maintaining the existing settlement 
boundary and defining criteria that 

Amendments made 

https://www.east-northamptonshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/11112/brigstock_made_neighbourhood_plan
https://www.east-northamptonshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/11112/brigstock_made_neighbourhood_plan
https://www.east-northamptonshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/11112/brigstock_made_neighbourhood_plan
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proposed new development outside the 
boundary must meet to be supported. 

• maintaining a clear margin between the 
bypass (A605) and the residential 
areas of the village. 

6.13 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

3.12 Comment Para 3.12 points 2,3,4 specific carbon saving measures 
Not planning matters - broader aspirations, rather than 
Neighbourhood Plan objectives 

Revised to: 
●  To promote renewable energy production 
and a reduction in the use of fossil fuels by 
requiring that development proposals 
demonstrate how they aim to minimise their 
carbon footprint. 

Amendments made 

6.14 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

3.13 Comment Para 3.13 Aspirational objectives - Destination 
Warmington 
Bold aspiration, but unsure whether this is deliverable 
given the adopted strategic policy framework (NPPF and/ 
or Joint Core Strategy)? 

Retained as an aspirational objective 
●  To encourage a Destination Warmington 
theme so that before 2031 the parish of 
Warmington will be better recognised as an 
attractive place to visit and local businesses and 
community assets will benefit. 

Amendments made 

6.15 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

3.13 Comment Para 3.13 Aspirational objectives-Taylors Green Quiet 
Lane 
Assume local designation being sought through 
Neighbourhood Plan? Perhaps a more 
detailed definition/ explanation could be set out in the 
supporting text. 

Retained and expanded 
●  To preserve the rural and quiet nature of 
Taylors Green by working with the local traffic 
authority to designate it as a Quiet Lane under 
Section 268 of the Transport Act 2000. 

Amendments made 

6.16 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

W1 Comment Policy W1-community engagement 
This is an aspiration or good practice guidance, rather 
than a development plan policy, so should be re-
designated accordingly 

The WNPPG felt quite strongly that this policy 
needed to be retained as a highly visible policy 
not an aspiration. In order to be effective it must 
form part of the text that Developers or Planning 
Consultants take notice of when they 
read/consider the plan so it needs to be here - 
it’s a statement of what the community wants, 
it’s not what it aspires to and it’s in accordance 
with the aims of the NPPF it’s just not one that 
is strictly enforceable on developers. 

No change  

6.17 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

5.2 Comment Para 5.2 Analysis of housing 
Link to relevant document - Local Plan Part 2, Table 17: 
https://www.east-northamptonshire.gov.uk/downloads 
/file/11034/east_northamptonshire_local_plan_part_2_1
st_consultation_draft 

The analysis used in the WNP was specific to 
Warmington and did not reference the 
suggested link. A new link to the specific 
evidence/analysis has now been included which 
suggests a higher level of house building in 

Amendments made 
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Warmington than that suggested in the grouped 
villages approach at the suggested link. 

6.18 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

5.3 Comment Para 5.3 ENC statements re housing need 
While it is accepted that there is no legal obligation to 
allocate further housing land through the Neighbourhood 
Plan, it should be noted that a Housing Needs Survey was 
undertaken in the village in 2016 which indicated that 
there was a considerable need for affordable homes and 
market homes so they should ideally be working to 
address some of this need by recommending specific 
sites. This is something that could be done in conjunction 
with Northants Rural Housing Association. This seems to 
me to a vital piece of research that they haven’t 
incorporated into the Neighbourhood Plan. 

The Housing Needs Survey was included in the 
evidence base at the start of the WNP process. 
It had been privately commissioned, apparently 
to support a planning application on a Rural 
Exception site which has yet to be acted on. The 
NHRA (as MRH) also made comments in this 
consultation and text revisions have now been 
made to include a discussion of this survey in 
the WNP (see also MRH comments/response) 

Amendments made 

6.19 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

5.5 Comment Para 5.5 Housing Sites 
Useful to illustrate this in a spatial diagram map. 
It would be helpful if all the sites they are considering plus 
those with planning permission 
were shown on a map so that it is evident exactly which 
parcels of land they refer to and 
which needs they will address. 

Map included and discussion expanded Amendments made 

6.20 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

5.9 Comment Para 5.9 Site WAR1 
need to revise text, for consistency (reference paras 2.8, 
5.2, 5.9): "...there is uncertainty around its deliverability, 
so it is not proposed to continue to allocate the site 
through the WNP 

Following comments from Elton Estates and 
further discussions the WAR1 Policy in the 
RNOTP will be taken forward into the WNP as 
an allocated site and a new Policy W3 has been 
introduced to effect this change 

Amendments made 

6.21 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

5.17 Comment Para 5.17 WAR1 
New Policy W2 needed, in order to reallocate the RNOTP 
Policy WAR1 site. It will be appropriate to reconsider 
Policy WAR1; e.g. to see whether the current mix of uses 
is appropriate? 

