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1 Introduction 

1.1 Why have we produced this statement? 

The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 require that when the Neighbourhood Plan 

is submitted to the Local Planning Authority (in this case Bassetlaw District Council) for approval; it 

should be accompanied by a consultation statement. Section 15(2) of Part 5 of the Regulations 

stipulates that a consultation statement should contain the following: 

● details of the persons and bodies who 

were consulted about the proposed 

Neighbourhood Plan; 

● explanation of how they were consulted; 

● summary of the main issues and 

concerns raised by the persons 

consulted; and 

● description of how these issues and 

concerns have been considered, and 

where relevant, addressed in the 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN. 

 

1.2 Our consultation statement 

This statement outlines the engagement and consultation activities undertaken to involve residents, 

businesses in the parish, stakeholders, and statutory consultees in the preparation of the 

Neighbourhood Plan that is now being submitted in terms of consultation. 

1.3 The Neighbourhood Plan Designation 

The first stage of consultation on a neighbourhood plan 

concerns the area to be covered by the Neighbourhood Plan 

(the “Neighbourhood Area”). The procedure requires the local 

planning authority, Bassetlaw District Council, to publish and 

advertise the proposed Neighbourhood Area and this was 

carried out between 27th March 2012 and 4th May 2012. The 

District Council received no responses to the publication and 

proceeded to designate the Hayton Neighbourhood Area on 

8th November 2012. 

The area includes the whole of the Parish of Hayton, and 

Hayton Parish Council is the responsible Neighbourhood 

Planning Body. The designated Neighbourhood Area is shown 

on the map on the next page. The full application and 

relevant information on how to make representations was 

made available on the District Council website; 
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https://www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-services/neighbourhood-plans/all-

neighbourhood-plans/hayton-neighbourhood-plan/  

1.4  Establishing a Neighbourhood Plan Committee 

The Parish Council established a 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group to develop 

the Neighbourhood Plan. The Steering Group 

met regularly, chaired by a local resident, and 

including volunteers residing in Hayton and a 

Parish Councillor. The meetings were 

advertised, and members of the public were 

able to attend. The Committee had agreed 

terms of reference and reported regularly to 

the Parish Council. 

 

1.5 Professional Support 

The Committee was supported by a planning consultancy, OpenPlan with experience in supporting 

the preparation of Neighbourhood Plans. Specialist technical support was also provided by AECOM, 

who carried out a Housing Needs Assessment and produced Design Guidance and Codes. The 

Committee also received professional and procedural support and advice from Bassetlaw District 

Council. 

  

https://www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-services/neighbourhood-plans/all-neighbourhood-plans/hayton-neighbourhood-plan/
https://www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-services/neighbourhood-plans/all-neighbourhood-plans/hayton-neighbourhood-plan/
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2 The Consultation Process 

The Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group aimed to keep the Parish 

informed of both the progress of creating the plan and key 

information gathered during the creation of the plan. Open 

meetings and inclusion of Parishioners in gathering information 

was a primary objective throughout the process. However, from 

early 2020 to early 2022, many such activities were severely 

constrained by the Covid-19 pandemic which made group 

activities almost impossible. On-line meetings were used to 

maintain progress, but voluntary engagement of Parishioners was 

severely limited. 

 

2.1 Key Community Engagement Activities and Events  

A summary of the key activities and events is set out in Table 1 below. 

Table 1 Key Community Events – September 2019 to November 2022 

Date Event Attendance Info Given Feedback & Evidence 

Sept 19 

Open Forum - 

Introduction of 

the concept of a 

Neighbourhood 

Plan to the 

Village 

Approx. 40 

people, incl. 

representatives 

from BDC, 

residents and a 

Developer 

Presentation by BDC 

outlining the 

purpose/ method and 

process to achieve a 

NP 

The NP Steering Group 

was formed consisting of 

10 residents incl. 4 Parish 

Councillors (reduced to 1 

Parish Councillor from July 

2021). 

Nov 19 

Open 

Residential 

consultation 

held in the 

Village Hall 

Approx 12 

responses from 

approx. 25 

visitors 

A questionnaire 

covering General info 

about residents, the 

community, housing 

and the environment 

The survey began the 

consultation process 

Dec 19 
Initial Survey 

results analysed 

Carried out by 

NHP-SC 

Refer to Survey 

results 

Approx 12 responses with 

comments/ideas from 

residents as to the main 

issues affecting the Parish 

Sept 20 

Neighbourhood 

Planning 

Communications 

 

NP email address 

made public. Parish 

Website extension for 

NP matters. Steering 

Group contacts 

published. 

Low response 

Oct 20 

Residential 

Questionnaire 

and explanatory 

Covering Letter 

Delivered to 

every home in 

the Parish 

A questionnaire 

covering General info 

about residents, the 

community, housing 

and the environment 

84 responses received 

online and in paper form 
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Oct 20 
Business 

Questionnaire 

Delivered to all 

registered 

businesses in 

the Parish 

A questionnaire 

covering info about 

their business, 

premises, employees, 

clients, operation 

with the parish 

8 responses received 

online 

Nov 20 Reminder Flyer 

Delivered to 

every home in 

the Parish 

Reminder of the 

closing date for the 

return of the 

questionnaire and the 

importance of taking 

part in the survey. 

 

'Jul 21 
Meetings with 

potential 

Developers 

Harworth 

Group. Blyth 

House 

Information gathering 

on site plans and 

timescales 

Harworth Group. Blyth 

House. Others declined 

(Corner Farm) 

Oct 20 to  

Oct 22 

Written piece 

for inclusion on 

the Hayton 

Parish 

Newsletter 

Delivered to 

every home in 

the Parish and 

available online 

Provided an update 

on the NP was the 

importance of the NP 

and important dates. 

Most effective means to 

provide information during 

Covid-19 constraints. 

Feedback requested on 

every publication. 

Summer 

2021 

Neighbourhood 

Profile 

information 

gathering 

Parish “tour” 

Determining key 

characteristics and 

Parish profile 

Neighbourhood Profile 

Sept 22 

Flyer for 

inclusion in the 

Hayton Parish 

Newsletter 

Delivered to 

every home in 

the Parish 

Update on the NP. An 

open invitation to 

attend the 

Consultation, 

explanation of the 

purpose of the 

Consultation. Dates 

and times given and 

how to access the 

Plan, both online and 

through request for a 

paper copy. How to 

contact the Steering 

Group members for 

more information. 
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5/9/22 – 
16/10/22 

Public 

Consultation 

Held in the 

Village Hall, 6 x 

90 min sessions 

over a period of 

6 weeks, 

A visual presentation 

of all the key policies 

contained within NP. 

Steering Group 

members were on 

hand to answer any 

comments / 

questions. 

Feedback forms were 

made available for 

completion. 

50 residents attended the 

Consultation Open Forum. 

17 completed Feedback 

forms were received. 

Sept 22 
Information 

Posters 

Posted at key 

locations 

around the 

Village, e.g. 

outside the 

village hall and 

in the bus 

shelter 

A reminder of the 

importance of the 

Consultation process 

and a reminder of the 

times and dates of the 

open sessions. 

 

Sept 22 Flyer 

Delivered to 

every home in 

the Parish 

Reminder as to the 

importance of the 

Consultation and a 

reminder of the times 

and date for the open 

sessions in the village 

hall. 

 

Oct 22 

Hayton & Tiln 

Neighbourhood 

Plan Overview 

Delivered to 

every home in 

the Parish 

A summary of NP 

policies in an easy to 

read bullet point 

format.This was 

intended to be an 

abridged version as 

the full Plan is 100 

pages long. 
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2.2 Call for Sites 

The Parish Council carried out a “Call for Sites” October 2020 

to July 2021.  

During the preparation of the plan, residents of the village 

and landowners were asked to submit details of owned land 

they wished to be considered for possible development. In 

addition, land known to BDC to have been previously 

submitted for possible allocation or permission for 

development under the BDC Land Availability Assessment 

(LAA), was examined. The owners of these legacy proposals 

were approached to determine the current status of the 

plan and/or the land. Those landowners who wished to 

pursue future development were included in the 

Neighbourhood Plan and each site was assessed to 

determine the suitability for future development against 

the development policies in the plan. 

 

2.3 Engaging with Landowners and Businesses 

Landowners were identified as either sites of sizeable potential development (i.e. > 5 houses) and 

others as potential sites for in-fill development. 

