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Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Development Plan (MCNP) 

Submission Plan - March 2018 

Screening Statement on the need for a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

INTRODUCTION 

Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan covers eleven parishes in the Cherwell District in north Oxfordshire. The 

plan area was designated in April 2015 and includes a former RAF airfield, now known as Heyford Park, 

which is designated in the adopted Cherwell DC Local Plan as a strategic development site for housing and 

employment. The parish councils most affected by this development have joined together to produce the 

Neighbourhood Plan, which sets out policies that support some limited sustainable development in a 

number of the surrounding villages, while supporting protection of the extensive countryside that joins the 

parishes and their settlements. The plan period to 2031 coincides with that for the Local Plan.     

1. THE NEED FOR AN SEA

1.1 To meet the ‘basic conditions’ which are specified by law a Neighbourhood Development Plan must be 

compatible with EU obligations.    

1.2 Regulation 15 of The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as amended) specifies the 

documents that must be included when a qualifying body submits a plan proposal to the local planning 

authority.  Under Regulation 15 (1) (e) (i) this includes an environmental report prepared in accordance with 

paragraphs (2) and (3) of regulation 12 of the SEA regulations. Under Regulation 15 (1) (e) (ii) it includes, 

“where it has been determined under regulation 9(1) of those Regulations that the plan proposal is unlikely to 

have significant environmental effects (and, accordingly does not require an environmental assessment), a 

statement of the reasons for the determination”.   

1.3 The basis for Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) European Directive (2001/42/EC) requires an 

environmental assessment to be made of certain plans or programmes. The SEA Directive has been 

transposed into UK law through the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 

(the SEA regulations). Detailed Guidance of these regulations can be found in the Government publication ‘A 

Practical Guide to the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive’ (ODPM 2005).   

1.4 Article 6 (3) of the EU Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC) and regulation 61 of the 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) required that an appropriate 

assessment of plans and programmes is carried out with regard to the conservation objectives of European 

Sites (Natura 2000 sites) and that other plans and projects identify any significant effect that is likely for any 

European Site. In the context of neighbourhood planning, a Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) is 

required where a Neighbourhood Plan is deemed likely to result in significant negative effects occurring on 

protected European Sites (Natura 2000 sites) as a result of the plan’s implementation.   

1.5 As part of the independent examination of the Neighbourhood Plan, the independent examiner will test 

whether the making of the Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan is compatible with European Union 

obligations, including the SEA Directive.   

1.6 Government advice in Paragraphs 27 and 28 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) makes clear that 

“Draft Neighbourhood Plan proposals should be assessed to determine whether the plan is likely to have 

significant environmental effects” through a screening process set out in Regulation 9 of the Environmental 



3 

Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004. These include a requirement to consult the 

environmental assessment consultation bodies.   

1.7 Following the screening, “If likely significant effects are identified, an environmental report must be 
prepared in accordance with paragraphs (2) and (3) of Regulation 12 of the Environment Assessment of Plans 
and Programmes Regulations 2004” (PPG, Paragraph 27). If it is concluded that “… the plan is unlikely to have 
significant environmental effects (and accordingly it does not require an environmental assessment), a 
statement of the determination should be prepared (PPG, Paragraph 28). A copy of the statement is then 
submitted for examination alongside the neighbourhood plan.   

2. VISION, OBJECTIVES AND LAND USE POLICIES OF THE PLAN

2.1 The Submission Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan (MCNP) proposes policies to guide development 

within the designated area to 2031. The designated area consists of 11 parishes. The Plan does not seek to 

allocate land for development, although it does designate settlement areas in five of the parishes. The Plan’s 

policies respond to the objectives established through community engagement and are supported by 

baseline evidence. There is a total of 18 policies, falling within the following key policy themes:     

DEVELOPMENT  

HOUSING  

TRANSPORT   

COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

2.2 When the plan is adopted it will become part of the statutory development plan in Cherwell District and 

planning applications falling within the designated area will be determined in accordance with the 

development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.   

3. SEA SCREENING CRITERIA AND PROCEDURE

3.1 Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) contains specific assistance on sustainability appraisal/SEA 

requirements for Neighbourhood Plans. Paragraph 001 Reference ID: 11-026-20140306 of the PPG confirms 

that there is no legal requirement for a neighbourhood plan to have a full sustainability appraisal.    

3.2 MCNP prepared a draft SEA screening opinion of its Neighbourhood Plan- Submission Version January 

2018 document, having provided information to Cherwell District Council officers and received feedback, 

and using a template provided by CDC. This process enabled a draft determination to be made as to whether 

the neighbourhood plan would be likely to give rise to significant environmental effects and require an SEA.   