Following comments from Elton Estates and 
further discussions the WAR1 Policy in the 
RNOTP will be taken forward into the WNP as 
an allocated site and a new Policy W3 has been 
introduced to effect this change 

Amendments made 

6.22 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

W2 Comment Policy W2 Warmington Village Boundary 
The settlement boundary in the current Local Plan Part 2 
(Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan/ RNOTP) is out 
of date, because it was drawn to more stringent criteria 
than the Local Plan Part 1 (Joint Core Strategy), 
paragraph 5.17. This was borne out in the "Braesby" 
appeal case (Glapthorn): 
https://publicaccess.east-
northamptonshire.gov.uk/online-

This has provoked much discussion - the 
inclusion of Acremead garages seems 
harmless enough but if this were to set a 
precedent to enforce the use of non residential 
buildings to set the ‘built up area’ boundary then 
the building of a garage or other substantial 
building under Permitted Development rights 
could automatically bring land which is currently 
outside 

No change  
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applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=document
s&keyVal=NXYP5OGO03N00 (reference 
15/02079/FUL). 
What this means in practice is that if a Parish Council/ 
Neighbourhood Plan seeks to maintain a settlement 
boundary, this will need to be reviewed in light of Joint 
Core Strategy para 5.17; e.g. the garages at the end of 
Acremead (i.e. "bounded by existing built curtilages on at 
least two sides") would now need to be incorporated into 
the settlement boundary in order to comply with para 
5.17. 
The draft Local Plan Part 2 (https://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov.uk/downloads/download/4721/loc
al_plan_part_2_-_documents), policy EN3, also provides 
some further guidance about possible criteria for defining 
the settlement boundary. 

the Settlement Boundary inside the Village 
Boundary by expansion of the ‘built up area’ 
boundary. In Warmington this would have a 
domino effect and bring much of the land to the 
south side of Church Street into the ‘built up 
area’ and so expand the Village Boundary. The 
existing Settlement Boundary currently runs 
through many gardens here and reflects the 
traditional use of the land, which beyond the 
‘boundary’ was as agricultural land and/or 
smallholdings whereas the land now inside the 
‘boundary’ had a residential attachment as 
gardens. Warmington is not a linear village and 
it is unusual in how it evolved around a number 
of ‘greens’, the apparently simple statement of 
“bounded by existing built curtilages on at least 
two sides” is not at all simple as there appears 
to be no accepted definition of curtilage - which 
can depend on the use of the land as well as the 
ownership. The act of purchasing additional 
land adjacent to an existing ‘garden’ and then 
putting a substantial PD shed on it should not 
affect the Village Boundary - if it does then it 
makes the NNJCS policy restraining 
development into open countryside largely 
ineffective, which is hopefully not the 
intention of the policy. 
 
Reviewing the Settlement Boundary in the light 
of the ‘two sides’ criteria leads to some 
movement of the boundary; into the village in 
one area - allotments and open land opposite 
Manor get left outside; and outwards - around 
the Acremead garages and Eaglethorpe Barns 
(Offices) - which move inside. This new 
boundary is fairly innocuous in its effect but it is 
not what the community supported. The 
additional factor is that the site at 3 Spinney 
Close has been subject to a significant number 
of Planning Applications (now all withdrawn or 
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refused) but the owner is now seeking to 
exercise their Permitted Development rights by 
building extensive outbuildings. The developer 
has also objected to the proposed Village 
Boundary and the Local Green Space 
designations that affect the site and if these 
objections are sustained then an area that the 
community values and has long regarded as 
protected from development could become 
developed and start the domino effect 
described above. 
 
For these reasons the WNPPG has decided, 
having reviewed the boundary using the NNJCS 
guidance, to maintain the boundary proposal as 
supported by the community which is to 
maintain the existing Settlement Boundary as 
the new Village Boundary and to use Policy 
criteria to assess any proposed development 
outside this boundary, leaving the onus on any 
proposal for development outside the boundary 
to be justified within the planning application. 

6.23 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

W3 Comment Policy W3 criteria for selection of sites 
Rather than a "Policy", it may be better to include the 
criteria below as an appendix/ best practice guide for 
Rural Exceptions Housing site selection? Many of these 
criteria are guiding principles for site selection, rather than 
development management criteria for new build 
development. It is probably best to cross reference Joint 
Core Strategy Policy 13 and develop additional local 
criteria where necessary 

This policy is designed to reflect the views of the 
community in deciding where any development 
outside the Village Boundary should take place 
IF NEEDED. It should allow landowners to 
assess any site prior to a need becoming 
evident and discussing with the PC the 
suitability of a site irrespective of any 
justification for development or any 
development proposal. It is not specifically for 
Rural Exception sites - it is to deal with future 
unknown requirements for additional house 
building imposed by other agencies in an 
unpredictable political environment. The text 
has been revised to hopefully make this more 
clear. 

