ASHLEY GREEN PARISH COUNCIL
Minutes of Extraordinary General Meeting
28th May 2026
	Date & Time
	Thursday 28th May 2026, commencing 5.30pm

	Venue
	The Old School, Ashley Green

	Chairman
	Councillor Cullingham

	Councillors Present
	Cullingham (Chairman), Watts, Woodhouse, Colbert and Fidler

	Apologies
	The Clerk; Councillor Broschomb (declared interest — unable to vote)

	Purpose
	To discuss adoption of Neighbourhood Plan documents (NP, GB Study, Design Annex, Consultation Statement and Summary of Responses)



1.  Chairman's Introduction and Apologies for Absence
Apologies were received from the Clerk and from Councillor Broschomb, who has a declared interest in the matter and is therefore unable to vote.
Prior to the meeting, Councillor Fidler had circulated an email containing questions and queries relating to the Neighbourhood Plan documents. Councillor Watts, as Chair of the Steering Group, subsequently provided written responses. This exchange was noted and is to be appended to these minutes. The exchange had dealt with a number of the issues raised.

2.  Matters Arising — Neighbourhood Plan Documents
Ownership of Documents
It was confirmed that ownership of the Neighbourhood Plan documents lies with the Parish Council.
Grey Belt (GB) Study
Councillor Watts explained that the GB Study was more difficult to amend, as only ONH had access to the plans. As a new piece of work, ONH were heavily invested in ensuring its accuracy.
The following amendment to the GB Study was agreed:
Page 12, paragraph 4.16 — delete the following text:
"However, without that service being properly established, and recognising the vulnerability of bus services in rural areas in recent years, it is now considered this is not sufficient for the village to be a sustainable location for this purpose."
And replace with:
"It assessed that Whelpley Hill and Orchard Leigh are too small and remote from local and established public transport services, without established safe access pedestrian routes with no reasonable prospect of that changing without a fundamental shift in future strategic spatial planning policy."
ACTION: Steering Group (SG) to implement the above amendment.
Whelpley Hill Bus Service
Issues surrounding the Whelpley Hill bus service were discussed in the context of the above amendment.
Bucks Planning Policy
Comment was made on the aged nature of existing Buckinghamshire planning policy and the proximity of the emerging Local Plan.
Consultation Statement — Paragraphs 5.1b and 5.1c
It was noted that paragraphs 5.1b and 5.1c appear only within the Consultation Statement. Going forward, it is assumed that the principal documents will be the NP, the GB Study and the Design Annex. As paragraphs 5.1b and 5.1c are considered important, they need to be inserted into the NP, the GB Study, or both.
ACTION: SG to action insertion of paragraphs 5.1b and 5.1c into the appropriate document(s).
Number of Houses
The number of houses was discussed. A figure of 22 was agreed.
NP — Date of Grey Belt Study
It was noted that the NP at page 12, paragraph 3.8, refers to the Grey Belt Study as being dated March 2026. The correct date is May 2026 and this should be amended accordingly.
ACTION: SG to correct the date of the Grey Belt Study in NP paragraph 3.8 to May 2026.
Consultation Statement — Public Availability
ACTION: Clerk to confirm that the Consultation Statement can be made publicly available.
Land Adjacent to Coblands
Land adjacent to Coblands was discussed in connection with density, quality and character of development.
Public Meetings
It was discussed that a Q&A sheet could be produced for the proposed public meetings, possibly drawing on the exchanges contained in the attached email. The timing for public meetings is to be agreed; a timetable from Buckinghamshire Council is required before dates can be confirmed.

3.  Adoption of Neighbourhood Plan Documents
In order to avoid the need for a further Extraordinary General Meeting, four Councillors agreed to adopt the Neighbourhood Plan and associated documents subject to the amendments detailed above being implemented. The amended documents are to be circulated to all Councillors and approved by email prior to submission to Buckinghamshire Council.
Councillor Fidler declined to adopt.

