KINGTON AREA NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN
CONSULTATION STATEMENT

1.1 This Consultation Statement has been prepared to accompany the submission of the Plan
documents at Regulation 15 and to fulfil the legal obligations of the Neighbourhood Planning
Regulations 2012 Section 15(2). Part 5 of the Regulations requires that a Consultation Statement
should:

a) contain details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed
Neighbourhood Development Plan;

b) explain how they were consulted;
c) summarise the main issues and concerns raised by the consultees;

d) describe how these issues and concerns have been considered and where relevant
addressed in the proposed Neighbourhood Development Plan.

1.2 This Development Plan has been prepared in response to the Localism Act 2011 which has given
Parish, Town Councils and other bodies new powers to prepare statutory neighbourhood plans to
help guide developments in their local areas. These powers give local people the opportunity to
shape new development, since Neighbourhood Plans form part of the framework of Local Plans and
the National Planning Policy under which planning applications are determined. This Neighbourhood
Plan will therefore become a component in Herefordshire Council’s Planning Policies.

1.3 The Plan has been prepared on behalf of the residents within the Neighbourhood Plan Area. The
Plan area lies in north-west Herefordshire and is defined by the parish boundaries of Kington Town,
Kington Rural & Lower Harpton and Huntington. Each of the three Parishes has a Council, Kington
Town Council, Kington Rural & Lower Harpton Council and Huntington Parish Council. The detailed
work on the Plan was undertaken by a Steering Committee formed of members from the three
Councils with the assistance of other volunteer residents at various times.

1.4 The Kington Neighbourhood Area, embracing the three Parishes, was approved by Herefordshire
Council on 11*" November 2013.

1.5 The Steering Committee considered that the task of producing a Neighbourhood Development
Plan would be complex and beyond their experience. It was therefore decided to engage the support
of an independent planning consultant to provide guidance and advice about the process and
necessary actions. Mrs Claire Rawlings was appointed and has guided all aspects of the work
throughout 2014-2018.

1.6 Early in 2014 the Steering Committee considered that specialist assistance was required in
preparing the Plan. Herefordshire Council’s Core Strategy specified that “Kington will accommodate
around 200 new homes during the Plan period. A Neighbourhood Development Plan will allocate
sites to meet this level of housing.” (CS 4.4.2)

The Core Strategy also stated “Sites within the existing confines of the town are constrained in terms
of flooding. Development of peripheral sites will require compromise in terms of the effect upon the
landscape” (CS 4.4.3)

1.7 The Steering Committee was aware that environmental constraints were difficult and that earlier
attempts to find relatively large numbers of sites had been unsuccessful and that once possible sites
were identified they would need to be subjected to professional assessments, skills that the



community did not possess. It was therefore decided to apply for grants to finance this. Grants were
awarded and specialist consultants in Planning, Landscape Assessment, Urban Architecture, and
Biodiversity were commissioned. Their reports are contained in the Evidence Folder and formed the
basis for many of the Policies in the draft Plan.

1.8 During the period 2014-2017, a variety of different methods were used to involve and consult
local people . These included public meetings on themed topics such as housing, the economy, the
environment, a drop-in event lasting two days, and questionnaires designed to suit each parish. A
final questionnaire was delivered to every household in the area to encourage feedback on the draft
Plan at Regulation 14 stage. Steering Committee meetings were open to the public, reports of
progress made at Council meetings and reports published in the Kington Chronicle. Notices
advertising public meetings were posted throughout the area and during the Regulation 14
Consultation hard copies of the draft Plan together with information boards were displayed in
Kington Library.

The document entitled Record of Public Meetings, Comments and Responses provides an account of
the meetings, summaries of comments and of the responses and actions of the Steering Committee.
The document, Appendices contains details of the questionnaires and other material on which the
summaries are based. A dedicated interactive website, kingtonareaplan.org.uk also received
comments

1.9 As part of the Regulation 14 Consultation public bodies were invited to comment on the draft
Plan. The document entitled Reg1l4 Comments and Responses gives summaries of the many
comments received from public bodies as well as from some detailed written submissions from
several members of the public, together with notes on actions taken in response.

1.10 Following the end of the Regulation 14 period amendments were made to the draft Plan based
on extensive consideration of the many suggestions that had been made.

2 Housing

2.1 The requirement to allocate sufficient sites to meet the required target number of 200 in Kington
Town was frequently queried in public consultations. The response was to re-publicise the Core
Strategy Policy ( CS KG1).

2.2 Local residents, through various types of communication, expressed clear preference for small
sites and the retention of open spaces.

2.3 Although it could be shown that completions and commitments to date, together with an
estimated number of windfalls, reduced the requirement to around 140 sites it proved impossible to
find 140 small sites within the Town. Moreover there was a requirement, and a locally
acknowledged need, for affordable housing that could be assured only on sites with more than 10
dwellings.

2.4 Using the advice of the consultants, one large site, comprised of two adjacent fields to the south
of the Town and adjacent to but outside the existing Settlement Boundary, was proposed for
allocation. As a consequence it was proposed to redraw the Settlement Boundary to include the site.
The sequence of decisions made on the allocation of sites is detailed in the Housing Audit Trail
appended to the Plan document.

2.5 The proposed allocation of this site, together with a proposed new access road, was the topic of
the most frequent objections from residents. The objections from residents are recorded in the



Record of Public Meetings, Comments and Responses, and those from three other sources in Reg
14 Comments and Responses.

3. The Appendices document attached contains details of the records of public consultations
including the four questionnaires that are summarised in the two documents identified above.



Kington Area Neighbourhood Development Plan

Consultation Statement.

The Kington Local Action Plan 2012 - 2013

Prior to the commencement of the Kington Area Neighbourhood Development Plan, a Community Led Plan was
conducted in Kington. (Kington Local Action Plan = KLAP). The consultation process began in 2012 and was completed in
2013.

To identify the main issues to residents of the town, an informal questionnaire was conducted at several town events,
including Gala Day, the Vintage Rally and Kington Show. This was then followed by a series of 5 “Planning for Real” public
events around Kington.

Results from Planning for Real were recorded and analysed to construct the KLAP Survey Questionnaire. Topics covered
included the community, housing, education, business, tourism, transport, traffic, town centre and sustainability, sport
and play, public buildings and assets. 1420 questionnaires were delivered to every household in Kington and Separate
Youth and Junior versions were delivered to the primary and senior schools.

32% responded to the main questionnaire and 90% responded to the Youth and Junior surveys. The results were collated
and presented at Kington Annual Town Meeting in the form of a Local Action Plan.

The Survey report was published and made available to view online on the Town Council website and in the Library and
other public venues. By this stage the Town Council was already aware of, and planning for the forthcoming



Neighbourhood Development Plan. Some relevant aspects of the Local Action Plan were to be taken forward to help
inform the Neighbourhood Plan.

Public meeting held in Kington to report on the KLAP, at which it was announced that a Neighbourhood Plan would be
undertaken for Kington.

Appendix 1: KLAP Summary of written responses

The Kington Area Neighbourhood Development Plan 2013 — 2018

A Steering committee (SC) was set up in 2013 by Kington Town Council (KTC) with representatives from Kington Rural and
Lower Harpton. They met in July 2013 and decided to invite the neighbouring parish of Huntington to become part of the
Plan area. Following a decision by Huntington Parish Council to agree to participate in the Plan, a committee was set up
with representatives from all three parish councils. It was agreed that the plan would be called The Kington Area
Neighbourhood Development Plan = (KANDP).

Advice received from Herefordshire Council on process and procedures.

Notices registering the Neighbourhood Plan Area posted by Herefordshire Council (HC) in public places in the three
parishes.

Website set up by a member of the steering group for KANDP www.kingtonareaplan.org.uk — go to info and resources
section on the website. Meeting notes, progress reports, and other resources and information publicly available to view
throughout the consultation process. Records and dates of Steering Group meetings available to view on the KANDP
website.



http://www.kingtonareaplan.org.uk/

Terms of reference for the group agreed at a meeting of Kington Town Council on 26" November 2013 and the Plan

process for the area registered with Herefordshire Council. Terms of reference subsequently agreed by the other two
parish councils.

Regular updates on the plan progress published in the Kington Chronicle. See
https://issuu.com/search?g=Kington%20Chronicle



https://issuu.com/search?q=Kington%20Chronicle

PUBLIC MEETINGS COMMENTS AND TOPICS

PUBLIC EVENT TOPIC | COMMENTS RESPONSE POLICY AREA
& DATE
23 October 2013 M. Fitton (Kington Town) elected as chair, R. Bradbury
First SC meeting with | (Kington) to act as secretary. Gemma Webster (HC)
members from all attended to explain process of producing
three councils. Neighbourhood Plan and agreed to attend another
meeting in Huntington.
14" January 2014 Memorandum of service level agreement with
Meeting of steering | Herefordshire council signed at meeting. Discussions
group in Huntington. | held regarding the fact that Kington Town is the main
target area for new housing (200) with 15 for Kington
Rural and Lower Harpton and none for Huntington area.
Reference to be made to views expressed in the KLAP
survey and data on housing needs. Sub-group set up to
identify possible housing sites in Kington. Due to the
possible difficulty in identifying enough sites in Kington, | Allocations not viable
query raised whether the whole NDP area of 3 parishes | across parishes; 200
could be considered jointly? Each area group also to must be in Kington.
identify green spaces needing protection. Other topics
would be considered at future meetings.
19" March 2014. Attended by around 80 people. KANDP cannot KANP H5

Neighbourhood Plan

Short presentations of housing design, energy efficiency.

promote less




Launch Meeting on
topic of Housing for
Kington advertised
by posters, held at
the Old Police
Station

Introduced by Chair M. Fitton who explained numbers of
housing sites to be found.

Comments:

Concern expressed about appropriateness of housing
allocation of 200 homes in Kington, when not linked to
employment or other infrastructure. (KLAP survey 75%
thought no more than 100 appropriate). If development
was spread over the whole time of the Plan period, this
might be ameliorated. Future development should be in
keeping with and sympathetic to Kington’s unique
townscape with its listed buildings and those of
architectural value. Meeting expressed -strong support
for high quality design and use of local materials, and
traditions (64% in the KLAP survey), priority use of
brownfield sites and development in small clusters.
Strong support for sustainable design and high energy
efficiency “beyond current requirements”.

Need for affordable homes for families, dwellings for
elderly people, home working, a diversity of provision
supported to reflect community demography, eg senior
citizens, affordable housing and starter housing, with
provision for adequate gardens for family housing.
Noted the absence of any allocation for housing in
Huntington and Kington Rural, it was considered that the
use of a “Community Right to Build Order” could enable
some additional development, the decision resting with

development than
that specified in
Herefordshire
Council’s Local Plan
(Core Strategy). KTC
had argued for 100 at
CS Inspection session.
Infrastructure issues
such as school places,
health facilities
should be
considered.

Flood plain areas and
high landscape value
pose constraints on
choice of sites.
Should Specify High
Level code 6 to
ensure energy
efficiency and
housing which is
cheap to run.

Ensure sufficient
playground and
recreation space on

Core Strategy
KG1




residents in the Parishes and could be linked to specific
sites. The use of structures such as Community Land
Trusts could be a way to make more affordable housing
more viable.

any site with larger
development.

Limit light pollution.
Encourage live/work
units to address
issues of
employment.

Limits to infill
development and
protection for Green
Spaces.

Because the
threshold to trigger a
percentage of
affordable new
homes is larger
developments, a
lower threshold for
Kington could be set
to ensure a higher
number.

22" April 2014.
Public Meeting on
Transport. Kington.
Appendix 2: Notes
from Meeting in

Long-standing traffic and pedestrian safety issues in
Kington Town Centre, all improvement options outlined
in the KLAP survey had received support, but the option
of shared surfaces/space might not have been fully

Policies exist within
the Core Strategy
relating to transport
and access planning
conditions. NDP

Policy areas
KANP INF1,
KANP T1,
KANP KTC1,
KANP E1
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Kington on
Transport.

understood. Means of raising funds to implement
solutions were discussed.

Needs of Kington residents differed from residents from
outside the town e.g. residents’ parking

Some details of various solutions were debated,
including speed bumps, new surfaces, changing the
attitude of drivers, routes and access for emergency
vehicles and buses. A car club, the widening of some
roads and potential use of 106 monies were mentioned.
Pedestrianisation and one-way systems discussed.

A depot and lorry park outside the town suggested to
remove the need for large freight vehicles to enter the
town.

Issues for people with disabilities were highlighted,
including a need for more dropped kerbs, and wider
pavements to make the town centre safer for the frail
and elderly and children

Pressure on parking space in the town; need all new
developments to have their own parking. Speed limits
(20 mph) and pinch points to slow down traffic could
help. Cycle tracks and Storage space for bikes in new
developments and in the town centre to encourage
alternatives to cars.

Better routes for cyclists and storage provision in the
town needed. Overnight parking for lorries is needed.

expected to re -
emphasise the need
for compliance with
these conditions.

In terms of resources:

“Community
Infrastructure Levy”
could be a way in
which resources
could be found to
implement
improvements; can
be used for a range
of facilities including
transport. Prudent
for the NDP to
contain policies
about appropriate
spending policies for
the levy.

The issue of trafficin
the High Street has
been a significant
concern for many
years, and proposals
put forward in the

KANP H3,
KANP H5




Extreme concern expressed about the loss of bus
services and the consequent impact of increased car use,
consequential diminution of economic and social
opportunities for young and old, and those without cars.
A safe pedestrian and cycle route to the town from
Arrow View, Hergest is needed.

past. The SC intends
to consult further on
detailed proposals to
inform a clear policy
commitment. This in
itself will not
guarantee funding
but would provide a
framework to
stimulate
implementations.

29t May 2014
Public meeting held
in Huntington.

Informing residents about Neighbourhood Plans and the
Plan process. Parish council take decision to set up
Huntington Steering Group to construct questionnaire
for Huntington residents.

30t June 2014.
Housing.
Appendix 3: Notes
from Housing
Meeting in Kington
30-06-14.

Further meeting on Housing. Presentation by Clir Bob
Widdowson to explain requirements of the Plan in terms
of number of housing sites to be found in Kington.
Highlighting that no housing sites were allocated to the
Rural Areas.

30 September 2014
Public Meeting on
The Economy held in
Kington.

(see Appendix 4).

Attended by around 80 people.

Main comments related to employment, tourism, use of
employment land, agriculture, and retail.

Possible opportunities for walking/outdoor themed
shops?

Policy KANP
El.

A Thriving
Rural
Economy.

8




Concern expressed about lack of employment
opportunities locally for 200 new households.

More people will have to travel to work, could turn
Kington into a dormitory town.

Some will need to work from home, space will be
needed for this. Some may bring their employment with
them.

Concern expressed about the lack of adequate
infrastructure for resulting increase in population —
school places, and health care etc.

Will developing tourism result in any significant increase
in employment?

Much local employment such as care work is low paid
and part time.

Construction work could result in some employment -
only if local firms are used.

Employment land on the two industrial areas at Sunset
and Hergest should be retained, as they provide useful
premises for business.

Acknowledgement that agriculture employs fewer
people these days and recent developments such as
intensive poultry rearing and polytunnels provide
minimal employment opportunities.

Can ‘drivers’ be identified to develop a strategy to
provide more employment opportunities?

Policy KANP
T1
Sustainable
tourism.

Policy KANP
E1 A Thriving
Rural
Economy




A network of local art and craft enterprises could help
provide a new identity for the town.

Rural questionnaires produced similar comments:

High rate of self-employment in the area shows that
people are enterprising.

It is likely that farms will need to diversify to remain
viable, but obstacles of poor broadband and road
network limiting factors.

The countryside and landscape are an asset,
opportunities for tourism.

Redundant farm buildings suitable for conversion to
workshops, holiday accommodation and food
processing.

Agriculture could be better supported by locally
produced foods also being sold locally.

At the meeting Tourism was one of the main subjects
commented on: The area itself attracts visitors who
enjoy the countryside and activities such as walking and
cycling are a niche to be developed.

Good accommodation, car parking and public toilets
attract people, and the aim should be to encourage
visitors to spend more time in the area and increase
level of spend.

Good and well-maintained footpaths together with the
long-distance trails including Offa’s Dyke and Mortimer’s
Trail which go through Kington are of importance.

10




A path along the river Arrow and more events at the
Recreation Ground could attract more visitors.
Proximity to Hay on Wye and Presteigne for their
festivals could be maximised.

A list of attractions compiled.