Meetings were held with those landowners with 

sizeable development plots willing to speak with 

the Steering Group (Church Farm, Blyth House). 

However, Corner Farm, as the 3rd sizeable 

development plot, declined to take part in this 

process. Letters were sent to landowners with 

smaller, in-fill plots to assess their plans for future 

development. Each site was assessed based on the 

response to these approaches. 

As part of the information gathering process all 

active businesses in the Parish were asked to 

respond to a business focused questionnaire. In 

total 23 known businesses were asked to respond 

to the questionnaire of which 8 businesses replied. 

Based on these responses assessments of their role 

and impact in the plan were made. Active 

businesses which were pertinent to the 

Neighbourhood Plan were approached for 

meetings (Church Farm, Corner Farm). 
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2.4 Engaging with Local Authorities  

Hayton Parish is part of a three-tier area of local 

government. Throughout the process, the 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group has 

engaged with Bassetlaw District Council, as the 

local planning authority, for advice and 

guidance. Nottinghamshire County Council has 

also been consulted, as the highway authority  

AECOM also carried out a Housing Needs 

Assessment and, as part of this process, engaged 

with Bassetlaw District Council and other 

relevant stakeholders. 

 

2.5 Consultation on the Draft Neighbourhood Plan - 

Regulation 14  

The draft Neighbourhood Plan was approved by 

the Parish Council on 19th July 2022. The formal 

Regulation 14 Regulation consultation was carried 

out for the required six-week period between 5th 

September 2022 and 17th October 2022. 

All documents were available on the Parish 

Council’s website and a link was available on 

Bassetlaw District Council’s website. 

A leaflet was hand-delivered to every household in 

the Parish (in addition to publication in the 

September 2022 Parish Newsletter), advertising a 

series of drop-in events at Hayton Village Hall on 

25th August 2022. 

All businesses received an email and in conjunction 

with Bassetlaw District Council all key stakeholders 

and statutory consultees were emailed to invite 

their comments during the consultation period. 

These included: 

● Bassetlaw District Council 

● Neighbouring Parish Councils 

● Environment Agency 

● Historic England 

● Natural England 

● National Grid 
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● Anglian Water 

● Cadent Gas 

● Canal and River Trust 

● Coal Authority 

● Internal Drainage Board 

● Lincolnshire Archaeology 

● National Gypsy and Traveller Liaison Group 

● National Farmers Union 

● National Grid 

● National Trust 

● NHS Accountable Car Partnership 

● Nottinghamshire CC Highways 

● Nottinghamshire CC Planning Policy 

● Nottinghamshire CC Strategic Health 

● Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust 

● Severn Trent Water 

● Sport England 

● Sustrans (Notts) 

● Western Power  
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2.6 Responses received to the Regulation 14 Consultation  

Responses received are listed and described in the table that follows. 

The Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group met on 31st October and 8th November 2022 to consider all the comments received and they agreed the actions 
listed in the third column. The draft Neighbourhood Plan was amended accordingly, the final amendments being presented to the Parish Council on 9th 
January 2023, at which meeting it was agreed that it should be formally submitted to Bassetlaw District Council as the local planning authority. 

Table 2: Key Responses received to the Regulation 14 Public Consultation (See Appendix 2 for full list of responses) 

Respondent Response Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Response 

PR3 Good presentation and support for plan but the 
village only needs small developments to conform 
to the current style of the village. 
 
Phone coverage is poor and needs addressing 

HOUSING: NP Policies are designed to manage redundant land. Currently 2 sites are 
available, and policies have been designed to best utilise the land for mixed housing 
in keeping with the style of the village. Numbers are not known but they are likely to 
exceed BDC Core Strategy requirements. We have justified exceeding the numbers 
by providing housing the village needs in terms of size, type, and affordability. We 
are cognisant of the need to provide viability and incentive to developers to provide 
the “right” type, style, and size of homes. Consequently, the Steering Group have 
decided not to set housing limits for either of the 2 sites over the 15-year plan 
period (which are difficult to justify) but to emphasise the need to meet the 
requirements of the Design Code recommendations.  
 
PHONE/BROADBAND: We support the need to improve electronic communications 
both for domestic and to encourage increased business activity in the Parish. 

PR4 Support for the plan and the focus on green and 
community spaces. 
 
Policy 12 - Push for affordable housing for first 
home buyers. 

HOMES: Policy 12 defines the expectation for developers to use current 
Governmental Schemes to promote affordable homes (including First Homes 
Scheme). Policies 11a & 11b are designed to provide mixed housing types and size to 
encourage both inflow to the village and movement within the Parish by providing 
less expensive homes 

PR11 – Mr 
and Mrs 
Brown 

The NP should consider applying for conservation 
village status 
 
Protect open fields and hedgerows. 
 

CONSERVATION STATUS: This is not within the remit of the Neighbourhood Plan 
(lies with District Council). Conservation Status would impose many new constraints 
on Village development. 
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Standardise boundary fencing and avoid mixed 
fencing. 
 
Ensure all development is subject to a soil 
management plan. 

OPEN FIELDS/HEDGEROWS/FENCING: The plan encourages the maintenance of 
existing styles of boundaries without wanting to impose standardised and 
different/new styles. We encourage mixed styles of boundaries. For any new 
development, we expect trees to be planted to establish biodiverse plots and 
boundaries. SOIL  
 
MANAGEMENT: This would place an obligation on a developer to ensure surplus 
surface materials would be managed and not used to adversely impact the local 
environment. This will not be introduced into the plan as this need would fall on to 
Local Environmental care regulations. 

PR15 Support for the plan 
 
Historical policy - The preservation of public 
footpaths and byways should be a priority to allow 
people to enjoy the heritage of the village. 
 
Travellers - It is great to see the consideration for 
diversity and equality within the village and full 
support is given to the 10 extra pitches. 

HISTORICAL POLICY: The Neighbourhood Plan fully supports the existing PROW 
network across the Parish (including protection of the footpath through Church 
Farm).  
 
TRAVELLERS: The NP supports the existing and planned changes to the Traveller Site 
on Smeath Lane. 

PR18 Add Boat Inn as a Community Facility COMMUNITY FACILITY: Agreed. The Boat Inn is an essential feature of village life 
and acknowledgement is agreed. 

SR2 – 
Severn 
Trent  

Policy 2 - This policy should specify the need for 
sustainable drainage systems, the drainage 
hierarchy and water efficiency. 
 
Policy 8 - This policy could be altered to allow 
flood alleviation projects to be implemented into 
local green spaces which can be done without 
affecting the use of the green space. 
 
Policy 11a - The current layout does not provide 
space for sustainable drainage systems and 
therefore doesn't comply with current legislation. I 

Relevant Severn Trent Policies were included 
 
Policy 2 was altered to specify the need for Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems  
 
Policy 8 was altered accordingly 
The layout within policy 11a was not altered as It is only an interpretation and when 
planning applications are submitted, developers will have to comply with policies 
regarding water efficiency within the plan.  
 
Policy 11b was altered accordingly  
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addition, the development should also incorporate 
water efficiency technology. Surface water 
discharge should also be as close to pre-developed 
greenfield rates as possible as per current 
legislation 
 
Policy 11b - The policy should highlight the need 
for sustainable drainage systems and water 
efficiency within the site and ensure that surface 
water is discharged to the most suitable outfall. 
Surface water discharge should also be as close to 
pre-developed greenfield rates as possible as per 
current legislation. 
 
Policy 11c - It is also important to mention the 
protection of watercourses. 
 
Policy 8 - Add "Development of flood resilience 
schemes within local green spaces will be 
supported provided the schemes do not adversely 
impact the primary function of the green space." 
 
Policy 8 - Add "Development of flood resilience 
schemes within local green spaces will be 
supported provided the schemes do not adversely 
impact the primary function of the green space." 
 
The Severn Trent also provided some policy 
wording suggestions and supporting text which 
may be included within the NP which are included 
in full within the supporting word document. 

Policy 11c was altered with the addition of i) protect the natural flow and natural 
environment of watercourses 
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SR3 – 
Nottingham
shire 
County 
Council 

Policy 4 - After the second bullet point the policy 
should mention the need to maintain or provide 
off-street parking and servicing arrangements. 
 
