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1 Policy AH1 Housing Growth � As referred to above, the first paragraph needs to be clear that it only relates to the

village (or immediately adjacent to the village), not the parish as a whole. It is assumed that was your intention,

irrespective of the proposals in the emerging Local Plan. This should probably also be clarified in the title of the policy.

There is no objection to the principle of setting a 10% cap on development for the village, but it is recommended that it

is made clear that: 1. It relates to the village and not the wider parish area; 2. There is some flexibility to go beyond

10% (for example if there is a clear demonstration of community support for a scheme) – we can help with policy

formulation in this respect ; and 3. It makes it clear through supporting text for this policy that the 10% growth is

appropriate in relation to the growth in the Local Plan for the village at this level in the settlement hierarchy. � In

relation to part f of the policy, these key views should be mapped and included in the plan with a direct link to the map

in the policy, to assist in the application of the policy. � In principle, limiting individual developments to a certain size

can be achieved in neighbourhood plans, however there would need to be evidence to support this cap to identify why

developments of 11 or more dwellings would be inappropriate for the context. One further potential issue is that this

would result in no affordable housing being provided, despite this being an opportunity identified in paragraph 6.1.1.4

and being alluded to as a goal of the community in 6.1.2. From experience, policies that propose a cap in the size of

individual development sites often get removed by an examiner unless there is suitable flexibility built in to allow for

exceptions to the rule. As such, it is recommended that the part g is amended to: “g. be an appropriate scale for the

village context, typically for 10 dwellings or fewer, unless there are exceptional circumstances where the site is

appropriate for a development of more dwellings given the site context and the clear benefits it will deliver for the

community.” � It is not clear why some criteria are in this policy and not in policy AH2 instead, for example would it

only be an issue if it was a housing development that would obscure views of the church or is it all development?

Some thought should be applied to what is appropriate to be in which policy, probably with more items from AH1 being

relocated to AH2 which would apply to a wider range of development proposals than just residential schemes. Policy

AH1 should purely be about managing the impact from housing development and should probably only be in relation

to the amount and general location of growth. It might make sense to move an expanded AH2 to become the first

policy, followed by a briefer AH1? Policy AH2 Criteria for all building development within the parish � It is

recommended that the wording of the opening paragraph be amended to read “All development proposals should,

where applicable, demonstrate...” This then captures all forms of development, whether housing, employment, retail,

tourism, hotels, change of use, etc. but would not place a significant burden on applicants for household extensions,

for example. � The first paragraph also refers to policy reference numbers in the Castor Neighbourhood Plan. 5

Section / Policy Comments � The requirement to adhere to some guidance in a VDS and or other guidance

documents has potential to be included, however, as the Appendix is currently presented, there is conflict between

parts of this and your plan (for example development of 10 dwellings or 30 dwellings) and it is an extremely long list,

and in some instances is not always going to be applicable for a suitable development (for example conversion of a

brownfield site). The wording of the appendix should be reviewed to be more concise for the applicant and decisions

maker as to how it should be applied. There is nothing stopping you creating a tick sheet to assist applicants in

ensuring that they satisfy requirements based on relevant parts of the VDS and other guidance documents, but you

should make it shorter, avoid conflict and repetition of parts of other policies merge requirements where only one

needs to apply, etc. In its current form this is not usable for making decisions. One other alternative (and perhaps best

and most clear option) would be to have a longer list within the policy itself that contains the key elements currently in

the appendix so that it is all in policy. Supporting text could explain that they are based on the VDS and other

guidance. � As worded, bullet point d. is contrary to national policy (which does not permit a Neighbourhood or Local

Plan from imposing additional environmental standards above and beyond Building Regulations) . It is recommended

that it be removed, and replaced with a new paragraph which supports (rather than requires) such schemes at the very

end of the Policy, something like: “Proposals, which incorporate measures to improve environmental performance,

such as through inclusion of rain water harvesting, grey water recycling, high standards of insulation or renewable

energy systems, will be supported in principle, subject to no significant visual or other harm which arises from their

installation ” � In summary, it is recommended: a) Bringing in relevant parts from AH1 that would apply to more than

just housing development; and b) Bringing into the policy the annexed list, streamlining and making it clearer and

easier to apply, whilst removing duplication and potential conflict. PCC is willing to assist the group in reworking these

policies to ensure that they achieve the goals of the group and that they will be deliverable in practice. Paragraph

6.2.1.6 � This paragraph refers to the Upex Report and suggests it is on the Parish Council’s website. However, it

does not appear to be on the Parish website, but on the neighbourhood plan website. This is an important difference

which needs to be rectified to ensure that the evidence can be found. Wherever it is stored, it will need to be available

for the lifetime of the plan.

