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Sutton NP Regulation 14 Comments - Consultation Report Copy (Redacted)
Consultation Responses

SECTION OF PLAN COMMENTS RESPONSE Notes / Sections Amended

Background Evidence 
Report Part 2

A review of the wildlife sightings was carried out with the representatives of the John O'Gaunt Golf Club. Background Evidence Report - Part 2 (The Natural Environment) wildlife section updated. Background Evidence Report (BER) Part 2, section 5.

Background Evidence 
Report Part 2 - 3.1

Please note - The maps taken as a screenshot from the EAs website and considered in this report are available in alternate data formats and can be downloaded for free from the Gov.uk sharing 
website, to provide a higher resolution appraisal of the area (we note this is flagged as a constraint in the text).

Noted, thank you, though specialist mapping tools, which the neighbourhood plan steering group 
did not have access to, are required to process the downloaded data.
The CBC Neighbourhood Involvement Officer has kindly provided us with high resolution copies of 
these maps which we have now included.

Appendix F (Flood Risk Maps)
Background Evidence Report (BER) Part 2, section 3.1

Background Evidence 
Report Part 2 - 3.1

The assessment of the hydraulic catchment in Section 3 could have been incorporated into the policies in such a way that greater emphasis be given to the management of flood risk in the NP policies. 
Historic land drainage is likely to be impacted by development and every effort should be made to ensure the watercourse network in Sutton will not be compromised in such a way that drainage 
function is reduced or lost. Please note that watercourses unless designated by the EA or IDB will be the responsibility of the land owner to maintain. The NP does not address issues of ownership and 
maintenance. It should not be assumed these are the council’s assets to maintain. Likewise, the council has no powers or duties to deliver a flood mitigation scheme to provide a betterment to a 
community. The NP should consider how development should contribute to a flood mitigation scheme, should it feel the conclusions in section 3 of the Part 2 report justify a future/long term ambition 
to manage the existing flood risk to the community. Supporting extracts from the Part 2 report:
- ‘The development and maintenance of these waterways represent sustained human effort over earlier centuries and these need to be continued to prevent the return of surface water not only in 
Sutton but in the parishes up and down stream. ’ (3.4),
- ‘The water resources of Sutton are considerable but need to be carefully managed to avoid damage and increased risk of flooding. Any development would need to maintain and respect the current 
water resources ensuring that they remain free from contamination, flood risks are mitigated, and full account is taken of climate change .’ (3.8).

Some changes have been made to the detail of relevant policies, especially policies RC6 and SG1.
Background Evidence Report Part 2, section 3.8 amended.

Policies RC6 and SG1.
Background Evidence Report (BER) Part 2, section 3.8

Design Codes

The first few policies in the plan identfied with the moniker 'RC' seem to be at odds with the rest of the policies within the plan. These policies have been written to discourage development and direct 
development away from the village, despite there being no other suitable locations other than in those areas within or adjacent to the settlement envelope. This then conflicts with the policies 
provided later on which refer to the design of new developments. It is suggested that the first few policies are revised to better interrelate with the latter policies in plan, creating a more cohesive 
approach that would serve better in providing well designed and highly sustainable developments. 

Disagree, the policies on Rural Character set the context for sustainable development in this rural 
parish which only has a small village within it. Later policies in the NP will be used for planning 
applications for development as they arise in the 15 years of the NP's life.

Design Codes
It is suggested within this document that the site allocation boundary for HAS48 is not large enough to accommodate the suggested 37 dwellings in the draft Local Plan. During the 2019 Examination of 
the draft Local Plan, the Council confirmed a reduction in the capacity of the site from 37 to 24 due to a revised and reduced site boundary, this will be reflected in the draft Local Plan’s Main 
Modifications. The Council support the capacity proposed in this document dependent on appropriate design of the site.

Noted, thank you.

Design Codes
More could be done to embed design codes into the policies themselves. In particular, as suggested above, Policy RC4 and more could be done to include codes that tie into the four different character 
areas of the village as identified within the plan. 

Policy DC1 amended to include specific reference to the Sutton Design Code.

Design Codes
The Design Code document reads well as an advisory document and is suitably flexible for any proposed new development coming forward, whilst seeking to consider the existing character of the 
parish. 

Noted, thank you.

Design Codes It is unclear within the Sutton Design Code document whether consideration has been given to CBC's recently adopted design code guidance. This should be considered and referred to. This is a standalone document and can be considered alongside CBC's guidance.

General Highly agree with all the points raised. Sutton is a beautiful, tranquil village and it needs to be preserved in a way in which it can still thrive as a community. Noted, thank you.

General
A well produced paper on the Sutton Neighborhood Plan, which I can see has taken a great deal of time and effort to compile.
I did start to skim through some of the supporting documentation, which had many extracts from the main document within them! Not sure if they are supposed to be read independently, so may be 
the reason for duplication of information?

Noted, thank you.

General A very well drawn up and considered plan. Noted, thank you.

General

My only comment is to Thank Everyone who has been involved with producing the document for The Neighbourhood Plan, there has clearly been a lot of time, hours and effort spent on getting to this 
stage. It looks and reads really well.
Let us just hope that the powers that be will also carefully read and understand the vast amount of information contained in this document.
I have lived and worked in Sutton for over 35 years and definitely would want to see any change or development very carefully considered before given the green light to go ahead.

Noted, thank you.

General
The Plan and supporting documents are thorough, well structured and highly informative.
A huge thankyou to all those who have put so much time and effort into representing us so effectively!

Noted, thank you.

General Excellent documentation Noted, thank you.
General A very thorough and excellently presented plan. I agree with it all. Noted, thank you.

General
Very informative and well written document. My main concerns after living in Sutton now for nearly 18 years is the increase in volume of traffic (now at an 'unacceptable' level); probably the main 
reason all the ducks at the ford have now gone elsewhere! and seeing development being agreed that has no consideration for existing neighbouring properties e.g. Village Farm development and the 
impact on the rear views of adjacent properties (although I appreciate no one has a 'right' to a view).

Noted, thank you.

General
The Neighbourhood Plan is an excellent document clearly expressing the wishes and opinions of the residents of Sutton for the present and into the future. It has been reinforced by an impressive 
amount of evidence reinforcing the policies formulated, both by consultation with interested parties and from documents from official and academic sources. It will withstand strong scrutiny. 
Thankyou.

Noted, thank you.

General
There appears to be an emphasis on traffic conditions on the western Church End road of the village (Biggleswade to Potton Road), whereas a number of traffic accidents are much higher and more 
significant at the Eastern end (Sutton Road, connecting Potton to the A1). There are frequent traffic collisions / accidents at the crossroads there and some form of traffic calming measures are needed, 
particularly if 24 additional dwellings are built at Clay End adjacent to Millennium Wood.

This is covered in section 11.10 Roads, more detail has been added to the text to highlight the 
concerns raised.  Predominantly highways matters are matters for the relevant local Highway 
Authority (Central Bedfordshire Council in this case) and are not within the scope of neighbourhood 
plans.

Section 11.10

General
My wife [name redacted] and I both feel that this represents a great piece of work which we hope to see being used to protect and enhance our village "Sutton" into the future.
Many thanks are due to all who helped produce it and especially those on the steering committee for their many hours of hard work. Very well done.

Noted, thank you.

General This is a comprehensive and well thought out plan. Noted, thank you.

General
General advice and guidance provided in their response letter.  [no specific comments].
Noted that Sutton Conservation Area has an appraisal document, but according to the Bedford Borough Council website, it was last updated in 1971 and provides only a very limited amount of detail 
which is insufficient to provide a robust evidence base. 

Noted, thank you.   Updating the Conservation Area document is the responsibility of CBC.

General

Having reviewed the consultation draft plan and design codes  UK Regeneration supports the general approach about being mindful of local character and identity and the balance that needs to be 
struck between this and offering residents suitable affordable housing whilst encouraging sustainable local business.  Likewise, the plan’s “Vision” for sustainable, healthy and active live styles is 
something that UK Regeneration is pursuing at East Biggleswade having spent time speaking to different community groups over a number of years.  It is also important through the “Aims” of the plan 
to balance social, economic and environmental sustainability in equal measure; each being a strand of the National Planning Policy Statement (NPPF2019).

Noted, thank you.

General

Positive wording of all policies: There is a general emphasis in preparing development plans to word policies in a positive way, thus to encourage social, economic and environmental improvement.  
The best way to illustrate this is comparing two parts of Policy RC7.  At part (b), Policy RC7 actively encourages net bio-diversity gain, but at part (a) is more negatively worded.  Part (a) could be 
changed to “development shall maintain designated wildlife habitats and corridors and where adverse impacts may occur then planning applications shall demonstrate how these are positively 
mitigated…” or something similarly worded.  Some other policies follow a similar approach and it would be helpful if this were reviewed as part of the next refinement stage.

Policies must be clear and concise, wording is clearer for restrictive policies if negatively worded 
rather than complicated positive wording. There is no absolute requirement to word every policy 
positively. (Locality Writing Planning Policy Toolkit page 26)

General

National Policy: It is important when developing a sound neighbourhood plan, that National Planning Policy (NPPF2019) is followed.  There is always a risk for example, when introducing similar types 
of policies at a local level, that they become out of step with those at a national level; one example of this is Policy RC5 (Agriculture).  The wording has, perhaps, through drafting changes, become both 
negatively worded and is now out of step with paragraph 170(b) and footnote 53 of the NPPF2019.  However, as can be seen in NPPF2019 Footnote 53, there are ways of re-forming Policy RC5 in a way 
that can be found sound.