Important to support the Tourist Information Centre.
The KLAP questionnaire had identified that 25% or
respondents were running their own business or
thinking of starting one. Cost of premises is a deterrent
to starting up (Appendix 4)

8t October 2014 Attended by around 60 people. KANP T1
Public meeting for Purpose of meeting to explain the purpose of KANDP. Sustainable
residents of Kington | Contact details of volunteers collected. Tourism.
Rural and Lower Comments mainly to do with tourism with support for
Harpton. B&B’s and self-catering accommodation. If the local
Publicised by countryside is the attraction, it should be protected.
mailshot. Concern regarding large scale developments such as

caravan/mobile home/camp sites, due to narrow lanes.
30t October Attended by around 60 people. Grant money used to | KANP ENV1
2014.Public Meeting | Kington is in a good location with a wonderful engage Landscape A Valued
held in Kington. Main | surrounding landscape. Specialist (C.Tinkler) | Natural
topic: The Both natural and built environments are worthy of care | to Assess NDP Environment.
Environment (see and conservation. Landscape and KANP LGS 1
Appendix 5)
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Character of landscape comes from small farms, with
small green fields and well cared for trees and
hedgerows. Less areas are ploughed that in South
Herefordshire resulting in a greener landscape.

Hergest Ridge and Bradnor Hill especially valued places
with no traffic and splendid views. A number of
‘cherished spots’ in Huntington and Kington Rural also
identified.

The Arrow valley and the local lanes and footpaths need
to be preserved as fundamental features of the
landscape.

Hergest Ridge and Offa’s dyke path, routes that are
frequently walked both by local people and visitors to
the area.

The landscape attracts new residents to the area,
especially retirees. Could also attract the self-employed.
The peaceful nature of the area should be protected
against increased traffic and light pollution, also over-
development especially industrial agriculture with large
new buildings and increased heavy haulage traffic.
Intensive poultry units and large swathes of polytunnels
particularly undesirable.

The Kington Recreation Ground is valued for its green
and tranquil nature, the river Arrow, the cricket ground
and specimen trees. The area to the west known as

Townscape (OHA
Architects)

Reports in separate
file)

Local Green
Spaces.

KANP GI 1
Green
Infrastructure.

KANP ENV2
KANP E2

12




‘Tattymoor’ with its footpath should remain
undeveloped.

Local nature walks or trails could be developed.

Recent reduction in local bus services resulting in more
traffic.

November 2014 Special supplement in the Kington Chronicle: a resume of work to date, a call out for helpers and publicity
about forthcoming drop-in event at Kington Market Hall. (see Appendix 6)

PUBLIC EVENT TOPIC | COMMENTS RESPONSE POLICY AREA
& DATE

27" — 29" November | People encouraged to write KANP T1
2014. Drop-in comments on post-it notes. Sustainable
‘Planning for Real’ Most comments were on housing Tourism.

type event held in numbers, and possible locations. KANP ENV3
Kington Market Hall. | General desire to avoid large A Valued Built
Open 10 — 4 each day, | developments. Environment

13



with displays of maps,
texts, post-it notes
etc. Members of
Steering Group in
attendance to answer
gueries and discuss
issues and invite
comments. Prior
publicity through a
special edition of the
Kington Chronicle,
posters, a large
banner on the
building and letters to
local groups.

Housing to suit increasing numbers of
elderly people.

If building on greenfield land to take
place, hedges and trees should be
retained.

All new building blocks to have green
area and children’s play space.
Promote Kington’s independent
shops, historic buildings and burgage
walls.

Need to slow down traffic in town
centre and catch ‘boy racers’.

Fire station could be moved to
Hatton Garden Industrial Estate to
allow easy access for Fire Engine and
free up plot for housing.

Tourism needs good landscape so it
should be protected from insensitive
developments.

Small scale accommodation for
tourists could be expanded.
Highlight sale of local foods and
indoor markets.

Protect green lanes and footpaths for
walkers.

KANP KTC 1
Kington Town
Centre.

KANP CR1
Community
facilities.
KANP LGS 1
Local Green
Spaces.

KANP Gl 1
Green
infrastructure.
KANP H1
Housing
delivery
Kington town.

KANP ENV 4
Flood Risk and
Drainage
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Support for further development of
suitable facilities for visitors wanting
to be in the countryside and for farm
diversification.

More promotion of local
environment, attractions, heritage
assets and community facilities.
Protect and enhance local and
national footpaths.

A lot of requests for a proper
pavement along the A4111 to the
Surgery.

Promoting the area through more use
of Offa’s Dyke Path, a new cycle path
along old railway track westwards to
Old Radnor and eastwards to Bullocks
Mill.

Provide free or low-cost car parking,
with good information and signage.
Promote local food outlets.

Do not build on the floodplain.

The meadows either side of the river
Arrow have flooded historically, only
small area on north side would be
acceptable for development. The rest
should be left green.
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The riverside water meadows are a
vital sponge; note the town of
Kington occupies a low-lying area
which acts like a ‘sump’ for rainfall.
Headbrook meadow is a vital green
space. Could this area become a
public space?

Potential of increased rainfall and
extreme weather events make flood
meadow even more important. A
habitat for barn owls and many other
bird species seen on meadows.

Town planning principles advocate
retention of ‘green fingers’ allowing
corridors from countryside into urban
areas. The riverside meadows at east
and west ends of the valley are
exactly that, also green areas to north
and south of Back Brook.

These meadows are all an important
amenity for the town and could be
more so if there was public access to
them.

We need a flat riverside walk through
the town that is accessible to
disabled people.

16




A nature trail could be developed
from the Recreation Ground to
Hergest Mill; could be a cycle route
along the river.

The garden of the Wesleyan Chapel
could provide a public green space in
the town.

30" November 2014
Public meeting in
Kington. Topic:
Sustainability.

About 50 people present.

Focus on renewable and community
energy schemes. Strong objection to
wind farms and large solar arrays.
Could require high energy efficient
housing, encourage veg growing and
allotments. Reduce travel to work.
Keep air and water clean for the
future.

Build housing that is durable.

Ensure natural environment is cared
for with an aim that it will be in good
condition for future generations.

Incorporated as far as possible into
policies.

Policies ENV1
and ENV2, H,
INF1, E2
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11™" November 2015
Public Meeting on
Green Spaces and the
Built Environment.

Presentations from Lewis Goldwater
(Green Spaces) and Mark Owen
Architect (Town Characterisation).
Mark Owen summarised his analysis
of the Town, pointing out its main
features and styles of architecture.
He asked the audience to draw maps
of the Town selecting and identifying
in them what they thought were its
key features.

A general discussion followed on
some of the questions raised.

Lewis Goldwater presented his
findings from discussions and
interviews with people in the Town
during which they had identified
areas of land that they felt should not
be built on. His report identified the
character of areas and any special
features as well as their contribution
to bio diversity.

He presented a series of maps
showing the locations of these places
indicating that decisions would be
needed as to which would be
designated as Local Green Spaces.

KANP ENV3,
H5

KANP LGS1,
G1
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30" November 2015
Special meeting of
Kington Town Council
held to discuss
potential housing
sites put forward by
steering group
following
investigations of
available land. Minute
taken by KTC clerk
(see Appendix 7).

Landscape consultant Carly Tinkler
showed her mapping of the area and
identification of areas of ‘landscape
sensitivity’ and ‘capacity’ which
constrain development possibilities,
also grades of agricultural land and
locations of woodlands and heritage
assets.

An initial list of sites had been
considered by consultants AECOM
(see Appendix 8)

After discussion this list was further
refined for consideration in the Draft
Neighbourhood Plan.

Permissions and developments since
2011, the start of the Plan Period,
reduce the number of sites being
sought now to 155.

Opposition to building on green
corridors adjacent to the river Arrow.
A footpath along the full length of the
river would enhance access to the
area.

Agreed that Mill St site should be for
bungalows/sheltered housing,
aligned with Markwick Close.

See Housing Audit Trail in Appendix
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Agreed that two fields east of
Kingswood Rd should be further
subject to detailed appraisal,
especially the access possibilities (K13
and K14). Advice noted from
Landscape consultant on strategy to
mitigate landscape impact; judged to
be overall a less intrusive choice than
other options.

Advice noted that Settlement
Boundary on western edge of Town
should be Kingswood Rd with no
development further west. Possible
that K15 could be a green buffer on
NW edge of new development.
Agreed that the two sites adjacent to
A4111 should not be used.
Objections re: ease of access to town,
adjacent to main road and new
household waste site. Agreed to
review housing sites and numbers
when further reports available.

The Herefordshire Council Core
Strategy, having now been adopted
meant that the KANDP needed to

20




conform to the over-arching policies
contained in that document.

Noted that in the other Market Town
Herefordshire Council had identified
the allocated housing sites. Kington
unigue in the county in being tasked
with this matter, via a NDP.

Council reviewed proposals for
housing sites in Kington together with
notes from consultant’s report on all
the sites suggested. (AECOM)

Council agreed to take forward a list
of sites to meet the housing target.

14 December 2015.
Kington Town Council
meeting

KTC members strongly opposed to
building on either side of the river
Arrow as they are wildlife corridors
and should be retained as
greenspaces only.

Noted probable need to remove the 2
sites either side of Arrow from list and
re-consider how to achieve target
numbers

Policy KANP
H1

2" February 2016.
Meeting in
Huntington.

Presentation by Carly Tinkler
(Landscape Planning Consultant) and
Lewis Goldwater (‘Greenspace’
Consultant) of their assessments of

Parish Councillors agreed that maps of
‘sensitivity’ and ‘capacity’ would be
very useful when considering future
planning applications.
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landscape and greenspaces relevant
to Huntington and Kington Rural and
Lower Harpton.

Explanations on use of their maps in
considering applications for housing
and agricultural developments.

14 July 2016 Special
Meeting with
residents of Kington
Park, Old Eardisley
Rd, Kingswood Rd and
Headbrook. Topic to
consider sites K12 and
K13, the largest site
being proposed by
the steering group
and Kington Town
Council.

(see Appendix 9).
Date of meeting
chosenin
consultation with
Chair and Chair
designate of Kington

Proposed site of two fields K12 and
K13 to accommodate up to 80.

Main reason for proposal is to meet
target number set by Herefordshire
Council in Core Strategy, inadequate
numbers can be produced from sites
available within the Town, all of
which are relatively small.

Site identified as least likely to cause
damage to the landscape setting of
the Town.

Pointed out that access from
Kingswood Rd would not be suitable
as too narrow and near ‘blind corner’
with Headbrook. Hereford Council
Transport Officer had advised against
its use as principal access route.

Report of meeting in Appendix .

Attendees invited to send in additional
comments and /or make contact with
Clirs.

Several received and contents noted.

Queries re sewage problem
investigated; it appears that Welsh

Water is attempting to rectify problems

created by inadequate main pipe at
junction of Old Eardisley Rd.

Policy KANP
H2
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Park Residents
Association.

All residents notified
of meeting by a hand
delivered letter, and
notice posted on
public notice board.
Open to all members
of the public.
Planning Consultants
report and
Masterplan posted on
KANDP website and
available in paper
copy at Kington
Library and Council
Office.

Appendix 9

Site large enough to accommodate
houses plus recreational space and
access road. Sketch plan shown to
demonstrate this — it not being
responsibility of NDP to develop land,
merely to identify sites.

Specialists’ reports being made
available on the website and at the
main public consultation event
expected to be held in
October/November.

Comments invited by the Chair.
Concerns raised about the Green
Space and Play area within Kington
Park being adversely affected by the
proposed route for the access road to
K12 and K13. Other concerns related
to drainage and ability of Sewage
system to cope; Kington Park has
experienced problems of localised
flooding and sewage overflow.

Why so many houses when no work
in Kington?

A developer could explore whether
alternative access road possible further
south from Eardisley Rd... land
ownership issues. If present proposal
carried into redraft of Plan strong
buffer on southern edge of access road
will be required to safeguard present
amenity space.

Welsh Water has limited capacity for
developments before mid-2020s.
Allocation numbers come from
Hereford Council /Govt into KG1
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February 2017
Meeting of the
Kington Area
Neighbourhood
Planning group to
agree a timetable of
actions to arrive at
Regulation 14 of the
Neighbourhood Plan
process.

Aim to hold main public consultation
in May/June; to produced special
edition of Kington Chronicle with an
attached questionnaire, to be
delivered to all households in
Neighbourhood, to deposit hard
copies of Plan document in Library
with an exhibition and in Huntington
Village Hall and Kingswood Hall and
posed on website.

Comments to be collected from
questionnaire responses, letters, post-
its etc

PUBLIC EVENT TOPIC
& DATE

21 February 2017
meeting with Kington
Chamber of Trade
(KCT).

Topic: update on
progress of KANDP.
Specifically to consult
re possible
improvements to
Kington High Street.

Any agreement on any suggested
improvement will be reflected in the
Plan. KCT given brief review of
discussions with KTC and
suggestions made at various times in
the past 20 years. Reported that KTC
in favour of shared surfaces, some
other people keen on one -way
system, with allowance for two- way
buses. Others for full

Paper prepared to list pros and cons of
possible changes/improvements, and
constraints.

Principal constraint of High St is narrow
width of space available; present
narrow pavements result from need to
allow 2-way traffic.

Although parking is restricted some is
necessary for deliveries etc.

Policy KANP
KTC1
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pedestrianisation. Chamber
reported later that preference for
one- way system, shared surfaces
considered unsuitable for a narrow
road, ideally want to retain 2- way
route.

Discussed retail boundary, meeting
in favour of retaining as it is now,
several comments that despite
problems several activities such as
food fair have had positive effects.
Adequate low cost, or free parking
essential, but visitors should be
encouraged to walk around the
town.

Two-way system felt to be essential for
buses and emergency vehicles., depots
for these are currently in Mill St.

Lack of obvious roads to introduce one-
way system.

Plan document will include reference to
long-felt need to improve current
pavement problems, but major
alterations would need to be funded.
Technical consultant needed to advise
on feasibility of any preferred option;
work would need prior approval from
Herefordshire Council.

18" April 2017.
Meeting of Kington
Town Council to
review updates on
housing numbers on
sites, green spaces
and settlement
boundary of the
town.

(Appendix 10)

Council informed that numbers of
completions and approved
applications from 2011 recently
shown to be fewer than previously,
so numbers on sites approved by
KTC had been increased by 10 on
K12 and K13, 5 on K15 and 20 on K6;
estimated windfall revised to 2 per
year up to 2030. K15 would be
accessed via Kingswood Rd.

Housing Audit Trail shows details

25




Re green spaces, questions arising
from an Inspector’s decision on
another NPlan: Inspector had judged
that too much space had been
designated. Councillors confirmed
they wanted all spaces marked on
maps to be designated greenspaces
as integral to the town; a strong
desire for a riverside walk to be
developed.

Settlement boundary agreed as per
map. A member of the public raised
objections to K12 and K13,
commented that in his opinion there
had been insufficient consultation
with local residents and a failure to
discuss other possible sites with
landowners.

Forthcoming Consultation period (Reg
14) provides further opportunity for
comments.

Sites had been called for and offers
discussed with landowners

Site assessments recorded in published
reports from AECOM

April = May 2017
Draft Plan text to be
circulated to the
three councils and
formally agreed as
the document to be

It was agreed at a meeting of
Kington Town Council on 15™ of May
2017 that the draft Plan be
submitted to Herefordshire Council
under regulation 14. Meeting

All Councils noted that there must be at
least 6 weeks consultation period.
Steering Committee to produce
advance publicity re consultation; Clirs
to assist in distributing material.
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considered in public
consultation (Reg
14); to be sent also to
Herefordshire
Council and a set of
statutory consultees.

minutes available on the Town
Council website.

Agreement at Kington Rural and
Lower Harpton parish council on
18" May 2017 minute no. 891/17
and on 19" July 2017 by Huntington
parish council.

30t May 2017

Letter received from
Chair of Kington Park
Residents Association
expressing concern
that the proposed
access road for K12
and K13 still shown
going through
Kington Park Play
Area. (see Appendix
11)

Points raised included:

*Not one person at the packed
meeting on 14" July 2016 spoke out
in favour of the proposed access
route.

*Route is unsuitable as goes through
children’s play area and onto an
already heavily used road.

*Lack of rationale for not using
existing Kingswood Road.

*Drainage and Sewage problems.

*Questions relating to parish
boundary with Lyonshall.

*Has the Planning Group or the
Town Council taken on board the

*Noted; appreciate concerns about
access route; re-consideration could
find no other suitable route but a
Developer might be able to.
Proposed route goes to north of
amenity space, not through it.

*Sight-lines bad if turning right from
Town; Kingswood Road very narrow
and used by farm traffic etc. HC
Transport Officer advised against
Kingswood Rd.

* Problems noted and investigated.

* No virement is allowed for housing
numbers with another parish

*No change
to route but
Policy KANP
H3 requires
strong buffer
to north of
Kington Park
amenity
space
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views expressed by the Residents
Association?

*Scepticism about seriousness of
consultation process.

* Views noted and to be carefully
considered.

*Steering Grp and KTC meeting minutes
published and all meetings open to
public. Kington Chronicle has contained
news of NDP progress in several issues.
Further opportunities available during
next Consultation period.
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6" June — 17" July
2017 Regulation 14
Consultation:

A special issue of
Kington Chronicle
produced (see
Appendix 12) and
circulated to all
households in Plan
Area, additional
copies in Library,
pubs and advertised
in posters.

Contents:

Reminder of purpose
of NDP, summaries of
draft Policies, a
guestionnaire
prepared by Steering
Grp on the draft Plan
policies. (see
Appendix 13)

All on website.