3.3 In accordance with the Regulations the three statutory environmental consultation bodies (Historic 

England, Environment Agency and Natural England) were consulted on the draft screening report along with 

the Submission MCNP and accompanying documents. The responses of these bodies are shown at      

Appendix 2. One of the responses (from Historic England) suggested revised wording to one of the MCNP 

policies, which has been accepted. The Neighbourhood Plan - Submission Version March 2018 now includes 

an amendment to Policy PD1 with an additional point in the criteria referring to adverse impact on 

conservation areas and other heritage assets, which satisfies Historic England that an SEA is not required.  
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3.4 Natural England has also advised that an SEA is not required, and they draw attention to policies in other 

neighbourhood plans regarding green infrastructure and biodiversity. MCNP Policy PD5 has been revised to 

refer to offsetting any loss of biodiversity. The Environment Agency has not provided any comments.  

3.5 The criteria for determining the significance of effects are listed in Schedule 1 Regulations (9 (2) (a), 9 

(3) and 10 (4) (a) of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004. They relate

to two main areas, namely:

1. The characteristics of plans and programmes, having regard, in particular, to—

(a) the degree to which the plan or programme sets a framework for projects and other activities, either

withregard to the location, nature, size and operating conditions or by allocating resources;

(b) the degree to which the plan or programme influences other plans and programmes including those in

ahierarchy;

(c) the relevance of the plan or programme for the integration of environmental considerations in

particularwith a view to promoting sustainable development;

(d) environmental problems relevant to the plan or programme; and

(e) the relevance of the plan or programme for the implementation of Community legislation on

theenvironment (for example, plans and programmes linked to waste management or water protection).

2. Characteristics of the effects and of the area likely to be affected, having regard, in particular, to—

(a) the probability, duration, frequency and reversibility of the effects;

(b) the cumulative nature of the effects;

(c) the transboundary nature of the effects;

(d) the risks to human health or the environment (for example, due to accidents);

(e) the magnitude and spatial extent of the effects (geographical area and size of the population likely to

beaffected);

(f) the value and vulnerability of the area likely to be affected due to—

(i) special natural characteristics or cultural heritage;

(ii)exceeded environmental quality standards or limit values; or (iii) intensive land-use;

and 

(g) the effects on areas or landscapes which have a recognised national, Community or international

protection status.

3.6 A screening assessment has been undertaken using the criteria in Schedule 1 of the Environmental 

Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004. This assessment is presented at Appendix 1.   

4. CONCLUSION

4.1 The draft neighbourhood plan does not allocate land for development, although it does designate 

settlement areas in five of the parishes. The designated area of the MCNP also includes a major strategic 

development site at Heyford Park which was provided for by the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 

Policies Villages 5, which was itself the subject of an SEA/SA.  The MCNP does not include policies that 

impact on the designated area of Heyford Park.  
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4.2 The Mid-Cherwell neighbourhood area does not contain a European site for nature conservation and the 

nearest European designated sites (Cotswold AONB, Blenheim Palace World Heritage Site, and Oxford 

Meadows SAC) are situated over 10km from the Plan area. There are five SSIs within the NP area (see para. 

1.5.3 of the Plan document), none of which is considered to be adversely affected by any NP policy. The  

Neighbourhood Plan will therefore not impact on the integrity of a European site, and for the purpose of the 

EC Habitats Directive 1992 and the Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2010, it is concluded that 

an HRA is not required.    

4.3 Having regard to the screening at Appendix 1, it should be noted that one of the statutory consultees, 

Historic England, has proposed additional wording to Policy PD1, on which basis they are happy to confirm 

that an SEA would not be required. Adjustments to policy PD5 have also been made in response to 

comments from Natural England regarding biodiversity. The amendments have been incorporated in the 

Plan document - Submission Version March 2018.  

4.4 It is therefore considered that the Submission MCNP, as revised, is unlikely to result in any significant 

environmental effects, and on this basis, an SEA would not be required.   

The designated Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan area, showing the 11 included parishes. 
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APPENDIX 1: SEA SCREENING ASSESSMENT  

SEA Directive Criteria   
Schedule 1 of   
Environmental   
Assessment of Plans and   
Programmes Regulations  
2004   

Summary of significant effects   
Scope and influence of the document  

Is the Plan 

likely to have 

a significant 

environmental 

effect?  Y/N   

1. Characteristics of the neighbourhood plan having particular regard to: 

a) The degree to which the 

Plan sets out a framework for 

projects and other activities, 

either with regard to the 

location, nature, size or 

operating conditions or by 

allocating resources. 