Amendments made 

6.24 East 
Northants 
Council 

W3 Comment Policy W3 criteria for selection of sites - 6 - important open 
space 

Text revised to: 

• The site must not result in a loss of any 
Local Green Space. 

Amendments made 
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PDF mark 
up 

This criterion does not accord with JCS Policy 7. The text 
should be rewritten to accord with JCS Policy 7(d). 
In practice, only designated Local Green Space could be 
treated/ protected in this way.   
Otherwise, the loss of "Important Open Space" should be 
caveatted; where a suitable replacement should be 
made. 

• The site should avoid designated 
Important Local Open Space. 

• The site should avoid designated 
Important Local Functional Space or 
identify replacement space which could 
benefit from improved functionality. 

 
This policy seeks to allow developers and 
landowners to identify suitable sites for 
development prior to any need for development 
being established. 
 
There are only two Important Local Open 
Spaces and both are irreplaceable in that the 
attributes that make them important are fixed to 
their location (but they are too large to be LGS). 
Mitigation measures or significant developer 
contributions could be proposed if a proposed 
site affected Important Local Open Space. 
Important Local Functional Space is different in 
that it can be replaced so a site including such 
a space could be suitable provided that a 
replacement space was identified. However, 
these criteria are only for site selection and so 
any landowner/developer should avoid the area 
to start with by reading the WNP. 

6.25 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

W3 Comment Policy W3 criteria for selection of sites -10c - renewable 
energy 
This criterion is probably not necessary, especially given 
that only small scale/ minor developments (<10 dwellings) 
would be appropriate/ fulfil Policy W2 in any event 

Yes but...we all know that policies get 
overridden by events so this criteria provides a 
desirable outcome should this happen 

No change  

6.26 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

W3 Comment Policy W3 criteria for selection of sites -12 - gap to A605 
The Brigstock Neighbourhood Plan provides a good 
example of a "green buffer" policy: 
https://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/11048/brigstock
_neighbourhood_development_plan_2011-
2031_referendum_version_december_2018 

This criteria reflects the desire to keep the 
village separate from the A605, it is a matter of 
judgement as to whether any proposed site is 
suitable depending on the scale of the 
development and its location. This is one of 
multiple criteria that require a balanced 
judgement to decide before any planning 
proposals are made that any site would be 
suitable as a location for future development. It 

No change  
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is not felt that a rigid approach is necessary or 
helpful in this regard. The simple statement can 
be understood in its intent by most people and 
we don’t feel it needs a separate policy. 

6.27 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

W3 Comment Policy W3 criteria for selection of sites-13 - loss of 
community facility 
Development management criteria (protection of open 
spaces/ community facilities) already covered in Joint 
Core Strategy Policy 30 

Whilst it is already covered in JCS policy 30, the 
WNPPG consider it should remain within the 
policy in the WNP 

No change  

6.28 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

W3 Comment Policy W3 criteria for selection of sites-16 - use of existing 
roads 
Elsewhere in draft Neighbourhood Plan reference is 
made to infrastructure/ road improvements; i.e. 
development should be supported by the necessary 
highways infrastructure improvements? 

This is a criteria for selecting a suitable site prior 
to making any proposals. The aim is for 
landowners/developers to look at the existing 
roads and try to use them rather than construct 
new ones. The reference to highways 
improvements is to ensure that if any 
development occurs anywhere for any reason 
and it affects the use of roads then this is dealt 
with by the developer as part of the proposal. 

No change 

6.29 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

W3 Comment Policy W3 criteria for selection of sites-17 - conservation 
area 
While there are emerging proposals to designate a 
Conservation Area at Warmington, this has yet to be 
finalised. Instead, it is suggested that this criterion could 
be re-worded: "Sites/development proposals should not 
have a significant material impact upon designated 
heritage assets or their settings." 

Text revised to: 
“Sites must not materially impact any 
Conservation Area, or have a significant 
material impact upon designated heritage 
assets or their settings.” 
 
Whilst there is no designated Conservation 
Area presently, it is hoped that a Conservation 
Area will be designated within the life of the 
WNP accordingly the WNPPG consider it 
appropriate to remain within the text here. 

Amendment made 

6.30 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

6.4 Comment Para 6.4 - Issues raised - backland developments 
The Glapthorn Neighbourhood Plan provides a good 
reference point for detailed design criteria regarding the 
linear character of that village and the management of 
backland development: 
https://www.east-
northamptonshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/10989/made_ve
rsion_of_glapthorn_neighbourhood_plan 

Comments noted.  However, the WNPPG are of 
the view in that Warmington is not a linear 
village and differs from Glapthorn in this 
respect. 