Consultation materials and locations
publicised in posters around the
Town and in Huntington and Kington
Rural and Lower Harpton.

6" June — 17™ July
2017. Exhibition

Public notice boards indicated
venues and times to view all the
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mounted at Kington
Library (Kington
Centre), Draft Plan,
Additional
questionnaires, post-
it pads etc with
invitations to
comment. A member
of steering
committee also
available at the
Council Offices on
Mondays when the
library closed.

A copy of the draft
Plan also available to
view at Huntington,
and one evening was
held in Kingswood
Hall during the same
period.

Plan materials. Exhibition in the
library featuring 12 illustrated
display boards summarising all the
Policy areas. Large scale map and
plans showing proposed

development sites, green spaces etc.

Comments collected on Post-it
notes.

Large display in centrally located
shop window advertising the latest
part of the consultation.

Questionnaires completed on-line,
or posted in boxes in Library, Post
Office, Medical Centre and Council
Office.

July 2017. Comments
collected on Post-its
from the Library
Exhibition recorded.
(see Appendix 14)

Comments left on Boards

Board 1: Introduction
*Remember Grenfell Tower,
Housing Associations not coping.

Noted
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Longer written
comments received
from 2 local
individuals (D.B, and
D.R.) and

3 Agents (J.A,
Gladman, and P.D.A.)
recorded in
Consultation
Statement A

“Don’t pass the buck.

Board 2: Housing.

*Why build more shops when Banks
are closing?

*K3 already congested , where will
extra parking for 4 new dwellings be
found?

*Road surfaces in poor condition
*Why are all sites listed in Kington
Options Assessment shown on this
map?

* Can we NOT have more Bloor
Homes here- poor quality and don’t
fit with historic town?

*If planning is to be more local, why
have decisions already been made?
* We have moved here recently and
do not wish to see infrastructure
overwhelmed.

*Not enough places at Kington
Primary School.

Board 3: Land South of Kington
*Infill is better than spreading out
*High St desperately needs tidying
up-look at other towns eg. Bishops
Castle.

Building new shops is not mentioned in
plan

Noted: possible design layout for
maisonettes over garages and some
extra parking.

Road surfaces are responsibility of
Herefordshire Council.

Intended to show all potential sites
considered.

Agree. Design criteria in Policy H5
intended to guide
developers/architects.

Material presented is for consultation
and possible amendments as indicated
in Kington Chronicle etc.

Agree; final Plan doc will emphasise
need for Infrastructure.

Noted

Insufficient infill sites to achieve

numbers required.
Noted

Agree referenced in Plan

9.4.3

Policy KANP
H5

Policy KANP
INF 1 and
paras 9.8.1 -
9.8.8

Paras 9.4.1-
9.4.5

Policy KANP
INF1
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*Parking, schooling and doctors all
need to be taken into account.
*Reconsider this madness

*Will we get white-walled houses
with tile roofs and no parking?
*Could be suburbs of any city
anywhere

*200 houses, no services, no
doctors, inadequate sewage system,
poor road links, no local 6" form, no
Banks: have we really thought this
through?

*NPPF requires 35 houses per ha,
not 20-who ae you kidding? NDPs
must conform to NPPF and Core
Strategy

*Core strategy excludes K12, K13,
K15

*If 2 houses on K20 does this imply
any large garden can be used?

*Who said 200 houses required?
* Small not large developments

No comment

Design criteria intended to guide
developers/architects

Infrastructure issues addressed in Plan.
Contributions from tariffs imposed on
developers should help to improve
some services; low sewage capacity
limits development until improvements
made. Housing numbers set by
Herefordshire Council.

Noted; possible to argue case for lower
density?

Inspector and Hereford Council agreed
that compromises might be needed
4.4.3 in Core Str.

K20 allocated in error; outside parish
boundary. Gardens could be potential
sites if criteria of access etc are met.
Herefordshire Council

50% target numbers met with small
sites but insufficient available to reach
total required.

Policy KANP
H5 and para
9.4.49

KANP INF 1
Para 9.3.34

Number on
site now 100
See 9.4.19

K15 now LGS,
GS32

Core Strategy
KG1

Paras 9.4.2-
P9.4.3
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*100 properties excessive, 50 too
many, 25 maybe.

*What consideration made of
impact on the town, infrastructure,
services; roads would not cope with
increase traffic?

Board 4: Settlement Boundaries.
*High quality landscape throughout
Kington Area-yes

*Who says this, when? Were the
various consultations known to
residents?

*Public meeting has been totally
ignored. Something is rotten in the
State of Kington

*Why is the Turner’s development
ignored? Council knows about it and
Kington citizens approved of it.

Numbers required set by Herefordshire
Council

Developer tariffs will help fund
improvements to some infrastructure
eg school places; roads are
responsibility of Herefordshire Council.

Noted

All consultations publicised in advance;
Steering Committee agendas posted
and information on website. The Plan is
in draft and comments now invited.
July 14th meeting and objections to
proposed access to sites K12 and K13
has been considered with proposed
additional buffer on south side of
route; alternative access not offered.

Initial suggestion of small development
on part of Land at Headbrook not
pursued. Steering Committee and
Council aware of differing opinions;

Policy KANP
INF1

Policy KANP
H2

Policy KANP
LGS1 (GS06)
Para 9.10
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Board 5: What sort of houses do we
need?

*No bans. Shops closing. More
houses? Services won’t cope,
already have problems

*Many empty properties should be
refurbished and brought back into
use.

Board 6: Local Green Space
No comments

Board 7: Maps Kington Rural
/Hergest

*|s this really necessary? No regular
public transport, residents soon

judged weight of preferences for it to
be Greenspace.

Recent survey shows no decline in
number of shops in High St in 10 years.
Increase in population could generate
more income for local business.
Infrastructure problems identified in
Plan document.

Agree; polices will encourage re-use of
redundant and un-used buildings for
housing and appropriate economic
activities in both the Town and the
rural areas of the Neighbourhood, in
accordance with the Core Strategy but
unable to require it.

Core Strategy requires a 12% increase
in dwellings in Kington Rural & Lower
Harpton and identifies Hergest as a
suitable area. KR1 was offered as a site,

Policy KANP
INF1

CS Policy RA1

Policy KANP
H3 and INF 1
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move as they feel cut off from
Kington; road would be inadequate.
*All development should be avoided
until issues of access, particularly for
pedestrians are addressed

*Why has K12/K13/K15 numbers
risen from 80+ to 101?

Board 8: Natural Environment and
Built Environment.

*Kington has a rich architectural
heritage. Designing buildings in
keeping should not mean bland
looking backward to ‘Poundbury’;
important for the town to look
forward; room for innovative
modern architecture.

*Do not impact properties belonging
to Councillors!

*Nimby. Agree.

*How can you value the
environment if you build all over it?

no others available. Plan will draw
attention to need for improved road
and pedestrian access.

Some sites eg K6 shown to be unviable
so numbers had to be adjusted. 101 is
within the density specified in the Core
Strategy.

Agree; good innovative design accepted
if appropriate for its environment.

No comment

This is the reason for including Policy
ENV1 in the KANP

35




Board 9: Green map, with Flood
Plain
No comments

Board 10: Economy

*Will new residents work in Kington
or commute long distances; why not
build houses where they are
required?

*Developing the riverside for public
access would be a benefit, so why
destroy the one good thing that
Kington has by building all over it?

Board 11: Town Centre
*Pedestrianise the High St,
introduce one-way system.
*High St needs to be fully
pedestrianised except for limited

Allocation of numbers was made by
Herefordshire Council; the Town
Council raised similar questions at the
examination of the Core Strategy.
Patterns of employment are changing
and the Plan will emphasise the need to
facilitate home-working and new small-
scale enterprises.

A riverside corridor through the town
should be sustained by the designation
of Greenspaces.

No riverside sites are allocated. Flood
Plain issues have been acknowledged
and the desire for amenity spaces.

Local opinions differ on solutions to
acknowledged problems. Discussion
have been held with Town Council and
with Chamber of Trade.
Pedestrianisation or shared surfaces

Policy KANP
El

Para 9.10
GS06, GS07
and GS 13

Policy KANP
KTC1
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access at designated times; this will
be opposed by those who inherently
oppose change!

Board 12: Community Facilities and
Infrastructure

*How can Water Board
accommodate more housing when
pressure in system already
inadequate in areas just outside the
Town?

are the 2 most popular options; both
will require specialist technical
appraisal and costings. No funds
available at present. Difficulties include
locating satisfactory one-way routes,
need for 2 way routes for buses and
emergency vehicles while widening
pavements and ensuring safety for
pedestrians. Plan to include strong
support for proposals to remove
congestion and improve pedestrian
safety.

Development proposals are required to
show that satisfactory links are possible
to mains services. Present capacity of
mains sewage system allows for only
small numbers of new housing; Welsh
Water will consider what upgrade is
needed sometime after 2020,
otherwise a developer will need to
provide funding.

Para 9.3.4
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Notes left on Tables

*Listen to residents as to what they
want. We live here, not the Council.
It’s our home town and building all
these houses will ruin the
Community.

*Sites shown on Draft Plan for Reg
14 were agreed by partner councils
before the Plan was submitted and
in light of earlier consultations by
the KANP team. Consultations
by/including who?

*Landscape at Ridgebourne benefits
the whole town and church setting
and should be protected.

*Wesleyan Chapel does not lend
itself to residential use but would
make a valuable public building.

Many objections to number of houses
allocated to Kington from residents
have been noted and Town Council’s
objections are on record as response to
draft Core Strategy. Herefordshire
Council was allocated a target number
for the County by Govt and allocated
numbers around market towns and
some villages.

Draft Plan is being recommended by
the Councils after much information
and comments received from
consultants, Herefordshire Council and
previous comments from local people.
It is now open to widest possible
consultation and all comments will be
recorded and where feasible/desirable
many amendments can be made.

Noted

Noted. If considerable funds had been
available to the Town Council a KANP
Policy to develop the Chapel for
community use would have been

Core Strategy
and Policy
KG1

No change
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Appears to have been left cynically
to decay.

*Site a new Cattle Market outside
the town to save traffic coming in.

*If you want tourism pedestrianise
the High St.

*You need to preserve the
countryside; that will bring them in.

*The area north of the river (K6) is
classed as flood plain...are you sure?

possible; the KANP team had no
information or offers of any such
funding. Planning approval was given a
few years ago for flats in the building
and a few houses in the curtilage.

Cattle Market in private ownership and
is commercially active; most traffic uses
Victoria Rd. A new location under
current legislation would require large
expenditure.

Noted. Any proposals that would
enable wider pedestrian pathways
would be welcomed. Major changes
would require technical advice and
expenditure at a level not currently
available.

It is intended that KANP policies will
reflect this view.

Noted

No change

Policy KANP
KTC1

Policies
KANP ENV 1,
E1,E2,T1

K6 not in
final list of
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*Area to north of Kington Park
classed as Play Area in 1994 plans so
should not be built on

*K15 Where is access?

*Thank you Martin, Ros and others
who have done all the work. Let’s do
this positively and make it work for
Kington!

*What is the point of a consultation
if Kington is mandated to have all
this extra housing?

*Apart from a small amount of infill
there should be no additional
houses in Kington due to traffic it
would create.

*Considering that Herefordshire has
stated that 200 houses (that may

Proposed access road a narrow strip in
hollow at north edge of area; strong
buffer against amenity area.

If allocated for housing it would be very
low density with access on Kingswood
Rd.

Thank you and all other contributors.

The Plan recommends locations for the
houses, and other matters...on all of
which people should comment.

Noted. We had no power to ignore the
Core Strategy remit.

allocated
sites

Policy KANP
H2

K15 not on
final list; now
designated
LGS
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not be necessary) must be found, or
Herefordshire will choose them
without local knowledge -we would
like to thank all those involved for
their hard work over months and
years) and hope the referendum will
be supported.

Thank you.

July 2017. KANP
(Regl) Questionnaire
for Reg 14
consultation (see
Appendix 14 )

The questionnaire was enclosed in a
special edition of The Kington
Chronicle which was delivered or
posted to every household in the
Neighbourhood with additional
copies placed around the town and
in the Library. The Chronicle had
summaries of each of the draft
Policies in the Draft Plan the
intention being to

elicit comments relevant to each of
the Policies.

There was a mix of closed and open-
ended questions; all responses were
used in an analysis and report.

The questionnaires
for Huntington and
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for Kington Rural and
Lower Harpton were
constructed and
administered and
responses analysed
in 2015

(see Appendix 15)

27" July 2017 Public
meeting to report
back on the results of
the Reg 14 survey
and give opportunity
for questions and
feedback.

About 100 attendees.
(see Appendix 16).

Vice Chair of Kington Town Council
chaired the meeting, members of
the Steering Group present to
answer questions and record
feedback/comments. Main findings
from survey re housing, the
settlement boundary and green
spaces presented

Questions and comments:

*Rate of return percentage of the
guestionnaire was 12%.

*Ability of the local sewage system
to cope with more?

*Development sites not identified
by the community, nor are large
sites a good idea.

Agreed disappointing but much
additional material collected from
comments etc left in Library

*Welsh Water will only begin to
consider upgrade to system in 2020, no
action until some years later; no more
than 50 houses before then.

*Well aware the community prefers
brownfield and small sites; the one
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*|s it possible the plans will not
materialise due to lack of
infrastructure?

*Having a Plan would not stop a
greater number of houses being
built.

*The main sites proposed have
access problems.

* It should be left up to market
forces or transferred to other
parishes.

brownfield site is included (10
dwellings); insufficient other small sites
to reach target for 160 dwellings. Any
other suggestions for site suitable for
100 dwellings? Problem has been
publicised previously.

*Main infrastructure problem is sewage
capacity.

*Currently interest from developers not
great in this area. Plan not just about
housing.

*Yes, national housing targets could be
increased before 2031...

*Noted that most objectors to large
site concerned about the proposed
access: possible that another access
could be found by a developer but
likely to involve additional costs.
*The allocated numbers as well as
identification of sites required by
Herefordshire Council Core Strategy.
* Designated sites must be within the
parish boundary and cannot be
transferred to other parishes.
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*A problem with K20 because it is in
Kington Rural (no housing
allocation).

*Least worst option in our Plan?
Other towns have had choice of
sites imposed.

*What could be imposed that is
worse than what is being proposed?

*The questionnaire did not give an
option to disagree with the
settlement boundary.

*The proposed sites K12 and K13
have already been investigated and
are no-go areas in terms of
landscape value.

* Agreed; error in judging parish
boundary

The strategy of not having a Plan might
work. HC will impose a Plan to their
design...evidenced by Bromyard
example.

*Opinions will differ.

*Questions about the two settlement
boundaries in the questionnaire Q3
(Kington Town) and Q4 (Hergest).

It is possible to amend the settlement
boundary but there does have to be
one, within which the development
sites are identified; implication that all
developments outside would be in
open countryside and subject to the
tight criteria for Rural Housing

Noted in SLHAA report. However,
Hereford Council and Inspector of Core
Strategy acknowledged that
compromises would be needed due to
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*Many people don’t want any
development.

*How about a Plan that just sets out
criteria instead of proposing sites?

*Rather than saying no to 200
houses, identify sites the community
is happy with and then if further are
imposed just apply criteria?

*|s there any obligation on
Herefordshire Council to take note
of Plan when considering
applications?

landscape constraints. Specialist advice
has been that these sites are the least
damaging; a large site required to
produce some affordable housing.
*Noted

*This idea was put to the Inspector at
the Public Enquiry on the Core Strategy.
who decided that specific sites should
be identified: NDP process enables local
input into decisions..

*The Core Strategy, policy KG15
specifies sites for 200. Advice from HC
is that if NDP does not do this it will fail.

*Once the referendum has approved it
and Hereford Council has adopted it,
the Plan and its policies become part of
Herefordshire Council’s Planning
portfolio. Planning Officers would use
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*Core Strategy already contains
strict criteria but developers can
argue non-viability to gain consent;
it seems impossible to block
developers.

*How will Herefordshire Council
examine the Plan?

and quote from NDP when assessing
applications. (Government legislation
requires this)

*Non-viability can be used by
developers to wriggle out of providing
affordable housing. We will have to
stick to our policies; it’s the type of
housing most needed!

*After this current consultation
Steering Group will consider all
comments and produce a redrafted
Plan to submit to H.C. who will then
examine it to ensure that it accords
with the Core Strategy and Govt
legislation.

Then sent to be evaluated by an
independent Planning Inspector.
Group has been discussing draft with
many HC officers, especially about K12
and K13.
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*Make developers build a road out
to the recycling centre to discourage
development.

*Plan could have been inspiring, but
because it has to be so compliant
(with NPPF and Core Strategy) it is
actually boring and divisive. It does
have some good elements. A Plan is
the best option, and how to fit
policies to feedback has been a
challenge.

*Chair of Kington Rural PC had
asked landowners to offer sites but
had no response.