If the MCNP is brought into legal force it will become part of 
the statutory development plan in Cherwell District.     

The MCNP is prepared for land use purposes and covers 
eleven Parishes. It accepts the growth anticipated in the 
adopted Cherwell Local Plan – most of which is planned to 
occur at the designated strategic development site known as 
Heyford Park. The Neighbourhood Plan does not address 
development growth at Heyford Park, which is covered by 
CDC’s Local Plan policies.     

The Neighbourhood Plan does not allocate land for 
development, although it designates settlement areas in five 
of the parishes. Policies PD1 and PD2 define the settlement 
areas for Fritwell, Kirtlington, Steeple Aston, Lower Heyford 
and Middle Aston. The policies give an indicative total 
number of new dwellings that may be accommodated at 
these five villages during the Plan period, either within the 
settlement areas or adjacent to them.  

The indicative increase in numbers of dwellings in each of the 
five settlements is between 5% and 10% of the existing 
number of dwellings. The numbers of dwellings involved in 
each settlement range from 5 to 25. No specific sites are 
however allocated. The overall total increase in the number 
of dwellings in the MCNP area as a result of Plan policies 
during the plan period is 72 (indicative), which is an increase 
of about 2%. This is not considered likely to have a significant 
impact on the environment, especially as permissions should 
only be granted where all the criteria stated in the policies 
are met.  

Policy PD1 is consistent with Local Plan Policy Villages 2 in 

respect of the anticipated scale of minor development and 

conversions (in addition to infill development) which is 

expected to occur at Category A villages.  It should be noted 

that the Cherwell Local Plan, including policy Villages 2, sets 

out a number of policy requirements for identifying and 

considering sites. An additional point has been added to the 

criteria in policy PD1 for compliance by developments at 

Category A villages in response to comments made by 

Historic England during consultation on the SEA screening.  

N  
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 Adverse impacts on conservation areas and other heritage 
assets are now specifically referenced.    

Policy PD3 designates a zone of non-coalescence where 
development at Heyford Park could occur in close proximity 
to existing Upper Heyford village. The policy also aims to 
avoid non-coalescence with other surrounding settlements. 
This policy conforms to Local Plan saved policy C15 and 
adopted plan policy ESD13.  

Policy PD7 designates 30 Local Green Spaces across the 11 
parishes. The report is informed by Paragraphs 76, 77 and 78 
of the NPPF, Policy ESD13 and ESD17 of the adopted Cherwell 
Local Plan and the various Conservation Area Appraisals.    

The  MCNP  policies  have  limited  natural 

 resource implications.   

 

(b) The degree to which the 

Plan influences other plans 

and programmes including 

those in a hierarchy. 

The MCNP has taken into account planning policies in the 
adopted Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 and saved policies of 
The Cherwell Local Plan 1996. It does not influence the 
strategic policies of the development plan but provides 
detailed guidance on heritage and character assessment, 
and managing design and other aspects of development 
within the MCNP area.    

The MCNP must have regard to national policies and advice 

and must be in general conformity with the strategic policies 

of the development plan in force in order to meet the ‘basic 

conditions’. The MCNP will have some influence on the 

preparation of future non-strategic planning policies. 

However, both will need to be in general conformity with 

adopted strategic Local Plan policies which have been the 

subject of SEA/SA.   

N  
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(c) The relevance of the Plan 

for the integration of 

environmental considerations 

in particular with a view to 

promoting sustainable 

development. 

The MCNP proposes policies to address local issues identified 
in the plan’s baseline evidence. The policies include:   

PD3: DEVELOPMENT ADJACENT TO HEYFORD PARK  

PD4: PROTECTION OF IMPORTANT VIEWS AND VISTAS  

PD5: BUILDING AND SITE DESIGN  

PD6: CONTROL OF LIGHT POLLUTION  

PD7: DESIGNATION OF LOCAL GREEN SPACES  

PT1: TRAVEL PLANS  

The policies are intended to protect and or enhance the 
natural and historic environment and address specific local 
issues. The MCNP ensures that any matters pertaining to the 
natural and historic environment are carefully managed and 
considered in future decisions. There are no significant 
effects (individually or cumulatively) on the special 
characteristics of the Conservation Areas, listed buildings and 
listed gardens.    

There are no proposals which would harm the BAP priority 
habitats within and outside the MCNP area. The 
neighbourhood plan policies complement policies in the 
adopted Cherwell Local Plan, and through designation of 
some of the Local Green Spaces aims to conserve these 
habitats.    