Policy 11a - With only one point of access outlined 
the development will be served from a cul-de-sac 
(figure 23). 
Policy 11b - Bullet point two will not favour 
pedestrians such as blind people and those with 
cognitive difficulties and should be removed along 
with figure 26. In addition, the vehicular access 
should avoid the route of Hayton footpath 12 and 
will need to be centrally located on the frontage 
onto the B1403 along with the widening of the 
footpath on the frontage. 
 
Policy 11c: 
Windrush - The footway will require widening 
across the site frontage. 
 
Farm cottage - The footway across the frontage 
will need widening and access will need to be 
shared with the cottage to achieve adequate 
visibility splays onto Main Street. 
 
Ridgely Wood Farm - The footway will require 
widening along the frontage and again access will 
need to be shared. 
 
Appendix 5 - The design codes should refer to the 
Nottinghamshire Highway Design Guide. 

The need to maintain or provide off-street parking and servicing arrangements was 
added to policy 4. 
 
The figure within policy 11a shows the possible layout as single entry/exit 
 
Policy 11b is an example of a design code layout not the proposed layout. It is for 
information and reference only. It is not intended to be a prescriptive design layout. 
Details suggested are best managed by developers/architects and planners 
 
All requirements of policy 11c have been noted and added as planning 
requirements. 
 
The Nottinghamshire Highway Design Code has been referenced  
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SR12 – BDC 
Planning 
Policy  

There is large support for the plan and the only 
comments are to ensure that the NP conforms 
with both local and national planning documents. 
 
In addition, throughout the document reference 
to the emerging local plan should be avoided.  
 
In addition, throughout the document reference 
to the emerging local plan should be avoided 
 
Policy 1 - The criteria laid out in policy 1 should be 
summarised and some of the requirements in the 
supporting text could be more useful. 
 
Policy 2 - Providing sub points in the supporting 
text should be avoided if possible 
 
Policy 3a - This policy should be more in line with 
the structure of the section 8 site specific policy. 
 
Policy 3b - This policy should be its own separate 
policy  
 
Policy 3c - Requirements of this policy are 
repetitive and may go against the NPPF. It is also 
largely repetitive of the NPPF and local plan and 
may not be needed. 
 
Policy 4 - This policy could benefit from stating 
specific employment uses in Hayton and the 
presumption in favour of redeveloping brownfield 
sites (Potentially merge with policy 3b).  

Section 2 was not changed. However, a new section (4.1) was added on Challenges 
and Opportunities to Section 4 which responds to the Consultation rather than 
preceding it as it would if placed in Section 2. 
 
A SWOT analysis and summary was added to section 4. 
 
The criteria in policy 1 was summarised 
 
Paragraph 174e, 180 a&d of the NPPF was referenced in policy 1 
 
Paragraph 7.1.7 was Modified to emphasise the constraint of the current housing 
mix for attracting families and down-sizers (now 7.1.8) 
 
Removed 7.3.7 and Appendix 8 of policy 2. This was not used in developing the NP 
so is redundant. 
 
7.5.2 Paragraph 122&123 of the NPPF are the most relevant. 
 
7.5.3 Paragraph 119 of the NPPF is the most relevant to this section. 
 
Policy 2 sub points were not changed – each point is a discrete need 
 
Policy 3a was changed to just Policy 3 and moved Land for Commercial Development 
to Policy 4. Removed 3c and added supporting text to provide for conversion of 
redundant land to LGS or biodiverse land. 
 
Moved 3b into Policy 4 – Employment. Employment and the land to enable 
commercial development are one policy. 
 
Added text (7.5.7) to propose conversion to green or biodiverse spaces would be 
acceptable. This removes Policy 3c – alternate use of redundant or brownfield land. 
This removes policy 3c, so this section consists of Policy3 (ex-3a) only. 
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Policy 5 - The asset of community value 
terminology is used wrongly here, and assets 
cannot be allocated through a community right to 
bid. Existing assets of community value should also 
be identified in this section. 
 
Policy 7 - It may be clearer to separate points of 
biodiversity and green infrastructure under 
different headings 
 
Policy 8 - There is an open space assessment 
produced by the council in 2020 which may be 
useful 
 
Policy 11a, b&c - This policy may benefit from 
being reorganised to create a logical order to the 
content 
 
Policy 12 - Policy asks should be a summary of the 
supporting text 
 
Section 8.6 & 8.7 - The policy repeats a local plan 
policy which has yet to be adopted and could 
benefit from a site-specific plan of Smeath Lane 
 
There are specific changes requested to the 
contents page which are outlined within the 
supporting document. 
The NP as a whole would benefit from all the 
appendices being condensed into one document. 
Policy 1: 
Paragraph 7.1.4 doesn’t include specific reference 

Reference to village envelopes was removed and changed to development 
boundary. 
 
The use of community values and right to bids was altered in policy 5. 
 
NPPF quotes in paragraphs 7.9.1 and 7.9.2 were paraphrased 
 
Paragraph 7.11.5 was not changed – lists are different topics 
 
Direct repetition of NPPF paragraphs have been removed and summarised within 
the text 
 
Policy 7 remained unchanged as the text adequately distinguishes between both the 
topics 
 
Removed NPPF reference in policy 7 and modified to include promotion of 
sustainability across any new development 
 
The open space assessment was noted  
 
Reference to the BDC local plan was removed as it has not yet been adopted 
 
A bullet point list of important views and vistas makes the paragraph more concise 
and clearer 
 
The appendix remained as it was as it is easier to navigate when it stands alone 
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to the NPPF 
Paragraph 7.1.7 is convoluted and fails to make a 
point 
Policy 2: 
Paragraph 7.5.2 and 7.5.3 would benefit from 
using the most relevant NPPF paragraphs. 
Policy 4: 
Reference to village envelope should be removed 
Policy 5: 
NPPF quotes in paragraph 7.9.1 and 7.9.2 should 
be paraphrased 
Policy 6: 
7.11.5 should be displayed in a different manner 
such as a table 
7.11.6 should be rephrased and streamlined and 
should not repeat the NPPF  
Policy 7: 
7.13.1 should be rephrased and streamlined and 
should not repeat the NPPF  
Policy 10: 
7.19.1 should be separated and council landscape 
studies may be included in this section. 

SR13 – BDC 
Planning 
Officer 

Policy 1/3a - Consolidate definitions of infill 
development sites as interpretations differ 
between policies 
 
Policy 2 - This is a good policy as it promotes good 
aspects but isn't too prescriptive 
 
Policy 3c - This is a welcome addition especially 
with 10% biodiversity gain 

Definitions of infill development sites were consolidated  
 
Reference to the local plan was changed to reference the core strategy of 2022 
 
"...as part of the periodic review of the Neighbourhood Plan” was added to the final 
sentence in paragraph 7.5.14 
 
Referenced both Church and Corner Farms where commercial development remains 
an option (until housing plan is determined) within policy 4 
 
Assets of community value were identified and highlighted in policy 5 
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Policy 5 - this is good to encourage developer 
engagement 
 
7.1.4 - The phrasing could be enhanced for clarity 
7.1.6 - Reference to the local plan should be 
removed as it does not currently hold any weight 
in planning. 
7.5.7 - Define social cohesion as it is currently 
ambiguous  
7.5.14 - Add "...as part of the periodic review of 
the Neighbourhood Plan” to the final sentence. 
Policy 3a - The point about adequate 
infrastructure is not necessary  
7.7.4 - Clarity is needed on reference to the sites 
Policy 6 - Rephrase to 'of heritage assets within 
historical settlements' 
Policy 7 - Closure of PROW without diversions is 
generally not allowed so this may be unnecessary  
Policy 9 - The word whenever seems out of place 
and may be better to say might be more 
appropriate to state ‘In all new developments:’ or 
‘All new developments within the 
Neighbourhood Plan area should:’. 
7.20.1 - It may be unreasonable to ask for 
landscape assessments 
8.1.7 - The weight of the NP upon this site may be 
limited and should be considered.  
11b point 8 - This may not be able to be 
prescribed within the NP as it is usually outlined by 
the relevant drainage authority. 
8.2.8 - This statement would benefit from being 
more definitive, i.e. “The development boundary 

 
The word whenever seems was removed in policy 9 and replaced. 
 