*Declaration of interest by Chair of
meeting regarding a site.

*Could 10 flats be gained from
closed Bank premises in the town?

*Plan makes it very clear that
Kingswood Road cannot be used to
access K12 and K13 site. It is accepted
development will increase traffic from
Headbrook. It is stressed that
alternative access be looked at.

No comment.

Interesting proposal. However, we
would still need to find sites for
another 100 houses.
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*What about conversion of
agricultural sheds?

*Flats on the High Street are not a
good option for family
accommodation.

*|s the best access for sites K12 and
K13 to Old Eardisley Road, it could
create traffic and safety issues for
surrounding houses?

*What were the questionnaire
results?

*Thank you for all the work done. If
it’s all going to depend on a
referendum, is that a referendum of
12%?

*Will Huntington and Kington Rural
vote in the referendum?

This is permitted, but there are not
sufficient numbers.

Agree. No such proposal in draft Plan to
date.

We share this concern. We could
indicate that a very detailed plan
regarding this be carried out. To be
added to the document and strong
buffer on south side of road.

Results are available in the Library, at
the Town Council and on the KANDP
website.

All residents on the electoral roll will be
able to vote. The Plan will be passed if a
majority of the votes cast are in favour
of the Plan and subject to final approval
by Herefordshire Council

Yes.
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The re-draft of the Plan document will
address many of the comments from
the consultation period including those
made at this meeting.
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List of Appendices (contained in separate file)

Appendix 1: KLAP Survey: Questionnaires, Results, Action Plan and Report

Appendix 2: Notes from Transport Meeting, 22-04-14

Appendix 3: Notes from Housing Meeting, 30-06-14.

Appendix 4: Notes from Economy Meeting, 30-09-14.

Appendix 5: Notes on Natural Environment consultation.

Appendix 6: Special supplement in Kington Chronicle. November 2014.

Appendix 7: Minute of special KTC meeting on possible housing sites. 30-11-15

Appendix 8: Map and initial assessment of sites by AECOM, KANDP consultants, as discussed at full KTCouncil on 30-11-15
Appendix 9: Report from special meeting with local residents living close to proposed sites K12 and K13. 14-07-16.
Appendix 10: Kington Town Council meeting on Housing Sites and Settlement Boundary; ( notes) 18-04-17.
Appendix 11: Letter from Chair of Kington Park Residents Association, received 30-05-17.

Appendix 12: Special edition of the Kington Chronicle to publicise Reg. 14 consultation.

Appendix 13: Kington Area Neighbourhood questionnaire for reg.14

Appendix 14: Summary of written responses to Reg 14 questionnaire.

Appendix 15: Huntington questionnaire and Kington Rural questionnaire; results for both questionnaires
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Appendix 16: Notes of Public meeting to present results of Reg. 14 survey, and introduction by Chair.
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Agreed that it take place after responses have been examined.













































































































How often do you use the footpaths?

W Ciaely

- eekiy

Moty

. G couple of bres a year
- Never

Age bracket

15

18-28 30-45 50-65 B6-89 90



























































































KINGTON AREA NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN

Consultees at Regulation 14 Stage

Letters sent to:

Natural England

The Environment Agency
Historic England

English Heritage

National Trust

Highways |England

Wye Valley NHS Trust
Campaign to Protect Rural England
Woodland Trust
Herefordshire Nature Trust

Herefordshire Council



CONSULTATION DOCUMENT
Representations and Responses — Regulation 14

Respondent | Type of Policy/ paragraph | Comment Response NDP change
ID respondent | no.
1 Natural Housing Section 5 | Housing allocation levels within the Noted.

England Neighbourhood Plan must not exceed

Foul
Sewage/Surface
Water

Agricultural Land

those allocated in the adopted
Herefordshire Core Strategy.

Policy wording should reflect that foul
sewage must be disposed of in line with
Policy SD4 of the adopted Herefordshire
Core Strategy.

Policy wording should reflect that, where
a package treatment plant is used for foul
sewage, this should discharge to a
soakaway or a suitable alternative if a
soakaway is not possible due to
soil/geology. Any soakaway should be
sited 50m or more from any hydrological
source.

Policy wording should also be included to
reflect that surface water should be
disposed of in line with Policy SD3 of the
adopted Herefordshire Core Strategy and
the CIRIA SuDS Manual (2015) C753.

Any allocations on best and most
versatile land are justified in line with
para 112 of the National Planning Policy
Framework.

Amend KANP Policies INF1
and H5 to refer to
compliance with SD4 and
SD3 of the Core Strategy.

Please refer to the site
assessment report.

Amended KANP Policies
INF1 and H5 to refer to
compliance with SD4 and
SD3 of the Core Strategy.




Green Natural England welcome the specific Support noted

Infrastructure policy on Green Infrastructure
Natural England recommend that specific Amend H5 to refer to multi- Amended H5 to refer to
reference is made to proposed housing functional green multi-functional green
allocations, with a commitment to infrastructure. infrastructure
securing multi-functional green
infrastructure as part of the design of
new housing sites in the Plan area.

CPRE General The NDP is coherent and comprehensive | Noted

KANP ENV1 and
KANP ENV3

and should provide strong foundations
for local people wishing to guide
Kington’s future development.

Development
(residential/agricultural/industrial) should
respect topography and not break the
skyline. A map showing the key long
views or view corridors could be used to
support this.

The KNDP is supported by a
Characterisation Study which
provides details of open
spaces, views, landscape and
building features of Kington
Town. This document
informs policies ENV1 and
ENV3.

Amend ENV 1 to state that
Development(residential/agr
icultural/industrial) should
respect topography and not
break the

skyline

Amended ENV 1 to state
that Development should
respect topography and
not break the

Skyline




KANP E1

KANP ENV1
KANP ENV 3

Archaeology. New development could be
required to take account of known
surface and sub-surface

archaeology, lack of current evidence of
sub-surface archaeology must not be
taken as proof of absence.

The location of large scale farming units
(intensive poultry/cattle rearing units and
large scale polytunnels) and renewable
energy infrastructure. Large scale
economic activities can be detrimental to
the environment and landscape if poorly
located and can adversely affect amenity
for residents, businesses and tourists.
Your policy KANAP E1 adequately covers
the location of rural economic activities
however it may be useful to specify that
the location of this type of development
should be treated with particular
sensitivity.

The protection of non-designated
landmarks/heritage assets. Some
neighbourhood plans list or map
non-designated landmarks valued by the
community such as signposts, boundary

Amend ENV3 to reflect the
comment made regarding
Archaeology.

Amend NDP to address large
scale economic activities.

The KNDP is supported by a
Characterisation Study which
provides details of open
spaces, views, landscape and
building features of Kington

Amended ENV3 as per
Historic England’s
recommended text to
address archaeology.

Policy KANP E2 added to
address large scale
employment activities




stones, decorative features on barns,
ancient paths, boundary ditches and
banks.

Town. This document
informs policies ENV1 and
ENV3.

Appendix includes lists of
designated assets

Environment
Agency

Flooding Matters
and Housing Sites

Development and Flood Risk: We would
raise concern, at this time, at the lack of
information within the NP relating to the
water environment, notably flood risk.
Whilst the Adopted Core Strategy has a
robust Flood Risk Policy (Policy SD3) the
associated evidence base, as stated
above, did not include a detailed

Discussions with EA officer
resulted in removal of K6
from proposed sites, and
retention of K5 and KR1.

K5 only marginally on Flood
Zone 2 and previously had

Policy added KANP ENV4
Flood risk and drainage.

Final list of allocated sites
amended and does not
include K6.

(Housing Audit Trail in
Appendix)




assessment of the impacts of flooding in
rural parishes.

EA raises concern as three of the
proposed housing sites (K5, K6 and KR1)
are located partially within Flood Zones 2
and 3, the medium and high risk zones
respectively

In order to demonstrate that these sites
are appropriate, and developable, EA
would expect an assessment of flood risk
(evidence) prior to final submission. EA
would expect a sequential justification of
why these sites have been allocated over
sites within areas of lower flood risk, as
referred to in bullet point one of the Core
Strategy Policy SD3. A Flood Risk
Assessment should be undertaken to
ascertain the precise risk to these sites
and whether they can safely
accommodate the stated housing
numbers (10, 20 and 15 dwellings
respectively) without increasing flooding
to third parties. | note that your Policy
KANP H5 (Housing Design Criteria) states
that all development is “to be located on
sites that lie outside the flood zone 2 and
3 areas as defined by the Environment
Agency”.

Reference should be made to
Herefordshire Council’s Strategic Flood

conditioned Planning
permission for 11 dwellings.

KR1 allocated site is itself on
higher ground than riverside

flood zone.

EA accepted K5 and KR1.




Risk Assessment (SFRA) 2009. It is
understood that Herefordshire Council
will be undertaking further
updates/revisions to this document,
which is now eight years old, in
consideration of flood risk, especially in
the rural areas. In the absence of up to
date SFRA evidence for Kington we would
expect an assessment of flood risk in the
village and the impact of flooding,

specifically on the sites mentioned above.

to accurately assess the degree of flood
risk in the village modelling may be
required. For information, the River
Arrow has been modelled to the south of
Kington but does not extend to the town.

You are advised to discuss matters
relating to surface water (pluvial)
flooding with Herefordshire Council’s
drainage team as the Lead Local Flood
Authority (LLFA).

Historic
England

KANP ENV 3

Historic England is extremely supportive
of both the content of the document and
the vision and objectives set out in it. We
particularly commend the use of historic
characterization and landscape
assessment to provide a context and a
sound evidence base for well thought out
Plan policies. In this and other respects
Historic England considers that the Plan

Support noted




takes an exemplary approach to the
historic environment including through
master-planning for major housing sites.

The recognition in the Plan of the
importance of the local historic
environment and the need to retain and
enhance heritage assets and Kington’s
conservation area (currently on the
national Heritage at Risk Register) is
highly commendable as is the emphasis
on the conservation of local
distinctiveness and the protection of
locally significant buildings and landscape
character, including important views.

We would strongly recommend the
inclusion within the Neighbourhood plan
of an element of policy to cover the
appropriate treatment of archaeological
remains within the planning process.

We suggest including a new bullet point
in Policy KANP ENV3 to read:

e “taking full account of known
surface and sub-surface
archaeology and ensuring
unknown and potentially
significant deposits are identified
and appropriately considered
during development after
consultation with the

Amend KANP ENV 3 as
suggested

Included a new bullet
point in Policy KANP
ENV3 to read:

e “taking full account of
known surface and sub-
surface archaeology
and ensuring unknown
and potentially
significant deposits are
identified and
appropriately
considered during
development after
consultation with the
Herefordshire Historic




Herefordshire Historic
Environment Record (HER). Lack
of current evidence of sub-surface
archaeology must not be taken as
proof of absence”.

We would also suggest it would be
extremely relevant to insert some
additional wording into policy ENV 3 as
follows:

e Conserving and enhancing the
significance of the Kington Town
Conservation Area such that it
can be removed from the national
Heritage at Risk Register.

Environment Record
(HER). Lack of current
evidence of sub-surface
archaeology must not
be taken as proof of
absence”.

Amended ENV3 as
follows:

Conserving and enhancing
the significance of the
Kington Town
Conservation Area such
that it can be removed
from the national
Heritage at Risk Register

Welsh Water

Welsh Water’s Core Strategy
representation advised that the level of
development proposed for Kington over
the Core Strategy period to 2031 could
not be accommodated without upgrading
the wastewater treatment works
(WwWTW).

In considering the requirements for
schemes to be included within our Capital
Investment Programme (Asset
Management Plan), Welsh Water require
some certainty in terms of growth and
site development proposals. Information
contained in Core Strategies and
Neighbourhood Plans help guide where

Noted. Amend the NDP text
to reflect the Welsh water
position.

Amended justification
text to KANP INF1 to
explain the position with
regards to the capacity
issue around the WwTW
for Kington as per Welsh
Water’s representation;
see paras 9.8.6 -9.8.8.




investment is required, subject to
Regulatory approval from Ofwat and
affordability. Other factors such as the
current operation of the WwTW are also
taken into account.

There are no upgrades planned for
Kington WwTW within our current Capital
Investment Programme AMP6 which runs
from 1°t April 2015 — 31°* March 2020. We
cannot give any guarantee that there will
be a scheme in our next Capital
Investment Programme AMP7 which runs
from 1% April 2020 — 31t March 2025, but
a scheme will certainly be put forward for
consideration.

Should potential developers wish to
progress a development site in advance
of our future Regulatory Investment they
will need to fund the improvements
themselves, firstly by commissioning
Welsh Water to undertake a feasibility
study of the WwTW, before entering into
a Section 106 Agreement (of the Town &
Country Planning Act 1990) with Welsh
Water and Herefordshire Council to pay
for the improvements required.

MASTERPLAN FOR PREFERRED SHLAA
SITES IN KINGTON: K12 & K13, LAND
SOUTH OF KINGTON, UP TO 100
DWELLINGS — AUGUST 2016




| refer to your email dated the 10th
August 2016 regarding the above
consultation. Welsh Water appreciates
the opportunity to respond and we offer
the following representation: Water
supply Given the size of the proposed
development site and the small diameter
distribution water main in the adjacent
Kingswood Road, a hydraulic modelling
assessment (HMA) of the water supply
network may be required in order to
understand where a connection can be
made and if any upsizing is required.
Potential developers can commission
Welsh Water to undertake a HMA, and
fund any improvements via the
Requisition provisions of the Water
Industry Act 1991. Public sewerage There
do not appear to be any issues in the
proposed development site connecting
into our combined public sewer in the
adjacent Kingswood Road. Wastewater
treatment works (WwTW) Our Kington
WwTW is currently overloaded and there
are no improvements planned within our
current Capital Investment Programme
(AMP6 — 1 st April 2015-31st March
2020). An improvement scheme will form
part of our submission to the Industry
Regulators for the next Capital
Investment Programme (AMP7 — 1 st
April 2020- 31st March 2025). As such,

Amended justification
text to Policy KANP H5 to
reflect Welsh Water’s
position with regards to
Water Supply and
disposal of Waste Water.

Justification for Policy
KANP H2 includes para
9.4.34
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should a developer wish to progress this
site in advance of our future Regulatory
Investment they will need to fund the
improvements themselves, firstly by
commissioning Welsh Water to
undertake a feasibility study of the
WwTW, before entering into a Section
106 Agreement (of the Town & Country
Planning Act 1990) to pay for the
improvements required. Green & Blue
Infrastructure and Design Principles —
Open Space 2 We welcome the inclusion
of sustainable drainage systems within
the proposed development site.
Controlling and managing surface water
discharges from new development sites
by implementing sustainable drainage
systems can minimise surface water run-
off and flooding, and ensures no surface
water connects to our public sewerage
network and WwTW. For further detail
regarding land drainage, please contact
the Land Drainage Department at
Herefordshire Council.

Support for SUDs noted.
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Herefordshir
e Council
Developmen
t
Management

KANP ENV 2

The first criteria is unduly
onerous. It is enough for the
policy to require that lighting is
appropriate and has minimal
impact. Shouldn’t have to justify
the provision of external lighting
as a matter of principle.

The second bullet point should
be changed as follows;

The nature of the proposed
lighting is appropriate for its
intended use and location

The proposed lighting does not
materially alter light levels
outside of the development
which will adversely affect the
use or enjoyment of nearby
buildings or open spaces

The proposed lighting does not
impact upon highway safety
within the locality

The proposed lighting does not
have a significant impact on
protected species or wildlife
within the locality

Amend KANP ENV 2 as
suggested

Criterion 1 deleted

Bullet points of Policy
KANP ENV 2 amended to
read as follows:

*The nature of the
proposed lighting is
appropriate for its use
and location and has
minimal impact

*The proposed lighting
does not materially alter
light levels outside of the
development which will
adversely affect the use
or enjoyment of nearby
buildings or open spaces
*The proposed lighting
does not impact on
highway safety in the
locality

*The proposed lighting
does not have a
significant impact on
protected species or
wildlife within the locality
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KANP ENV 3

Would question whether the
policy should be specifically
directed towards employment
and major development. It is not
considered that it should be
applied to smaller scale
household development.

The first bullet should be split
into two as follows:
Demonstrate that the
proposed development does
not substantially harm
designated heritage assets
within the locality

Where proposals lead to less
than substantial harm this
should be weighed against the
public benefits of permitting
them

The fourth bullet point should
include;

respecting, conserving and
where possible enhancing the
setting of nationally and locally
historically significant buildings
and registered heritage assets

Last bullet — what designation
do the burgage walls have?
They are listed in one of the
appendices as being an

Community consultations
showed serious concerns
about the impact of massed
street lights and household
external lights that
cumulatively affect the night
sky and have proven impacts
on local wildlife.

Amend KANP ENV 3 as
suggested.