Policy wording reviewed and text updated. Policy RC5 and section 6.4
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Sutton NP Regulation 14 Comments - Consultation Report Copy (Redacted)
Consultation Responses

SECTION OF PLAN COMMENTS RESPONSE Notes / Sections Amended

General

From an Environmental Services aspect, we would look for the following to be included within any new housing and retail developments: 
- The development to have placement of litter bins around any retail areas
- The development and any amenity areas to have placement of dog waste and litter bins
- An area for bring banks to be sited for use by the local residents
We would also need to be:
- consulted in regards to street cleansing for any new retail areas to be developed 
- consulted on the waste strategy in regards refuse and recycling collections eg. storage, capacity and access for the refuse crew/vehicle
- informed of the extent of any additional grounds maintenance to be adopted and maintained by CBC

These requirements are used when determining planning applications for large scale developments 
and are too detailed for the land use policies in a Neighbourhood Plan.

General Looks good and well presented. Noted, thank you.

General Reference to CBC creating a CIL is made. Make parapgraph neutral to state that CBC may adopt a CIL in light of the recent Housing White Paper. Update to ensure it is future proofed. All mentions of CIL do contain that caveat

General - SUDS

The design code document has a dedicated section (3.2.9) to SUDS, however the NP does not reference SUDS or require they are provided. Please note NPPF only requires for SUDS for major 
development. We also note that in 3.2.9 that permeable paving is suggested for a number of specified areas, we ask this be caveated to require a robust approach to maintenance be provided, as 
otherwise permeable paving on shared spaces that are to remain privately owned/owned by residents can lead to complications with the arrangements for ensuring longevity of these systems. We 
would also like clarity over the position of Sutton Parish Council to adopt/maintain SUDS as the NP and supporting documents does not make this clear. 

The Design Code is a standalone document provided by Aecom. Policy DC1 refers to sustainable 
drainage. 

General & Policy RC9

As the Head Teacher for Sutton VA Lower School, I am supportive of this plan's objectives to protect and maintain much of the natural environment within and around the village of Sutton as well for 
any future development to pay due regard and sensitivity to the characteristics of the buildings within the village. 
I am concerned however, that the plan to designate the school's playing field - and playground to the rear of Sutton VA Lower School, may prevent future development of the school which will have an 
impact of the school's viability.
The school has been and continues to liaise with and support CBC's Schools for the Future Programme, within which the school has been identified as a school that should convert from Lower to 
Primary. This will entail the expansion of the school population by one further class to accept Year 5 and 6 pupils. This would result in the school expanding for approximately 30 additional pupils 
(depending on KS2 class size)  and approximately 3/4 further members of staff. 
In order to achieve this conversion an additional classroom will be required. The school obtained planning consent for a modular classroom this year. The planning consent is for this classroom to be 
situated beside the existing modular classroom. The planning is valid for 3 years. If the CBC Schools for the Future Programme Plan for Sutton VA Lower School is not completed within the three years, 
planning permission will need to be reapplied for.
I am concerned that this version of the Neighbourhood Plan may prevent this building work from happening. Without the classroom, the school cannot convert to a Primary and will therefore become 
unviable within a two tier model. 
Additionally the plan shown, includes the area that is a playground to be included as a designated green space. I feel this is an error as the area is not 'green' and should remain as a playground.
It is my understanding that the school field is already protected in various ways from development  - conservation area, Sport England. 

Sutton V.A. Lower School Playing Field Local Green Space (LGS) removed from policy RC9 (Local 
Green Space).

Section 6.8
Policy RC9.
Appendix A - Policies Map.

General & Section 2.5
Reference is made to the WFD but no reference to this is made in the rest of the NP or the location specific policies. Given the extent of watercourses in the NP area, we consider water quality should 
be prioritised in the policy objective so the NP. 

Noted, thank you.   Water quality added to policy RC6. Policy RC6

General and Millennium 
Wood

As a landowner to the south of Sutton Village, we very much welcome the opportunity to work with you and to support the production of a sound Neighbourhood Plan.  As you may know, UK 
Regeneration has worked collaboratively with Biggleswade Town Council over recent years to support local initiatives as part of new development.  This, for example, includes things like the protection 
and enhancement of the Green Wheel/ Biggleswade common.  In this regard, we would join in your support for the Millennium Wood, as per your letter of 12th August, and UK Regeneration would 
likewise be pleased to work with the Sutton Neighbourhood Plan group and if helpful, provide some technical support for some aspects of the emerging plan?

Noted, thank you.

Introduction
Intro is good and purposes of NP very clear. Minor point: reference to CIL. Note that CBC doesn’t have CIL and there is now a Govt. proposal to replace it with a nationally set scheme. It is currently 
unclear how this will work in the context of NP’s in the future.  

All mentions of CIL do contain that caveat that CBC does not yet have CIL. The new scheme referred 
to is not yet detailed enough to refer to in the NP.

Policy (All Policies)
The plan in general raises no major concern as far as application by DM Officers is concerned, as policies, in the main, follow the general thrust of adopted and emerging local plan policies and aims and 
objectives of the NPPF.

Noted, thank you.

Policy CF1 Parking could be specified as accessible as a school drop off/pick up point to reduce traffic congestion at key times of the day in the High Street. The preceding text to Policy CF1 mentions this. The policy itself can only refer to land use matters, 
not potential users of the car park

Policy CF1

Part (b) causes me considerable concern in relation to the provision of parking spaces to serve 'existing village amenities' . The consultation paper includes these possible uses, amongst others, as 
being 'additional residents parking to alleviate the historical  inadequate off street parking in this area' and 'additional parking for customers of The John o'Gaunt'.
On the first issue, most of the houses in this area have off street parking and the problem of congestion due to parked vehicles is almost entirely caused by the parents of schoolchildren at drop off and 
collection times. You will be aware that Central Beds Council is proposing a single yellow line on the south side of High Street at this point, with the timing of no parking based around those school start 
and end times. I have objeted to such a restriction on three counts; one is personal, one aethetic and the other relating to road safety. I have MS and related mobility issues. I need to park my car, 
which I use for my full time shift work, a short distance from my front door and being the user of a blue badge, I would be obliged to ignore such a line outside my house and park there, rendering the 
line ineffective. Why should a small village be marred by a hghly incongruous yellow line anyway? The parking of vehcles in the High Street at this point slows traffic down through necessity and 
decreases the risk of accidents.
I note that the plan map indicates that the new access into and egress from the village hall car park would be at a point just east of the current one and almost exactly opposite the start of Lantern 
Lane. This would mean that vehicle headlights would shine directly into both my property and that of my neighbours at 24. Clearly this would apply to all traffic leaving the hall car park during the hours 
of darkness, but consider by how much that traffic would be increased and its late timing and the associated noise should a private business such as a public house with a restaurant encourage its 
customers to use the car park.. I did not buy a house next to a pub, but it seems that you are recommending that the pub car park comes to me. It surely is inappropriate for a privately owned business 
to benefit financially from the facilities of the village.
By all means allow the parents of the schoolchildren to use the car park at school run times and even the teachersand other staff throughout the school day, but this is not a pub car park and when the 
hall is not in use it should be locked up in the evening.

Removed references to pub.  Amended plan of proposed Village Hall and Car Parking site 
designation to exclude the proposed area that is purely for access, as access can be dealt with 
separately and designation for access is not required within this plan.  There was no intent to change 
the current access arrangement.

Section 10.7
Policy CF1 (plan)
Appendix A - Policies Map

Policy CF1
This would be a real benefit to the village and school. The school uses four spaces in the existing village hall carpark, to reduce staff parking on the high street. The school also uses the village hall for 
PE, Music, concerts so a bigger hall with improved facilities would be welcomed by the school.

Noted, thank you.

Policy CF1 Not enough parking on road so more space needed. Noted, thank you.

Policy CF1 Cemetery Extension - this land is currently part of an active farming tenancy. Proposals for a cemetery extension in this location would need to be explored with CBC Assets Noted, thank you.

Policy CF1
Village Hall & Parking - this land is currently part of an active farming tenancy. Proposals to move the village hall and provide parking would need to be explored with CBC Assets, potential for an 
enabling residential scheme to come forward to facilitate/fund the cost of work. Local constraints may impact on where development can take place

Noted, thank you.

Policy INF1
The policy text needs to clearly state how long the site should be marketed for before being considered for alternative uses. At present, the policy would allow a site to be marketed for any amount of 
time, even for just a day before being proposed for alternative uses. 

We believe this comment relates to policy CF3 (Community Facilities) rather than policy INF1.  
Amendments made to the wording of policy CF3.

Policy CF3

Policy CF1 & CF2

The policy could go further into the detail in encouraging a more creative design for the village hall and car park. There is also potentially insufficient evidence to warrant formally allocating these two 
sites in the Neighbourhood Plan. As per the individual boundary maps, these could be outlined as 'potential site for local infrastructure'. Allocating the sites without sufficient detail and including 
'development of the site for other purposes will not be supported' restricts other potentially more suitable uses of the sites. This is to not to try and resist the expansion of the cemetery or the 
relocation of the village hall and provision of parking, but any improvements will need to be funded and there may need to be an enabling residential development to support this.