4.  Close of Meeting
The meeting closed at 6.45pm.

Summary of Actions
	Action
	Responsible

	Amend GB Study page 12, para 4.16 as agreed
	Steering Group

	Insert paragraphs 5.1b and 5.1c into NP and/or GB Study
	Steering Group

	Correct date of GB Study in NP para 3.8 to May 2026
	Steering Group

	Confirm Consultation Statement can be made publicly available
	Clerk

	Circulate amended documents to Councillors for email approval prior to submission to Bucks
	Steering Group / Clerk

	Obtain timetable from Bucks Council before confirming public meeting dates
	Clerk



Signed (Chairman): ___________________________
Date: ___________________________
Note: The email exchange between Councillor Fidler and Councillor Watts (Chair of the Steering Group) is to be appended to these minutes.






























APPENDIX
Councillors 
Please see attached my general and document specific questions for discussion at the EGM on Thursday 28th May 2026, 5:30pm.  I’m happy to read this out or alternatively for you to adopt this note for inclusion in the minutes for the meeting. 
I would like to reiterate at the outset that I am not against the concept of a Neighbourhood Plan However, given the newness of the introduction of the concept of Grey Belt it is important the documents are fit for purpose for the next ten years. 
I acknowledge the considerable amount of time and effort many individuals have put into the compilation of the documents, this has not been an easy or straightforward process for those involved.  
I would like to point out my comments are not designed to be ‘unhelpful’, rather to prompt an informed discussion by the Council before a decision is made on the formal adoption of the NP and supporting documents.  Had I been permitted to join the Steering Group in January 2026, as I requested, many of the points below could have been discussed, debated and resolved sooner. 
All the documents are an agreed compromise. We will all be able to comment again to Bucks as part of the next stage consultation. Further, the Independent Inspector will also undoubtedly let us know where we have got it wrong or right.
General questions and comments in relation to the NP 
Who has ‘proprietary rights’ on the NP and the GB Study, is it the PC or ONH? (Consultation Document, page 14 third para refers). Surely, it has to be the PC as the body ‘commissioning’ the Plan and having ultimate responsibility for it. If the Steering Group did not agree on a matter could it insist a change is made even if ONH disagreed?  Were there such instances, if so what were they?   
We worked as a team and made representations and mutually agreed the outcome. It was a collaborative process with ONH leading.
What is the connection between the NP and GB Study, which document is used going forward formally when assessing Planning Applications, is it both, ie does the latter form part of the NP?
We understand NP leads with GB study and Design statement as annexes
The NP is drafted based on the 1997 Chiltern District Local Plan and Chiltern District Core Strategy, adopted 2011, the first nearly 30 years old, the second 15 years.  Given the next iteration of the Bucks Local Plan is due out July 2026, with the final targeted for Dec 2026, would it not be sensible to wait for that to come out and base it against that?  No, Bucks have provided their comments to the NP and are happy for us to proceed. The only planning application due is the one 
(replacement/rebuild house) on Two Dells Lane, there are no “unbridled development” applications pending and/or people are aware of. The plan last 10 years, who knows what will come along in a year’s time.   We have an application for 4 houses on land adjacent Coblands plus the land off Hog Lane outstanding at the moment, The NP would assist us in both these cases. There is inconsistency of approach between the NP documents, the Design Annex heavily references the emerging Local Plan. Disagree
At the meeting Peter Fleet and I had with Roger Watts and Rob Youngs on 15th March 2026 it was stated that any sites in the NP that were deemed ‘unsuitable’ in the Bucks Local Plan would be removed from the NP.  Rob Youngs also commented that other sites that bordered those designated ‘unsuitable’ would likely be taken out given similar criteria for ‘unsuitable’ would probably apply to these sites as well.  We were also told that Site 5 would have a qualification raised against it, given the acknowledged access and view issues.  When I asked for confirmation from Rob Youngs on 6th May 2026 that this was the case, he replied the sites in question remained in but that the following wording would be included: “It is noted that Buckinghamshire Council have deemed Sites 9 and 10, in their Call for Sites, being unsuitable due to access and out of character.  Further it is also noted that Buckinghamshire Council classified Sites 11-14 as suitability unconfirmed, further assessment required”.  There is no reference of either in the NP or GB study.  The qualification for the former resides in the Consultation Document, which cannot be used when assessing future planning applications. Sites 5, 9 & 10 should be removed from the NP. No justification to remove these sites. The meeting was purely an informal meeting to discuss issues and not make policy. There is no requirement to make any comments on those sites, certainly not policy, this was written to appease residents. The Comments on sites 9 & 10 are already in the public domain, so to add them was superfluous, but they were still added to appease residents.
The criteria for assessing transport links cannot be disregarded based on opinions of future viability of the service.  This is a legal point, if the transport link existed at the time of the review and drafting of the NP and remains in place at it’s adoption, WH sites identified in the July GB should be retained in the May 2026 NP and Grey Belt Study, and not excluded. The reliability of the WH bus service could not be confirmed at the time of the study. It was not just about buses but other issues as well. The residents of WH put forward many good technical arguments
NP contradictions.  The NP contradicts the Buck’s current Local Plan, which is in consultation.  There are sites in the NP which are deemed ‘unsuitable’ by Bucks and sites included in the Bucks LP which are listed as needing further assessment which are not in the NP.   No contradiction, different analysis. Our study much more granular.
In addition, the PC’s Planning Committee objected to the planning application for site 15 in the NP on 13th April 2026 (PL/26?00847/FA) citing access issues and an indication that any proposal to reposition or remove the village signs and gates would be opposed, raising the question why it is included in the NP. This site is opposite the road into Flamstead Farm, which has access on the A146.   The planning committee comments are before the NP is in place. Street furniture was not an issue in the NP
 