KANP ENV 3 amended
with bullet points split as
suggested.
*demonstrating that the
proposed development
does not substantially
harm designated heritage
assets

*where proposals lead to
less than substantial
harm this should be
weighed against the
public benefit of
permitting them

4 bullet point now
reads:

8respecting, conserving
and where possible
enhancing the setting of
nationally and locally
historically significant
buildings and registered
heritage assets
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Plan 1

element that defines the
character of the town but
nothing else. Assuming that
they have no formal
designation would suggest re-
phrasing to; “...acknowledge
them as a non-designated
heritage asset...”

After the bullet points a
sentence should be added as
follows:

Unless proposals can satisfy
the above they should be
refused. If proposals lead to
less than substantial harm this
should be weighed against the
public benefits of permitting
them.

Is there a need for all of the
Green Space (more
commentary on this at
Policy LGS1)

Agree; amend bullet point

This requirement appears in
introductory statement of
the Policy and repeated in
2" bullet point

Extensive discussions at
Town Council meetings and
in public consultations about
designations of LGS (see
consultation paras of section
9.10)

Advice given by Landscape
consultant: Landscape
Review of Town Settlement
Boundary & Local Green
Spaces (2017)

8" bullet point now
reads:

8conserving and
respecting the historic
Burgage walls of Kington
Town and acknowledging
them as no-designated
heritage assets
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Housing Sites

With regard to the

individual housing sites:
K1 - ok

K3 — Although only a site
for 4 dwellings, this
seems rather high
density. How will such a
small site accommodate
them and potentially
replace the garages that
are to be lost, as is
suggested?
K5 — Ok, but why was the
previous planning
permission not
implemented and allowed
to expire? Will this site
actually be delivered?

K6 — It is noted that other
sites have been
considered and
discounted for various
reasons, but at least part
of this site is prone to
flooding. Not convinced at
this stage that it should be
included as an allocated
housing site for this
reason alone.

K8 — Will this site be
delivered? It has a long
planning history.
Permission was granted

A Housing Trail Audit in the
Appendix details the
sequential series of
discussions and decisions
taken that resulted in the
final list of 7 allocated sites
inn Kington Town and | in
Hergest.

See also the reports from
AECOM (consultants)

Noted and also comments
from Environment Agency

K6 not included in final
list of allocated sites
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but never implemented
and has since expired.
Why was this the case?

K9 — How can the
acknowledged problem of
access be addressed? If it
can’t then the site is not
deliverable and so should
not be included. The strip
of land immediately to
the east is shown as part
of a green space (GS23)
and it is consequently
assumed that there would
be a presumption against
a proposal that included it
as part of a development
site. However, it doesn’t
appear that there is any
other way to access the
site.

K20 — Why is this
included? It isn’t a natural
part of the settlement
boundary. There may well
be issues with the setting
of a listed building and its
value in terms of the
number of dwellings it
delivers is limited (2
dwellings).

K12 and K13 — No issue
with the principle of these

Comment accepted and is

also outside Parish boundary

K20 is not included in
final list of allocated sites
for Kington Town
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sites being allocated for
housing. Main concern
relates to the inclusion of
an illustrative masterplan
as part of an NDP. Are
there any examples of this
being done elsewhere?
The concern is that this
seems to pre-determine
any eventual planning
application to an extent.
For example, the
illustrative sketch shows a
significant number of
three storey dwellings.
Whilst there are such
buildings in the town
centre | am not sure that
such an approach would
be advocated elsewhere.
However, a developer
might argue that the
supporting text directs
towards such an
approach. What is the
agricultural land
classification grading for
the land? It is mentioned
as a constraint for K15,
but not here. Point of
consistency.

K15 — The access to this
site off Kingswood Road is

An illustrative masterplan
was produced by consultants
to demonstrate one way in
which the site could be used
that would respond
positively to landscape and
connectivity issues; it was
not intended to be a
prescriptive development
plan.

Grade 2 agricultural land:
one of the necessary
compromises made to meet
the required KG1 housing
sites target numbers.

lllustrative masterplan
deleted.

Diagram 1 indicates the
significant landscaping
and connectivity features
that should be
incorporated in a
comprehensive
development plan as
required by the Policy
KANP H2
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KANP H2

a real issue. Limited
visibility in both directions
and land either side in
third party ownership.
However, it would make
more sense for this to be
included as part of the
large site comprised of
K12 and K13 with a single
access. The footpath
along the eastern
boundary of K15; which
divides it from K13, is a
constraint, but the nature
of the footpath would be
changed if development
comes forward so not
insurmountable. The
three sites combined
could deliver 120 - 130
dwellings and address
shortcomings elsewhere.

Concerned about
references to the ‘draft
masterplan’ as outlined
above, although it does
not appear as one of
the appendices. Should
it not be used to form
the basis for a design
guide for the site?

K15 not included in the
final list of allocated sites.
It is designated a LGS with
a proposed new footpath
access from the
development onto
Kingswood Road.
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KANP H3

KANP H4

KANP H5

As a brownfield site of
1.2 hectares it might be
argued that a
development of just 15
dwellings doesn’t make
best use of it. There
doesn’t appear to be
any justification for
such a low density but
it should be provided.

“...new homes will only be
supported...”

What is the definition of a
‘good sized garden’? This
might cause a problem
with some of the
proposed housing sites as
they are quite small and
may not be capable of
achieving the requisite
garden size (albeit un-
defined).

Also concerned about the
reference to national
space standards for
similar reasons. They
aren’t provided as an
appendix to the

A larger number is not
precluded but the demand is
considered to be unlikely
during the Plan period.

Accepted

Consultations indicated
desirability.

Advice accepted,
reference to garden size
removed

Consultations showed
widespread and deep
concern at the low space
standards in recent
developments. Research
showed other LPAs use the
GLA 2006 standards as a
minimum requirement.

No change

KANP H4 amended as
suggested

Policy KANP H5

4* pullet point includes:
Provide new homes
which comply with or are
better than The Greater
London Authority Space
Standards (2006)
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KANP E1

KANP KTC 1

KANP T1

document so there might
be issues of
interpretation.

Should these areas be
defined as safeguarded
employment land on a
plan?

Second bullet of (h) —if
widening of footpathsis a
priority, has consideration
been given to making
parts of the town one
way, such as High
Street/Duke Street area?
Otherwise it would seem
difficult to widen
footpaths.

Consider changing title to
‘Sustainable Tourism and
Leisure’

First bullet point should
read “Are of a size, scale
and design which respects
the site context and has
minimal impact on the
local environment,

Yes

Public consultation and
discussion with Kington
Chamber of trade considered
one-way systems, shared
surfaces with 2 way traffic
and controlled junctions; no
clear preferences emerged.
Technical/professional
investigation and
assessment required to
enable recommendations.

Amend bullet points of T1 as
suggested

Plan 1 shows Hatton
Gardens in Kington, Plan
2 shows Arrow Court
Industrial Estate in
Hergest

Policy KANP E1 amended.
First statement reads:
Employment land at
Hatton Gardens Industrial
Estate, Kington, and
Arrow Court Industrial
Estate, Hergest will be
safe-guarded for
employment use.

Para 9.6.12 indicates
future strategy

Policy title now is: KANP
T1 Sustainable Tourism
and Leisure
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landscape and historical
heritage of the area”
Second bullet point
“Demonstrate that the
proposal does not
adversely impact upon
highway safety in the
locality and the volume
and nature of traffic
generated by the proposal
can be accommodated on
the local highway network
with minimal impact upon
existing users”

Third bullet point “where
possible, proposals will be
expected to be
accommodated through
the conversion, reuse or
extension of existing
buildings on site, unless it
can be demonstrated that
this is not a feasible
option.

Fourth bullet point
“where possible support
initiatives to improve....”
Add further bullet points
as follows:

¢ Ensure that the proposal
integrates with its
surroundings both in
terms of design and

The six bullet points of
the redrafted Policy are
now as suggested with
one change of order.
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KANP LGS 1

layout and in the way that
it will proposal will
function

¢ Avoid any adverse
impacts on adjacent land
through noise or nuisance

The majority of these
seem to fail the tests of
paras 76 and 77 of the
NPPF as they are
‘extensive tracts of land’.
In any event, many of
them will be afforded
protection in other ways —
Scheduled Ancient
Monument, flood zone,
school playing fields, etc.
The list seems
unnecessarily extensive
and should be re-assessed
to have real value.

Comments noted.

The list of designated LGS
has been amended with
some removed. Extensive
consultations and discussion
resulted in the list now in the
amended Plan.

Each of the designated sites
has an explanation for its
inclusion in the Consultation
section that prefaces Policy
KANP LGS 1
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General
Comments

Other matters to be
considered that are not
covered by the NDP:

A policy specifically
covering agricultural
development. There is
mention of the need to
manage agricultural
development early in the
document but it isn’t
backed up by a specific
policy. The majority of the
neighbourhood area is
rural. Which policies as
currently drafted would,
for example, be applicable
for a large agricultural
building, polytunnels or
intensive livestock
development?

There are a large
number of listed buildings
in the neighbourhood
area. ENV3 deals with the
impacts of development
upon them but there
needs to be a policy that
deals specifically with
alterations and extensions
to them.

Accepted.

An addition Policy to address
the matter to be included
Policy KANP E2

Policy KANP ENV 3 refers to
development and the built
environment. In addition a
Characterisation Study, by
OHA, Character Appraisal ,
Kington 2015 and 2016 has
been prepared to help
inform future development
proposals (see Appendix)
Any further details would
need to be covered through
preparation of a

Additional Policy:

Policy KANP E2 Large
Scale Employmemt
Activities

The bullet points cover
proposals for ILUs,
extensive polytunnels and
other largescale
developments, with
cross-references to
Policies KANP ENV1,
ENV2 and ENV3.

The maps and text
produced by C.Tinkler in
the report, Kington Area
NDP: Landscape
Sensitivity and Capacity
Assessment 2015 provide
clear guidance on
appropriate/
inappropriate locations
for such developments.
(see Appendix)
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Should also be a specific
policy for alterations and
extensions to dwellings.
This type of application
will be the most
commonly received and
there is nothing in the
NDP for such proposals to
be considered against.

No mention of ecology
or biodiversity. Another
topic area that requires a
specific policy.

Various references are
made to flooding; often in
the context of
developments that are
unlikely to require FRA,

supplementary planning
document with the
associated level of evidence
to inform preparation of the
document.

Policy KANP H5 relates to
design criteria for
developments. A list of local
heritage features is included
in the Appendix. Any further
detail would need to be
covered through preparation
of a supplementary planning
document with the
associated level of evidence
to inform preparation of the
document.

Policy KANP ENV 1 relates to
Natural Environment
matters.

Noted. There are cross-
references to the Core
Strategy Policy SD3; a new
Policy ENV4 will reinforce

An additional Policy is,
Policy KANP ENV 4 Flood
Risk and Drainage.

E.A. Flood Zone maps in
the Appendix.
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but no specific policy.
Should be covered.

No policy for alternative
sources of energy in
particular solar panels and
wind turbines

the need to consider
flooding maters. Comments
from the Environment
Agency led to the removal of
one potential housing site,
the need to highlight threats
of fluvial and groundwater
flooding, the location of the
Arrow and the Back Brook
with the need to protect
them from pollution.

Reference is made to
renewable energy proposals
within Policy KANP INF 1.
Alao maps in report by
C.Tinkler point to the
requirement to consider
such developments in the

landscape.

Herefordshir | Policy KANP ENV3 | Policy KANP ENV 3 is in conformity with Noted Amend KANP ENV 3 4t

e Council A Valued Built Core Strategy Policies LD1,LD2 & LD3, bullet point to say

Planning Environment

Policy 4th bullet point suggests rewording as ...respecting, conserving
follows: and where possible
...respecting, conserving and where enhancing the setting of
possible enhancing the setting of nationally and locally
nationally and locally national and local national and local
historically significant buildings. historically significant

buildings
Policy KANP ENV | Policy KANP ENV 2 is in conformity with Noted

2 — Dark Skies

Core Strategy Policies LD1 and SD1
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Policy KANP SB1
Settlement
Boundaries

Policy KANP H1

Housing Delivery:

Kington Town

Policy KANP H2
Land South of
Kington

Policy KANP H3

Housing Delivery:

Hergest

Policy KANP SB1 is in conformity with
Core Strategy Policies KG1, RA2, RA3, RA4
& RAS.

Policy KANP H1 is not fully in conformity
with Core Strategy Policies SS2, KG1.

K6 — Land south of Elizabeth Road, 20
dwellings

This is a high level of housing for a site
that is mainly flood zone 2 with parts in
flood zone 3. The justification needs to
indicate how flooding will be addressed
either within the site or adjacent. 20
dwellings on a site this size would allow
very little space for mitigation. It is not
clear how this site will come forward.
Depending on scope of deliverability this
may affect housing delivery targets. See
further comments on supporting text
below

Policy KANP H2 is in conformity with Core

Strategy Policies SS2, KG1, SD3

Policy KANP H3 is in conformity with Core
Strategy Policy RA2

Noted

Noted.

Accepted and similar from
Environment Agency
Site withdrawn from list

Noted

Noted. Environmental Health
have provided comment

This site does not appear
in final list of 7 allocated
sites.
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Policy KANP H4
Housing Delivery:
Rural Areas

Policy KANP H5
Housing Design
Criteria

Policy KANP E1: A
Thriving Rural
Economy

Policy KANP KTC
1: Kington Town
Centre

Policy KANP T1:
Sustainable
Tourism

Policy KANP INF
1: Local
Infrastructure

Have Environmental Health been
consulted on this proposal due to the
proximity to the turkey farm sheds?

Policy KANP H4 is in conformity with Core
Strategy Policies RA3, RA4 & RAS
The policy is not listed in contents page

Policy KANP H5 is in conformity with Core
Strategy Policy SD1

Policy KANP E1 is in conformity with Core
Strategy Policies SS5, E1, E2 & E3

Policy KANP KTC 1 is in conformity with
Core Strategy Policies E5, E6

Policy KANP T1 is in conformity with Core
Strategy Policy E4

Policy KANP INF 1 is in conformity with
Core Strategy Policies SD1, SD2 & SD4

Policy KANP LGS 1 is in conformity with
Core Strategy Policy 0S1

through the Regulation 14
consultation.

Noted. Amend contents
page to include Policy KANP
H4 Housing Delivery: Rural
Areas

Noted

Noted

Noted

Noted

Noted

Noted

Contents page corrected;
now includes Policy KANP
H4 Housing Delivery:
Rural Areas
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Policy KANP LGS
1: Local Green
Spaces

Policy KANP GI 1:
Green
Infrastructure

Policy KANP CF1:
Community
Facilities

Other
comments/confor
mity issues

Policy KANP Gl 1 is in conformity with
Core Strategy Policy LD3

Policy KANP CF 1 is in conformity with
Core Strategy Policy SC1

Delete ‘Kington Town and’ as follows
from Para 9.4.6

Through the Core Strategy, Kington Rural
HMA has a proportional growth target of
317 dwellings to be delivered over the
plan period 2011 —2031. This target
represents an increase of 12% upon the
existing number of properties within
Kington Rural and Lower Harpton Group
Parish. 317 was a figure established
through an assessment of the rural
villages in the Kington rural area and does
not include the town of Kington.

Delete the first sentence of 9.4.7 to read

The 12% increase only relates to the rural
areas in devising a suitable growth

Noted

Noted

Comments noted and
suggested amendments to
be incorporated in re-
organised Section 9.4
Housing Delivery

New section: Kington
Rural and Lower Harpton
Group Parish: Housing.
Policy KANP H£ housing
Delivery: Kington Rural
and Lower Harpton
Group.

Following the Policy the
Justification section new
paras 9.4.35 t0 9.4.39
incorporates the
suggestion in para 9.4.36

A new para 9.4.39 reads:
The 12% increase for
Kington Rural and Lower
Harpton Group Parish
generates a minimum
housing requirement of
32 dwellings to be
provided between 2011
and 2031.
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targets. Kington town’s strategic target of
200 is based on a wider analysis such as
past progress with building rates,
infrastructure, physical characteristics of
the town and its capacity to
accommodate further housing.

9.4.7 ..."Of these 200 dwellings and as at
April 2016, 15 have already been built, 12
have been committed leaving a residual
housing requirement of around 173
dwellings to be provided in Kington Town
during the remaining plan period to
2031”. (April 2017 figures will be
available shortly as an update to these
figures).

9.4.9 Please see Appendix 11. Should be
Appendix 9.

9.4.22 “Delivering a sensitive scheme on
this site whilst seeking to retain a Listed
Building have inhibited development up
to present. Proposals for listed building

consent to demolish will therefore be

Comment and suggestion
noted; to be included in
amended text

The housing figures have
been updated in the KANP to
show the 2017 position.

Noted; appendix to be re-
organised.

Table 2 shows how the
target will be met from
the allocated site,
completions and
permissions at 2017 and
predicted windfall rate of
1 per year.

The housing figures have
been updated in the
KANP to show the 2017
position.

See Table 1.

Details of the site are
now in paras 9.4.15 -
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considered sympathetically if this is
linked to a detailed master plan that
maintains the iconic status of the site and
reflects the massing of the existing
building”.

Have Building Conservation been
consulted?