There are already design policies in the NP which would encourage suitably designed buildings. It is 
not accepted that there is insufficient evidence to allocate CF1 and CF2, the relevant information is 
in the preceding text. However, the Policy wording at CF1 has been amended to add clarity 
regarding redevelopment of the site.

Policy CF1

Policy CF2 This proposal has no effect upon me and so I do not feel it appropriate to comment further. If only others were of a similar ethos regarding mattters that clearly impact upon me directly but not them. Noted, thank you.

Policy CF3
The future viability of Sutton VA Lower School will require some development which will include an additional classroom and may include refurbishment/alterations to the existing buildings and play 
areas. I fully support the proposal that says new/existing facilities should be supported paying due regard to neighbouring properties.

Noted, thank you.
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Sutton NP Regulation 14 Comments - Consultation Report Copy (Redacted)
Consultation Responses

SECTION OF PLAN COMMENTS RESPONSE Notes / Sections Amended

Policy CF3
Strongly agree with this policy but I wonder whether "Sutton Millennium Wood" is correctly classed as a "Local Community Facility" in this respect, or not? In other words, maybe should not be on this 
particular list. I think "Sutton Millennium Wood" is correctly classed as a "Local Green Space" as defined in policy RC9 which it is. And "Sutton Millennium Wood" should appear in the written list of 
"Sensitive Tree Hedgerow and Wildlife areas" in policy RC3. It appears already on the Plan RC3.

Sutton Millennium Wood removed from policy CF3 (Community Facilities). Policy CF3

Policy CF3 Have the land owners been consulted? Policy is too restrictive. Suggest further discussion with landowner before policy is finalised. This policy is not considered to be too restrictive.  The landowners have all been consulted.

Policy CF3 Typo: (i) 'are provided in close proximity' Typo corrected, thank you. Policy CF3

Policy DC? DCD 6) Keep the trees The comment is unclear, however policy RC2 is intended to preserve and retain the trees.

Policy DC1 If expensive to do historically and in keeping its not worth it not necessarily low walls of 1m. The comment is unclear, however the requirements of this policy offer flexibility of materials and 
are not expected to be unreasonably burdensome.

Policy DC1
Suggest including a specific use class within the policy text that would be considered appropriate for employment development as at present, the policy is very open to interpretation and could allow 
employment uses such as B8 to be acceptable as long as they could demonstrate they meet the other requirements in the policy. 

This issue is covered within Policy SG2.

Policy DC2 Keep tree screen opposite houses if developed. Policy RC2 covers this issue.

Policy RC2 Need to clarify what is meant by 'pre-emptive' action. Note added to Policy Interpretation Box for policies RC2 and DC1. Policies RC2 and DC1

Policy DC2 Support the notion of 'Character Areas', and seems to be justified by both public opinion and research in one of the supporting documents. Noted, thank you.

Policy DC3 Reusable energy options - solar panels Policy DC3 point h) includes reference to onsite energy generation.

Policy DC3 Should be more ambitious re: renewable energy. New builds should adopt their own heat pump network and explicitly outlaw oil boilers. Electric vehicle charging in lamp posts when replaced.

Noted.  This is not generally within the scope of neighbourhood plans as such matters are covered 
by the National Planning Policy Framework, Local Plans and/or Building Regulations. Innovations in 
energy efficient technology changes very quickly and references to specific features can date quite 
quickly.

Policy DC3

We note that reference is made to development proposals demonstrating sustainable design and construction measures including grey water collection and reuse which is fully supported.
Anglian Water is actively promoting increased water efficiency and water re-use as part of new residential developments. Reference is made to grey water recycling systems but not other water re-use 
measures.  Examples of which include rainwater harvesting (where rainfall is captured from the roof and directed by downpipes into a storage tank) or stormwater harvesting (where surface water is 
captured in a pond or tank).
We would therefore suggest that wording of Policy DC3 be amended as follows:
(h) Particular support is given to development that incorporates green design features, such as surface water harvesting, storm water harvesting, grey water collection and reuse, on-site energy 
generation, green walls, green or brown roofs, or other green features.

Policy amended as suggested. Policy DC3

Policy DC3
Reword initial sentence for easy reading: Within the indivudal character areas, development should complement the exsiting character and built form of these localities. The characteristics of each area 
are listed below.

We believe this comment relates to policy DC2 (Sutton Character Areas) rather than policy DC3.  
Amendment made to the policy wording as suggested.

Policy DC2

Policy DC4

We note that Neighbourhood Plan includes additional design criteria for an allocated housing site which is identified in the emerging Central Bedfordshire Local Plan.
The emerging Central Bedfordshire local plan includes district wide policies relating to water supply, sewerage infrastructure, water efficiency, managing the risk of flooding and surface water 
management.
As the Development Plan is intended to be read as a whole it is not considered necessary to include similar requirements in Policy DC4 of the Neighbourhood Plan. Therefore we have no comments to 
make relating to the above policy.

Noted, thank you.

Policy DC4 Point C in the policy text should go further to encourage better accessibility for all, including disabled access, to, within and from the development. 
This issue does not need to be specifically mentioned in the policy. Detailed design has not been 
undertaken at this stage although the Design Code does refer to pedestrian access specifically to the 
site.

Policy DC4 Clay End is a CBC site and supportive of the linear nature of the suggested design. The retention of the important hedgerow is also justified. Noted, thank you.

Policy DC4 Retain and enhance the front boundary ditch and hedge'. Policy amended as suggested. Policy DC4

Policy HE1
It is argued that Green Infrastructure Plan consultation activities identified green spaces of most importance to the community. This is supported by CBC. However, are they also necessary if there is no 
threat of development at these localities, such as LGS1?
RC9, LGS4 - Would this gap restrict potential growth of the school. Would want to allow expansion if required. Not appropriate to allocate school as local green space and not compatible with policy.

We believe this comment relates to policy RC9 (Local Green Spaces) rather than policy HE1 (Local 
Heritage).  
Local Green Spaces have to fulfil national criteria and do not have to be threatened to be 
designated. The Neighbourhood Plan timescale is 15 years, so much can happen in that time.
The Sutton V.A. Lower School Playing Field has been removed from policy RC9 (Local Green Spaces).

Policy RC9
Appendix A - Policies Map

Policy HE1 Support the policy, although similar to CBC's policies on this topic. Noted, thank you.

Policy HE1 Not sure this adds a significant amount to the CBC policy Heritage is a very important part of the Parish character and therefore it is important that policies 
relating to this issue are within the NP.

Policy HE2 Still to enhance the use of the park, build things to make the park better, but must stay a park. This policy relates to the historic manorial park 'Sutton Park', not the Church Field playing area.

Policy HE2 Consider revising the term 'should' to 'must' 
We believe this comment relates to policy HE1 (Local Heritage) rather than policy HE2 (Sutton Park).
Policy wording updated.

Policy HE1

Policy HE3 Bear Garden extends to and beyond 39 High Street. Noted, thank you.

Policy HE3 Development within the bear garden that maintains the circular hedge and features would be appropriate as it is not currently being used. Text amended to reflect the current state of the 'Bear Garden'.  Policy wording amended to focus on 
preservation of the circular hedge and its setting.

Section 7.3
Policy HE3

Policy HE3 The circular hedge should be preserved, but maybe the area inside the bear garden could be used better, e.g. for a recreation area. Text amended to reflect the current state of the 'Bear Garden'.  Policy wording amended to focus on 
preservation of the circular hedge and its setting.

Section 7.3
Policy HE3

Policy HE3 No one uses the bear garden so unused waste of space which could be put to better use. Text amended to reflect the current state of the 'Bear Garden'.  Policy wording amended to focus on 
preservation of the circular hedge and its setting.

Section 7.3
Policy HE3

Policy HE3 Bear Garden is a dump and unsafe waste of space I would be very happy to develop it and improve the village. Text amended to reflect the current state of the 'Bear Garden'.  Policy wording amended to focus on 
preservation of the circular hedge and its setting.

Section 7.3
Policy HE3

Policy HE4 This bridge and ford are what sets Sutton apart from other neighbouring villages and shoud be jealously protected' Noted, thank you.

Policy HE4 Absolutely important to preserve and maintain this setting. Noted, thank you.