Specific document questions 
Final Grey Belt Study, May 2026 
Page 3, para 1.10 last sentence references “four other tests”, the diagram on page shows 5. The first is covered under 1.7 4 others plus grey belt
Page 6 para 1.19, what is the “design-related evidence completed”, I’d like to see this please. Detailed in the Design Annex
Page 6, para 2.1 2, if all land in the Parish is Grey Belt, can you clarify “any draft Local Plan proposals to release land from the Green Belt…..”. The issue is to provide evidence for any future proposals. The LP is not settled.
Page 9, para 4.5 second bullet point, what evidence is the following sentence based on: “though the longer term future of this service is uncertain”.  As this new rural bus service has been only running for 9 months, it is reasonable to regard it as not yet established, although there are no specific guidelines, it was ONH’s view from their considerable experience.
Page 12, para 4.16, it is not for the Steering Group and/or ONH to dismiss the WH sites based on their view of the future of the bus route.  If a schedule existed at the time of, and during, the assessment the sites identified by the designated criteria in Whelpley Hill they should remain in the NP.  The same concern could be said about AG, this too is a rural area and the same logic could be applied to the viability of those services.  This is a subjective view and not one based on facts. The AG bus service is very much established, ultimately the Inspector will decide.
Page 16, para 5.3, on what basis is “approx. 22 homes” based on?  The Directorate for Planning, Growth & Sustainability’s response to the Steering Group dated 30/1/2026 states: “However, it is up to you how you want to arrive at an indicative figure”.  Rationale needs to be provided why 22 is considered an appropriate figure.  In the earlier drafts it was 31 houses based on 16 from AG and 15 from WH, 10% of each village’s housing stock. 
The 22 over 10 years (44 over 20 years) was provided as indicative housing figures by Bucks and that seemed reasonable and aligns us with Bucks current thoughts on the matter.  

Page 5.4, paras 1-3, given the above I do not agree with the points 1-3. 
Page 16. Noted
 