No change  

6.31 East 
Northants 
Council 

6.5 Comment Para 6.5 survey results discussion 
Will the evidence base explain how the survey findings 
have been used in developing Plan 

Yes. The consultation statement will explain just 
that. 

No change  
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PDF mark 
up 

policies? 

6.32 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

W5 Comment Policy W5 Backland and Garden developments - multiple 
comments about criteria 

1. 1.To meet the defined National Space 
Standards? If so, this should be stated/ defined 
within the Policy criterion 

The Design Code does not make reference to plot/ 
building sizes - it may be appropriate to include additional 
detail in Appendix 2 in this regard? 

2. Need re-wording; use Joint Core Strategy Policy 
8 (Place shaping principles) as a basis  

3. Unsure how this could be demonstrated/ applied 
in decision making - does this relate to highways 
safety or the impact of the setting of a new 
driveway/ access road on the existing street 
frontages? 

4. This appears to largely overlap with criterion (3). 
It may be appropriate to merge these into a single 
criterion, and re-word with reference to Joint Core 
Strategy Policy 8. 

5. 5. Unclear how this could be demonstrated 
through the development management process? 

The policy has been revised as follows: 
 
“The sub-division of existing housing plots to 
provide either infill development along a 
frontage or rear garden development will only 
be supported where all the following criteria are 
met: 

1. The existing plot is of a sufficient 
dimension to support the existing and 
proposed dwelling(s) without loss of 
amenity to either. 

2. The proposed dwelling(s) meets the 
national space standards 

3. The proposed site design complies with 
NNJCS Policy 8 and the Design Code 
(Policy W3) 

4. The development should not have a 
significant adverse impact on any Local 
Green Space or Important Open 
Space.” 

Amendments made 

6.33 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

7.5 Comment Para 7.5 Discussion of LGS and Important Local Open 
Spaces 
The Raunds Neighbourhood Plan includes a "two tier" 
category for protected open space. 
This may provide a useful guide as to how 
Neighbourhood Plan policies could be framed: 
https://www.raunds-tc.gov.uk/uploads/raunds-made-
neighbourhood-plan-final-november-2017.pdf. 

Comment noted and taken into account Amendments made 

6.34 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

W7 Comment Policy W7 Important Open Spaces - introductory text 
This sentence is probably best as explanatory text (new 
para 7.10) as opposed to included within the policy itself. 
Additional sentence: "Replacement or enhanced facilities 
may be delivered through development contributions 
where these meet the necessary legal tests (CIL 
Regulations)." 

This section attracted a number of comments, 
the section has been revised to deal more 
specifically with the identified spaces. The LGS 
policy has been revised as recommended, the 
Important Open Spaces texts have been 
revised to clarify the designations. There are 
only two Important Local Open Spaces - 
Southorpe (Historic/Archaeological importance) 
and the Flood Meadows (Landscape, 

Amendments made 
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environment, recreational importance-highly 
valued by the community). Neither of these can 
be replaced by equivalent space elsewhere, 
both are too large for LGS. So the only option is 
to resist development, but if it has to take place 
then it has to be mitigated and compensation 
has to be delivered to the community through 
significant developer contributions in addition to 
any infrastructure requirements of the 
development itself. These should be substantial 
to deter development. The text and Policy has 
been rewritten to reflect this. 
 
The areas of Important Local Functional Space 
can be replaced and/or the loss mitigated 
through developer contributions so there could 
be a lesser bar to development in this part of the 
policy 

6.35 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

Pg 22 Comment LGS and Important Open Spaces Table 
Spinney Close/Taylors Green Fields 
The proposed site includes existing dwellings and their 
curtilages, at 3 Spinney Close and Horse View Barn, and 
their associated curtilages. These properties are unlikely 
to fulfil the NPPF requirements for Local Green Space, so 
the extent of the proposed LGS designation to the north 
of Taylors Green should be amended to reflect this. 

This space is valuable because of its position 
which frames the southern entrance to the 
village. The LGS designation was also objected 
to by the new owner of the 3 Spinney Close site 
and the matter has been addressed fully there. 
The LGS designation was chosen to continue 
the protection that this space has enjoyed within 
the RNOTP. It is recognised that this may not 
fulfill the exact NPPF requirements but overall 
the value to the community is greater than the 
sum of its parts and the proposed LGS 
designation remains at this stage pending the 
next phase of the process. A reworking of the 
Important Local Open Spaces text and policy 
will be required if this space does not retain LGS 
status and gets re-designated as ILOS. 

No change  

6.36 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

W8 Comment Policy W8 Landscape Character 
We suggest that a comprehensive TPO review should be 
undertaken for the village, to provide additional evidence 
base and enable the statutory protection of trees with 
amenity value 
 

Aspiration 5 revised to: 
WPC will update data on land holdings, local 
green space, important open space and 
established tree designations on a three-yearly 
basis. A comprehensive TPO review should be 
undertaken for the village, to provide additional 

Amendments made 
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evidence base and enable the statutory 
protection of trees with amenity value. 