2/17/2017 10:56 AM

2 6.1.1.3 The proposed new homes within the village envelope should include homes to rent (not private rentals)

available to people with a birth or long residence tie to the village. 6.1.2.4 Any new housing should be small and

medium sized properties to encourage new families into the villages and to be affordable to local residents. 6.1.2 last

bullet point. Car parking is a significant problem throughout both villages. It has an impact on the safety of a number of

streets, so restricts the possibility of children being able to go out on their own and is not helpful to cyclists, of any

age.The number of cars parked on the roadside has a visual impact, reducing the attractiveness of the village. AH2:

Whilst acknowledging the importance of sightlines and use of building materials in keeping with existing buildings new

building within the village should look towards the future with imaginative, innovative and environmentally friendly

design. Designs should not simply try to replicate those of the past.

2/17/2017 10:08 AM
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3 6.1.1.3 There should be some rented accommodation (other than private rentals) available to those with birth or long

residence ties to the village. 6.1.1.4 Future housing development should focus on small and medium sized properties,

enabling new families to move into the village. 6.1.1.6 The aim should be to encourage a wide social mix in the village

through housing, both rented and private, which is accessible to all socio-economic groups. 6.1.1.8 Whilst accepting

the points made about sightlines and building materials sympathetic to existing structures there should be a strong

emphasis on imaginative, innovative and environmentally friendly design for new buildings to support the village's aim

to look towards the future rather than simply preserving the past.

2/17/2017 9:09 AM

4 6.1.1.7 Disagree with building outside the village envelope.Could be open to misinterpretation. 2/16/2017 5:49 PM

5 Broadly I support the Neighbourhood Plan's policy in respect of housing. However, against the background of

Peterborough City Council's Draft Local Plan (December 2016 draft) there is a need for caution. The City Council's

Draft Local Plan is based on growth projection figures that are clearly out of date. They rely on projections made in

2015 based on population figures from 2012 and assume that trends for population growth from 2006-2012 will

continue. They do not account for changing political, economic or other circumstances (Peterborough Sub Region

Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2015 Update Report, paragraphs 2.21-2.22). Since those projections were

made we have had a vote for Brexit, and the government has indicated it intends to make reduction of immigration a

priority in Brexit negotiations. The same report identifies that international net migration has been the biggest

component of Peterborough's growth since the millennium, and its projections are that this high level will continue.

Clearly that will not now happen. There is likely to be continued international migration, but at a significantly lower

level. Between the censuses of 2001 and 2011 Peterborough added around 15% to the number of households in the

local authority area. Castor and Ailsworth together added 13%, broadly 'doing their bit' for growth during that time. The

projected growth for the Peterborough 'Housing Market Area' in the 2015 report is 20.7% growth in population from

2011 to 2036. Whilst these projections are out of date and the real growth in population is likely to be significantly

smaller, there is a risk that if growth in the village's housing numbers is limited to 10%, charges of 'not doing our bit' or

'Nimbyism' could be levelled. Whilst growth of 10% may turn out to be more accurate than current projections for

Peterborough, we have seen growth in the two villages of Castor and Ailsworth of 13% between 2001 and 2011

without the character of the villages being unduly affected. Whilst I would not oppose a growth target of 10%, I think

some flexibility should be borne in mind to take into account the realities of future housing demand. The risk is that if

inadequate provision is made in the neighbourhood plan, the alternative being talked about in the Draft Local Plan is

Great Kyne, a development that would be devastating to the villages and surrounding area.