Policy PD5 has been amended to take account of comments 

regarding biodiversity submitted by Natural England during 

the consultation on this screening opinion.  

 N  

(d) Environmental problems 

relevant to the Plan. 
The MCNP does not identify any major environmental 
problems, although the impact of the major development at 
Heyford Park (underpinned by Cherwell District Council’s 
adopted Local Plan policy Villages 5) is addressed by a 
number of neighbourhood plan policies, in particular:  

PD3: DEVELOPMENT ADJACENT TO HEYFORD PARK  
PD4: PROTECTION OF IMPORTANT VIEWS AND VISTAS  
PD6: CONTROL OF LIGHT POLLUTION  
PD7: DESIGNATION OF LOCAL GREEN SPACES PT1: 

TRAVEL PLANS  

There are no policies which would harm the landscape 

character of the Mid-Cherwell neighbourhood plan area.   

 N  
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(e) The relevance of the 
Plan for the implementation of 

Community legislation on the 

environment (for example 

plans and programmes related 

to waste management or 

water protection). 

These are not directly relevant to the neighbourhood plan.  N   

 

2. Characteristics of the effects and area likely to be affected having particular regard to: 

(a) The probability, duration, 

frequency and reversibility of 

the effects. 

The MCNP accounts for the growth planned in the Cherwell 
Local Plan but does not allocate land for development.    

Policy PD7: LOCAL GREEN SPACES proposes designation of 30 

sites across the neighbourhood plan area: none of these 

designations proposes any change to the existing sites. Policy 

BSC10 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 2011- 2031 seeks 

to ensure that sufficient quantity and quality of, and 

convenient access to, open space, sport and recreation 

provision is secured.  Policy BSC 12 encourages the provision 

of community facilities to enhance the sustainability of 

communities. These policies have been the subject of 

Sustainability Appraisal incorporating SEA.   

N  

(b) The cumulative nature of 

the effects of the Plan. 
The policies in the MCNP are expected to help the 

implementation at the local level of environmental policies in 

the adopted Cherwell Local Plan, in particular NP policies:  

PD1: DEVELOPMENT AT CATEGORY A VILLAGES  
PD2: DEVELOPMENT AT CATEGORY B VILLAGES  
PD3: DEVELOPMENT ADJACENT TO HEYFORD PARK  
PD4: PROTECTION OF IMPORTANT VIEWS AND VISTAS  
PD5: BUILDING AND SITE DESIGN  
PD6: CONTROL OF LIGHT POLLUTION  
PD7: DESIGNATION OF LOCAL GREEN SPACES  
PT1: TRAVEL PLANS  
PC2: LOCAL EMPLOYMENT  

These will provide cumulative support to CDC policies: 

Villages 1, Villages 2, Villages 5, BSC10, C15, ESD 13, ESD 15, 

SLE1, and SLE4.  

N  

(c) The trans-boundary nature 

of the effects of the Plan. 
The designated area of the MCNP is that of the 11 parish 

boundaries. The only significant effect on other parishes or 

on Districts outside Cherwell is that of traffic generated by 

development at Heyford Park (subject to CDC Local Plan 

policy Villages 5). The neighbourhood plan policies will have 

no significant effect on wider areas.   

N  
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(d) The risks to human health 

or the environment (e.g. due 

to accident). 

The neighbourhood plan policies seek to address locally 

identified issues and respond to the growth planned in the 

Cherwell Local Plan. There are no known risks to human 

health or the environment as a result of the plan.     

N  

(e) The magnitude and spatial 

extent of the effects 
(geographic area and size of 

the population likely to be 

affected) by the Plan. 

The plan area covers the 11 parishes with a combined 
population of 7,065 people according to the 2011 Census.  
The numbers will have increased since then due to 
completions of new dwellings at Heyford Park.   

This is a largely rural area with scattered settlements, a 

pattern which the neighbourhood plan seeks to protect.  

N  

 

(f) The value and vulnerability 
of the area likely to be 
affected by the Plan due to: 

- Special natural characteristics 
or cultural heritage 

- Exceeded environmental 
quality standards or limit 

values 
- Intensive land use. 