6.37 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

Asp 6 Comment Aspiration 6 - Biodiversity 
It should be noted that the local planning authority will 
consult relevant bodies as a matter of course in 
determining planning applications, but it is recognised 
that the Parish Council may seek to ensure that their 
responses tally with those of other relevant consultees 

Comments noted No change  

6.38 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

8.2 Comment Para 8.2 -community facilities 
It may be appropriate to refer to the recent loss of the 
Working Mans' Club and how this illustrates the need for 
sustainable development to maintain the remaining 
community facilities. 

The consultation survey did not show that many 
people regarded it as a loss, it was not 
mentioned in any survey comment - the 
(hopeful) provision of affordable homes in its 
place is seen as a positive development 

No change  

6.39 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

W9 Comment Policy W9 Developer contributions toward community 
facilities 
Threshold for developer contributions? 

Policy revised to: 
Developer Contributions will be applied towards 
the following priorities within the Parish: 
● Improvements to the Village Hall. 
● Improvements to recreational facilities within 
the Parish. 
 
WPC will work with the local planning authority 
on developer contributions to ensure 
appropriate contributions are sought. 

Amendments made 

6.40 East 
Northants 
Council 
PDF mark 
up 

9.5  Para 9.5 Traffic and Transport - Issues raised at open 
event 
Include in a further "Aspirations" box? In respect of the 
Elton turn proposal, this would be a major strategic 
highways project, under the remit of NCC (or replacement 
unitary) and Cambridgeshire CC. 

This is just a list of issues that were raised at the 
start of the WNP project, no changes have been 
made here. The ‘aspiration’ to improve safety at 
A605 road junctions is listed in Policy W10 
(renumbered to W11 in post Regulation 14 
WNP) 

No change  

7.1 Highways 
England 

 Comment We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Public 
Consultation on the Warmington Draft Neighbourhood 
Plan which covers the period up to 2031. We note that the 
document sets out a number of key objectives and 
planning polices for the positive management and control 
of development and the use of land, which will be used to 
help determine planning applications.  
 
Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary 
of State for Transport as strategic highway company 
under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is 

Comments noted No change  
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the highway authority, traffic authority and street authority 
for the Strategic Road Network (SRN). It is our role to 
maintain the safe and efficient operation of the SRN whilst 
acting as a delivery partner to national economic growth. 
In relation to the Warmington Draft Neighbourhood Plan, 
our principal interest is safeguarding the operation of the 
A1 which routes to the east of the site.  
 
Having reviewed the draft Neighbourhood Plan, we note 
that Draft Policy W3 relates to the selection of sites for 
multiple houses outside the settlement boundary. While 
Paragraph 5.2 of the draft Neighbourhood Plan indicates 
that there is no immediate requirement for allocating more 
housing development sites than the current committed 
and allocated sites, it is indicated that Draft Policy W3 is 
expected to help in selecting and approving additional 
sites that may come forward in future based on future 
requirements.  
 
Based on the wording of this draft Policy, the criteria for 
selection of housing sites will include preference for small 
scale sites. Having considered this and the distance of 
Warmington from the SRN from the proposed Plan area, 
Highways England considers the Plan is unlikely to have 
significant impacts on its operation but would welcome 
continued engagement with the Parish Council as the 
Plan comes forward. 
 
We have no further comments to provide and trust that 
the above is useful in the progression of the Warmington 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

8.1 Surface 
Water 
Drainage 
Assessment 
Team 

 Comment Warmington Neighbourhood Plan Review. 
Supporting Evidence base Review 
 North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (NNJCS) 
2011-2031 
 East Northamptonshire Council Level 1 Strategic Flood 
Risk Assessment (Update 2011) 
 East Northamptonshire Surface Water Management 
Plan - Detailed Assessment (April 2017) 

Comments noted.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Amendments made 
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 Northamptonshire Local Flood Risk Management 
Strategy (November 2017 update) 
 
Summary 
The Warmington Neighbourhood Plan identifies two 
future development sites, WAR1 and a further 0.77ha 
(sold for development). Whilst there is no requirement for 
further allocation it is reasonably expected that further 
development is expected within the plan period. The 
Warmington Neighbourhood Plan does not make 
reference to the flood zones 2 and 3 north and west of the 
village or to the identified risk of flooding from surface 
water within the village.  
 
 
 
 
A requirement for sustainable urban Drainage Systems 
(SuDS) to mitigate flood risk for new development on both 
greenfield and brownfield sites has also been omitted. 
The plan encourages the protection and development of 
open space but does not encapsulate the use of multi-
functional open space incorporating SuDS within the 
policies. 
 