Policy HE4 Best asset of the village! Noted, thank you.
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Sutton NP Regulation 14 Comments - Consultation Report Copy (Redacted)
Consultation Responses

SECTION OF PLAN COMMENTS RESPONSE Notes / Sections Amended

Policy HE5

As one of two residences on either side of the entrance/exit to Lantern Lane I consider that I have a valid mandate to respond to various comments made about this bridleway in the consultation 
document. The document, which until this point had referred to 'respondents' to the survey, changes terminology and refers to 'residents' when stating that 'the majority.... would like to see Lantern 
Lane upgraded to a cycleway.' On all other mentions of the survey results the document gives exact percentage figures, but not at this point. Why is that? It does lead one to believe that the response 
figures were not quite as convincing as the authors wanted. What is the percentage of the total residents of Sutton who responded to the survey and what is the percentage of those residents 
responding who would like to see an upgrade of Lantern Lane to a cycleway? What is the percentage of nonresidents
expressing a desire to have the bridleway upgraded?
As you may have gathered by now, I am strongly opposed to any change in the surface of Lantern Lane and suggest that any such change would be in direct conflict with Part (a) of this proposal which 
states 'The historic character...must be preserved'. It seems to me that surfacing the bridleway with a cycle friendly material would absolutely not be preserving its historic character.
I am opposed to this resurfacing for a number of reasons. Since the pandemic restrictions, which have have coincided with a large residential development in northeast
Biggleswade, there has been a considerable increase in persons using the bridleway, both on foot and cycling. The cylists in particular are very noisy when cycling past the two houses at the end of the 
lane, one of which being where I live. A significant number of the cyclists seem to have little consideration for those on foot and there have been some near misses involving resident dog walkers and 
at least one recent injury incident, to my knowledge. There is also an increased risk of Covid19 infection as they arrive at the Lantern Lane/High
Street junction, where they frequently stop for a rest. Research has shown that persons who are breathing hard following exercise often expel droplets from their mouths over a much greater distance 
than two metres.

Noted, thank you.  Wording in respect of respondents/residents amended.  The percentage of 
respondents in favour of upgrading Lantern Lane to a cycleway was included in the second 
paragraph of section 7.6 and has now been repeated in the third paragraph of the section for clarity.  
Please note the results of the General Questionnaire are available on the Sutton Neighbourhood 
Plan web site at: 'www.suttonneighbourhoodplan.uk'.  We acknowledge the concerns about cyclists 
and covid.

Section 7.6

Policy HE5 I do not see the essential need to preserve the track as informal and unmade, as it could serve as a cycle route too. Noted, thank you.

Policy HE5 Lantern Lane should be accessible for bikes, but no eyesore material such as tarmac. Noted, thank you.

Policy HE6 Conservation Area is too big and not all houses are emposed with that historic housing, a few modern ones are there.

The Conservation Area is designated by the Local Planning Authority (Central Bedfordshire Council) 
and this neighbourhood plan does not propose changes to the designated area.  The proposed 
neighbourhood plan policy is to preserve and enhance what is already there, within the already 
designated area.

Policy HE6
Conservation feel has already been lost. Would rather the best functional materials used. That said very fond of the most recent build (sympathetic to area). There are already 60's 70's eyesores in the 
area.

Noted, thank you.

Policy INF1 Need covered area for bikes part a) This is already included for new development under this proposed policy.

Policy INF1 Cycle path to Biggleswade (Lantern Lane) and Sandy (over [landowner name redacted] and old railway) real benefit for commuters. This is already included as an aspiration in the Green Infrastructure Plan.

Policy DC4
Point C in the policy text should include the provision to improve accessibility if it is clear that accessibility for all cannot be achieved at the present time. E.g. if disabled access is not possible due to a 
narrow entranceway, a new development could improve this and widen the access.

We believe this comment relates to policy INF1 (Sustainable Transport) rather than policy DC4 (Clay 
End, High Street).  
Policy wording amended to include this point.

Policy INF1

Policy INF2 I broadly agree with the polices but not that relating to improvements to Lantern Lane so I am obliged to answer neutral. Noted, thank you.

Policy INF2 Can the scheme to include the area opposite Church Road be included as an Aspirational Green Infrastructure Enhancement please ?!!! This is already included in the Green Infrastructure Plan.

Policy INF2

Policy INF2 on p99 states that the extension of Pegnuts Wood southwards is an aspirational Green Infrastructure enhancement. The southern boundary of Pegnuts Wood follows the landownership 
boundary in this area. While we note that this proposal is noted as aspirational in the plan, no discussions have been held with the landowners in this regard and this would not be possible to be 
implemented as part of a contiguous woodland. Another priority aspirational green infrastructure enhancement is listed as creating publicly accessible greenspace. The use of the same terminology as 
in policy RC9 is confusing where these areas do not have public access or only limited access available.

Noted, thank you.  The wording for the Policy Interpretation for Local Green Spaces has been 
amended to clarify that designation as Local Green Space does not require or confer public access.

Policy RC9 Interpretation

Policy RC1
Ref. 6.1 Landscape: No mention is made of views to the south of Sutton across the fertile fields with Langford water tower and wind generators in the distance! However, in 'Sutton Design Codes' 2.3 
Green Infrastructure and Landscape, you have it as a 'Protected View'!

Policy DC1 has been amended to include a specific reference to retaining these views where 
feasible.

Policy RC1

Which group or individual will be the arbiter of whether proposed development 'preserves, enhances or has an adverse impact on the natural environment of Sutton Village'. The conclusion one might 
logically arrive at is that the recommendation will be made by the Parish Council, but which councillors are qualified experts on environmental matters? Or should such matters be put to professional 
experts with the associated financial impact?
Paragraph (a) states 'Development must.......have no adverse impact on the natural environment of Sutton...' and paragraph (c) states 'Where development causes adverse impacts on Sutton's natural 
environment.....'. To avoid the apparent contradiction here it would seem reasonable to substitute the word 'must' with 'should'.

Officers of the local planning authority (Central Bedfordshire Council) are responsible for 
interpreting and advising on such matters.
We have used the term 'must' to generally mean a mandatory requirement, although it is 
recognised that in some limited circumstances these requirements cannot reasonably be met.  We 
therefore use the term 'should' to advise what action would be supported, but where flexibility may 
be required.

Policy RC1
Policy text needs to define what exactly needs preserving and enhancing, at present the policy wording is not clear. Could be revised to something similar to: 'Development must preserve and enhance 
the natural environment, and have no adverse impacts on designated and non-designated environmental assets and  have no adverse impacts on the landscape setting of Sutton Village.'

Noted, wording changed as suggested. Policy RC1

Policy RC1 The term 'Should' in (b) can be removed as it allows flexibility in the policy's interpretation where there flexibility is not needed. Suggest using stronger term such as 'Must' Policy wording amended. Policy RC1

Policy RC1
The last paragraph of the policy text needs to reference the landscape setting or Sutton as this is previously mentioned in part (a) of the policy: 'Where development causes adverse impacts on 
Sutton's natural environment and landscape setting, these must be offset.....'

Policy wording amended. Policy RC1

Policy RC1
The protection and enhancement of the envrionment is supported by CBC's LCA. 
RCA1a duplicates Local Plan policy and therefore is not necessary. 
RC1c not consistent with NPPF or The Council's policy regarding net gain therefore fails to meet the Basic Conditions.

It is not accepted that this policy is not necessary. Suttons rural character and landscape setting is 
unique to the Parish.Net gain in Biodiversity is in Policy RC7 therefore this Policy does conform to 
Local Plan Policies

Policy RC2 As with Policy RC1 the use of the word 'must' engenders the same problem. I would suggest that it is also substituted with 'should'.

Officers of the local planning authority (Central Bedfordshire Council) are responsible for 
interpreting and advising on such matters.
We have used the term 'must' to generally mean a mandatory requirement, although it is 
recognised that in some limited circumstances these requirements cannot reasonably be met.  We 
therefore use the term 'should' to advise what action would be supported, but where flexibility may 
be required.

Policy RC2 If an area of land opposite Church Road is secured as a Community Green Space new tree planting, of deciduous species should be included providing an avenue of trees and landscaping features. Whilst this specific proposal is not included in the Green Infrastructure Plan, a similar and broader 
aspiration is included in the Green Infrastructure Plan.

Policy RC2

In relation to (a), the NPPF states that development should be refused where there is a loss of 'ancient' woodland. It may be better to state that impacts to woodlands, mature trees and hedgerows 
should be avoided and mitigated against. May be worth mentioning 'net gain' here. This allows flexibility but still ensures the biodiversity net gain. Feel policy (a) contradicts policies (b) and (c). (A) 
states development 'must have no adverse impact on woodlands',  but (b) states that loss of trees will need 'careful justification and replacement'. Policy may need rewording as policy reads that 
development cannot have any adverse impact, but then says it can if there is justification/replacement. This may need rewording just to improve clarity.

Net gain is set out in Policy RC7. The words 'where unavoidable' have been added to b) to aid clarity 
and an explanation added to the Interpretation.

Policy RC2
Policy RC2 Interpretation

Policy RC2

The term 'Pre-emptive' needs clarifying. If this is in relation to the the prevention of the loss of trees and hedgerows prior to the development of the site then this needs to be made clearer. In addition, 
the sentence 'loss of trees will need careful justification and replacement trees of similar or native species must be planted within the site' is misleading. If the existing tree that is removed is non-
native then this policy is encouraging futher use of alien species which is contary to the rest of the policy which encourages the use of native species. The policy should simply identify the need to 
provide only native species, irrespective of whether or not the existing that was lost was native or not.

Explanation of pre-emptive has been added to the Interpretation. There may be instances where a 
non native tree is removed and a non native replacement could be appropriate.

Policy RC2 Interpretation

Policy RC3 Millennium Wood is omitted. Policy wording corrected, thank you. Policy RC3

Policy RC3 I think "Sutton Millennium Wood" should also be in the list in Policy RC3 b).  It correctly appears in the "Plan RC3: Sensitive Tree, Hedgerow and Wildlife Areas" Policy wording corrected, thank you. Policy RC3
Policy RC3 The canopy of trees along Church Road should be enhanced with further planting. This will also add to the biodiversity. Noted, thank you.