9.4.24 K20 - Land to the south of
Hergest Road (2 dwellings) 0.04ha.

A tighter settlement boundary is
recommended around this site. There are
sensitive areas (ecology and listed
building) around the site and the tighter
boundary would add protection to these
areas whilst enabling the development to
come forward

Appendix 10. Location for Growth:
Kington Town

The submission of land entitled ‘Fields at
Broken Bank, Kington’ in May 2017 needs
to be referred to at some stage in the
Plan as there is currently no reference to
it given that it was a site submitted. It has
been identified as a protected open space
(0S02) with heritage assets in the Plan
but should also be mentioned here
(Appendix 10) as it was a site submitted
for housing by the landowner. This is to
ensure a clear audit of all sites considered

Suggestion noted and to be
incorporated in amended
text

Discussions held with the
owner, and Historic England

Site found not to be within
the Parish boundary.

Comment noted; land to be
considered for LGS
designation.

Historical associations of the
fields in close proximity to St
Mary’s Church and to
Kington Castle led to
decision to LGS designation.

9.4.17 with the suggested
textin 9.4.17

K20 is not among the final
list of 7 allocated sites in
Kington.

Site not included for
housing allocation.
Now designated as LGS,
GS 02 (see para 9.10)
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and why they were discounted as part of
the process.

Housing Audit Trail in
Appendix

Herefordshirg
Council
Landscape /
Archaeology
Conservation

» KANP 4

We would broadly support policy
KANDP4.

With regards the possible extension of
conservation area: The statutory
protections afforded to the castle and old
Foundry offer stronger protection than
CA designation; the Ancient Monument
legislation being more onerous than CA
or LB designation. Whilst there are some
Victorian properties of interest along
Victoria Road, it should be noted that CA
designation only offers limited protection
to an area. It requires permission for
demolition of some boundary walls and
of buildings above a certain size and

Noted
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requires new development to preserve or
enhance the character of that area, it
would not offer protection from
inappropriate smaller scale changes as
many of the permitted development
rights for property owners would remain.
At present the Building Conservation
Team offer a statutory minimum service
which may mean that if there is a case for
extending the conservation area, that this
may not be achievable within a
reasonable timescale.

Herefordshir
e Council
Strategic
Housing

No comments

Noted

10.

Herefordshir
e Council
Economic
Developmen
t

No comments

Noted

11.

Environment
al Health Air,
Water and
Waste

Plan 1: ‘Proposed settlement boundary,
proposed housing development sites &
Kington Town proposed green spaces’
Site K1:

A review of Ordnance survey historical
plans indicates a railway track (a
potentially contaminative use) has
historically run adjacent to the proposed
site.

It is possible that unforeseen
contamination may be present at the
above mentioned sites. Consideration

Development of the site has
commenced. No change
required to the NDP text.
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should be given to the possibility of
encountering contamination as a result of
its former use and specialist advice be
sought should any be encountered during
the development

Site K5:

The proposed site is located on an area of
land which has historically been used as a
Gas Works (a potentially contaminative
use). The sites historic potentially
contaminative use (former gas works) will
require consideration prior to any
development. | would recommend any
application that is submitted should
include, as a minimum, a ‘desk top study’
considering risk from contamination in
accordance with BS10175:2011 so that
the proposal can be fully considered.
With adequate information it is likely a
condition would be recommended such
as that included below:

1. No development shall take place until
the following has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning
authority:

a) a 'desk study' report including previous
site and adjacent site uses, potential
contaminants arising from those uses,
possible sources, pathways, and
receptors, a conceptual model and a risk

Amend the text regarding
details of Site K5 as
suggested.

Full Planning Permission was

granted on this site in 2010
(N102016/F)

Text amended; details of
Site K5 as follows:
Para9.4.14

The proposed site is
located on an area of land
which was historically
used as a Gas Works (a
potentially contaminative
use); consideration will
need to be given to this
prior to any development
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assessment in accordance with current
best practice

b) if the risk assessment in (a) confirms
the possibility of a significant pollutant
linkage(s), a site investigation should be
undertaken to characterise fully the
nature and extent and severity of
contamination, incorporating a
conceptual model of all the potential
pollutant linkages and an assessment of
risk to identified receptors

c) if the risk assessment in (b) identifies
unacceptable risk(s) a detailed scheme
specifying remedial works and measures
necessary to avoid risk from
contaminants/or gases when the site is
developed. The Remediation Scheme
shall include consideration of and
proposals to deal with situations where,
during works on site, contamination is
encountered which has not previously
been identified. Any further
contamination encountered shall be fully
assessed and an appropriate remediation
scheme submitted to the local planning
authority for written approval.

Reason: In the interests of human health
and to ensure that the proposed
development will not cause pollution to
controlled waters or the wider
environment.

2. The Remediation Scheme, as approved
pursuant to condition no. (1) above, shall

34




be fully implemented before the
development is first occupied. On
completion of the remediation scheme
the developer shall provide a validation
report to confirm that all works were
completed in accordance with the agreed
details, which must be submitted before
the development is first occupied. Any
variation to the scheme including the
validation reporting shall be agreed in
writing with the Local Planning Authority
in advance of works being undertaken.
Reason: In the interests of human health
and to ensure that the proposed
development will not cause pollution to
controlled waters or the wider
environment.

3. If, during development, contamination
not previously identified is found to be
present at the site then no further
development (unless otherwise agreed in
writing with the local planning authority)
shall be carried out until the developer
has submitted, and obtained written
approval from the local planning
authority for, an amendment to the
Method Statement detailing how this
unsuspected contamination shall be dealt
with.

Reason: In the interests of human health
and to ensure that the proposed
development will not cause pollution to
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controlled waters or the wider
environment.

Technical notes about the condition

1. I would also mention that the
assessment is required to be undertaken
in accordance with good practice
guidance and needs to be carried out by a
suitably competent person as defined
within the National Planning Policy
Framework 2012.

2. And as a final technical point, we
require all investigations of potentially
contaminated sites to undertake asbestos
sampling and analysis as a matter of
routine and this should be included with
any submission.

Responsibility for securing safe
development rests with the developer
and/or landowner. It is incumbent on the
developer and/or landowner to
demonstrate that the proposed
development is both safe and suitable for
its intended use.

Site K9:

A review of Ordnance survey historical
plans indicate the proposed site is
situated adjacent a former Textile
manufacturer site.

It is possible that unforeseen
contamination may be present at the
above mentioned site. Consideration
should be given to the possibility of

Amend the text regarding
details of Site K9 as
suggested

Text with details of Site
K9 amended as follows:
A review of Ordnance
survey historical plans
indicate the proposed site
is situated adjacent a
former Textile
manufacturer site.

It is possible that
unforeseen
contamination may be
present at the above
mentioned site.
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encountering contamination as a result of
its former use and specialist advice be
sought should any be encountered during
the development.

Site: K15

A review of Ordnance survey historical
plans indicate the proposed site is
situated adjacent a former petrol tanks.

It is possible that unforeseen
contamination may be present at the
above mentioned site. Consideration
should be given to the possibility of
encountering contamination as a result of
its former use and specialist advice be
sought should any be encountered during
the development.

Comment noted.

After further consideration
the site was withdrawn from
the list of allocations due to
landscape considerations
and to function as a buffer
and green boundary space
for the new developments
proposed on its eastern edge
is now designated LGS.

Consideration should be
given to the possibility of
encountering
contamination as a result
and specialist advice
sought should any be
encountered during the
development.

Amend the text regarding
details of Site K15 as
follows:

Field is now designated
LGS 10 see para 9.10
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Plan 2: ‘Proposed settlement boundary,
proposed housing development sites &
proposed green spaces for Hergest Road
and Arrow View’

Site: Arrow View

¢ The proposed site is located on an area
of land which has historically been used
as military land (a potentially
contaminative use).

The sites historic potentially
contaminative use (military land) will
require consideration prior to any
development. | would recommend any
application that is submitted should
include, as a minimum, a ‘desk top study’
considering risk from contamination in
accordance with BS10175:2011 so that
the proposal can be fully considered.
With adequate information it is likely a
condition would be recommended such
as that included below:

1. No development shall take place until
the following has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning
authority:

Amend the text details of
Site at Arrow View as
suggested

Text amended of details
of Site adjacent to Arrow
View in para 9.4.45 as:
The site is located on an
area of land which was
used as military land in
WW11 and lies adjacent
to the bases of former
petrol tanks (a potentially
contaminative use) which
will require consideration
prior to any
development.
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a) a 'desk study' report including previous
site and adjacent site uses, potential
contaminants arising from those uses,
possible sources, pathways, and
receptors, a conceptual model and a risk
assessment in accordance with current
best practice

b) if the risk assessment in (a) confirms
the possibility of a significant pollutant
linkage(s), a site investigation should be
undertaken to characterise fully the
nature and extent and severity of
contamination, incorporating a
conceptual model of all the potential
pollutant linkages and an assessment of
risk to identified receptors

c) if the risk assessment in (b) identifies
unacceptable risk(s) a detailed scheme
specifying remedial works and measures
necessary to avoid risk from
contaminants/or gases when the site is
developed. The Remediation Scheme
shall include consideration of and
proposals to deal with situations where,
during works on site, contamination is
encountered which has not previously
been identified. Any further
contamination encountered shall be fully
assessed and an appropriate remediation
scheme submitted to the local planning
authority for written approval.

Reason: In the interests of human health
and to ensure that the proposed
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development will not cause pollution to
controlled waters or the wider
environment.

2. The Remediation Scheme, as approved
pursuant to condition no. (1) above, shall
be fully implemented before the
development is first occupied. On
completion of the remediation scheme
the developer shall provide a validation
report to confirm that all works were
completed in accordance with the agreed
details, which must be submitted before
the development is first occupied. Any
variation to the scheme including the
validation reporting shall be agreed in
writing with the Local Planning Authority
in advance of works being undertaken.
Reason: In the interests of human health
and to ensure that the proposed
development will not cause pollution to
controlled waters or the wider
environment.

3. If, during development, contamination
not previously identified is found to be
present at the site then no further
development (unless otherwise agreed in
writing with the local planning authority)
shall be carried out until the developer
has submitted, and obtained written
approval from the local planning
authority for, an amendment to the
Method Statement detailing how this
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unsuspected contamination shall be dealt
with.

Reason: In the interests of human health
and to ensure that the proposed
development will not cause pollution to
controlled waters or the wider
environment.

Technical notes about the condition

1. I would also mention that the
assessment is required to be undertaken
in accordance with good practice
guidance and needs to be carried out by a
suitably competent person as defined
within the National Planning Policy
Framework 2012.

2. And as a final technical point, we
require all investigations of potentially
contaminated sites to undertake asbestos
sampling and analysis as a matter of
routine and this should be included with
any submission.

Responsibility for securing safe
development rests with the developer
and/or landowner. It is incumbent on the
developer and/or

12 Herefordshir No comments received Noted
e Council
Parks and
Countryside

13 Herefordshir No comments received Noted

e Council
Education
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14

Herefordshir
e Council
Transport
and
Highways

Please find below Herefordshire
Council’s Transportation section
reply to Kington’s NDP:

We would like greater
recognition to be given to the
role of cycling within the NDP
and ensure that the Core
Strategy policy KG1 is adhered to
in respect to access for
pedestrians and cyclists.

We would like the additional
wording (in red) to be added:

9.4.37. Any development
proposals for the site should seek
to maintain existing pedestrian
routes, and enhance the existing
connectivity for walkers and
cyclists and, where possible,
extend the network, especially to
the east of the site. It is
envisaged that the existing
pedestrian routes to the west
would continue to provide a
quick and easy access to the
town centre, and these could be
extended to accommodate
cyclists too with existing access
points from the site retained and
new ones introduced, wherever
possible.

Amend text as suggested to
ensure greater recognition is
given to the role of cycling
and walking within the NDP.

Text amended as follows
in what is now para
9.4.31

Any development
proposals for the site
should seek to maintain
existing pedestrian routes
and enhance the existing
connectivity for walkers
and cyclists and, where
possible, extend the
network, especially to the
east of the site. It is
envisaged that the
existing pedestrian routes
to the west would
continue to provide a
quick and easy access to
the town centre, and
these could be extended
to accommodate cyclists
also, with existing access
points from the site
retained and new ones
introduced, wherever
possible.

Policy KANP H3 Housing
Delivery: Hergest, 9*
bullet point:

o deliver a pedestrian and
cycle shared use path on
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Policy KANP H3 Housing Delivery:
Hergest

o a pedestrian shared use path
on the inside of the southern
boundary hedge

o Proposals for the construction
of a safe pedestrian and cycle
access between Hergest and
Kington Town will be strongly
supported.

Policy KANP E1: A Thriving Rural
Economy

o Proposals for the construction
of safe pedestrian and cycle
access between Hergest and
Kington Town centre will be
strongly supported

Policy KANP INF 1: Local
Infrastructure

o a safe shared use pathway
between the two roundabouts on
the A44 to provide access to the
Community Allotments

o a safe shared use pathway to
the Kington Medical Practise
(Surgery) alongside the A4111
from its junction with the A44

Policy KANP GI 1: Green
Infrastructure

Accept; text to be amended

Accept. Bullet point moved
to KANP INF 1

Accept suggestions; amend
texts

Accept; amend text

the inside of the southern
boundary hedge

o Financial contributions
to highway
improvements for a safe,
shared pedestrian and
cycle route between
Hergest and Kington
Town will be strongly
supported to enhance
road safety.

Policy KANP E1: A
Thriving Rural Economy

o Proposals for the
construction of safe
pedestrian and cycle
access between Hergest
and Kington Town centre
will be strongly supported
B Policy KANP INF 1: Local
Infrastructure

o a safe shared use
pathway between the
two roundabouts on the
A44 to provide access to
the Community
Allotments

o a safe shared use
pathway to the Kington
Medical Practise (Surgery)
alongside the A4111 from
its junction with the A44
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o Create links to encourage
walking and cycling between
Hergest and Kington Town.

9.8 Local Infrastructure

Policy KANP INF 1: Local
Infrastructure

o a safe shared use pathway
between the two roundabouts on
the A44 to provide access to the
Community Allotments

o a safe shared use pathway

Accept; see above

Policy KANP GI 1: Green
Infrastructure

Where viable, proposals
that will create links to
encourage walking and
cycling between Hergest
and Kington Town and
around Kington will be
supported.

15 Herefordshir No comments received Noted
e Council
Waste

16 WSP Introduction This Technical Note presents a review of Noted

the draft Kington Area Neighbourhood
Plan (KANP) in the context of the
transport policies set out in the Adopted
Core Strategy of the Herefordshire Local
Plan 2011-2031:. In particular, the KANP
for; Kington Town; Kington Rural and
Lower Harpton Group Parish; and
Huntington Parish, has been considered
in the context of the following transport
Core Strategy policies;

- SS4: Movement and
Transportation,

-> MT1: Traffic Management, Highway
Safety and Promoting Active Travel
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As one of five market towns within the
county, Kington is identified in the Local
Plan Core Strategy as a secondary
centre, with a vision set out for the
settlement to provide new homes,
employment and services. Each of these
functions are considered in turn in the
following sections of this Technical Note.
Housing

Policy RA1 — Rural Housing
Distribution of Herefordshire’s adopted
Core Strategy identifies that the Kington
Housing Market Area (HMA) will
accommodate 317 of the additional
dwellings needed to contribute to the
county’s housing needs between 2011
and 2031. Of these new homes, Policy
KG1 - Development in Kington
identifies that the town will accommodate
200 units on sites allocated by the
Neighbourhood Development Plan.
Policy KANP H1 - Housing Delivery:
Kington Town in the KANP allocates 9
sites for residential development, with
capacity for 168 dwellings. The residual
32 dwellings will be delivered through a
combination of those which have been
constructed since 2011; have planning
consent; are windfall opportunities for
infill; or, are community led schemes.
The 9 allocated sites have been
shortlisted from 20 considered in the
Kington Neighbourhood Plan: Site
Options and Assessment report prepared
by AECOM for the Kington
Neighbourhood Plan Group in October
2015. Eight of the 9 allocated sites are for
minor developments of between 2 and 20
dwellings and are generally located as

45




infill sites within the existing settlement
boundary. These sites will benefit from
existing transport infrastructure, including
links to the footway network and bus stop
provision, in accordance with policy SS4
of the Core Strategy which states;
Development proposals should be
accessible by and facilitate a genuine
choice of modes of travel including
walking, cycling and public transport.

The ninth site, ‘Land South of Kington,’ is
for 100 dwellings, which will be provided
on agricultural land adjacent to
Kingswood Road. This site is also located
close to existing bus stops and within
walking distance of the key facilities within
the town, being positioned between the
main shopping street, supermarket and
doctors surgery.