Introduction 
Paragraph 1.0.15 of the North Northamptonshire JCS 
('part 1' of the local plan) deals with strategic issues such 
as the overall spatial strategy, level of growth required 
and its distribution. The JCS also sets out a set of core 
policies which relate to protecting and enhancing assets 
(such as the historic environment, landscape and 
biodiversity) and ensuring high quality development. This 
plan does therefore not replicate any of these policies but 
provides greater local detail in relevant areas to ensure 
that the development vision for the area is delivered. The 
Warmington Neighbourhood Plan covers the Parish of 
Warmington in its entirety for the period 2011 to 2031. 
This plan period is the same as NNJCS part 1 of the local 
plan. 

 
 
 
WNP amended - Section 5 new paragraph 
added to say: 
“The flood risks to the village are primarily from 
surface water flooding but river flooding 
represents a high risk to the north and west of 
the village.” 
A map extract from the 
https://www.floodtoolkit.com website has been 
added below this paragraph and individual 
possible development site 
descriptions have been amended to include 
reference to flood risks within/around sites 
where appropriate. 
 
The Design Code has been revised to include: 
“All developments should incorporate SuDS for 
flood risk alleviation in accordance with the 
NCC Local Standards and Guidance Document 
for surface water drainage and all residential 
developments of 10 or more dwellings (or 0.3ha 
or more site area) should contribute to the 
provision or enhancement of open space based 
upon the local quality, quantity and accessibility 
standards to meet the needs generated by the 
increase in population from the development. 
New developments should incorporate SuDS 
within such open spaces to create or enhance 
multifunctional areas. Advice and standards for 
the incorporation of SuDS in the local area is 
available at www.floodtoolkit.com .” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



40 
 

Ref Consultee Page 
Policy 
or Para 

Support 
Object 
Comment 

Comments received PC comments Amendments 
 

 
Paragraph 3.59 of the NNJCS states that: ‘developers 
should manage flood risk on site for a 1% (1 in 100) 
annual probability flood with an allowance for climate 
change without increasing risk to others. Piecemeal flood-
mitigation measures should be avoided by implementing 
strategic flood risk management infrastructure projects 
through partnership schemes that will benefit the main 
towns of North Northamptonshire and the wider area 
downstream, taking climate change into account. 
Developers should demonstrate how their schemes are 
informed by local studies including the relevant Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessments (SFRA’s), Surface Water 
Management Plans (SWMPs) and the Northamptonshire 
Local Flood Risk Management Strategy (LFRMS), and 
where applicable, design to a higher standard of 
protection’. 
WNP review 
 
Point 9 of the Draft Policy W3 of the Warmington 
Neighbourhood Plan states “The site should not be at risk 
from flooding or compromise flood alleviation”. 
 
Recommendations 
On review of the Warmington Neighbourhood Plan the 
LLFA recommend that  
i) Reference is made within the plan to the positive effect 
and requirement for the incorporation of SuDS for all 
development for flood risk alleviation. 
ii) The plan to make reference to the NCC Local 
Standards and Guidance Document for surface water 
drainage available at: 
https://www.floodtoolkit.com/wp-
content/uploads/2017/09/Local-Standards-for-
publication-v1.3-September-2017.pdf and the NCC Flood 
Toolkit available at https://www.floodtoolkit.com/ 
iii) The Warmington Neighbourhood Plan should promote 
the incorporation of SuDS for all new development 
including development within windfall sites. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W3 Point 9 Text revised to say “The site should 
not be at risk from flooding or compromise flood 
alleviation based on an individual assessment 
of flood risk from all sources.” (W3 became W4 
in the submission WNP) 
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iv) Considering the associated risk of surface water 
flooding in the area, policy measures which specifically 
target flood risk mitigation should be considered within the 
Warmington 
Neighbourhood Plan 
v) The Warmington Neighbourhood Plan to require all 
new development and redevelopment sites within the 
Plan area to be individually assessed against flood risk 
from all sources 
 
The inclusion of the following wording would be 
encouraged: 

‘All residential developments of 10 or more dwellings (or 

0.3ha or more site area) should contribute to the provision 
or enhancement of open space based upon the local 
quality, quantity and accessibility standards to meet the 
needs generated by the increase in population from the 
development. New developments should incorporate 
SuDS within such open spaces to create or enhance 
multifunctional areas. Advice and standards for the 
incorporation of SuDS in the local area is available at 
www.floodtoolkit.com’. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Design Code has been revised to include 
this text 
 

9.1 Amy Atkins 
on behalf of 
Elton 
Estates 

W3 Support Support Policy W3 Support noted (W3 became W4 in the 
submission version) 

No change  

9.2 Amy Atkins 
on behalf of 
Elton 
Estates 

Para 
2.8, 
5.9, 
5.17 

Comment These paragraphs suggest that WAR1 cannot be retained 
as a policy, however this differs from my conversation 
with the District Council. We would like to 
discuss this in more detail please 

Comment noted see comments responses No change  

9.3 Amy Atkins 
on behalf of 
Elton 
Estates 

Para 
2.8, 
5.9, 
5.17 

Comment We write on behalf of our client, Sir William Proby, in 
response to the Regulation 14 consultation of the 
Warmington Neighbourhood Plan. 
Our priority is to retain WAR1 as a housing allocation and 
as such we expect the policy to be retained within the 
Neighbourhood Plan. We confirm that the landowner 
would like to retain WAR1 as an option for future 
development. 