Reference to the requirement for landscape assessments within policy 10 was 
removed  
 
It is essential policy 11 remains in the plan such that the same development policies 
can be exerted on both development sites (Corner Farm and Church Farm). 
Otherwise, separate development will distort the village and the desired outcome of 
the plan. 
  
Removed point 8 relating to drainage but added text (8.2.9) requiring an impact 
assessment for any new development on the village drainage system 
 
Section 8.2.12 is now 8.2.11. Agreed – policy was implied. Changed to say explicitly 
“does not conform to Policy 11c, Policy 3a(2)” so any infill development would not 
be acceptable. 
 
Affordability of first homes in policy 12 has been checked and requires no change 
and the policy has been simplified accordingly 
 
NP has no influence on G&T policy. The NP is supportive of G&T in the Parish in its 
current form in line with the Core Strategy. This is not a policy in the NP. 
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has been amended.....” 
8.2.12 - This site does not conform with policy 11c 
8.5.4 & Policy 12 - Double check whether 
discounting first homes is possible to do. 

SR15 – BDC 
Neighbourh
ood 
Planning 

Formatting - The formatting of the document 
would benefit from a review such as numbering, 
naming of figures, etc. 
 
Presentation - Each policy could be placed into its 
own box for clarity 
 
Plan structure - The supporting text and figures 
should go at the top of the policy 
 
Maps - The base map should be changed to 
include more detail, allowing features and 
designations to be better understood 
 
Table of Contents - Remove reference to figures 
 
Reference - The main point of reference should be 
the Bassetlaw core strategy as the local plan is yet 
to have any weight in the planning system 
 
Specific changes were large and were therefore 
included within the supporting document 

Policy Headings unified. Figure titles reviewed and changed where necessary. Policy 
boxes unified. Policy positions unified. ToC updated. 
 
Paragraph 1.3.1 was reworded now that regulation 14 has ended 
 
Paragraph 7.1.1 was altered to be clearer 
 
Section 7.1 has been removed and placed in the supporting text (7.1.7 and also 
7.5.16) as a sustainability requirement. The walking distance criteria has been 
replaced with the Hayton Village Development Boundary. 
 
Policy 1bii was changed to "rural village" as per Core Strategy definition 
 
Within policy 1cii the asterisk was removed but retained the criteria for 
sustainability demarcation boundary in the supporting text (7.1.7). This has been 
replaced in Housing Development by Development Boundary. 
 
Removed the 800mts “sustainability” boundary line and replaced with Hayton 
Village Development Boundary. Added “sustainability” boundary to supporting text 
as an indicator of the benefit of building within this line in the supporting text (7.1.7 
and also 7.5.16) as a sustainability requirement. 
 
Both reference to assets of community value and community infrastructure levy 
were altered in policy 5 
 
Both figure 11a and 11 b were re-arranged to place maps following lists. 
 
Full List of LGS added to policy 7 (Figure 14) 
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“The following sites are designated as Local Green Spaces where inappropriate 
development will not be permitted, except in very special circumstances:” was 
added to policy 8 
 
Figure 15a was changed to Figure 14 – Local LGS – All LGS Listed 
 
Figures 15b and 15c were left as single maps (x2). Changed to 15a and 15b. Each 
map highlights proximity to local community. 
 
No action on policy 11c as it is best kept in. 
 
Reference to policy 11 was removed from section 8.2 to remove confusion  
 
With regard to the sites within the plan, this document is also to be used to inform 
the Parish. Also, the land was offered so needs a response. 
 
NP has no influence on G&T policy. The NP is supportive of G&T in the Parish in its 
current form in line with the Core Strategy. This is not a policy in the NP. 
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3.1 Appendix 1: Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14  

Consultation Response Form 

Hayton Neighbourhood Plan                       
Public Consultation                                               
Sept 5th – 16th Oct 2022 

 

Feedback Form 

Date: 
Name (optional): 
 

Subject: (if your comment relates to a specific paragraph or section, please 

note the number here) 
 

 
 
 
Feedback: 

 

Please deposit your completed form in the box provided or deliver it to 

one of the NP Steering Group Team. 

Your feedback can also be sent by email to: haytonnp2020@gmail.com 

 

mailto:haytonnp2020@gmail.com
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3.2 Appendix 2: Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 

Consultation Response Spreadsheet 

Respondent 
Number & Name  

Response  Steering Group’s Response  

Parish Responses  

PR1 - Frances No Comment on Plan None Required 

PR2 No Comment on Plan None Required 

PR3 Good presentation and support for plan but the village 
only needs small developments to conform to the 
current style of the village. 
 
Phone coverage is poor and needs addressing 

HOUSING: NP Policies are designed to manage redundant land. Currently 2 
sites are available, and policies have been designed to best utilise the land 
for mixed housing in keeping with the style of the village. Numbers are not 
known but they are likely to exceed BDC Core Strategy requirements. We 
have justified exceeding the numbers by providing housing the village needs 
in terms of size, type, and affordability. We are cognisant of the need to 
provide viability and incentive to developers to provide the “right” type, 
style, and size of homes. Consequently, the Steering Group have decided not 
to set housing limits for either of the 2 sites over the 15-year plan period 
(which are difficult to justify) but to emphasise the need to meet the 
requirements of the Design Code recommendations.  
 
PHONE/BROADBAND: We support the need to improve electronic 
communications both for domestic and to encourage increased business 
activity in the Parish. 

PR4 Support for the plan and the focus on green and 
community spaces. 
 
Policy 12 - Push for affordable housing for first home 
buyers. 

HOMES: Policy 12 defines the expectation for developers to use current 
Governmental Schemes to promote affordable homes (including First Homes 
Scheme). Policies 11a & 11b are designed to provide mixed housing types 
and size to encourage both inflow to the village and movement within the 
Parish by providing less expensive homes 

PR5 – Margaret 
Cox 

General agreement with the plan and no issues to be 
raised 

None Required 
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PR6 Large support for the plan 
 
Policy 12 - Good to see 50% discount for first time 
buyers 

HOMES: Policy 12 defines the expectation for developers to use current 
Governmental Schemes to promote affordable homes (including First Homes 
Scheme). Policies 11a & 11b are designed to provide mixed housing types 
and size to encourage both inflow to the village and movement within the 
Parish by providing less expensive homes 

PR7 - Philip Interesting Plan None Required 

PR8 Support for the plan especially the protection of green 
spaces 
 
Housing policy - Reservations over the size of the 
developments on the allocated sites as this exceeds 
recommendations in the local plan and would spoil the 
natural environment of the area. 
 
Developments of residential buildings should go ahead 
but the NP should reconsider the volume of homes 
being built and residential developments should be 
focussed in more urban areas such as Retford and 
Worksop as outlined in the Local Plan 

HOUSING: NP Policies are designed to manage redundant land. Currently 2 
sites are available, and policies have been designed to best utilise the land 
for mixed housing in keeping with the style of the village. Numbers are not 
known but they are likely to exceed BDC Core Strategy requirements. We 
have justified exceeding the numbers by providing housing the village needs 
in terms of size, type, and affordability. We are cognisant of the need to 
provide viability and incentive to developers to provide the “right” type, 
style, and size of homes. Consequently, the Steering Group have decided not 
to set housing limits for either of the 2 sites over the 15-year plan period 
(which are difficult to justify) but to emphasise the need to meet the 
requirements of the Design Code recommendations. 

PR9 – Lynne and 
John Chambers 

Support for the plan None Required 

PR10 – Gill Price Support for the plan 
 
Housing - It’s important to maintain and support 
hedges instead of walls as they spoil the natural 
environment 

The plan encourages the maintenance of existing styles of boundaries 
without wanting to impose standardised and different styles. We encourage 
mixed styles of boundaries. For any new development, we expect trees to be 
planted to establish biodiverse plots and boundaries. 

PR11 – Mr and 
Mrs Brown 

The NP should consider applying for conservation 
village status 
 
Protect open fields and hedgerows. 
 
Standardise boundary fencing and avoid mixed fencing. 

CONSERVATION STATUS: This is not within the remit of the Neighbourhood 
Plan (lies with District Council). Conservation Status would impose many 
new constraints on Village development. 
 