2/15/2017 7:10 PM

6 6.1.1.2-8 - As clearly stated the importance of any development is to maintain the qualities that had made the village

so successful and a place that people wish to live. Although I recognise that more housing may be needed to maintain

a thriving and evolving community my concern is that any developments could erode the values that people identify

when living in Ailsworth. How can one control the development of sections of land without destroying the sense of

'village' The development of 'brown field' sites is applauded but there is a policy it seems of developers to pack as

many dwellings as possible on to the land without any provision for car parking and the stress it places on the local

amenities. In summary I appreciate the need for controlled expansion but I would emphasise the word controlled and

would have concern who would exercise this control

2/15/2017 3:34 PM

7 More affordable housing is needed in the area. Too many people have moved from London, extended or built houses

and pushed the price of houses in the village up by too much. It's those that run the all social events in the village, the

church, the village hall events, the school, everything. It's about time other people and young people had a say as to

what is built and recreational facilities in the villages.

2/15/2017 3:10 PM

8 VDS 12.2.3 This is what I would expect to see. However if the Parish Council submit this to PCC then you will have to

live by this and uphold it when considering planning applications. Otherwise if you wave through applications that are

not sympathetic to neighbours and in keeping with the village character you will undermine the whole Neighbourhood

plan. If we dont take it seriously then we cant expect others to.

2/15/2017 8:59 AM

9 I think the policy is balanced and meets the needs of housing development for a rural community ensuring there is a

growth in new housing but at a level that does not significantly damage the local heritage and wildlife in the area.

2/14/2017 3:52 PM

10 I welcome the statement that the NP welcomes 'sensitive development that fosters a vibrant social mix' and that we

want a 'choice of new homes that meet the needs of all sections of the community'. However new 'affordable' houses

could be bought up by local landlords who would simply rent them out to who ever might pay their high rents. Surely

we want o enable some local people who cannot afford to buy to be able to stay in the community they may have

been brought up in? The answer would be for the parish to own a small number of properties that would be available

at a fair rent for applicants who had a local tie? Or a small housing association could be set up? This has been done

elsewhere !

2/14/2017 12:42 PM
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11 I think it is appropriate for the village to accept some development and I would agree that we want a 'vibrant social

mix'. The plan talks of a 'choice of new homes to meet the needs of all sections of the community'. I heartily agree that

we want some homes that are suitable for first time buyers and indeed those who cannot afford to buy at all but who

have a good reason (such as having grown up in the villages ) to want to live here and remain part of our community.

However 'affordable' properties may simply be snapped up by wealthy landlords who often have little interest in

helping those from our own communities. I would therefore support the creation of a small number of houses for rent

owned either by the parish councils or indeed a new local housing association. One of the conditions for a tenancy

could then be that applicants have a local birth tie . This would go some way to fostering the vibrant social mix the plan

says we want to encourage.

2/14/2017 12:12 PM

12 Support 2/13/2017 9:32 PM

13 I support this policy. it is important that successive planning applications are not able to circumvent the requirement for

small scale developments - i.e. the policy needs to prevent multiple developments in the same area in phases.

2/13/2017 9:01 PM

14 I support this policy. 2/13/2017 8:54 PM

15 AH1 I support all of the proposals within this policy but especially wish to comment on (6.1.1.2): I have lived in this

village for 25 years. It was chosen with care because of our love for the open countryside and the opportunities for

walking and cycling. It is special and needs to retain its 'specialness' for future generations. However, I, like the local

community recognise that some growth in housing is inevitable. This needs to be carefully planned to retain the

special characteristics and the rural nature of the village. Building character takes time. It can not be done in a hurry

or without thought. [a +b +g] (6.1.1.4) 'Small and compact' is absolutely right. These developments would still be

contributing to the draft PCC plan but large overpowering townships are not acceptable. The villages would be

overpowered and subsumed into a suburb of Peterborough. Joining up the dots between a large development close to

Castor Hanglands and Ailsworth would take little time. (6.1.1.7) The size of growth recommended is correct. Our

villages do need to grow and encourage a healthy social mix but maintain a sense of community and not one of

anonymity. [c] (6.1.1.7) We must ensure that there is no increase in traffic through the villages or that any increase is

kept to a minimum. [e] (6.1.1.3) Any development must be creative in design and complement the many different types

of buildings and dwellings already present. New residents must be able to choose property they like and want rather

than 'this is what you get'. [f] (6.1.1.5) The site of the Roman town Durobrivae and its close links to the site of St

Kyneburgha's church is of great historic importance and is well documented. The visual line between the two is

historically significant and should not be obscured. (6.1.1.8) Brown field sites are available and therefore should be

used. AH2 [d] Smaller developments are likely to reduce the impact on carbon emissions due to a lower number of

vehicles than those to be found on a larger site with significantly more residents. [g] Designs which encourage walking

and cycling are to be encouraged -new cycle ways and new and safe walkways. [h] parking is a considerable issue

already in the villages and this must be a priority for any new development.