All references to WAR1 have been amended to 
retain it as an active site within the Plan as a 
direct transfer from the existing Local Plan into 
the Neighbourhood Plan. A new Policy W3 has 
now been included in the WNP which allocates 
the site for development. 

Amendments made 
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We would therefore like to see a stronger reference to 
policy WAR1 which would safeguard our client’s 
allocation. There are several references to WAR1 
throughout the Neighbourhood Plan such as at 
Paragraph 2.8, Paragraph 5.9 and Paragraph 5.17 which 
would need to be amended if a policy to retain WAR1 was 
to be included within the Neighbourhood Plan. 

9.4 Amy Atkins 
on behalf of 
Elton 
Estates 

Para 
5.5, 5.8 

 Paragraph 5.5 states that sites between the village and 
the A605 to the west had more support (in the village 
questionnaire). We support this paragraph and 
the inclusion of this data from the village questionnaire as 
it provides a clear vision for the location of any future 
development in the village. Any site which is 
well connected to the A605 is of benefit to the village as it 
reduces the need for traffic to travel through the village. 
Paragraph 5.8 is supported by my client as it suggests 
that areas to the west of the village towards the A605 
could provide future development. However, we believe 
that the subsequent wording limits future development 
and we would suggest a slightly softer wording in which it 
highlights that Church Street is open on both sides and 
therefore any development in this area of the village must 
be sympathetic to the older part of the village and well 
landscaped to preserve the village character. 

The paragraphs that describe the possible 
housing sites which were discussed in the 
consultation have been rewritten (and 
renumbered) to expand the discussion about 
the area to the west of the village which had 
more support than 3 other sites but less support 
than the site to the north. 

Amendments made 

9.5 Amy Atkins 
on behalf of 
Elton 
Estates 

W3 Support We support draft Policy W3 as it provides a succinct set 
of requirements for future development outside of the 
village boundary. A definition of “small-scale” 
may need to be included within the policy as this can be 
interpreted differently and would ensure that the village’s 
understanding of small scale is outlined at 
this stage. 

Comment noted, small scale could mean no 
more than 10 houses and a site area of less 
than 0.3ha but the size and mix of houses on a 
particular site may also be a factor - so 11 small 
terraced houses on a 0.3ha site could be 
considered small scale but 3 large houses on a 
0.5ha site may not be. It is felt that a rigid 
definition here would not help achieve the aim 
of this policy - planners and designers should 
take note of all policies within the plan in the 
formation of a proposal including early 
discussions with the PC to gauge what would 
be acceptable in this regard. (W3 became W4 
in the submission WNP) 

Amendments made 

9.6 Amy Atkins 
on behalf of 

W2, 
W3 

Comment We would like to note that draft Policy W2 and W3 slightly 
conflict with each other as W2 suggests that outside of 

Policy W3 was intended to allow landowners 
and/or developers to assess possible sites 

No change  
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Elton 
Estates 

the village boundary only rural exception sites or sites 
required by additional housing requirements imported 
through overarching national or local plan policy changes 
will be supported by the Neighbourhood Pan. On the 
other hand, Policy W3 suggests that outside of the village 
boundary, sites will be supported if they meet the criteria. 
We would suggest that Policy W3 and W2 were merged 
to suggest that outside of the village boundary, rural 
exception sites or sites that meet the criteria could be 
supported. 

against criteria for future use, the policy criteria 
govern the suitability of a site location only. 
The proposed use of a site that was suitable 
under the W3 criteria would not be supported if 
it was purely for speculative housing, a need 
and an appropriate mix of houses would be 
required to be supported even if the site location 
and attributes met all the criteria in Policy W3. 
(W3 became W4 in the post Regulation 14 
WNP) 

10.1 Edward 
Croker 

 Object An email requested that the LGS designation be removed 
from Little Green where it covered private land belonging 
to the objector. 
The only comment within the Regulation 14 consultation 
was an online submission which refers to long standing 
RNOTP policies EN15 and EN20. 