The KANP identifies that a new single
vehicular access will be formed with Old
Eardisley Road to the north-east of the
site, as it is “considered that access off
Kingswood Road [to the west] would not
be possible because of its narrow width its
junction formed with Headbrook with very
poor visibility”

A new access road connecting to Old
Eardisley Road would form a new priority
junction ¢.35m from the existing priority
junction formed with Headbrook. Any
future planning application for this site will
need to;

- Consider the design speed of this
access road, given its straight alignment
and positioning next to an existing park,

Noted. These details will
need to be addressed as part
of a future planning
application.
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- Demonstrate that adequate forward
visibility can be achieved at the new
junction formed with Old Eardisley Road
given the proposed proximity between
these junctions (with the support of a
speed survey),

- Provide a Design and Access
Statement which clearly sets out an
access strategy for all modes linking to
the local highway network and for safe
and legible movement within the site,

- Outline a strategy for vehicular and
pedal cycles parking which accords with
county guidelines; and,

- Consider a secondary emergency
vehicular access to ensure resilience if
the single access point becomes blocked.

Pre-application advice should be sought
for this and other development
applications on sites identified within the
KANP. Applications will need to be
supported by either a Transport
Assessment or Transport Statement
(dependant on the number of units) and
should have regard for the requirements
set out in the Herefordshire Council
‘Highways Design Guide for New
Developments’ (2006) and Manual for
Streets.

Amend justification to policy
KANP H2 to say Applications
will need to be supported by
either a Transport
Assessment or Transport
Statement (dependant on the
number of units) and should
have regard for the
requirements set out in the
Herefordshire Council
‘Highways Design Guide for
New Developments’ (2006)
and Manual for Streets.

Amend justification to
policy KANP H2

Para 9.4.30 final
sentence:

Applications will need to
be supported by a
Transport Assessment
and should have regard
for the requirements set
out in the Herefordshire

Council ‘Highways
Design Guide for New

Developments’ (2006)
and Manual for Streets.
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The KANP identifies that any
development proposals for the Land
South of Kington site should seek to
maintain existing pedestrian routes and
where possible enhance and extend the
existing network. Policy KANP INF1:
Local Infrastructure indicates that
proposals to provide pedestrian pathways
between the two roundabouts on the A44
and to connect to Kington Medical
Practice will be supported. It is not clear
whether the land required to achieve
these facilities is within the highway
boundary, which may impact upon the
deliverability of these aspirations. Policy
SS4 of the Core Strategy states;

“Where appropriate, land and routes will
be safeguarded as required in future local
or Neighbourhood Development Plans
and developer contributions, which meet
the statutory tests, sought to assist with
the delivery of new sustainable transport
infrastructure.”

Noted
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Opportunities to deliver this new footway
provision using developer contributions
should be actively encouraged for the
benefit of new and existing residents.

Policy KANP H3 - Housing Delivery:
Hergest relating to the provision of a
minimum of 15 new homes in Hergest
indicates that, “Proposals for the
construction of a safe pedestrian access
between Hergest and Kington Town will
be strongly supported.” This would require
the provision of a new section of footway
of c. 2.4km, some of which may require
land outside of the existing highway
boundary.

It is not clear whether any cost estimates
have been prepared for the 2no.
supported footways on the A44 and 1no.
connecting to Hergest. It is therefore not
possible to comment on the following;

- Whether the expected levels of
developer contributions will be sufficient to
provide these footways and when these
contributions will be received,;

- Whether the land required is
available within the highway boundary;
and,

- What the scale of impact would be on
existing hedgerows on Hergest Road.

Consideration should be given to
prioritising these supported footway
improvements and other highway
enhancements identified within the KANP
to ensure that there is a focus on delivery
of these schemes throughout the plan
period.

Noted
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Policy KANP H2: Housing Delivery:
Land South of Kington indicates that the
new 100 homes will be provided at an
average of 20 dwellings per hectare. This
is below the overall density of up to 35
dwellings per hectare set out in Policy
KG1 of the Core Strategy. Building the
100 units at lower densities will reduce
opportunities for the delivery of additional
future dwellings on this site which is
considered to be a sustainable location,
given its accessibility by modes other than
the private car. However, it is accepted
that lower density development will
generate less vehicular trips overall which
may be commensurate with the proposed
single vehicular access arrangement and
constraints related to junction spacing. In
the context of core strategy policy MT1
which states that development proposals
should;

“Demonstrate that the strategic and local
highway network can absorb the traffic
impacts of the development without
adversely affecting the safe and efficient
flow of traffic on the network or that traffic
impacts can be managed to acceptable
levels to reduce and mitigate any adverse
impacts from the development.”

The KANP includes reference to support
for development proposals for mobile
phone and superfast broadband
infrastructure in policy KANP INF1: Local
Infrastructure which will reduce the need
to travel (by enabling working from home)
in accordance with the aims of core
strategy policy SS4.

Noted
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Employment

In relation to employment the KANP
supports the growth of small scale
businesses which are commensurate with
their surroundings and retain existing
employment areas. It safeguards land at
Hatton Gardens Industrial Estate in
Kington and Arrow Court Industrial Estate
in Hergest for B1 and B8 employment
use. Policy KANP E1: A Thriving Rural
Economy indicates that the following
transport proposals will be strongly
supported;

- Construction of a safe pedestrian
access between Hergest and Kington
Town Centre; and,

- Construction of a safe pedestrian
crossing of the A44 into the Hatton
Gardens estate.

These policy objectives are welcomed as
they accord with Core Strategy policy SS4
which states;

“Proposals to provide new and improved
existing public transport, walking and
cycling infrastructure will be supported.”
They will connect these employment sites
with residential areas within the market
town. In the case of the latter, it will also
improve access by those travelling to the
Hatton Garden estate by bus from the
rural hinterland which will support
patronage on the existing key 41, 461 and
462 bus services.

The comments made in relation to
deliverability of footway improvement
proposals identified in the housing section

Noted

Noted
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of this Technical Note (Policy KANP
INF1: Local Infrastructure) also apply to
these footway proposals. Namely;

- Whether they can be funded based
on the expected level of developer
contributions,

- The extent of the highway boundary
and impact on hedgerows; and,

- The timing that developer
contributions are received.

Whilst the KANP identifies support for
new or improved footway links, there is a
lack of detail in relation to improvements
for pedal cyclists. Multi-modal
improvements should be supported in
accordance with Core Strategy policy
SS4.

Services

The KANP identifies a need to ‘enhance
the role of Kington Town and its
connectivity as a service centre, meeting
the needs of its rural hinterland.” The
KANP states that it is the location where
people shop, visit the surgery, go to
school and use facilities such as the
library, petrol filling station and livestock
market. Policy KANP KTC1: Kington
Town Centre seeks to enhance the
overall environment of Kington High
Street through reducing congestion;
widening walking surfaces; providing safe
pedestrian crossing points; retaining a
route for buses and emergency vehicles;

Noted

Noted.
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improving visibilities at junctions; and,
reducing traffic speeds.

Any vehicular traffic removed from
Kington High Street is likely to be
displaced to the A44. To ensure the
continued viability of the town centre,
consideration may need to be given to
providing sufficient levels of public car
parking at convenient locations which
reduce the need for through traffic along
the High Street but which retain access
for multi-modal users (i.e. park and
stride). This provision is particularly
necessary for users of the town’s facilities
from areas of the rural hinterland that are
poorly connected by public transport and
also for tourists, who are identified by the
KANP as an important contributor to the
town’s economy in the future. Any
proposed changes to highway layout on
High Street should be discussed with the
Local Highway Authority and will need to
be subject to a Road Safety Audit. Local
businesses, traders and residents will
need to be fully consulted.

Summary and Recommendations
This Technical Note has provided a
review of the draft Kington Area
Neighbourhood Plan. It is has found that
the plan largely conforms to transport
policies set out in the Core Strategy.
Further work will be required to appraise
the deliverability of the proposed
infrastructure improvements comprising
new footway links and improvements to
the highway environment on High Street
based upon;

Noted. See Changes
suggested by Herefordshire
Transportation with respect
to improvements to pedal
cyclists.
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- The cost of these schemes, likely
levels of available developer funding and
timing for these monies being made
available,

- Constraints relating to available land
within the highway boundary and impact
on hedgerows,

- The prioritisation of schemes to
ensure that those which are the most
viable are delivered during the plan
period.

Furthermore, it is considered that the
KANP lacks details on potential
improvements to cyclist infrastructure
improvements which will encourage use
of this mode in accordance with Core
Strategy policy SS4.

17

Gladman

Policy KANP ENV1

The adopted Development Plan the KANP
will need to be in conformity with the
Herefordshire Local Plan/Core Strategy
2011-2031.

Policy SS2 of the Local Plan sets a target
for a minimum of 16,500 new homes in
Herefordshire between 2011 and 2031 to
meet market and affordable housing
need. This plan sets out the broad
distribution for development in the
county and identifies a minimum of 5,300
dwellings in rural settlements, of which
Kington is required to at least 200
dwellings.

Noted

Noted
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The KANP should ensure that it allows for
a sufficient degree of flexibility and
adaptability so that it can assist the
Council in delivering the housing
requirement.

Gladman consider that ENV1 in its
current form is rather onerous is
concerned that this policy may lead to
inconsistencies being made through the
decision making process. Instead, this
policy should ensure that development
proposals ‘recognise’ the setting of an
area rather than setting a blanket
‘protection’ policy.

Landscape is highly subjective; it is
therefore crucial that this policy is
worded in such a way that does not seek
to prevent sustainable development
opportunities on greenfield sites
surrounding the village, but instead
encourages mitigation through good
design and allows for landscape impacts
to be balanced against the economic,
social and environmental benefits of the
proposal. As currently drafted, Gladman
do not believe that this policy aligns
sufficiently with the requirements of the
Framework and the PPG. In particular,
paragraph 113 of the Framework refers
to the need for criteria based policies in

Noted

Core Strategy Policies KG1
and LD1 both use the term
protect.

Objectives of KANP included
protecting and enhancing
the environment, the setting
of the Town and the rural
landscape.

Evidence from the local
consultations show a deep
and widespread concern that
the landscape of the
Neighbourhood is an asset
that is of economic benefit
to the growth of tourism and
is a feature that should be
sustained.

Disagree. See Report by C.
Tinkler CMLI Kington Area
NDP: Landscape Sensitivity
and Capacity Assessment.

A commissioned report from
a qualified professional
providing “ objective, robust
and evidence-based findings
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Settlement
Boundaries

Local Green
Space (LGS)

General
Comment

relation to proposals affecting landscape
areas, and that protection should be
commensurate with their status.

Gladman do not consider the use of a
settlement boundary appropriate where
it would preclude the delivery of
sustainable development from coming
forward.

Gladman is concerned that the proposed
LGS do not meet all three requirements
listed in para 77 of the NPPF as the
proposed designations are not supported
by robust, proportionate evidence
required by the PPG.

As a point of reference the
Neighbourhood Plan repeats policies
from the adopted Local Plan and lists
commentary that has been received
during consultation stakeholder events
that have occurred so far. Whilst this is
useful in providing a general overview of
the circumstances in the neighbourhood
area, it is not required in the main body
of the neighbourhood plan. It would be
more useful if such references where
included as an appendix to the document
which could be referred to so that it
allows for a concise document avoiding
the need of repetition.

using recognised/published
methods and techniques.”
The set of maps provide
guidance as to choice of
locations etc.

Noted.

Detailed justifications for the
designated LGS are in the
amended text.

Herefordshire Council
encourage the use of
settlement boundaries to
clearly delineate the limits to
development.

Noted. A complete set of
documents and an Appendix
are available with the main
Plan. The Plan document has
a variety of audiences, not
solely developers.

Noted. The KANP as drafted
shows a clear alignment
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between consultation
feedback and Policy.

18

PDA Planning
on behalf of
Mr Turner

Strongly object to the Draft Kington NDP.

There has been a lack of proper
evaluation.

Object to the draft plan for not including
land at Headbrook (HL) as an alternative
for housing in place of the LGS
designation or at least alongside it

Lack of evidence to substantiate the LGS
designation.

The Town Council are aware that the HL
is the subject of a pending application for
planning permission for residential
development, which will include
substantial public open space of around
1.8 hectares/4.4 acres, covering over 64%
of the total HL area.

In 2015 pre application development
proposals were sent to both the Local
Planning Authority (LPA) and also to
Kington Town Council (KTC) and the
Neighbourhood Plan Group (NPG) for
their information with invitations to
discuss the proposals in depth. This was
followed by a major exhibition held in
Kington where our draft proposals were
displayed in great detail for public

1. Designation of the
Headbrook Land (HL) as
Local Green Space

1.1 The proposal to
designate the land as Local
Green Space (LGS) has had
strong support in all the
public consultations. The
NDP team is well aware that
the land does not have
public access, but that is not
the sole criterion used as a
guideline to designate LGS.
The various public
consultations have shown
overwhelming support for its
protection as well as
opposition to development
on the HL.

1.2 Herefordshire Council’s
UDP designation of the land
was that of an important
green space “which
contributed to the distinctive
spatial character, form and
character” of the Town
(HB9).More recently it is
identified in Herefordshire
Council’s Green
Infrastructure Study as part
of a Local Strategic Green

Housing Audit Trail in
Appendix details the
sequence of decisions and
selection of sites
allocated in KANP for
development, and areas
to be designated as LGS

Plan ! shows allocated
development sites,
designated LGS, and
Settlement Boundary of
the Town.

The justification section
attached to Policy KANP
SB1 provides an account
of where the SB is drawn;
it is close to, or on the
UDP settlement
boundary, or on the
Parish boundary and
where it has been
extended from the UDP
one it follows the
perimeter of the
allocated development
sites.
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inspection and comment and CD copies
were made for members of the public to
be fully informed.

To date the KTC and the NPG have
generally failed to respond

to our draft proposals and no meetings
have been held by the NPG or invitations
made for discussions and involvement
with the landowner.

This is contrary to claims within the draft
Plan and the consultation statement of
June 2017 that local landowners have
been consulted (or ‘engaged’) on all
neighbourhood plan matters and that
insufficient sites for development were
found as a result.

Strongly object to HL being identified as
LGS. Emphasise strongly that

the HL land is:

EEPrivately owned with no public access
whatsoever.

BEELand which has been identified in the
past by the LPA and others as being
appropriate for some future residential
development which will contribute to
Kington’s housing needs.

BElLand within the built up parts of
Kington and is sustainably linked to the
town centre and main facilities.

Corridor, as depicted on the
map in the Draft Plan.

1.3 The NDP team were
aware of the advisory
guidelines for designating
LGS.

1.4 We acknowledge that
discussion on its designation
was not held with the owner
but proposals for all the LGS
were publicised.

1.5 We accept that ‘water
meadows’ is an
inappropriate descriptor
which will be amended in
the redraft.

2. Failure to include HL as a

site for housing

development.
2.1 Some members of the

KANP team met twice with
PDA and the landowner, at
the latter’s invitation, in
2014. The proposals then
envisaged for developing HL
were discussed. As the
proposals were at an early
stage no formal view was
given although both the
design and the scale of the
development were

The descriptor of the land
north of Headbrook as
‘water meadows  has
been removed from
amended KANPlan
document.
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EElLand upon which a planning
application is imminent, for which
extensive studies have been undertaken
over the past 2 years or so to ensure that
all planning and

other issues are evaluated and satisfied
properly.

BRLand that the KANP authors are well
aware is available for appropriate future
development, yet have chosen to ignore
and, importantly, have failed to discuss
with or engage with the landowner
during KANP preparations.

Concerns with the delivery of identified
NDP sites as follows:

K12,13 and K15 (105 dwellings)
considered unsuitable for development
by the LPA

K6 (20 dwellings) is in the flood plain
K9 (15 dwellings) concerns re access

As a result, between 140 — 168 units are
identified for delivery on land considered
as being unsuitable for development and
will also not be able to deliver affordable
housing.

Not convinced that such housing site
assessments have been undertaken by
the NPG or its advisers to a suitable and

questioned. It was assumed
that an application for
development might be made
at some time.

2.2 Some members of the
KANP team did attend PDA’s
subsequent public
presentation. We have not
been aware of any report of
either the level of interest or
the range of responses
gathered from the public.
2.3 The KANP team were
aware that the LPA, via the
SLHAA study, had considered
a limited amount of
development on the site
might be viable. When a list
of possible sites was
discussed with Kington Town
Council, the KANP Steering
Group recommended that a
maximum of 15 new
dwellings should be
considered on HL, plus the
possibility of restoring and
converting the barn on the
western edge of the site. At
the final KTC meeting in
November/December 2015
when all potential sites were
reviewed Councillors
unanimously rejected any
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appropriate level as to be considered
acceptable as evidence for the draft
Plan’s subsequent policies.

The proposal for Land at Headbrook has
been informed by technical studies and is
a deliverable site. The site can deliver up
to 35 dwellings with a second phase
delivering between 15-20 houses. In
addition, the proposals would set aside
some 1.8 hectares/4.4 acres or around
64% of the HL, including the important
riverside meadows alongside the River
Arrow, for dedicated public open space
and environmental and landscape
enhancements, which would be a proper
and pragmatic solution to opening the
land up for Local Green Space.