The plan identifies the special natural and heritage 

characteristics of the area in sections 1.4 to 1.7 and in 

Appendices such as Appendix G: Listed Buildings and 

Appendix K: Heritage and Character Assessment. The 

following policies provide protection in relation to vulnerable 

aspects of the environment:  

PD3: DEVELOPMENT ADJACENT TO HEYFORD PARK  
PD4: PROTECTION OF IMPORTANT VIEWS AND VISTAS  
PD5: BUILDING AND SITE DESIGN  
PD6: CONTROL OF LIGHT POLLUTION  
PD7: DESIGNATION OF LOCAL GREEN SPACES  

The neighbourhood plan does not allocate land for 

development and accounts for the growth already identified 

in the adopted Cherwell Local Plan. It is therefore unlikely to 

result in intensive land use or exceed environmental quality 

standards or limit values.    

The three listed Gardens (Middleton Park, Kirtlington Park 

and part of Rousham Garden) and five SSSIs in the MCNP area 

(two at Ardley and one each near Duns Tew, Somerton and 

Kirtlington) are unaffected by any of the policies in the 

neighbourhood plan, although the Kirtlington SSI is included 

within a proposed Local Green space designation.  

N  
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(g) The effects of the Plan on 

areas or landscapes which 

have recognised national 

Community or international 

protected status. 

There are no Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty affected 
by the neighbourhood plan.  The Mid-Cherwell 
neighbourhood area does not contain a European site for 
nature conservation and the nearest European designated 
sites (Oxford Meadows SAC, Cotswold AONB and Blenheim 
Palace World Heritage Site) are situated over 10km from the 
Plan area.   

The Neighbourhood Plan will therefore not impact on the 

integrity of a European site for the purpose of the EC 

Habitats Directive 1992 and the Conservation of Habitats & 

Species Regulations 2010.  

N  
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APPENDIX 2: RESPONSES FROM STATUTORY CONSULTEES 

A: Historic England  

Correspondence with Historic England has led to a revision to the wording of Policy PD1 in order 

to meet a concern expressed by HE’s adviser. The correspondence concludes (see below) with 

confirmation that the addition of the agreed wording to the policy is sufficient for HE to state 

that they would be happy for the submission to proceed without an SEA.  

Martin Lipson  

Chair  

Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan Forum 

Our ref: 

Your ref: 

Telephone 

Fax 

HD/P5352/ 

01483 252040 

15th February 2018 

Dear Mr Lipson,  

Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan SEA Screening Opinion  

Thank you for your e-mail of 2nd February and for your offer of revising Policy PD1. 

In our response of 29th January to your original e-mail of 8th January requesting our opinion 

on whether or not the Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan should be subject to Strategic 

Environmental Assessment, we noted that the historic environment of the Plan area is 

sensitive in particular locations, e.g. the villages with conservation areas.   

We also noted that although the Plan does not identify or allocate specific development 

sites, Policy PD1 allowed for some restricted development in the Category A villages within 

the Plan area. However, we were unclear as to what extent the historic environment was 

taken into account in the derivation of these sites/numbers for the three villages.   

We considered that there was, therefore, there was the potential for significant impacts on 

the historic environment from the potential housing sites, and that the Plan should be 

subject to a proportionate SEA (unless the Local Plan Part 2 allocated specific sites as 

anticipated, each of which would be subject to SEA as part of the Local Plan process).   

In our subsequent e-mail of 31st January, we explained that, alternatively, an additional 

criterion in Policy PD1 requiring there to be no adverse impacts on the significance of 

heritage assets, or perhaps a note in the policy that proposals will also need to comply with 

the strategic policies of the Local Plan Part 1 (which would include Policy ESD15), would 
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provide sufficient protection for the historic environment from potential adverse impacts that 

could otherwise arise from housing development allowed for by Policy PD1.   

In your e-mail of 2nd February you indicate your willingness to amend Policy PD1 by the 

addition of the words “Proposals will be expected to comply with the strategic policies of the 

adopted Local Plan part 1” and a new criterion: “d) The development should avoid creating 

adverse impacts on the conservation areas and any other heritage assets”.  

We are happy to confirm that the proposed additional wording would address our concerns 

as expressed in our letter of 29th January and that we would be happy for the Plan to 

proceed without being subject to SEA if these changes were made.  

In fact, we would be very happy with just the additional clause d if others object to the 

addition of a reference to the Local Plan on the basis that it is unnecessary as it is already 

the case that development proposals should conform with the strategic policies of the local 

plan.  

However, we would prefer d to read "the special interest, character and appearance of the 

conservation areas and the significance of other heritage assets". (To be clear, our view on 

whether or not SEA is necessary is not dependent on this preference).  

We hope these comments are helpful. Please contact me if you have any further queries. 

Thank you again for consulting Historic England.  