OPEN FIELDS/HEDGEROWS/FENCING: The plan encourages the 
maintenance of existing styles of boundaries without wanting to impose 
standardised and different/new styles. We encourage mixed styles of 
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Ensure all development is subject to a soil management 
plan. 

boundaries. For any new development, we expect trees to be planted to 
establish biodiverse plots and boundaries. SOIL  
 
MANAGEMENT: This would place an obligation on a developer to ensure 
surplus surface materials would be managed and not used to adversely 
impact the local environment. This will not be introduced into the plan as 
this need would fall on to Local Environmental care regulations. 

PR12 Support for the plan 
 
Policy 7 - Improve and create footpaths that are 
accessible for all people 

FOOTPATHS: Accessibility for all is a desirable objective. 

PR13 – R 
Donnolly 

Support for the plan 
 
Phone coverage is poor and needs addressing to 
accommodate small businesses 

PHONE/BROADBAND: We support the need to improve electronic 
communications both for domestic and to encourage increased business 
activity in the Parish. 

PR14 – Rod Bliss Support for the plan 
 
Broadband - Broadband service provision should be 
improved to provide good quality coverage. 
 
Drainage - The new developments are too large and 
should be smaller mixed developments to allow 
drainage to cope with increased demand. 
 
Brownfield sites - Should be clearly shown to not have 
been expanded by current owners to accommodate 
larger developments. 

PHONE/BROADBAND: We support the need to improve electronic 
communications both for domestic and to encourage increased business 
activity in the Parish.  
 
DRAINAGE: See response from and to Severn Trent. Note: Current proposed 
housing developments will drain to the West (Clarborough drain) and avoid 
additional load on the existing N-S Main Street drain. 
 
BROWNFIELD SITES: The Hayton Village development boundary has been 
reviewed and updated to reflect changes (since 2011) and new potential 
developments. This boundary constrains development to a narrow corridor 
either side (E & W) of Main Street with the exception of a new extension for 
development at Church Farm. This new extension matches the legacy 
boundary of Church Farmyard and does not expand into other areas. Corner 
Farm is bounded by the development boundary and reflects the legacy 
boundary of Corner Farmyard. 
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PR15 Support for the plan 
 
Historical policy - The preservation of public footpaths 
and byways should be a priority to allow people to 
enjoy the heritage of the village. 
 
Travellers - It is great to see the consideration for 
diversity and equality within the village and full support 
is given to the 10 extra pitches. 

HISTORICAL POLICY: The Neighbourhood Plan fully supports the existing 
PROW network across the Parish (including protection of the footpath 
through Church Farm).  
 
TRAVELLERS: The NP supports the existing and planned changes to the 
Traveller Site on Smeath Lane. 

PR16 – J Mason Support for the plan None Required 

PR17 – Darron 
Mason 

Great presentation and information, support for the 
plan 

None Required 

PR18 Add Boat Inn as a Community Facility COMMUNITY FACILITY: Agreed. The Boat Inn is an essential feature of 
village life and acknowledgement is agreed. 

Statutory Bodies  

SR1 – Sport 
England  

Outlines that it is essential that the NP complies with 
NPPF para 98 and 99. 
 
It is also important that the NP makes use of a needs 
assessment (Or creates one where this is not available) 
to meet the demands of the local population for sports 
areas. 
 
It is also important that the NP provides framework to 
enable the improvement, protection, and creation of 
sporting facilities when demand increases with new 
residential developments. Outlines that it is essential 
that the NP complies with NPPF para 98 and 99. 
 
It is also important that the NP makes use of a needs 
assessment (Or creates one where this is not available) 
to meet the demands of the local population for sports 
areas. 

No Changes were made to the plan 
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It is also important that the NP provides framework to 
enable the improvement, protection and creation of 
sporting facilities when demand increases with new 
residential developments. 

SR2 – Severn 
Trent  

Policy 2 - This policy should specify the need for 
sustainable drainage systems, the drainage hierarchy 
and water efficiency. 
 
Policy 8 - This policy could be altered to allow flood 
alleviation projects to be implemented into local green 
spaces which can be done without affecting the use of 
the green space. 
 
Policy 11a - The current layout does not provide space 
for sustainable drainage systems and therefore doesn't 
comply with current legislation. I addition, the 
development should also incorporate water efficiency 
technology. Surface water discharge should also be as 
close to pre-developed greenfield rates as possible as 
per current legislation 
 
Policy 11b - The policy should highlight the need for 
sustainable drainage systems and water efficiency 
within the site and ensure that surface water is 
discharged to the most suitable outfall. Surface water 
discharge should also be as close to pre-developed 
greenfield rates as possible as per current legislation. 
 
Policy 11c - It is also important to mention the 
protection of watercourses. 
 

Relevant Severn Trent Policies were included 
 
Policy 2 was altered to specify the need for Sustainable Urban Drainage 
Systems  
 
Policy 8 was altered accordingly 
The layout within policy 11a was not altered as It is only an interpretation 
and when planning applications are submitted, developers will have to 
comply with policies regarding water efficiency within the plan.  
 
Policy 11b was altered accordingly  
 
Policy 11c was altered with the addition of i) protect the natural flow and 
natural environment of watercourses 
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Policy 8 - Add "Development of flood resilience 
schemes within local green spaces will be supported 
provided the schemes do not adversely impact the 
primary function of the green space." 
 
Policy 8 - Add "Development of flood resilience 
schemes within local green spaces will be supported 
provided the schemes do not adversely impact the 
primary function of the green space." 
 
The Severn Trent also provided some policy wording 
suggestions and supporting text which may be included 
within the NP which are included in full within the 
supporting word document. 

SR3 – 
Nottinghamshire 
County Council 

Policy 4 - After the second bullet point the policy should 
mention the need to maintain or provide off-street 
parking and servicing arrangements. 
 
Policy 11a - With only one point of access outlined the 
development will be served from a cul-de-sac (figure 
23). 
Policy 11b - Bullet point two will not favour pedestrians 
such as blind people and those with cognitive 
difficulties and should be removed along with figure 26. 
In addition, the vehicular access should avoid the route 
of Hayton footpath 12 and will need to be centrally 
located on the frontage onto the B1403 along with the 
widening of the footpath on the frontage. 
 
Policy 11c: 
Windrush - The footway will require widening across 
the site frontage. 

The need to maintain or provide off-street parking and servicing 
arrangements was added to policy 4. 
 
The figure within policy 11a shows the possible layout as single entry/exit 
 
Policy 11b is an example of a design code layout not the proposed layout. It 
is for information and reference only. It is not intended to be a prescriptive 
design layout. Details suggested are best managed by developers/architects 
and planners 
 
All requirements of policy 11c have been noted and added as planning 
requirements. 
 
The Nottinghamshire Highway Design Code has been referenced  
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Farm cottage - The footway across the frontage will 
need widening and access will need to be shared with 
the cottage to achieve adequate visibility splays onto 
Main Street. 
 
Ridgely Wood Farm - The footway will require widening 
along the frontage and again access will need to be 
shared. 
 
Appendix 5 - The design codes should refer to the 
Nottinghamshire Highway Design Guide. 

SR4 – 
Nottinghamshire 
Wildlife Trust 

Potentially include policy that mentions the small 
section of the Local Wildlife Site which falls into the 
Hayton Parish. 

The suggestions were acted upon 

SR5 – Natural 
England 

There is large support for the plan especially with policy 
7 which works to protect the green infrastructure and 
biodiversity. 
 
There are however reservations around chapter 8 as 
some of the residential properties come close to the 
Chesterfield Site of Special Scientific Interest and 
information would be required from any developer to 
determine any impacts on the site and ways that these 
can be mitigated. 
 
The NP should mention the protection of the Site of 
Special Scientific Interest in appropriate policies. 

The protection of Sites of Special Scientific Interests has been added to 
relevant policies along with the production of an impact assessment  

SR6 – National 
Highways 

National Highways has support for the plan and states 
that there will be no significant impact on any road 
networks within or around the NP area as a result of the 
NP. 

N/A 
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SR7 – National 
Grid 

National Grid is happy that developments outlined 
within the NP do not interfere with national grid assets 
and therefore has no comment on the NP. 

N/A 

SR8 – Historic 
England  

Historic England suggests that contact is made with the 
planning and conservation team at the local planning 
authority and the county council archaeological 
advisory service to identify heritage assets within 
Hayton. 
Multiple links were also added to provide advice on 
protecting and building near/within heritage assets 
which are: 
 
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-
making/improve-your-neighbourhood/ 
 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/2014032808
4622/http://cdn.environment- 
agency.gov.uk/LIT_6524_7da381.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/ 
 
Historic England suggests that contact is made with the 
planning and conservation team at the local planning 
authority and the county council archaeological 
advisory service to identify heritage assets within 
Hayton. 
 