The Neighbourhood Plan has no control over 
RNOTP policies however, the LGS designation 
for the Little Green area which was originally 
just a transfer of the previous RNOTP 
designation has been reviewed and the LGS 
area has been adjusted to remove the area of 
the established front garden to Ashdown Farm 
and include the open area where the Little 
Green sign is located. The area still includes a 
paddock area belonging to the owner of 
Ashdown Farm but this forms an important part 
of the open space framing the area and so is 
retained inside the LGS. 

Amendments made 

11.1 Midlands 
Rural 
Housing 

Para 
5.4 

Comment Midlands Rural Housing carried out a Housing Needs 
Assessment for Warmington in December 2015. At that 
time, there was an evidenced need for up to 10 Affordable 
and 6 Open Market Homes. The Affordable requirement 
was as follows: 
· 2 x 1 bedroom home 
· 1 x 2 bedroom house 
· 5 x 2 bedroom bungalows 
· 2 x 2 bedroom houses (Shared Ownership) 
 
The proposed development (on the Working Mens Club 
Site) appears to be providing 11 dwellings, with just 4 of 
these being available at an affordable tenure. 
 
The section 106 agreement appears to dictate that the 
scheme should provide a mix of 50% Affordable Rented 
homes and 50% Shared Ownership. These homes must 

Two new paragraphs have been added into the 
Plan to refer to the Housing Needs Survey and 
the planning approvals since the survey 
particularly in regard to affordable housing. The 
Plan supports rural exception housing schemes 
but these require developers willing to 
participate and recent house building has been 
mainly speculative and not needs driven: 
 
“5.4 Notwithstanding the apparent lack of a 
requirement to allocate further sites for 
development, a privately commissioned (Spire 
Homes) Housing Needs Survey in December 
2015 suggested a need for 6 open market 
homes and 19 affordable homes for local 
people within 5 years (to 2020), 10 of these 
were from responses to the survey, the other 9 

Amendments made 
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be let to qualifying persons, and there is a robust local 
connection criteria in place. 
 
I am not aware of any other development that has been 
delivered in Warmington, through which the needs 
identified in the 2015 survey have been met. I would 
therefore be concerned that this proposed development 
will not meet the needs of local people, who may then be 
forced to move away from or be unable to return to their 
home village. 

were estimated from ENC housing register 
data. The survey noted that there were no open 
market houses for sale (in December 2015) and 
suggested a Rural Exception site could be used 
to partly satisfy this demand. A previous 
planning application (15/00205/FUL) for a Rural 
Exception site by Spire Homes was withdrawn 
(19 March 2015) pending completion of a 
Housing Needs Survey but this application has 
not yet (April 2019) been re-submitted. 
 
5.5 Since the survey approval for 11 houses 
including 2 shared ownership and 2 affordable 
rented homes for local people has been 
approved (Site 7 on Map2), an additional 5 
houses have been built, and the supply of open 
market homes for sale has returned to normal 
levels - there is a regular turnover of bungalows 
in the village and at present (Ap[ril 2019) there 
are 11 houses for sale including a bungalow 
and 4 new build houses.” 

 
Maps referred to in PC comments in response to Consultee Ref 4.1 
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Table 2 Warmington Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan Consultation Responses to SEA/HRA 

Consultation Body 
 

Response 

Natural England Thank you for your consultation on the above dated and received by Natural England on 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. 
 
HRA 
We agree with the findings of the HRA screening. 
 
Screening Request: Strategic Environmental Assessment 
It is our advice, on the basis of the material supplied with the consultation, that, in so far as our strategic environmental interests 
are concerned (including but not limited to statutory designated sites, landscapes and protected species, geology and soils) are 
concerned, that there are unlikely to be significant environmental effects from the proposed plan. 

Environment 
Agency 

Thank you for consulting us on the Strategic Environmental Assessment screening report for the Warmington Neighbourhood 
Plan. 
 
Based on a review of environmental constraints for which we are a statutory consultee, we find that there are areas of fluvial flood 
risk and watercourses within the neighbourhood plan area. In particular, we note that the boundary does extend into areas of flood 
zones 2 and 3 of the Warmington Dyke. 
 
On the basis that no future development is planned, we do not consider there to be potential significant environmental effects 
relating to these environmental constraints. Nevertheless we recommend the consideration and or inclusion, if necessary of 
relevant policies to cover the management of flood risk. 
 
Should require any additional information please do not hesitate to contact Sustainable Places team on 
LNPlanning@environment-agency.gov.uk 

Historic England Thank you for consulting Historic England on the above 19 November 2018.   
For the purposes of this consultation, Historic England will confine its advice to the question ‘Is it likely to have a significant effect 
on the environment?’ in respect of our area of concern, cultural heritage. We have identified no significant effects to cultural 
heritage. 
 
We would like to stress that this is based on the current information provided in the screening request and the current draft 
Neighbourhood Plan. To avoid any doubt, this does not reflect our obligation to provide further advice on the SEA process, and 
subsequent draft Plan’s. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you wish to discuss any of these comments. 

 