Yours sincerely,  

Martin Small  
Principal Adviser, Historic Environment Planning   
(Bucks, Oxon, Berks, Hampshire, IoW, South Downs National Park and Chichester) 

E-mail: martin.small@historicengland.org.uk

The preceding correspondence is reproduced on the following pages. 

mailto:martin.small@historicengland.org.uk
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To identify how much, if any, new development might be successfully located in or around 
the villages; to specify where any such development should occur, what form it should take, and to 
ensure that any new development enhances and does not damage our communities. 
 

The settlement areas for the three villages have been re-examined and revised during the Plan 
preparation process, such that sufficient potential housing sites for minor development (up to and 
including 9 dwellings) can be identified, and will fulfil the aspiration to meet the numbers of new 
dwellings set out in Policy PD1.
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  -------- Original message -------- 

From: info@mid-cherwell.org.uk  

Date: 31/01/2018 17:11 (GMT+00:00)  

To: "Small, Martin" <Martin.Small@HistoricEngland.org.uk>  

Subject: Re: Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan SEA Screening Opinion  

 

Many thanks, Mr. Small, for your response, which is very helpful. You have raised an important issue, and we 

would be very grateful if we can seek your further thoughts on this. 

 

It relates to your comments on the implications of our Policy PD1: we appreciate your concern that housing 

development in the three Category A villages could impact on the conservation areas, and that if that was a 

possibility then an SEA would be required. However, we have deliberately not identified or allocated any 

specific sites within or adjacent to the settlement areas as being suitable for the indicative housing numbers 

which we have proposed for each village. No assessment of potential sites has been carried out. The policy is in 

effect simply a qualified statement of our Forum's willingness to comply with Cherwell's policy Villages 2, 

which (in 2015) required the 23 Cat A villages in Cherwell District to take up to 750 new homes in the plan 

period. 

 

Your response prompted us to check the current situation as regards Cherwell DC's policy. Their monitoring 

report published just before last Christmas now shows that only 86 dwellings remain to be allocated out of the 

original target of 750. This figure of 86 supercedes the figure of 179 (from the 2016 monitoring report) that we 

mention in the draft Plan, and which you have quoted. It now seems that our overall target of 62 is much higher 

than it needs to be.  

 

We are checking with Cherwell DC, in these changed circumstances, whether they do still intend to allocate 

sites in Category A villages that fall into our NP area. If they do not plan to do so, your response states that you 

would expect our neighbourhood plan to undertake an SEA instead. However, it is difficult to know how we 

could do this given that no sites are identified: it would not be practical to look at all the possible sites in and 

around the villages. In any case, we know from experience that Cherwell DC would apply their own strict 

criteria relating to impact on conservation areas in assessing any planning applications, alongside our newly-

adopted policies. Would this not be sufficient safeguard against undesirable development? You mention that 

our PD1 criteria make no specific reference to heritage or conservation - that is because our independent health 

check report advised us not to duplicate existing policies of the local planning authority.   

One possible way to resolve this conundrum might be for us to revise our Policy PD1 so that it no longer 

provides indicative housing numbers. Would this help? 

Apologies for further engaging you on this matter, but we would greatly value your thoughts on the above. 

Yours sincerely, 

Martin Lipson, Chairman 

Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan Forum 

On Wed, Jan 31, 2018 at 9:41 PM,  

Small, Martin <Martin.Small@historicengland.org.uk> wrote: 

 

Dear Mr Lipson, 

 

No need to apologise; I am quite happy to discuss this further. 

 

The assessment is of the policy or proposal as written; it does not necessarily have to be of specific sites 

(although it is easier if it is), so the assessment would be of Policy PD1 against the sustainability objectives and 

sub-objectives (also known as decision-making criteria).  

mailto:info@mid-cherwell.org.uk
mailto:Martin.Small@HistoricEngland.org.uk
mailto:Martin.Small@historicengland.org.uk
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As regards the screening process, the question is whether Policy PD1 (or other policies individually or 

cumulatively) would be likely to have significant environmental effects. "Likely" and "significant" are actually 

quite low thresholds. 

 

So, what effects could Policy PD1 lead to? As currently drafted, it allows for development within or adjacent to 

a settlement area without any restrictions or criteria for development within the areas. 

 

There are some restrictions for development adjacent to the settlement areas, but not relating to the historic 

environment. I'm not sure to what extent those restrictions will limit development opportunities. 

 

I'm not sure either that the specification of the numbers of houses would carry much weight - I think an 

Examiner is likely to test the robustness of the figures cited. Having said that, if the figures can be justified and 

are accepted by the Examiner then better to keep them in the policy to limit potential impacts, but if the figures 

have not been robustly derived then they may encourage more development than the village can accommodate 

without adverse impacts. 