Multiple links were also added to provide advice on 
protecting and building near/within heritage assets 
which are: 

Identified heritage assets are already included in the plan. Map of Heritage 
Assets added. See 7.11.5 

https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-your-neighbourhood/
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-your-neighbourhood/
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https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-
making/improve-your-neighbourhood/ 
 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/2014032808
4622/http://cdn.environment- 
agency.gov.uk/LIT_6524_7da381.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/ 

SR9 – 
Environment 
Agency 

There are no flood risk concerns however it is 
recommended that both the Canal and Rivers Trust and 
Nottinghamshire County Council are contacted with 
regard to flood risk from the Chesterfield canal and 
surface water. 
 
The policy relating to green infrastructure is supported 
but could also include blue infrastructure as both green 
and blue infrastructure often work hand in hand to 
mitigate impacts such as flood risk, water shortages and 
overheating. 
 
The Environment Agency states that the NP should 
make mention of the recent 10% biodiversity Net gain 
bill and should push developers to reach this target with 
new developments. 
 
Section 7.3 - The NP should highlight the requirement 
of all new residential developments to meet the new 
water efficiency measures of 110 litres per person per 
day.  
 

Contact with the Canal and Rivers trust regarding flooding Is not necessary 
as the flood plain areas are well defined in Figure 8 
 
Blue infrastructure has been included within the green infrastructure policy 
 
10% net biodiversity gain is already included in Policy 7 statement. Also 
repeated in section 8 covering both development sites 
 
The requirement for all new developments to meet water efficiency 
measures of 110 per person per day has been added 

https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-your-neighbourhood/
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-your-neighbourhood/
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The Environment Agency states that the NP should 
make mention of the recent 10% biodiversity Net gain 
bill and should push developers to reach this target with 
new developments. 
 

SR10 – The Coal 
Authority 

The Coal Authority is happy that there are no recorded 
coal mining features within the NP area 

N/A 

SR11 – Canal and 
Rivers Trust 

The Trust is happy that the NP appropriately protects 
the section of the Chesterfield canal within the NP area 
from development and other harmful impacts upon the 
nature of the canal. 
 
The trust particularly liked the protection of the canal 
outlined within policy 7 and 10 

N/A 

SR12 – BDC 
Planning Policy  

There is large support for the plan and the only 
comments are to ensure that the NP conforms with 
both local and national planning documents. 
 
In addition, throughout the document reference to the 
emerging local plan should be avoided.  
 
In addition, throughout the document reference to the 
emerging local plan should be avoided 
 
Policy 1 - The criteria laid out in policy 1 should be 
summarised and some of the requirements in the 
supporting text could be more useful. 
 
Policy 2 - Providing sub points in the supporting text 
should be avoided if possible 
 
Policy 3a - This policy should be more in line with the 
structure of the section 8 site specific policy. 

Section 2 was not changed. However, a new section (4.1) was added on 
Challenges and Opportunities to Section 4 which responds to the 
Consultation rather than preceding it as it would if placed in Section 2. 
 
A SWOT analysis and summary was added to section 4. 
 
The criteria in policy 1 was summarised 
 
Paragraph 174e, 180 a&d of the NPPF was referenced in policy 1 
 
Paragraph 7.1.7 was Modified to emphasise the constraint of the current 
housing mix for attracting families and down-sizers (now 7.1.8) 
 
Removed 7.3.7 and Appendix 8 of policy 2. This was not used in developing 
the NP so is redundant. 
 
7.5.2 Paragraph 122&123 of the NPPF are the most relevant. 
 
7.5.3 Paragraph 119 of the NPPF is the most relevant to this section. 
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Policy 3b - This policy should be its own separate policy  
 
Policy 3c - Requirements of this policy are repetitive 
and may go against the NPPF. It is also largely repetitive 
of the NPPF and local plan and may not be needed. 
 
Policy 4 - This policy could benefit from stating specific 
employment uses in Hayton and the presumption in 
favour of redeveloping brownfield sites (Potentially 
merge with policy 3b).  
 
Policy 5 - The asset of community value terminology is 
used wrongly here, and assets cannot be allocated 
through a community right to bid. Existing assets of 
community value should also be identified in this 
section. 
 
Policy 7 - It may be clearer to separate points of 
biodiversity and green infrastructure under different 
headings 
 
Policy 8 - There is an open space assessment produced 
by the council in 2020 which may be useful 
 
Policy 11a, b&c - This policy may benefit from being 
reorganised to create a logical order to the content 
 
Policy 12 - Policy asks should be a summary of the 
supporting text 
 
Section 8.6 & 8.7 - The policy repeats a local plan policy 

 
Policy 2 sub points were not changed – each point is a discrete need 
 
Policy 3a was changed to just Policy 3 and moved Land for Commercial 
Development to Policy 4. Removed 3c and added supporting text to provide 
for conversion of redundant land to LGS or biodiverse land. 
 
Moved 3b into Policy 4 – Employment. Employment and the land to enable 
commercial development are one policy. 
 
Added text (7.5.7) to propose conversion to green or biodiverse spaces 
would be acceptable. This removes Policy 3c – alternate use of redundant or 
brownfield land. This removes policy 3c, so this section consists of Policy3 
(ex-3a) only. 
 
Reference to village envelopes was removed and changed to development 
boundary. 
 
The use of community values and right to bids was altered in policy 5. 
 
NPPF quotes in paragraphs 7.9.1 and 7.9.2 were paraphrased 
 
Paragraph 7.11.5 was not changed – lists are different topics 
 
Direct repetition of NPPF paragraphs have been removed and summarised 
within the text 
 
Policy 7 remained unchanged as the text adequately distinguishes between 
both the topics 
 
Removed NPPF reference in policy 7 and modified to include promotion of 
sustainability across any new development 
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which has yet to be adopted and could benefit from a 
site-specific plan of Smeath Lane 
 
There are specific changes requested to the contents 
page which are outlined within the supporting 
document. 
The NP as a whole would benefit from all the 
appendices being condensed into one document. 
Policy 1: 
Paragraph 7.1.4 doesn’t include specific reference to 
the NPPF 
Paragraph 7.1.7 is convoluted and fails to make a point 
Policy 2: 
Paragraph 7.5.2 and 7.5.3 would benefit from using the 
most relevant NPPF paragraphs. 
Policy 4: 
Reference to village envelope should be removed 
Policy 5: 
NPPF quotes in paragraph 7.9.1 and 7.9.2 should be 
paraphrased 
Policy 6: 
7.11.5 should be displayed in a different manner such 
as a table 
7.11.6 should be rephrased and streamlined and should 
not repeat the NPPF  
Policy 7: 
7.13.1 should be rephrased and streamlined and should 
not repeat the NPPF  
Policy 10: 
7.19.1 should be separated and council landscape 
studies may be included in this section. 

The open space assessment was noted  
 
Reference to the BDC local plan was removed as it has not yet been adopted 
 
A bullet point list of important views and vistas makes the paragraph more 
concise and clearer 
 
The appendix remained as it was as it is easier to navigate when it stands 
alone 
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SR13 – BDC 
Planning Officer 

Policy 1/3a - Consolidate definitions of infill 
development sites as interpretations differ between 
policies 
 
Policy 2 - This is a good policy as it promotes good 
aspects but isn't too prescriptive 
 
Policy 3c - This is a welcome addition especially with 
10% biodiversity gain 
 
Policy 5 - this is good to encourage developer 
engagement 
 
7.1.4 - The phrasing could be enhanced for clarity 
7.1.6 - Reference to the local plan should be removed 
as it does not currently hold any weight in planning. 
7.5.7 - Define social cohesion as it is currently 
ambiguous  
7.5.14 - Add "...as part of the periodic review of 
the Neighbourhood Plan” to the final sentence. 
Policy 3a - The point about adequate infrastructure is 
not necessary  
7.7.4 - Clarity is needed on reference to the sites 
Policy 6 - Rephrase to 'of heritage assets within 
historical settlements' 
Policy 7 - Closure of PROW without diversions is 
generally not allowed so this may be unnecessary  
Policy 9 - The word whenever seems out of place and 
may be better to say might be more appropriate to 
state ‘In all new developments:’ or ‘All new 
developments within the 
Neighbourhood Plan area should:’. 
7.20.1 - It may be unreasonable to ask for landscape 

Definitions of infill development sites were consolidated  
 
Reference to the local plan was changed to reference the core strategy of 
2022 
 
"...as part of the periodic review of the Neighbourhood Plan” was added to 
the final sentence in paragraph 7.5.14 
 
Referenced both Church and Corner Farms where commercial development 
remains an option (until housing plan is determined) within policy 4 
 
Assets of community value were identified and highlighted in policy 5 
 
The word whenever seems was removed in policy 9 and replaced. 
 