Neighbourhood Plan 2026-2036 
Page 6, para 2.10, the NP has been drafted based on the 1997 Chiltern District Local Plan and Chiltern District Core Strategy, adopted 2011.  The Grey Belt Study references the new draft Bucks Local Plan (next iteration due out July 2026, with the final document targeted to be published Dec 2026), page 4 para 1.15, page 6 para 2.1.2. 
Noted
Page 7, para 2.11, last sentence, it is incorrect to say the Local Plan is at an early stage, see comments above, this needs amending. Disagree I take view it is at an early stage
Page 7 para 2.12, it is incorrect to state BC’s approach to housing targets “does not heavily rely on small villages”, statements from Council leaders and documents released from Bucks CC indicate that Bucks will not be looking to villages as contributors to the overall housing target figure. Ashley Green is shown as being grey belt by Bucks. That’s in their study, the statements are not.
Page 9 para 2.16 states the first version of the Grey Belt Study was completed in August 2025, the one I printed oO states July 2025.  If there was another one completed in August can I have a copy of that one please. – The current one is the one that matters. There was only one around that date
Page 10 Vision Statement for Ashley Green Parish, at which PC meeting was this discussed and agreed to?  Please provide me with the minutes from that meeting. Dealt with by me and SG
Page 12 Policy AGWH1 A, “22 homes”, how this total was reached needs to be explained Covered in 3.7
Page 12 para 3.7, it is potentially misleading to state “which has been provided by BC for this purpose…”. 
No target has been set by Bucks, this suggests it has.  As above I reiterate the following point:  The Directorate for Planning, Growth & Sustainability’s response to the Steering Group dated 30/1/2026 states: “However, it is up to you how you want to arrive at an indicative figure”.  Rationale needs to be provided why 22 is considered an appropriate figure.  In the earlier drafts it was 31 houses based on 16 from AG and 15 from WH, 10% of each village’s housing stock. 
The 22 over 10 years (44 over 20 years) was provided as indicative housing figures by Bucks and that seemed reasonable and aligns us with Bucks current thoughts on the matter.  To deviate would require significant justification.
Page 12 para 3.8, the Grey Belt study is dated May 2026, not March 2026 as is quoted here. This should be corrected.
Page 12 para 3.8, I reiterate the point made above, it is not for ONH and/or the Steering Group to opine on whether a bus service is “established”.  Any decision must be based on facts as they exist during the assessment and drafting period, it can’t be opinion based on what might happen in the future.  If a schedule existed at the time of, and during, the assessment the sites identified by the designated criteria in Whelpley Hill they should remain in the NP.  The same concern could be said about AG, this too is a 
rural area and the same logic could be applied to the viability of those services.  This is a subjective view and not one based on facts. A bus service through Ashley Green has been running since the 1960s (Google) while the WH service has been running for 9months. It was not just about the bus service
Page 15 para 3.16, site 5 should be discounted on the basis of policy AGWH4. That is not what is says, any proposed development on Site 5 would have to consider the view and vista, which is what we wrote in the Consultation Document. 3.16 is general commentary.
 
AGP NP May 2026 Regulation 14 Consultation Statement (2026) 
Do Bucks CC receive the comments residents made in full, rather than a summarised version? Our understanding is its the Consultation Document, but they can request detailed comments. It should be noted that CD is materially more detailed than required to demonstrate full transparency to the residents.
Page 9 para 4.1, second sentence.  I’m sure this wasn’t the intention, but this sentence is both patronising and condescending.  From the discussions I have had with residents they are very clear on how planning applications are determined, with or without a NP.  By identifying sites the first barriers for planning applications are effectively made lower but people acknowledge this does not guarantee ‘approval’.  That said it is not an unreasonable deduction to make that if a site is identified in a NP as having the potential of being ‘suitable’, rather than ‘unsuitable’, planning applications have a greater chance of being approved.  This sentence needs deleting or amending. Disagree, it fairly reflects the Regulation 14 responses received from around 130 responses.
Page 11 para 5.1a, the reasons stated here are not the reason given in the NP and GB Study for the exclusion of sites in Whelpley Hill. These are a summary of Regulation 14 responses. For many reasons
Page 11 para 5.1b, what does “it is noted that there are concerns about Site 5’s suitability for a future development” mean?  Does the Steering Group agree or disagree, this qualification need to be included in the NP and GB Study, ie Site 5 is not removed from the NP. It is just an observation. It is not policy and should not be in the NP. Again, this was included to appease some residents.
Page 11, para 5.1c, as above what does this sentence mean, what is the Steering Group’s view, this qualification needs to be included in the NP and GB Study. Just an observation from Bucks published documentation, it is not policy and should not be in the NP. Again, this was included to appease some residents.
Page 11, para 5.2, first para, BC has NOT provided guidance that AG PC should look to accommodate 22 dwellings over a ten year period. This is an indicative figure which has been arrived at using a calculation deemed not to be unreasonable.  It should be made clear this is not a target set by Bucks.   It states [BC] “The local plan is not advanced enough for these figures to be known yet, but should be in a position to provide this around Summer 2026 when the LP4B goes to Reg19 Consultation. Paragraph 70 of the NPPF states that in such cases an indicative figure can be provided.”  It concluded by saying “However, it is up to you how you want to arrive at an indicative figure.” 
The 22 over 10 years (44 over 20 years) was provided as indicative housing figures by Bucks and that seemed reasonable and aligns us with Bucks current thoughts on the matter.  To deviate would require significant justification.
Page 13 second para, last sentence, can I be provided with the guidance from Bucks stating that “saw no reason why the NP should be delayed”. 
See screenshot of Bucks email below
Page 14 third para, who has ‘proprietary rights’ on the NP and the GB Study, is it the PC or ONH? 
This is a PC study prepared by ONH
 