2/13/2017 1:41 PM

16 I support 2/13/2017 12:27 PM

17 6.1.1.7 The Plan envisages planning for a total of up to 20 houses to be built over the next 20 years. This is a woefully

inadequate response to the housing crisis in Britain. Building one house a year won't even provide housing for our

children. We risk being accused of Nimbyism. Whilst I objected to the Local Plan's proposal for 2,500 houses north of

the bypass as too large, I think we should be able to build up to 100 houses over the next 5 years across the parishes.

This article by Colin Wiles from the Guardian April 2014 puts the case very well.

https://www.theguardian.com/housing-network/2014/apr/22/nimbys-winning-housing-battles "Localism sounds fine in

principle but the reality is that the well-off and the well-housed are using it to resist, rather than promote, the

development of new homes" The area North and South of the bypass could be used for housing it is not used as a

rural retreat and could be developed sensitively so as not to endanger the Hanglands. New housing would help to

support the local business that the plan claims to want to promote. As it stands this plan would play into the hands of

the council who will look at our objections as those of middle class nimbys. Wiles quotes "A recent study by Turley of

neighbourhood plans paints the same story. It found that, of 75 published neighbourhood plans, 55% of plans were

designed solely to resist development, rising to 63% in rural areas" As a community we can do better!

2/12/2017 7:09 PM

18 We fully support the content of your parish Neighbourhood Plan 2/12/2017 6:02 PM

19 I fully support the content of your parish neighbourhood plan 2/12/2017 5:55 PM
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20 I support all of the statements in this AH1 and in AH2 and would especially support the following: 6.1.1.2. I have lived

here for 25 years and chose the area with care. It is special for many reasons and that 'specialness' needs preserving

for future generations. However, that does not mean that the local community does not understand the need for

growth and development it means that this needs to be sensitive to the rural environment and take place over time.

Character does not happen overnight - it grows. This village has character and it needs to retain it. Suggestions in this

plan support that for both Ailsworth and the conjoined village of Castor with whom we work closely. 6.1.1.3 I agree.

New homes need to be creative in their design,complementing the range of interesting buildings and dwellings already

here and providing for all. Helping prospective residents to buy what they need and like and not just 'this is what you

are going to get'. 6.1.1.4 Future growth on the scale of a large township would be completely insensitive to the rural

and historically valuable environment surrounding our village. Small,steady and well planned growth could ensure that

this unique environment is retained and is able to be enjoyed by persons from beyond the village and by future

generations. This would also make a sound contribution to the proposed Peterborough Local Plan. We border a site of

special scientific interest and sites of increasing historical interest both locally and nationally. They provide us with

amazing insights into our social past and research into biodiversity so that we learn from the past to support the

future. 6.1.1.8 The use of brown field sites is essential and possible,assisting development whilst retaining the qualities

of a village community. 6.1.2 (AH2) I agree that we also need to consider carefully some of the issues raised by

villagers when planning takes place e.g parking difficulties and not adding to the core traffic. AH2. (d) It is imperative

that we take every opportunity to ensure that we improve environmental performance and reduce carbon emissions for

our own sake and for future generations. AH1: (f) The historical importance of the Roman town of Durabrivae and its

link to the church of St Kyeburgha's Church is well documented and world renowned. It would be unthinkable for this

visual line between the two to be obliterated.

2/12/2017 5:17 PM

21 I agree with the plans vision 2/12/2017 5:05 PM

22 Completely support the minimal growth of which this village can support 2/8/2017 8:27 AM

23 i fully agree the policy 2/1/2017 12:39 PM

24 AH1:Outline criteria for housing and employment proposals within the Parish but does not identify any specific sites for

these purposes. We would comment on any proposals for housing which include proposals for 10 or more dwellings or

0.5ha or more for employment proposals as part of the planning application process. AH2:Reference is made to the

encouragement on rain harvesting/grey water recycling for development proposals within the Parish. It is important to

note that the emerging Peterborough City Local Plan includes a specific standard for water efficiency standard (110

litres per person per day).