Reference to the requirement for landscape assessments within policy 10 
was removed  
 
It is essential policy 11 remains in the plan such that the same development 
policies can be exerted on both development sites (Corner Farm and Church 
Farm). Otherwise, separate development will distort the village and the 
desired outcome of the plan. 
  
Removed point 8 relating to drainage but added text (8.2.9) requiring an 
impact assessment for any new development on the village drainage system 
 
Section 8.2.12 is now 8.2.11. Agreed – policy was implied. Changed to say 
explicitly “does not conform to Policy 11c, Policy 3a(2)” so any infill 
development would not be acceptable. 
 
Affordability of first homes in policy 12 has been checked and requires no 
change and the policy has been simplified accordingly 
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assessments 
8.1.7 - The weight of the NP upon this site may be 
limited and should be considered.  
11b point 8 - This may not be able to be prescribed 
within the NP as it is usually outlined by the relevant 
drainage authority. 
8.2.8 - This statement would benefit from being more 
definitive, i.e. “The development boundary has been 
amended.....” 
8.2.12 - This site does not conform with policy 11c 
8.5.4 & Policy 12 - Double check whether discounting 
first homes is possible to do. 

NP has no influence on G&T policy. The NP is supportive of G&T in the Parish 
in its current form in line with the Core Strategy. This is not a policy in the 
NP. 
 
 

SR14 – BDC 
Conservation 
Officer 

There were a few specific wording changes requested 
from Michael that have been included within the 
supporting document.  
 
Page 46 - figure 11a only shows listed buildings and 
could also be used to show non-designated heritage 
assets 
 
Page 47 - Figure 11b doesn't show the scheduled 
Ancient Monument  
 
Page 82 - Should figure 25 include the small triangle 
area? 
 
Appendix 14 - The layout is unacceptable, and it is only 
shown for reference to past consultation 
 

Map of Heritage Assets added. Figure 11c 
 
Figure 11b is a map of the location of Hayton Castle. Map for scheduled 
ancient monument added (Figure 11d) 
 
Regarding figure 25 assuming this means to the south of the new boundary 
line. This would extend the site beyond the legacy boundary which is not 
policy. 
 
Regarding appendix 14, we don't comment on this specific proposal in the 
Plan. It is referred to in order to inform the Parish of plans gathered during 
the initial consultation of the Parish including with developers. Policy 11b 
sets the design requirements 

SR15 – BDC 
Neighbourhood 
Planning 

Formatting - The formatting of the document would 
benefit from a review such as numbering, naming of 
figures, etc. 

Policy Headings unified. Figure titles reviewed and changed where 
necessary. Policy boxes unified. Policy positions unified. ToC updated. 
 
Paragraph 1.3.1 was reworded now that regulation 14 has ended 
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Presentation - Each policy could be placed into its own 
box for clarity 
 
Plan structure - The supporting text and figures should 
go at the top of the policy 
 
Maps - The base map should be changed to include 
more detail, allowing features and designations to be 
better understood 
 
Table of Contents - Remove reference to figures 
 
Reference - The main point of reference should be the 
Bassetlaw core strategy as the local plan is yet to have 
any weight in the planning system 
 
Specific changes were large and were therefore 
included within the supporting document 

 
Paragraph 7.1.1 was altered to be clearer 
 
Section 7.1 has been removed and placed in the supporting text (7.1.7 and 
also 7.5.16) as a sustainability requirement. The walking distance criteria has 
been replaced with the Hayton Village Development Boundary. 
 
Policy 1bii was changed to "rural village" as per Core Strategy definition 
 
Within policy 1cii the asterisk was removed but retained the criteria for 
sustainability demarcation boundary in the supporting text (7.1.7). This has 
been replaced in Housing Development by Development Boundary. 
 
Removed the 800mts “sustainability” boundary line and replaced with 
Hayton Village Development Boundary. Added “sustainability” boundary to 
supporting text as an indicator of the benefit of building within this line in 
the supporting text (7.1.7 and also 7.5.16) as a sustainability requirement. 
 
Both reference to assets of community value and community infrastructure 
levy were altered in policy 5 
 
Both figure 11a and 11 b were re-arranged to place maps following lists. 
 
Full List of LGS added to policy 7 (Figure 14) 
 
“The following sites are designated as Local Green Spaces where 
inappropriate development will not be permitted, except in very special 
circumstances:” was added to policy 8 
 
Figure 15a was changed to Figure 14 – Local LGS – All LGS Listed 
 
Figures 15b and 15c were left as single maps (x2). Changed to 15a and 15b. 
Each map highlights proximity to local community. 
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No action on policy 11c as it is best kept in. 
 
Reference to policy 11 was removed from section 8.2 to remove confusion  
 
With regard to the sites within the plan, this document is also to be used to 
inform the Parish. Also, the land was offered so needs a response. 
 
NP has no influence on G&T policy. The NP is supportive of G&T in the Parish 
in its current form in line with the Core Strategy. This is not a policy in the 
NP. 

SR16 – Locality 
for Hayton Parish 
Council 

Specific changes were large, and reference should be 
made to the original document to see a full list of 
suggestions 

N/A 

Developers  

DR1 – Lisa and 
Stuart Ashton 

Overall support for the plan as it is comprehensive and 
thorough 
 
Policy 11b - Support for the mixture of house types and 
sizes on the site. The plan should not be too 
prescriptive of the housing mix, footprint location and 
the size of the proposed dwellings as the site needs to 
be attractive and viable to small housebuilders 
 
An architectural expert has been employed to prepare a 
new layout for the site and could be used to replace 
figure 26. It is asked that the plan remains flexible to 
the site as applications and proposals evolve next year 

N/A 
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3.3 Appendix 3: Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 

Consultation Response Spreadsheet supporting 

document 

Severn Trent Policy Suggestions  

Surface Water  

Drainage Hierarchy Policy: 

“New developments shall demonstrate that all surface water discharges have been carried 

out in accordance with the principles laid out within the drainage hierarchy, whereby a 

discharge to the public sewerage system is avoided where possible.” 

Supporting Text: 

Planning Practice Guidance Paragraph 80 (Reference ID: 7-080-20150323) states: 

Generally, the aim should be to discharge surface water run off as high up the following 

hierarchy of drainage options as reasonably practicable: 

1. into the ground (infiltration) 

2. to a surface water body 

3. to a surface water sewer, highway drain, or another drainage system 

4. to a combined sewer 

Sustainable Drainage Systems  

Sustainable Drainage Systems Policy: 

“All major developments shall ensure that sustainable drainage systems for the 

management of surface water run-off are included, unless proved to be inappropriate.” 

“All schemes with the inclusion of sustainable drainage systems should demonstrate they 

have considered all four areas of good sustainable drainage systems design: quantity, 

quality, amenity and biodiversity.” 

“Completed sustainable drainage systems schemes should be accompanied by a 

maintenance schedule detailing maintenance boundaries, responsible parties, and 

arrangements to ensure the sustainable drainage systems are managed in perpetuity.” 

Supporting Text: 

Sustainable Drainage Systems should be designed in accordance with current industry best 

practice, The Sustainable Drainage Systems Manual, CIRIA (C753), to ensure that the 

systems deliver both the surface water quantity and the wider benefits, without significantly 

increasing costs. Good sustainable drainage systems design can be key for creating a strong 

sense of place and pride in the community for where they live, work and visit, making the 
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surface water management features as much a part of the development as the buildings 

and roads. 

Blue Green Infrastructure 

Blue and Green Infrastructure Policy: 

“Development should where possible create and enhance blue green corridors to protect 

watercourses and their associated habitats from harm.” 