 

So, if Policy PD1 itself does not have many criteria as safeguards, what controls, if any, will there be in the 

development plan (local plan + neighbourhood plan) on development to protect the historic environment?  

 

As we noted, Policy PD4 contains some safeguards, and there is the historic environment policy in the Local 

Plan Part 1 that, as a strategic policy, won't be superseded by the policies in the neighbourhood plan. Perhaps 

these would be adequate, but I am still a little uneasy.  

 

The SEA is supposed to inform the policies and proposals of the plan by identifying potential impacts and 

suggesting ways of avoiding or mitigating any adverse impacts rather than writing the plan and then seeing if 

SEA is necessary.  

 

However, I have taken a pragmatic approach before in this situation if I feel that a plan already contains the 

mitigation measures that the SEA would suggest, but this is not quite the case here.  

 

An additional criterion in the policy requiring there to be no adverse impacts on the significance of heritage 

assets would be sufficient, or perhaps a note in the policy that proposals will also need to comply with the 

strategic policies of the Local Plan Part 1. 

 

My point about asking for an SEA of the plan if CDC did not pursue a Local Plan Part 2 or did, but left villages 

with emerging neighbourhood plans to identify their own sites, only applies if the MCNP was to allocate sites 

or allow for development without strict safeguards. If you were to revisit Policy PD1 on the light of the changed 

circumstances with the housing figures then I might well not see any need for SEA. 

 

Finally, an independent SEA could confirm that there would be no adverse impacts arising from the Plan's 

policies and proposals, which would not only satisfy us, but also help you justify and defend the Plan against 

any objections there may be. 

 

This is an unusual case because of the way Policy PD1 is constructed and I would be happy to discuss this 

matter further if that would be helpful. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Martin Small  

 

-------- Original message -------- 

From: info@mid-cherwell.org.uk  

Date: 02/02/2018 12:10 (GMT+00:00)  

To: "Small, Martin" <Martin.Small@HistoricEngland.org.uk>  

mailto:info@mid-cherwell.org.uk
mailto:Martin.Small@HistoricEngland.org.uk
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Subject: Re: Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan SEA Screening Opinion  

 

Dear Mr Small - thanks for these further thoughts.  

 

We would be happy to include additional words in policy PD1 as you have suggested. Here is how the policy 

might look (additions in bold): 

 

POLICY PD1: DEVELOPMENT AT CATEGORY A VILLAGES 

 

Residential development proposals at Fritwell, Kirtlington and Steeple Aston in the form 

of infilling, conversions and minor development will be supported in principle within the 

settlement areas established and defined in Policy Map Figs. 9, 10 and 11 respectively. 

Proposals will be expected to comply with the strategic policies of the adopted Local Plan part 1. 

 

Any residential development proposal which is outside the settlement areas of these three 

villages must have full regard to all the following criteria: 

a) The site should be immediately adjacent to the settlement area 

b) The site should preferably be previously developed land and not land of best and most versatile 

agricultural value 

c) The development should avoid creating significant adverse landscape impact 

d) The development should avoid creating adverse impacts on the conservation areas and any other 

heritage assets 

e) The development should not give rise to coalescence with any other nearby settlement.  

This particularly applies to Steeple Aston and Middle Aston. 

 

The total indicative number of additional dwellings permitted during the Plan period either 

within the settlement areas of these villages, or adjacent to them, shall be approximately 25 

for Fritwell, 17 for Kirtlington, and 20 for Steeple Aston (as detailed on p.29). 

 

We are seeking advice from Cherwell about the indicative numbers in the final paragraph, given the changed 

circumstances. 

Do you feel that the revised wording would satisfy your concerns? 

Regards 

Martin Lipson 

 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 

From: Small, Martin <Martin.Small@historicengland.org.uk> 

Date: Fri, Feb 2, 2018 at 4:07 PM 

Subject: Re: Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan SEA Screening Opinion 

To: "info@mid-cherwell.org.uk" <info@mid-cherwell.org.uk>

Dear Mr Lipson, 

 

Thank you for this offer of revising Policy PD1.  

 

Yes, the proposed additional wording would address my concerns and I would be happy for the Plan to proceed 

without SEA if these changes were made. 

 

mailto:Martin.Small@historicengland.org.uk
mailto:info@mid-cherwell.org.uk
mailto:info@mid-cherwell.org.uk
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In fact, we would be very happy with just the additional clause d if others object to the addition of a reference 

to the Local Plan on the basis that it is unnecessary as it is already the case that development proposals should 

conform with the strategic policies of the local plan. 