Policy RC3 Partially duplicates EE4 This policy augments policy EE4 in the emerging CBC Local Plan and identifies specific local sites 
within the parish of Sutton.

Policy RC4 Green gaps may at least help in the preservation of the rural aspect of Sutton without the feeling of coalescence with Biggleswade development. Very important to retain. Noted, thank you.
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Policy RC4

The intention to create a Community Green Space area opposite Church Road run via a Community Group Scheme should be included in the Neighbourhood Plan. This area would feature open areas of 
greensward, walking areas and possible bridleway. Hides could also be included for wildlife watching. A water feature some form of wildlife pond could be created by using water from Potton Brook. 
This would encourage birdlife, increase biodiversity and fit in with CBC's ideas on conservation corridors. A bridge over Potton Brook cold be incorporated to extend the network of footpaths to the 
east of The Belt. This would greatly enhance the environment of Sutton and surrounding area and provide an invaluable resource for future generations.

Noted, thank you.

Policy RC4 I feel development (2-3 houses deep) should happen opposite Church Road but with the tree screen in place plus Bear Garden. Noted, thank you.

Policy RC4

Important Green Gaps (RC4): UK Regeneration recognises that the village of Sutton, like other settlements, values its identity and as such is looking to reinforce this with a series of Green Gaps to the 
north and south.
UK Regeneration supports the general principle and would like to work with Sutton Parish to define an area of land based on technical landscape and other support.  At the moment the gap doesn’t 
appear to follow any landscape features or contours and would be at high risk of being unsound when independently examined.  
We would therefore like to work with the Neighbourhood Plan group to help build a robust evidence base around this policy and better define it on the ground.  To do this, UK Regeneration would be 
pleased to speak with the Steering Group in due course, after the close of this consultation.

Noted, thank you.  The boundaries of the Important Green Gaps have been reviewed and realigned 
with features on the ground where both practical to do so and where these did not exist before.

Policy RC4 (plan)
Appendix A - Policies Map

Policy RC4
Is this policy to prevent coalescence? If so, CBC's Local Plan allocated a similar footprint area south of Sutton as an Important Countryside Gap under Policy SP5. However, this area was removed at the 
request of the planning Inspectors of the Draft Local Plan. This removal was supported by little risk of coalescence due to the removal of the future growth location at Biggleswade. If Sutton wish to 
keep this gap, need to ensure that the purpose of it is clearly evidenced and described.

The purpose of identifying green gaps is set out in the preamble to the Policy and further 
information is set out in the Background Evidence Documents.

Section 6.3
Background Evidence Report - Part 3, section 3.

Policy RC4

Third paragraph of supporting  text states that 'small and narrow gaps of undeveloped countryside have been identified where it is considered essential that the open nature of countryside is 
maintained in order to retain the character and rural nature of Sutton village'. This is contrary to the proposed gaps highlighted on the map, particularly the gap to the south of Sutton that was 
originally put forward in the Council's Local Plan, this gap is large and extensive in nature and does not refelct an area of 'narrow' undeveloped countryside. As the policy is more about the retention of 
open landscape rather than the prevention of coalescence, this paragraph should be revised to say something similar to: 'Sensitive areas of open and undeveloped countryside have been identified 
where it is considerd essential that the land is retained and enhanced in order to protect the character and rural nature of Sutton Village...'. 

Noted, the wording in the preamble has been altered, removing the reference to 'small and narrow' 
and reorganising the text to reflect the multipurpose nature of the gaps. The suggested wording has 
been incorporated into the text.

Section 6.3

Policy RC4

The policy text does not refer to coalescence depsite this being mentioned within the supporting text in the paragraph above the policy. If this policy intends to protet against coalescence and protect 
the rural landscape then it should be referred to within the policy. Additionally, creating gaps for the prevention of coalescence against Potton is unecessary  and contradicts the intentions of Policy SP5 
in the Local Plan. At present, most ongoing development in Potton is focused around Biggleswade Road and to the west of the settlement. This area to the south of Potton and north of Sutton is 
convered mostly by a large golf course and a large area of woodland to the north east of the golf course, both of which act as strong defensible barriers that restrict development from encroaching any 
further southwards towards Sutton. Therefore, the gaps labelled at 3 and 4 on the map are not fulfilling their purpose in preventing coalescence. Furthermore, the gap labelled as 4 cannot be 
considered as an area of 'open landscape' given that is bounded by residential development to the east, highly dense woodland to the west, a golf course to the north and has a well establish field 
boundary that intersects it. Gap number 3 is also bounded by Sutton Road to the east, the golf course to the west and a dense woodland lies to the north, this does not constitute as an open landscape 
when compared to the gaps located south of the village. The Steering Group should consider removal of these gaps. Gaps 1, 2 and 3 also have no defensible boundary on one side, rendering it difficult 
to physically identify the extent of the boundary on the ground. 

The Important Green Gaps have a multitude of purposes, including retention of the rural landscape 
of the Parish and the rural setting of the village within the landscape, retaining wildlife corridors and 
preventing potential coalescence of Sutton with larger towns of Biggleswade and Potton. Whilst 
there is no 'threat' of encroachment in the current Local Plan, Proposals were put forward in the 
Draft Local Plan for enlargement of Biggleswade and a resultant buffer zone between the new edge 
of the town and Sutton. The current landowner has publicised their desire to develop this land and 
has included a masterplan for much of the area south of Sutton village as part of their previous 
planning applications.  The Review or next Local Plan is imminent and it would be remiss of the 
Neighbourhood Plan to ignore the potential for large scale development in this location in the 
future. Some reorganisation of the preamble to the Policy and the Background Evidence Document 
has been carried out for the purposes of clarity.

Section 6.3

Policy RC4

The policy comes across as anti-development, there is no reference in the chapter to the allowance of residential development and the gaps identified on the map appear to have been created with 
the purpose of filling in any gaps in the settlement that may be suitable for development. Given that in the future the Council may have to find additional site allocations, this approach is counter 
productive and could result in abortive work in the future. It is essential that the policy reflects the need to allow residential development to take place within the settlement, a paragraph should be 
included in the supporting text that references the need for residential development to support and enhance the rural character of the village, this should then be included within the policy text. Also, 
the policy could then be tied to the specific design codes for areas identfied on the map, the policy could then relfect the importance for development to abide by these specific design codes that 
encourage a lower density, only allow dwellings of a certain heigh to prevent their exposure to long ranging views and encourage linear developments that reflect the settlement pattern. 

These gaps have been carefully assessed, not for the purposes of stifling development. Sutton is a 
Small Village with an allocation for 24 dwellings in the current Local Plan, so it has already taken a 
relatively large allocation and embraced it through the Neighbourhood Plan. There are other 
chapters in the Neighbourhood Plan which make it clear that sustainable development is welcomed.

Policy RC5
It is short sighted to allow such land to be developed upon. With no negotiated deal being the increasingly probable conclusion of discussions with the E.U., a very poor wheat harvest this year and the 
likelihood of more to come, primarily due to climate change, it is folly to change the use of such vital arable land.

Noted, thank you.

Policy RC5 Once this this type of Agricultural land has been built on it is gone forever and it is so important for food production. Noted, thank you.

Policy RC5 We need to use good soils for farming not housing Noted, thank you.

Policy RC5 Right areas should be built on. Noted, thank you.

Policy RC5
The policy refers to the allowance of some sport and recreational facilities being permitted within the gap areas, this approach is rather vague and does not reflect the usage of the term 'sustainable 
development' within the policy text. Sustainable development can be attributed to any form of development, more clarification is needed on this. Again, this should be revised to include reference to 
residential development. 

We believe this comment relates to policy RC4 (Important Green Gaps) rather than policy RC5 
(Agriculture).
The Interpretation has been changed using 'sports and recreational uses' as examples. The word 
'Sustainable' has been removed from the policy worded as sustainable development can mean many 
things.

Policy RC4.
Policy RC4 interpretation.

Policy RC5
This policy already exists in CBC's Draft Local Plan. The policy in the NHP is more restrictive whereas CBC's allows some forms of development based on exceptions.
The wording 'Must not' is not compatible with Council Policy or NPPF. Too restrictive, therefore would fail to meet the Basic Conditions. 

The Countryside Gap (CG2) has been removed from the Local Plan during Examination, so there is no 
conflict with the wording. It is not considered to be in conflict with the NPPF as it is a local 
designation.

Policy RC6
The policy is counter-productive to the allowance of residential development in the settlement and will result in abortive work if another allocation is identified within an area of Grade 1 and 2 land. 
Potentially not compatible with CBC LP policy DC5.

We believe this comment relates to policy RC5 (Agriculture) rather than policy RC6 (Watercourses).
Policy DC5 of the Local Plan says that other than Local Plan allocations development that would 
result in the significant loss of Grades 1, 2 and 3a agricultural land will not be permitted. Policy RC5 
has been reworded to reflect this. Local Plan allocations in any new Local Plan would supersede this 
NP policy in any case.

Policy RC5

Policy RC6 Creating a water feature in the field opposite Church Road would enhance the recreational value and ecological benefits of the site. Noted, thank you.

Policy RC6
What is meant by ‘no significant adverse impact ’ and how is this to be defined, measured, and monitored? Vague wording. Suggests it is allowed to have some adverse impact. We suggest this 
wording be revised or additional text provided to ensure this is clearly understood.