2/1/2017 12:15 PM

25 Policies AH1 and ASE1 outline criteria for housing and employment proposals within the Parish but does not identify

any specific sites for these purposes. We would comment on any proposals for housing which include proposals for 10

or more dwellings or 0.5ha or more for employment proposals as part of the planning application process.

1/31/2017 11:26 PM

26 If this proposal goes ahead then it will go against the councils on LP11 on development in the countryside, and thus

will harm the open countryside, wildlife and heritage. It seems to me out of size proportion with the surrounding rural

villages, being 100 times larger than Upton and 4 times larger than ailsworth and castor combined, Making it dominate

a rural setting and nature here.. Wouldn't it be better placed nearer to larger areas that have access to services and

facilities in place currently and in the future? Planning policies LP1 LP2 LP3 LP4 LP5 , where it states planning

should be steered most new developments to those larger places that offer best access to services and facilities. On

your policy of landscape character planning , LP 26 , if you went ahead with this huge township then it would be

ignoring the rural landing and open countryside. Character. This area is a rich area of open countryside and is great

for healthy walking and wellbeing in an ever increasing city surely we need open countryside healthy walking spaces.

policy LP11 the countryside policy about doing no harm to open countryside or natural heritage sites. : Doesn't the

proposed township boundaries come up to within 200m of the National nature Reserve Castor Hanglands.? At Castor

Hanglands NNR and Site of Special Scientific Interest , a protected area there are 8 species of birds on the Red Data

List. The highest conservation priority . Surely building up to 200 metres away will still be too close for a bird , with all

of the extra domestic cats at the proposed township and reduced open countryside , how can this be a positive for a

rural countryside area? At the very least move the boundary further away by reducing some of the housing ? How

would creating another 'countryside park' to compensate help a SSSI and its wildlife ?

1/30/2017 5:49 PM

27 Agree with plan 1/30/2017 12:40 PM

28 Support 1/29/2017 2:20 PM

29 I support this plan 1/29/2017 2:18 PM

30 Fully agree 1/29/2017 1:05 PM

31 I would like to know where the additional 20 homes will be built with Ailsworth. CH1 1/25/2017 8:26 PM

32 If more houses are built in Ailsworth will the infrastructure i.e. sewers, drains etc. be able to cope with the increase

and where will the proposed 20 houses be built?

1/25/2017 8:10 PM

33 If 20 new homes are to be built in Ailsworth, where will they be situated? CH1 1/25/2017 8:02 PM
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34 Yes 1/24/2017 9:32 PM

35 I strongly support policies AH1 and AH2. 1/18/2017 10:52 AM

36 I strongly support policies AH1 and AH2. 1/18/2017 10:39 AM

37 I am in agreement with the policy 1/17/2017 2:04 PM

38 I strongly support the policy 1/17/2017 1:59 PM

39 AH1. I fully support the proposal to limit growth within the village envelope to no more than 10% (20 houses) . 1/15/2017 5:32 PM

40 I fully support all the current Ailsworth NP proposals 1/15/2017 4:20 PM

41 I fully support this policy 1/14/2017 10:08 PM

42 I am in agreement with proposals 1/14/2017 12:22 PM

43 Fully support suggestions 1/14/2017 12:19 PM

44 AH1 - I commented online this morning to the draft local plan. I realise that development beyond the village envelope

is referenced ( I objected to this in my comments) to facilitate the potential development of the Vogel site which I

understand lies outside the existing envelope at present. Perhaps therefore some form of words could provide for this

opportunity but not give addition potential for development outside the village envelope elsewhere. Please let me know

if this suggestion can be accommodated? I must say that the hard work behind the draft plan is self evident and it is a

credit to the team that produced it.

1/11/2017 7:52 PM

45 AH1 b. I do not agree that development should be permitted outside the village envelope. For the avoidance of doubt

A plan of existing village envelope should be included in the document.

1/10/2017 9:04 AM

46 Would be useful to have map of present village envelope. AH1 Do not agree with point b. Opens up possibility of

extending beyond the village envelope ALL around the village.I think that new housing development should be located

within existing village envelope only.

1/10/2017 8:55 AM

47 agree 1/3/2017 8:44 PM

48 Totally support plan 1/3/2017 8:38 PM
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