 

However, being picky (and to be consistent with other comments I have made) we would prefer d) to read "the 

special interest, character and appearance of the conservation areas and the significance of other heritage 

assets". (To be clear, our view on whether or not SEA is necessary is not dependent on this preference). 

 

I will confirm our position with a letter. 

 

Thank you again. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Martin  
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B: Environment Agency  

From: Planning_THM <Planning_THM@environment-agency.gov.uk>  

Date: Thu, Feb 1, 2018 at 10:02 AM  

Subject: RE: Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan SEA Screening Opinion  

To: "info@mid-cherwell.org.uk" <info@mid-cherwell.org.uk>  

Dear Mr Lipson,  

We regret that at present, the Thames Area Sustainable Places team is unable to review this consultation.  

This is due to resourcing issues within the team, a high development management workload and an 

increasing volume of neighbourhood planning consultations.    

We have had to prioritise our limited resource, and must focus on influencing plans where the 

environmental risks and opportunities are highest.  For the purposes of neighbourhood planning, we have 

assessed those authorities who have “up to date” local plans (plans adopted since 2012, or which have been 

confirmed as being compliant with the National Planning Policy Framework) as being of lower risk.  At this 

time, therefore, we are unable to make any detailed input on neighbourhood plans being prepared within 

this local authority area.  

 Thanks,  

 Jack Moeran  

 Sustainable Places Team Leader/FCRM Planning Specialist  

 EPE/PSO - Thames Area  

  ext: 02030259655  
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C: Natural England 

The response below has led to an amendment to Policy PD5, in which 
mitigation for loss of biodiversity is now specifically referenced. 

  21 February 2018 

Our ref: 235677   

Cherwell District Council 
 Customer Services 

BY EMAIL ONLY    Hornbeam House Crewe Business Park 

 Electra Way 

 Crewe 

 Cheshire 

 CW1 6GJ 

  T 0300 060 3900 

Dear Mr. Lipson 

Planning Consultation: Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan SEA Screening 

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 8 January 2018.  

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the 

natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future 
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.    

Natural England is a statutory consultee in neighbourhood planning and must be consulted on draft 

neighbourhood development plans by the Parish/Town Councils or Neighbourhood Forums where 

our interests would be affected by the proposals made.   

In our review of the Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan SEA screening we note that; 

 there are designated sites or protected landscapes within the impacts zones of the 

Neighbourhood Plan area, however, the Plan does not allocate any additional sites for 

development.   

As a result we agree with the assessment that the Neighbourhood Plan does not require an SEA. 

However, we would like to draw your attention to the requirement to conserver biodiversity and 

provide a net gain in biodiversity through planning policy (Section 40 of the Natural Environment and 

Rural Communities Act 2006 and section 109 of the National Planning Policy Framework). Please 
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ensure that any development policy in your plan includes wording to ensure “all development results 

in a biodiversity net gain for the Mid-Cherwell Neighbourhood Plan Area”.   
The recently produced Neighbourhood Plan for Benson, in South Oxfordshire provides an excellent 

example. Although the Plan has not been to referendum yet, we are of the opinion that the policy 

wording around the Environment, Green Space and Biodiversity is exemplary. We would recommend 

you considering this document, when reviewing yours.   

Further Recommendations  

Natural England would also like to highlight that removal of green space in favour of development 

may have serious impacts on biodiversity and connected habitat and therefore species ability to 

adapt to climate change. We recommend that the final plan include:   

• Policies around connected Green Infrastructure (GI) within the Plan Area. 

Elements of GI such as open green space, wild green space, allotments, and green 

walls and roofs can all be used to create connected habitats suitable for species 

adaptation to climate change. Green infrastructure also provides multiple benefits for 

people including recreation, health and wellbeing, access to nature, opportunities for 

food growing, and resilience to climate change. Annex A provides examples of Green 

Infrastructure; 

• Policies around Biodiversity Net Gain should propose the use of a biodiversity 

measure for development proposals. Examples of calculation methods are included in 

Annex A; 

Annex A* provides information on the natural environment and issues and opportunities for your 

Neighbourhood planning.   

Yours sincerely  

Pierre Fleet  
Adviser    
Sustainable Development  
Thames Team   

*Annexe A is not attached here as it contains only generic advice. It is available for inspection if required. 

http://www.bensonplan.org/
http://www.bensonplan.org/
http://www.bensonplan.org/
http://www.bensonplan.org/