No significant adverse impact' is a term often used in planning policy and it is up to the decision-
maker what is significant.

Policy RC6

Requires a ‘12m ecological buffer from the top of the watercourse bank ', under CBC and IDB land drainage byelaws a 9m undevelopable buffer must already be allowed for from the top of the bank of 
any non-main watercourse, this is to allow sufficient access for maintenance. The provision of a 12m buffer for ecology suggests restriction of maintenance activities which may impact the ecological 
provision, and this would be in contradiction to the existing adopted byelaws. See - https://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/info/44/planning/444/flooding_and_flood_risk_management/10. We 
consider there is a conflict with existing CBC and IDB policy.

Policy amended to comply with existing 9m buffer bylaws. Policy RC6

Policy RC6

This policy does not explicitly reference flood risk or the need to minimise the risk of flooding from a watercourse - despite flooding being set out as a local risk that requires careful management in 
section 8.2 of the NP and in section 3 of the ‘Background Evidence Report - part 2’. Likewise, where development is proposed adjacent to a watercourse or which discharges to a watercourse the NP 
should also ensure this provides betterment of the flood risk and water quality/environment. We consider stronger provision be made in the policy for the management of flood risk now and in the 
future.

Policies SG1 and RC6 amended and reference to sustainable drainage systems have been added in 
preamble to the Policy.

Policies SG1 and RC6.

Policy RC6
All watercourses should be left open and restrictions imposed on culverting these. We note that a provision has been made in Policy DC4 that the site’s front ditch be retained, however we consider 
this should be included more generally in policy RC6 also. We also feel the wording could be stronger to require the catchment conveyance of these ditches/watercourses is considered and retained.

It is considered that Policy RC6 would be sufficient as worded because culverting would comprise a 
significant adverse impact on the watercourse.

Policy RC6
The watercourses within Sutton fall under the administration of the Bedford Group of IDBs, who should be consulted with regards to their understanding of the catchment, management of 
watercourses and the NP.

Noted, thank you.

Policy RC6 CBC already have policy regarding watercourses. Isn't compatible with CBC Policy EE4 regarding the buffer strip, may fail to meet the Basic Conditions. The Policy has been amended to be in line with CBC policy Policy RC6

Policy RC6 Typo in supporting text 'and the Neighbourhood Plan should include a policy to ensure…....' Text corrected, thank you. Policy RC6
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Policy RC6
The use of the term significant leaves the policy open to interpretation as the policy does not clarify what is considered signficant in this context. Most other policies in the draft plan do not use this 
term so it should be removed for consistency.

It is for the decision maker to decide what is significant

Policy RC6
(a) 'This includes impacts on biodiversity, landscape, or the trees and woodlands that rely on the watercourses, this sentence within the policy text needs revising as watercourses tend to navigate 
beyond the borders of a parish and would essentially put a restriction on every single tree in the parish.  

The NP Policies only refer to within the Parish boundary (the neighbourhood area). Not all trees are 
reliant on watercourses.

Policy RC6

(b) this section of the policy conflicts with Policy RC1. Where the policy references that 'regard will be made to impacts on soils and watercourses' this would then mean any development on Grade 1 
and 2 land must be refused based on Policy RC5 irrespective of whether the development is considered as a 'sustainable development' as set out in Policy RC1. Considering that most of the soil grade 
quailty that surrounds the village is Grade 1 and 2 this would mean new development, regardless of how 'sustainable' it was could not be permitted in locations that would otherwise be appropriate. 
This needs rewording to avoid conflicts with other policies.

We believe this comment relates to Policy RC5 (Agriculture) rather than Policy RC6 (Watercourses).
Approximately 50% of the land in Sutton parish is grade 1 and grade 2 agricultural land.  We believe 
this leaves adequate areas of poorer quality soils where the development needs of the parish can be 
met, additionally, the policy uses the term 'significant', which does not prevent all development on 
such land.

Section 6.4

Policy RC7 Again, it would seem appropriate to substitute 'must' with 'should'. I note that 'should' has actually been used in part (c).

We have used the term 'must' to generally mean a mandatory requirement, although it is 
recognised that in some limited circumstances these requirements cannot reasonably be met.  We 
therefore use the term 'should' to advise what action would be supported, but where flexibility may 
be required.

Policy RC7 Anglian Water welcomes the reference to development proposals providing a minimum of 10% biodiversity net gain. Noted, thank you.

Policy RC7
Some duplication of CBC policy wording here. Also point (a) is more restrictive than CBC's policy. Sutton's policy doesn't allow for exceptions or mitigation of impacts. It is expected that development 
will have zero impact.

Sutton Parish is very important in terms of wildlife corridors and habitats as set out in the 
Background Evidence. This policy therefore focusses on the importance of protecting these features 
and enhancing where possible. It is not felt to be more restrictive than CBC's policy.

Policy RC7
The definition of a 'feature' needs clearly stating within the supporting text and the policy to specifically identify what is required in respect to these features and must try and avoid open interpretation 
which the policy currently allows. The term 'planting and landscape features' is not enough as the extent of what would be appropriate it is not stated within the policy. For example, a developer could 
propose the planting of one small bush which would be considered conforming with the policy. 

'Compensatory' has been added to the policy to suggest that the scale of features should be 
commensurate with the loss and clarified in the Interpretation.

Policy RC7

Policy RC7
Policy RC7(b) - It is advised not to be too prescriptive about a specific % of net gains. DM seeks net biodiversity gains as part of development proposals but introducing a specific minimum % could 
make this problematic. If there is other legislation requiring target percentages then we would work to that (the Environmental Bill is referred to for example).

The Environment Bill requires 10% and therefore this is the figure that has been used.

Policy RC7 

The policy seems to be in conflict with the approach towards providing net gains and misses an opportunity to enforce this requirement. Part (a) of the policy states that 'any adverse impacts must be 
balanced by positive features within the development that are beneficial to wildlife." Rather than use the term 'balanced', a requirement for providing a net gain in biodiviersity would be more 
appropriate and far more beneifical. Also, using the term 'positive' features means the supporting text would need to clearly identify what is considered as a 'negative' feature. Suggest removing this 
term altogether to avoid additional work. 

Points a) and b) in the Policy are not in conflict, any losses must be compensated for, plus a 10% net 
gain is required.

Policy RC8 100% agree on the dark skies, the street light by the ford Is extremely bright and could do with an upgrade to aim light down as currently it is extremely bright. Noted, thank you.
Policy RC8 Suggest replacing the term 'Welcomed' with 'Supported'. Noted, thank you.
Policy RC8 CBC has policy regarding tranquility already in Policy EE5. NPPF supports limiting impact of development on light pollution. The wording of Local Plan Policy EE6 is substantially different from RC8 which adds to it.

Policy RC8
Review the use of the term significant. As the supporting text suggests this is an important policy for the local community then the policy should avoid allowance of interpretation. Also consider 
changing the term 'should' to 'must'.

Noted, thank you.  Policy wording changed to 'must'. Policy RC8

Policy RC9

I would not want this plan to prevent any future development of Sutton VA Lower School. The school playing field has an area that the school currently has planning consent for to build a modular 
classroom that will accommodate Year 5 and 6 pupils when the school converts to a Primary School within the CBC Schools for the Future Programme. This building work will take place within the CBC 
schools for the future programme which may exceed the time limit on the planning consent document.
If all of the playing field becomes a designated green space, development required to enable an additional Year 5 /6 class to be built, may be prevented. This would have a negative affect on the future 
viability of the school.
In addition, the plans appear to designate the existing playground as a green space. I do not agree with the proposal to include this area within the designated green space as it is not grassed at present 
and the school maintain its playground.

Policy wording amended to remove proposed designation of Sutton V.A. Lower School Playing Field 
as Local Green Space.

Policy RC9
Appendix A - Policies Map

Policy RC9

References LGS4 and LGS5 have been transposed between the maps and the policy statement, so the policy statement doesn't match the plans/maps.

Local Green Space Sutton VA Lower School Playing Field should be amended to allow plenty of space for the school to be expanded, as without expanding, the school could become unsustainable. I 
would suggest only the eastern half of the area should be designated, with the area directly behind the existing school buildings left out.

References corrected.  Policy wording amended to remove proposed designation of Sutton V.A. 
Lower School Playing Field as Local Green Space.

Policy RC9
Appendix A - Policies Map

Policy RC9

Seems to be a typo mistake in the draft Neighbourhood Plan document in relation to policy RC9:
In the written policy RC9 in the draft plan LGS4 is "Sutton Millennium Wood", and "Sutton Voluntary Aided Lower School Playing Field" is LGS5. But when you look at the relevant pictorial Plans in the 
draft document LGS4 and LGS5 are the other way round.
Strongly agree in relation to LGS1, LGS2, LGS3 and "Sutton Millennium Wood".  But I think the only development that should be allowed on "Sutton Voluntary Aided Lower School Playing Field" is for an 
additional appropriate classroom if necessary, for Sutton VA School to become a primary school.

References corrected.  Policy wording amended to remove proposed designation of Sutton V.A. 
Lower School Playing Field as Local Green Space.