AGP NP 2026-2036 Design Annex, May 2026 
Have owners of the houses photographed and published in the document given permission for their properties to be included? 
Not needed, as long as the photos was taken from public land and, showing a general street scene or the exterior of a building is completely legal under UK freedom of photography and privacy laws. Further, the houses are not specifically referenced
Is the Design Annex for use in Ashley Green not Whelpley Hill, as this is how it reads. It needs to be clarified this is for the entire parish. 
The opening statement sates: This Design Annex forms part of the Ashley Green Parish Neighbourhood Plan. It is for guidance purposes when considering new development in the Parish.
Second page Roger has ‘signed’ as Chair, Ashley Green Parish Council.  This needs changing to be Chair NP Steering Group? 
Its not signed. It’s a statement in my capacity at the time
Page 5, second para, is the intention for the Design Annex to be used for both domestic and commercial, given the NP states it’s just for residential development? 
Its commercial in terms of company developers as opposed to individual house builders. Although if it is ambiguous and we thought we might capture commercial premises I would want to leave it in
Page 32 “Note”, this implies that the majority of the 22 houses over the ten year period are likely be built in 
Ashley Green Village, “With respect to plot size, Ashley Green Village is the main example cited in Figure 8, opposite. This is because the NP had identified this settlement as being the location with the greatest potential to accommodate development during the plan period.”  This is an assumption and as such should not be included.  If Whelpley Hill is reinstated in the NP this needs to be updated.  
Ashley Green is determined as the only sustainable location, although we have widened the scope to the  whole parish so any infilling etc in WH or elsewhere within the parish will count towards the total. 
Page 35 para 5, disagree with this assumption.  I do not agree with “taking this approach means the actual density figure of ‘X’ number of homes per acre or hectares is less important than the quality and charcter of the development.”  Given the majority of sites identified are within the centre of the village and do not have access to arterial routes, it is important to restrict the number of houses per hectare, so that the character and nature of the centre of the village is not irrevocably damaged.
Our view is density is less important than the quality and character of development
Page 36, “Note”, same comment as that for Page 32 above. 
Same response.
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From: Ella Wood <Ella.Wood@buckinghamshire.gov.uk>
Date: Friday, 9 January 2026 at 16:24

To: Sam Harper <sharper@firstplan.co.uk>

Ce: Rachael Riach <rachael.riach@buckinghamshire.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Ashley Green, NDP

Dear Sam,
Happy New Year, and thank you for your email.

Yes, we did receive the Regulation 14 notification from the Parish Clerk in early December. At this stage,
the comments are currently with our internal teams for review, and we will ensure they are submitted by
the end of the consultation period.

Regarding the Q&A session, we agree there is no need for us to attend, as this is your neighbourhood plan
process. The NDP needs to be generally consistent with the current Local Plan, as that is the document it
will be examined against. It is sensible, and important, to consider the emerging Local Plan too, which it
sounds like you have already taken the published information into account. At present there is no further
information available, and additional evidence will be released as it is completed, so the NDP may be
submitted before these studies are published. As you have noted, the NDP and the emerging Local Plan
can progress on separate timelines without issue. Explaining this relationship to residents should help
address the concerns being raised. You may also wish to highlight that the NDP can be reviewed at any
point after it is made, so if there is a need then the plan can be updated once the LP4B is adopted.
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I'hope this helps and | hope the session goes well.
Kind regards,

Ella Wood
Neighbourhood Planning Assistant
Planning Growth and Sustainability
Buckinghamshire Council

Email: ella.wood@buckinghamshire.gov.uk
Phone: 01296 585065