Supporting Text: 

The incorporation of sustainable drainage systems into blue green corridors can help to 

improve biodiversity, assisting with the wider benefits of utilising sustainable drainage 

systems. National Planning Policy Framework (2018) paragraph 170 States: 

“Planning policies and Decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment by: 

a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological value 

and soils (in a manner commensurate with their Statutory Status or identified quality 

in the development plan) 

b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider 

benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and 

other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and 

woodland 

c) maintaining the character of the undeveloped coast, while improving public access 

to it where appropriate 

d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by 

establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and 

future pressures;” 

 

Green Open Spaces Policy: 

“Development of flood resilience schemes within local green spaces will be supported 

provided the schemes do not adversely impact the primary function of the green space.” 

Supporting Text: 

We understand the need for protecting Green Spaces, however open spaces can provide 

suitable locations for schemes such as flood alleviation schemes to be delivered without 

adversely impacting on the primary function of the open space. If the correct scheme is 

chosen, the flood alleviation schemes can result in additional benefits to the local green 

space through biodiversity and amenity benefits. 
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Water Quality and Resources 

Protection of Water Resources Policy: 

“New developments must demonstrate that they will not result in adverse impacts on the 

quality of waterbodies, groundwater, and surface water, will not prevent waterbodies and 

groundwater from achieving a good status in the future and contribute positively to the 

environment and ecology. Where development has the potential to pollute groundwater 

directly or indirectly, a groundwater risk assessment will be needed to support a planning 

application.” 

Supporting Text: 

National Planning Policy Framework (July 2018) Paragraph 163 states: 

“Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment... e) preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put 

at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, 

water or noise pollution or land instability. Development should wherever possible, help to 

improve local environmental conditions such as river basin management plans;” 

 

Water Efficiency Policy: 

“New developments should demonstrate that they are water efficient, incorporating water 

efficiency and re-use measures and that the estimated consumption of wholesome water per 

dwelling is calculated in accordance with the methodology in the water efficiency calculator, 

not exceeding 110 litres/person/day.” 

 

Supporting Text: 

National Planning Policy Framework (July 2018) Paragraph 149 states: 

“Plans should take a proactive approach to mitigating and adapting to climate change, 

considering the long-term implications for flood risk, costal change, water supply, 

biodiversity and landscapes, and the risk of overheating from rising temperatures. Policies 

should support appropriate measures to ensure the future resilience of communities and 

infrastructure to climate change impacts, such as providing space for physical protection 

measures, or making provision for the possible future relocation of vulnerable development 

and infrastructure.” 

This need for lower water consumption standards for new developments is supported by 

Government. In December 2018, the Government stated the need to a reduction in Per 

Capita Consumption (PCC) and issued a call for evidence on future PCC targets in January 

2019, with an intention of setting a long-term national target. The National Infrastructure 

Commission (NIC) has already presented a report including recommendations for an 

average PCC of 118 l/p/d. In Wales, the 110 l/p/d design standard was made mandatory in 
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November 2018. In 2021 the Environment Agency classed the Severn Trent region as 

Seriously Water Stressed – link. We recommend that all new developments consider: 

• Single flush siphon toilet cistern and those with a flush volume of 4 litres. 

• Showers designed to operate efficiently and with a maximum flow rate of 8 litres per 

minute. 

• Hand wash basin taps with low flow rates of 4 litres per minute or less. 

• Water butts for external use in properties with gardens.  

BDC Planning Policy Response 
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BDC Conservation Officer Comments  

• Paragraph 7.11.4 should be altered to read: “Hayton Parish is rich in heritage assets, 

ranging from significant areas of archaeological interest to a Scheduled Ancient 

Monument (Hayton Castle Farm), a range of Listed Buildings and a number of non-

designated heritage assets.” 

• Page 80, part 4 should be altered to read: “The mixture of house types, their siting 

and design, and the overall layout, should reflect the agricultural nature of the site 

and surroundings, and the variety and informality that characterises the village e.g., 

avoiding standard suburban cul-des-sac development” 

• Appendix 18 should read: “Some impact. Potential to enhance the setting of Church 

Farm, subject to suitable design, layout, scale, and materials”. 

BDC Neighbourhood Planning response 

• Para 1.3.1 - Reword now that Regulation 14 has ended. Consider using language that 

will still make sense once the plan has been ‘made’. 
• Para 7.1.1 - This sentence does not read correctly 

• Section 7.1/Policy 1 - The convenient walking distance criteria included in the policy 

is not explained or justified in the supporting text. The mapping included in Appendix 

11 does provide some clarity, but could be open to interpretation (i.e., not all of the 

facilities in Clarborough are located in the same place, with some nearer to Hayton 

than the Primary School – would this bring other locations in Hayton within reach, or 

not?) 

• Policy 1bii - Define small village environment 

• Policy 1biii - Reference to Bassetlaw Local Plan in a policy box should be removed as 

the Local Plan is not yet made and may be subject to change, refer to the Core 

Strategy instead. 

• Policy 1cii - Remove asterisk and replace note in following box with definition in the 

supporting text. 

• Policy 3a  
o In the interests of clarity, it may be better to choose to uphold one or other of these 

two instruments – either the development boundary, or a refined version of the 

800m measure, potentially with a clearer ‘edge’ to it.  
o First Paragraph – potential to refine language for clarity. Also, a clearer naming / 

numbering structure is needed so that the different sections of the Policy can be 

referenced without ambiguity. 

• Policy 4 - Replace reference to ‘village envelope’ with ‘development boundary’. 

• Policy 5 
o Assets of Community Value are a distinct designation that cannot be made solely via 

a neighbourhood plan 
o The arrangement proposed in the final paragraph conflicts with existing 

arrangements in place in the District, most notably the Community Infrastructure 

Levy  
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• Figure 11a & 11b - A clearer link between these maps and the sites identified on 

pages 43 and 44 would be welcomed. 
• Figure 14a & 14b - Whilst it is useful to have examples, it may be clearer to either 

remove these or replace them with a full list and complete map of all of the Green 

Spaces in Hayton.  

• Policy 7 - There appears to be some repetition (e.g. the first section on page 54 is 

similar to the first section on page 55) 

• Policy 8 - Wording could be altered to reflect the parameters of the LGS designation 

defined in the NPPF, for instance “The following sites are designated as Local Green 

Spaces where inappropriate development will not be permitted, except in very 

special circumstances:” 

• Figure 15a - This appears to have been split confusingly over two pages, redo for 

clarity. 

• Figure 15b & 15c - A map for each individual LGS is recommended for improved 

clarity. 

• Section 8.2 - The current arrangement here is potentially confusing – it is not clear if 

paras 8.2.1 to 8.2.3 are part of Policy 11, or whether the Policy itself starts on the 

next page. Removing ‘Policy 11’ from the section heading would likely be an easy fix. 

• 8.2.3 - In the interests of clarity, and dependent on the how the points raised below 

are responded to, it would be clearer to only list the sites that are specifically 

allocated in the Plan. 

• Policy 11c - On reflection, it may be that this policy is unnecessary, with some 

functions already covered by other policies, and the potential to relocate the 

outstanding elements elsewhere in the Plan.  

o The stipulations as to what constitutes an infill site are addressed in Policy 3a 

(b, and Policy 3a also helpfully addresses the development boundary (which 

Policy 11c does not).  

o The criteria currently listed in Policy 11c may sit better as part of an 

expanded design policy (Policy 2), thus widening their applicability beyond 

just infill sites. 

• 8.2.10 - Related to the above, it may be that the content addressing the three infill 

sites (Windrush, Farm Cottage, and Ridgely Wood Farm) is not necessary. The form 

of development being proposed on these sites is managed by other policies in the 

Plan, including Policies 3a, 11c and 9, hence they could come forward alongside 

other, as-yet unidentified infill development proposals. The main reason for making 

specific reference to one or other sites (as per Church Farm and Corner Farm) is to 

add other stipulations not covered by other policies in the Plan. BDC will be glad to 

assist in discussions if helpful.  

• 8.7 - The intentions of this section feel a little confusing, as the wording reads 

somewhat like a policy, but it is not framed as such. 

  



45 
 

3.4 Appendix 4: Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 

Regulation 14 newsletter releases 

April 2019 

 

 

August 2019 

July 2019 
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