Policy RC9
Appendix A - Policies Map

Policy RC9

Policy RCC9 (p34) states that Pegnut Wood (south) is a designated Local Green Space LGS1 and that development must not encroach onto such spaces or have any adverse impact on the special 
community value, accessibility, safety, amenity or setting of the space. In relation to Pegnuts Wood this is private land and commercially managed woodland. Any amenity, accessibility, community 
value or setting must be in context of its purpose and recognise that this is not public land. The clause needs to make it explicit that designation as Local Green Space does not give any rights of access, 
community or other use. Whilst we recognise the woodland may have particular importance to the village the wording of the policy lacks clarity and gives the misperception that it is an accessible local 
green space, which it is not.

Wording amended to clarify that Local Green Space designation does not confer rights of public 
access.  References to permitted paths removed.

Policy RC9 Interpretation

Policy RC9
LGS1 (Pegnut Wood) - there is a small area of CBC ownership at the most south easterly part of Pegnut Wood - Code 27911 Village Farm Tree Planting 4 - (S22-003) 1252.42m sq. Therefore very little is 
affected and no objection.

Noted, thank you.

Policy RC9
LGS2 (The Belt) - The Belt is entirely in CBC ownership but outside of the Farmer [reacted] tenancy at 27802 Church Field Woodland - (S22-002) - 4.09ha. Quite a considerable area of land but no 
objection.

Noted, thank you.

Policy RC9
LGS5 (Sutton Lower School) - Sutton Lower School Playing Field is in CBC land ownership, Code 27915 is Sutton Lower Va School - (S22-001). School Playing Fields would be subject to DfE approval for 
change of use and any designation would be resisted due to the potential impact on future school expansion.

Policy wording amended to remove proposed designation of Sutton V.A. Lower School Playing Field 
as Local Green Space.

Policy RC9
Appendix A - Policies Map

Policy RC9
Sutton Lower School sits within the overall Schools For the Future programme.  Due to the Age of Transfer (3 tier to 2 tier) planned for the Biggleswade Cluster over the next few years we would object 
to the Local Green Space designation of the schools playing field until a feasibilty survey had been undertaken to assess current/future accommodation and external capacity. A designation could 
impact on the ability to expand the school in the future and is therefore inappropriate for designation as Local Green Space

Policy wording amended to remove proposed designation of Sutton V.A. Lower School Playing Field 
as Local Green Space.

Policy RC9
Appendix A - Policies Map

Policy RC9 Supported by NPPF wording. Noted, thank you.

Policy SG1

Reference is made to housing developments demonstrating that the risk of fluvial and surface water flooding will be managed.  We would ask that Policy SG1 be amended to make it clear that the use 
sustainable surface drainage systems (SuDS) are the preferred method of surface water management for all housing development proposals.
It is therefore proposed that Policy SG1 is amended as follows:
'(c) Housing development in flood risk areas must demonstrate how the risks of surface and fluvial flooding will be managed, both within the site and in terms of impacts on the surrounding area. 
Sustainable Drainage Systems should form part of the design of housing developments'

Policy SG1 amended as requested and reference to sustainable drainage systems have been added 
in preamble to the Policy.

Policy SG1

Policy SG1 Consider removing the term 'managed' in regard to flood risk and replace with 'mitigated'. Anglian Water are happy with the word 'managed'

Policy SG1 Bullet (a) regarding the number of bedrooms is already in the Government's technical housing standard. This will be considered at planning application stage regardless. This requirement is specific to Sutton, following the Housing Needs Survey.

Policy SG1 Self build houses are encouraged, but may be better to provide a figure with reference to robust evidence behind the policy. I.E: The policy is in accordance with xxxx. 
This part of the policy seeks to encourage and is not based on specific figures or requirements. It is 
felt that small and diverse settlements such as Sutton can benefit from individually designed homes.
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Sutton NP Regulation 14 Comments - Consultation Report Copy (Redacted)
Consultation Responses

SECTION OF PLAN COMMENTS RESPONSE Notes / Sections Amended

Policy SG1

(c) Housing development in flood risk areas must demonstrate how the risks of surface and fluvial flooding will be managed, both within the site and in terms of impacts on the surrounding area.
We are pleased to see a policy which supports the management of flood risk. We suggest the reference to ‘flood risk areas’ be made clear in terms of what the NP considers these to be. NPPF clearly 
references fluvial flood zones in the consideration of where development is appropriate with less weighting given to ‘other’ sources. The NP may want to make explicit reference to this including areas 
of flooding from surface water, sewers/drainage infrastructure also.
Flood records held by CBC show the majority of reports concerning flooding are concentrated along Church Rd and High St where watercourses intersect these, highways records show reports are also 
held with regards to exceedance of the local highway/urban drainage network. While the NP identifies areas of surface water flow and fluvial flood risk – it may want to draw attention to the need for 
enhanced maintenance or improved capacity of the urban drainage network and any opportunities from development to help secure this.

Noted, thank you.  Reference added to Policy and policy interpretation amended. Policy SG1.
Policy SG1 Interpretation.

Policy SG2 Although I agree in general (c) does not apply to the Biggleswade to Potton Road B1040, it already is noisy, dusty, and traffic increasing! Noted, thank you.
Policy SG2 The provision of ultrafast broadband to the village will greatly enhance business and economic activity. Noted, thank you.

Policy SG2 Phone signal (4G) Noted, thank you.  Masts for mobile phone services are generally covered under permitted 
development rights and are dealt with by national and Local Plan policies.

Policy SG2
‘e’: ok. How does ‘d’ relate to ‘a’ and ‘b’? Does ‘c’ duplicate CBC policy? Perhaps add some text referring to the evidence that underpins this in the policy and make provision for the evidence to be 
updated (rather than having to update the plan)? 

All these points are independent from each other. The wording around broadband is felt to be 
sufficiently flexible to allow for technological advances.

Policy SG3 What about visual impact? Policy wording amended to include visual impact. Policy SG3
Policy SG3 Does this include the creation of electric charging points for vehicles? Electric charging points are covered in policy INF1(f).

Section 11.8 (Page 95) & 
Green Infrastructure Plan

Clause 11.8 on page 95 regarding pedestrian transport states that the parish network of public footpaths and bridleways would benefit from additional connections as highlighted in the Green 
Infrastructure Plan. The Green Infrastructure Plan includes an action plan, which has 3 points relating to Pegnuts Wood, including new footpaths, carpark and public access. There are only very limited 
peripheral rights of way in Pegnuts Wood and the managed woodland is private land. While improvements to the rights of way network are noted as aspirational, no discussions have been held with 
the landowners in this regard. The Green Infrastructure Plan contains factual inaccuracies which are misleading to the public and need to be corrected. The Site details page for Pegnuts Wood states 
that the wood ‘has a network of accessible paths – some are Public Rights of Way’. As previously stated there is only one footpath that runs down the eastern boundary of the wood and one footpath 
that runs across the south west corner. No other rights of  way – public or permissive exist in this woodland. We would therefore express concern that the plan is misleading as to the accessibility onto 
this private land to the general public. We request that the site details should be amended accordingly and not shown as accessible to prevent confusion by the general public and local residents.

Wording amended so as to remove the references to network of accessible paths and permissive 
paths in Pegnut Wood.

Green Infrastructure Plan

Section 12
Include some generic wording about developer contributions providing for standard requirements, including for example appropriate expansion of school provision. Just to avoid any confusion that 
they also support all the other essential infrastructure requirements. 

Financial contributions from developers is dealt with in Section 14

Section 14 The title for this chapter 'Dealing with developments' comes across as highly negative in respect to new development. Should consider revising this to be more accommodating. Section renamed 'Considerate Development'. Section 12

Section 6.2 (Page 22)

Clause 6.2 on Trees and Hedgerows at page22 describes Pegnut Wood. In this description it states that there are public rights of way through the wood as well as a network of local and permissive 
paths. This is factually incorrect. A footpaths run to the eastern boundary of the woodland and another runs across the south west corner. No other public or permissive rights of way are located within 
the woodland. The area is private land that is managed as a woodland site. While improvements to the rights of way network  are noted as aspirational in the plan, no discussions have been held with 
the landowners in this regard. We would therefore express concern that the plan is misleading as to the accessibility onto this private land to the general public. We request that the description is 
amended to state that public access to the woodland is limited with only 2 footpaths on the boundary or in the woodland as shown on the definitive plan.

Wording amended to clarify public access.  References to permitted paths removed. Section 6.2

Policy SG1 Could combine most of the policies in Section 7 from HE2 onwards into a single policy with some of the detail in an appendix/ separate document. The structure of the document has been considered. However it was felt to be more effective to 
present each section for each historic feature separately.

Section 9.8 Crime 
I am happy with the section relating to crime. Crime & anti-social behaviour levels are low in Sutton so I think it is a proportionate response and the recommendations regarding any future planning are 
sensible. We would ask for planners to consider Community Safety at the earliest stage of any development so we can ensure that potential issues can be highlighted at the earliest opportunity.

Noted, thank you.

Vision and Aims Housing Needs Survey: Need to add comment to say that NP will also reflect any national or local (strategic) policies just to ensure the NP doesn’t appear to contradict these. 
Noted, thank you.
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Sutton NP Regulation 14 Comments and List of Changes - Consultation Report Copy (Redacted)
List of Amendments

Document Section Policy Pages Notes Reason
Background Evidence Report - Part 2 3.1 11-12 Updated maps/plans with higher resolution versions and adjusted text of following paragraph accordingly. To address Regulation 14 comments.
Background Evidence Report - Part 2 3.8 21 Updated section on Hydrology observations. To address Regulation 14 comments.
Background Evidence Report - Part 2 5 29-34 Wildlife survey details updated. To ensure the latest information is included.

Background Evidence Report - Part 3 3 28-30, 34-40

Updated Important Green Gap supporting information.
Section 3.1 updated
New sections 3.2 and 3.3 inserted
Sections 3.10, 3.11 and 3.13 updated

To address Regulation 14 comments.

Consultation Report 2 5, 8
Sections 2.9-2.11, 2.26, 2.28, 2.35, 2.36 inserted/updated to provide more commentary on the linkage between the 
consultations and the content of the Plan and expand on the co-operation between the Steering Committee and Central 
Bedfordshire Council.

To address feedback from the Plan Health Check (Pt 1, para 1.3 and Pt 
2, para 2.7)

Consultation Report 9-13 Added detail of Regulation 14 Consultation, updated appendices (CR5, CR6, CR7 & CR20) and added appendices (CR21-CR31). To ensure the latest information is included.

Consultation Report
Appendix 

CR18
Added in initial report from CBC which contains Annex I To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 1, para 1.9)

Green Infrastructure Plan 18 Important Green Gap area amended (reference 19). To address Regulation 14 comments.

Green Infrastructure Plan 42 Wording amended so as to remove the references to network of accessible paths and permissive paths in Pegnut Wood. To address Regulation 14 comments.

Green Infrastructure Plan 32, 37-38, 46
Change proposal to designate Sutton V.A. Lower School Playing Field from 'Y' to 'N' and add note to the text containing 
rationale.

To address Regulation 14 comments.

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 1.3 9
Wording amended to clarify that the Sutton Neighbourhood Plan will run to 2035 as this is the period which the emerging 
CBC plan runs to.

To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 3)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 2.4 12
Wording amended to clarify that the Sutton Neighbourhood Plan has been drafted to be in general conformity with the 
emerging CBC Local Plan.

To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 4)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 3.1 13 Clarify wording to state explicitly that the aims were shaped by the brain storming event on 16th August 2018. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (page 2) .

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 3.2 13 Grammar correction To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 5)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 3.3 14 Grammar correction To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 5)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 3.8 15-16 Added in section on Regulation 14 consultation. To ensure the latest information is included.

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 4 17 Clarification that the vision and aims were derived from the consultation activities which took place in 2018 and 2019. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 6)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 5 20 Amended the wording of the first and fifth bullets of the Sustainable Development Principles for Sutton to clarify wording. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 7)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 5 20
Amended the wording of the sentence on adverse impacts to clarify that where such adverse impacts are justified, they 
should be mitigated.

To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 7)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.1 RC1 22 Policy wording updated - points (a), (b) and (c). To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.1 RC1 22 Policy wording and interpretation wording amended to improve clarity. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 8)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.2 23 Source of data for 60% figure provided. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 8)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.2 24 Removed reference to permissive paths in Pegnut Wood. To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.2 RC2 26 Updated policy wording - point (b) and amended policy interpretation - first and last paragraphs. To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.2 RC2 26 Policy wording updated to remove inconsistency between must / should and mitigation, and to add clarity. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 9)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.2 RC3 27 Added 'Sutton Millennium Wood' into policy wording - point (b). To address Regulation 14 comments.

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.2 RC3 27 'Adverse' replaced with 'significant adverse' in the policy wording to enable a more flexible, effective and positive policy. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 10)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.2 25 & 27
Added text to explain the sensitive tree, hedgerow and wildlife areas and link to the evidence in the background evidence 
report.

To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 10)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.3 RC4 29-30
Updated text, policy wording, policy interpretation and plan/map.
Important Green Gap boundaries changed to better align with features on the ground.

To address Regulation 14 comments and Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 
11)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.4 RC5 31 Updated text and policy wording. To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.4 RC5 31 Policy wording updated to give more flexibility and improve clarity. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 12)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.4 RC6 32 Buffer reduced to 9m in line with bylaws; policy wording (points (a) and (c)) and policy interpretation wording amended. To address Regulation 14 comments.

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.4 RC6 32 Text updated to include reference to drainage board by-laws in relation to 9m buffer. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 13)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.5 RC7 33 Policy wording amended - point (a). To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.5 33 Paragraph 7 amended to correct the typographical errors. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 14)
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List of Amendments

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.5 RC7 33
 Paragraph (a) reworded to remove potential contradiction and improve clarity.  Included 'wherever feasible' in policy 
paragraph (b)

To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 14)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.6 RC8 35 Policy wording amended - point (b). To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.6 RC8 35 Paragraph (b) reworded to be more directive to aid implementation. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 16)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.8 RC9 36

Sutton V.A. Lower School Playing Field removed from designation as Local Green Space.
Wording added to policy interpretation regarding public access.
References corrected.
Clarification added to policy interpretation regarding public access.

To address Regulation 14 comments.

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.8 36
Text references in relation to NPPF amended to reflect the current version of the NPPF.  Wording added to reference Pegnut 
Wood (north) [Potton parish] which was designated Local Green Space in October 2019.

To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 17)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 6.8 RC9 36 Policy wording updated (paragraphs (b) and (c)) to have due regard to national policy. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 18)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 7 HE1 41 Typographical error corrected.  List of non-designated assets added to Policy HE1 Interpretation. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 19)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 7.2 HE2 46 Policy wording amended to add clarity. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 21)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 7.3 HE3 48 Text amended, policy wording and policy interpretation wording amended. To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 7.3 HE3 48 Preamble text updated to cite official records.  Policy wording amended to add clarity. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (Pt 3, para 22)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 7.4 HE4 52 Policy wording added to ensure it is clear that the policy does not only apply to the Packhorse Bridge, but to the ford as well. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (pt 3, para 23)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 7.6 55 Added percentages to text and replaced 'residents' with 'respondents'. To address Regulation 14 comments.

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 7.11 HE6 61
Policy wording in paragraph (a) amended to add reference to significance to have adequate regard for national policy; 
paragraph (b) amended to insert the word 'normally' to allow the use of non-traditional materials if justified.

To address feedback from Plan Health Check (pt 3, para 26)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 8.2 62 Added text regarding sustainable drainage systems to third paragraph. To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 8.6 64 Additional data text and data included to support the housing mix policy. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (pt 3, para 27)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 8.8 SG1 65
Amended policy wording, point c) to include points on drainage.
Amended policy interpretation wording to add clarification on flood risk types. 

To address Regulation 14 comments.

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 8.9 SG2 64 Paragraph (d) wording amended to correct grammar. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (pt 3, para 28)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 8.9 SG3 68 Added 'visual impact' to policy wording. To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 8.9 SG3 68 Preamble text added to sustainable local energy schemes. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (pt 3, para 29)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 9.1 69 Source added for Settlement Envelope (Appendix E). To address feedback from Plan Health Check (pt 3, para 30)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 9.5 DC1 73 Added wording about 'pre-emptive action' to policy interpretation. To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 9.5 DC1 73 Added wording to specifically refer to the views in Appendix J to policy DC1(e) To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 9.7 DC2 76 Policy wording (first paragraph) amended. To address Regulation 14 comments.

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 9.7 DC2 76
Text added to Policy DC2 Interpretation to clarify SCA2 is subsumed within Policy HE6 and SCA5 is adequately covered by 
policies elsewhere.

To address Regulation 14 comments.

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 9.6 DC1 72 & 73 Included better reference to Sutton Design Code in both policy DC1 and text of section 9.6
To address Regulation 14 comments and feedback from Plan Health 
Check (pt 3, para 32)

Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 9.7 74 Added reference to the Background Evidence Report in respect of the Character Areas. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (pt 3, para 33)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 9.9 DC3 79 Policy wording updated - point (h). To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 9.9 DC3 79 Included 'where possible' in policy DC3 wording, paragraph (c). To address feedback from Plan Health Check (pt 3, para 34)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 9.1 DC4 81 Policy wording amended - added 'and enhance' to point (a). To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 10.1 83 Amended wording to clarify that change of use will only be resisted for those facilities within Sutton parish. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (pt 3, para 36)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 10.5 84 Added text on the current adequacy of the number of allotments. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (pt 3, para 37)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 10.7 CF1 86-87 Policy wording amended - point (d).  Allocation area amended on plan to exclude the access. To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 10.16 CF3 94 Policy wording amended - point (b.ii) and removed Sutton Millennium Wood. To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 10.16 91-92 Added text to describe site selection criteria. To address feedback from Plan Health Check (pt 3, para 39)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 11.9 98 Duplicate text describing the Skylark Ride removed (retained text in section 10.3). To address feedback from Plan Health Check (pt 3, para 41)
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 11.10 98 Text amended to reflect concerns about speed and collisions at Clay End crossroads. To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 11.11 INF1 100 Policy wording amended - point (c). To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan 12 102 Section renamed 'Considerate Development'. To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan Appendix A 111 Policies Map updated to reflect above changes. To address Regulation 14 comments.
Sutton Neighbourhood Plan Appendix F 118-119 Flood Risk Maps updated with higher resolution maps. To address Regulation 14 comments.
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