Concerned that HL is being

classified as “Watermeadows north of
Headbrook on south side of River Arrow,
GS06”. This is an area which overall is
around 3.8 hectares/9.5 acres of privately
owned and strongly fenced agricultural
land and has remained so for many years.
The land is not ‘watermeadows’; it is
agricultural land. The current EA maps
indicate that a portion of the immediate
riverside land is within a designated Flood
Zone 1 area and a further small
proportion is within a Flood Zone 2 area.
Around 1.7 hectares/ 4.2 acres is within

development on HL and
supported its allocation as
an LGS. In this decision the
Councillors were reflecting
the views of the public
expressed through
consultation where there
was a clear view that the
river corridors should be
protected.

2.4 Consequently, no
assessment of HL was made
and it has not been included
in any draft lists of sites since
the end of 2015.

3. Number of sites for
development.

3.1 PDA suggests that we
have identified insufficient
sites for the required
development numbers.

3.2 A detailed list of sites
identified is in the Draft Plan;
the proposed redraft will
show some changes of
individual sites. It can be
seen that together with the
number of completions,
commitments and estimated
windfall numbers the target
number of “around 200
homes” specified in KG1 of
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Flood Zone 1, which in other words is
wholly outside of any floodplain — it
certainly is not ‘watermeadows’.

In summary

Re Plan 1, Development Plan: object to
the draft proposals map and specifically
the designation of LGS GS06 on Mr
Turner’s land at Headbrook; the
designation of housing sites K12, K13
and K15 within the Settlement
Boundary; and the non-inclusion of the
Headbrook Land (or GS06 as
represented) as a housing site within the
Settlement Boundary.

Specifically identified policies objected
to are:

KANP H1 Housing Delivery: Kington
Town

KANP H2, Housing Delivery: Land South
of Kington

KANP LGS1, Local Green Spaces

And specifically, designation GS06 and
its description as ‘Watermeadows north
of

Headbrook on south side of River Arrow,
GS06’

Plan 1, Kington Neighbourhood
Development Plan: Proposed settlement
boundary,

proposed housing development sites,
and Kington Town proposed green
spaces

the Core Strategy is met. The
sites selected have been
considered appropriate in
terms of our other plan
obligations (protecting
Landscape etc.)

3.3 From the start of work
on a Draft Plan the KANP
team has been in contact
with Herefordshire Council
officers responsible for over-
seeing Neighbourhood Plans
and Strategic Forward
Planning for Herefordshire.
None of the Officers have
suggested that the KANP
should identify more sites
than the 200 target in order
to accommodate any further
needs the County might
have to meet a 5 year
supply, and we have
therefore not done so.

4. Sites considered
“unsuitable” by PDA

4.1 K12 and K13 We are
fully aware of the planning
history of this site and have
had detailed discussion
about their identification as
appropriate with
Herefordshire Council during

A detailed list of sites is
identified in the amended
Plan. The redraft shows
some changes to
individual sites including
omission of K15 and K6.
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the formulation of the Plan.
The Core Strategy 4.4.3
notes that “ Developing
peripheral sites will require
compromise in terms of
effect on the landscape” We
remain of the view that
these sites are a more
appropriate way of meeting
housing obligations than HL;
HC have been closely
involved in the assessment
process.

4.2 K15; the redraft Plan will
not include this site

4.3 K6; the redraft Plan will
not include this site.

5. Transparency in Policy
making

Throughout the
development of the KANP
we have worked with various
levels of community
involvement and our
decision making processes
have been transparent.

We understand PDA
objections to our procedures
and their rejection of our
policy outcomes. It will
remain for Herefordshire
Council, the Planning

See the Policy
justification section
attached to Policy KANP
H1, and the Housing Audit
Trail in the Appendix for
further details.
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Inspector and the public at
referendum to arbitrate over
the appropriateness of the
Plan.

No Change

19

John Amos
K18

General
Comments

Supports the bringing forward of the
KANP.

Noted

No Change
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Seeks the settlement boundary being
amended to include land north of Kington
Medical Practice and east of A4111 as a
housing allocation in the NDP to help
meet housing need and meet the housing
aspirations set out in the NDP.

The NDP is required to support the
strategic development needs set out in
the Local Plan.

Proportionate and robust evidence is
required to support the approach taken
in the NDP

Re housing supply, NDPs should take
account of the latest and most up to date
evidence on housing need.

Policies must be clear and unambiguous.

In relation to allocations of housing land,
there must be evidence of an appraisal of
options and an assessment of individual
sites against clearly identified criteria.

Core Strategy identifies Kington as a
market town being the main focus for
housing development.

The required housing target
has been met through
housing allocations
elsewhere. Please see
accompanying NDP site
assessment papers for
further details. The proposed
Settlement Boundary can
meet Core Strategy housing
requirements.

Noted

Noted

Noted

Noted — See AECOM report
and Housing Audit Trail in
Appemdix

Noted

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change
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Development
Requirements

The Core Strategy acknowledges that
Kington suffers from environmental and
locational constraints and is faced with a
challenge to flexibly encourage and
accommodate new development.

The Core Strategy acknowledges that
peripheral housing sites will require
compromise in terms of effect upon
landscape.

The Core Strategy acknowledges that
sites within the existing confines of the
town are constrained in terms of
flooding.

Policy KG1 requires Kington to
accommodate “around” 200 new homes
during the plan period

The consultation exercise undertaken by
the Steering Group indicates that the
local community preferred the allocation
of small new housing sites as opposed to
large estates.

Noted these points are
acknowledged in the KANP

Noted

Noted

Noted, Policy KG1 is copied
into Plan document. The
KANP is in full conformity
with the Core Strategy in
providing site opportunities
to deliver around 200 new
homes in Kington by 2031.

Noted , 50% of the target
met by small site and
windfall developments,
evidenced, including SLHAA
that there are insufficient

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

Paras 9.4.1-9.4.3 in
amended Plan highlight
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The draft NDP asserts that there are a
lack of such smaller sites, given the need
to protect the landscape. As such, the
NDP has sought to meet half of its
housing development target on one
larger site.

Land north of the Medical Centre meets
the requirements for “smaller sites” and
demonstrates the strategy to protect the
landscape form the implications of its
development.

Given the identified importance of the
need for landscape assessment the draft
policies in the NDP have been guided by a
Landscape Assessment undertaken by
Carly Tinkler (see Appendix 16 and
Appendices 17-18 — Kington Landscape
Sensitivity and Capacity Assessment
October 2015). It is noted in the
introduction of Ms Tinkler’s Landscape
report that landscape character, visual
amenity assessments and views as to
capacity of the landscape to
accommodate development relate to
large scale, intensive agricultural
complexes such as broiler units and
energy production schemes such as
polytunnels and solar farms — not smaller

suitable small sites available
to meet the other 50%.

Noted

Location of site is considered
to be unsuitable. See
Housing Audit Trail for
further details.

the issue and the
decisions taken.

No Change

No Change
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KANP Vision

housing schemes on the periphery of the
town.

If it is the case that the housing policies
(in terms of landscape assessment) have
been guided by the Preliminary
Landscape Sensitivity Assessment
undertaken by AECOM (Site Identification
and Assessment Report October 2015)
could this be made clearer in the text?

Noted that the community wanted to
address the needs of an ageing
population and the loss of young people.
The NDP needs to set out how the
housing allocations create attractive
housing choices for older people given
that 25-30% of the population are aged
65+. The promoted site would seek to
supply open market housing which may
have the added benefit of suiting the
needs of older people given the proximity
of the Medical Centre. Attractive housing
choices for older people of suitable ad
accessible schemes can free up family
housing.

Broadly supports the proposed Vision set
out at Clause 7.1 at page 15. In particular
supports the vision to form a vibrant rural
community and deliver managed growth.
Given the need for compromise concern
is expressed as to the method and

Amend KANP text to make it
clear that the Landscape
Assessment Report was used
to inform the KANP site
assessment work.

The site is not considered
suitable for housing as
detailed in the NDP/Town
Council site report. Provision
is made for older people in
site K9 which lies close to the
Town Centre and adjacent to
a range of facilities

Noted.

Para 9.4.5, Diagram 1 and
references to report by.
C.Tinkler included in
amended text.

No Change
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process used to identify suitable locations
for new housing to meet the needs of
local people.

The promoted site was identified by
AECOM as a candidate potential smaller
site with reference K18.

AECOM recommended that these
candidate sites be discussed with
Herefordshire Council to ascertain up to
date information, compliance and
viability as a next step before a decision
to allocate. In the case of K18 the NDP on
13/10/15 deferred consideration pending
receipt of advice form Herefordshire
Council’s Transport Officers yet on
30/11/15 the Town Council ruled out Site
K18 (as confirmed in the Neighbourhood
Planning Group’s Minutes of 8t
December 2015). There is no evidence as
to whether Herefordshire Council’s
comments had been received or whether
a viability appraisal for both K18 and all
candidate sites had been obtained when
the Town Council made their decision.

In the interest of transparency, need to
provide evidence of discussions with
Herefordshire Council and viability
assessments. Refer to full site summaries
by AECOM in Appendix 2.

Noted.

Kington Town Council
preferred other sites;
considered that proximity to
waste site and problems of
easy access to town made
K18 and K19 less suitable.

Refer to AECOM report and
the Housing Audit Trail for
background information with
respect to identification of
housing allocations within
the KANP

No Change

No Change

No Change
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Policy KANP SB1

Extend the settlement boundary to
include Site K18 as a housing allocation
for 8-10 units within Policy KANP H1.

Compromise has already been evidenced
in the allocation of Land South of Kington
in relation to overall approach to new
allocations and southwards expansion.
Furthermore, the consultation feedback
showed strong local support for housing
to be delivered in small clusters (para
9.4).

The site is supported by AECOM'’s
findings in that development has
occurred outside of the existing
settlement boundary in this area leading
to an increased urban character in this
area and development at site K18 would
be consistent with this. AECOM finds that
K18 is in close proximity to the existing
settlement boundary and is adjacent to
the Kington Medical Centre (a large
modern building with associated car
parking and landscaping) and has
stronger amenity value and existing
development increases the urban
influence. The Medical Centre is found to
have extended the urban fringe. This
supports the proposal to extend the
settlement boundary.

No, see earlier responses.

The Medical Centre was
permitted to be built on
greenfield land in ‘open
countryside’ outside the
Settlement Boundary
because it was an ‘exception’
development i.e. for
Community Use. Its

location is not ideal for many
people in the town. The
consultation did not show
support to extend the
Settlement Boundary to the
east of the A4111.

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change
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The representation is supported by a
report prepared by Landscape
Consultancy, Richards Partnership who
has reviewed AECOM Preliminary
Landscape Sensitivity Assessment and
provides their professional opinion on
landscape character, visual appraisals and
landscape strategy. They note that the
introduction of the Medical Centre and
the recycling facility has increased the
urban context of the site and helped to
extend the introduction of the town
further to the south. They note that the
site plays a very small part in the wider
panoramic and is always seen within the
context of the Medical Centre and the
existing town. They point out that the
greatest opportunity for the public to see
the site is as they travel along the A4111,
Kington to Hereford Road. The
Consultants have produced a sequence of
views available to motorists approaching
the town form the south. The Consultants
note at this point there are further
urbanising features in the form of traffic
lights and pedestrian crossing, zig zag
road markings and street lighting making
it clear that the motorists are reaching
the edge of the town. These findings
reinforce and support the proposal to
extend the settlement boundary,

Noted, a contrary opinion is
that ‘urban sprawl’/’ribbon
development’ is not
desirable when preferable
sites are available. The
A4111 forms a strong
defensible boundary and
should not be further
breached when there are
preferable residential sites
better related to and
connected to the Town
Centre.

There are also concerns
about housing for families
alongside busy main roads
when there are sites
available further from
potential sources of
environmental pollution.

No Change
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Policy KANP H1
Housing Delivery
Kington Town

AECOM has evaluated K18 as being
appropriate, available and suitable for
development subject to mitigation. It
raises matters for further discussion with
Herefordshire Council.

The site should be added as an allocation
under Policy KANP H1, reference K18, as
a site for 8-10 dwellings.

Object to the drafting of the summaries
in the NDP draft Appendices 10 in
relation to K18 as it implies that AECOM
considered the site unsuitable on
landscape impact, distance from and
poor connectivity to the Town Centre as
well as close proximity to the household
waste site. In fact, it was Kington Town
Council on differing grounds (excluding
landscape impact) which decided to
exclude K18 from consideration. See
appendix 15 in the 30/11/15 Special
Meeting Summary.

At paragraph 9.4.7 the NDP appears to
indicate that allowing for new allocations,
consents implemented, commitments
and an allowance for windfall that the
NDP is positively planning for 208
dwellings. Nevertheless, at its meeting on
18/4/17 the Kington Town Council were
informed that numbers of completions
and approved applications from 2011 has

Not supported for reasons
given earlier.

KANP text corrected as
requested.

K 18 not supported for
reasons given earlier.

No Change

No Change

Housing Audit Trail
explains selection of sites.

No Change
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Policy KANP INF1
Local
Infrastructure

Policy KANP LGS1
Local Green
Spaces

been shown to be fewer than previous
information so a late decision was made
to increase numbers for the agreed
allocations. No evidence is available to
justify such a decision or to verify
whether the increased numbers are
feasible for each allocation. Nor is there
any explanation given as to why K18 or
other excluded candidate sites were not
reconsidered in the light of this updated
advice.

The NDP states that Proposals will be
strongly supported for both safe
pedestrian pathways between the two
roundabouts on the A44 to provide
access to the community allotments and
a safe pedestrian pathway to the Kington
Medical Practice along the A4111 from its
junction with the A44, There is no
justification for these as necessary,
reasonable and appropriate.

This policy needs to be revised to include
such justification and include the
proposed mechanism to fund these
proposals.

Objects to the inclusion of field to the
east of the A4111, north of the Medical
Centre GS24 as such a description would
include our clients land which cannot be

Local concern frequent; lack
of safe pedestrian/cycle path
to allotments; ditto to cross
A44 at Hatton Gdns
roundabout to employment
and residences.

KANP INF 1
Bullet pts (i) —(iv)
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Policy KANP GI1
Green
infrastructure

Land North of
Kington Medical
Practice and east
of the A4111

said to be demonstrably special to
deserve a local green space allocation. It
is a general concern that the draft NDP
allocates such a large number of green
spaces. In reference to the relevant
maps, no recording of GS24 appears nor
does it appear within the policy
justification groups A-D. Request that
GS24 is removed.

This policy imposes public works on
development proposals without any
criteria specifying the reasonable
necessity for those works or as to how
they will be funded. There is no clear
identification or mechanism as to what
could be required as a result of the
policy. There is no reference to whether
viability is a consideration or whether
such contributions are necessary,
reasonable and appropriate. These
matters need to be addressed within the
NDP text.

Local architects have prepared a scheme
proposal informed by the findings of the
Landscape Consultants evaluation. It is
anticipated that the low density scheme
will comprise approximately 4 bungalows
and between 4-6 detached houses.

Foul drainage will be via a packaged
treatment system subject to the

Assume comment is on
GS14? No longer included in
amended Plan.

Noted.

GS14 removed as an LGS
from the KANP

No Change
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necessary technical agreements. Surface
Water discharge will be via a combination
of soakaway, attenuation and greenfield
site discharge to the adjacent water
course.

The site lies in a sustainable location and
offers pedestrian connectivity to Kington
town services. Pedestrian access can be
derived via existing made up pavements,
the existing controlled pedestrian
crossing facilities providing access to
pavements on the western side of the
A4111. Pavements exist to the eastern
side of the carriageway. Pedestrian
routes lead to Banley Road and the
Eardisley Road footway, and thereafter to
the town.

Addressing the Town Council’s reasons to
reject the site at their special meeting on
30/11/15:

Ease of access to Town Centre

It is accepted that the proposal lies on
the periphery of the southern edge of the
town boundary, as does the Medical
Centre. Nevertheless, compromise is
needed in settling on locations for new
development. AECOM estimated that the
town and local centre and shopping
facilities lie approximately 849 m walk
from the proposal. Compromise is

Noted

Noted

Noted

Noted
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already evidenced by the proposal to
allocate K12,K13 and K15 which
represent similar if not worse pedestrian
distances to access the services in the
town.

Adjacent to main road and new
household waste site

The proximity of sites to adjacent main
roads represents no reasonable basis for
rejection and noise impacts can be
mitigated. In relation to the new
household waste facility, AECOM
reviewed the plans for this site
confirming that facilities are unlikely to
be visible from K18 with the retention of
existing trees located on the A4111.
Acoustic fencing is also proposed to be
used along the boundaries of the waste
facility site.

In relation to the landscape impact
matter raised at draft NDP Appendix 10,
refer to the comments already made with
respect to landscape character, visual
appraisal and the various mitigation
strategies recommended principally to
include synthesising of potential or
prospective ridge heights of buildings by
using topography and extending planting
and creating new planning. The site plays
a very small part in the wider panoramic

Noted
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and is always seen within the context of
the Medical Centre and the existing town

Noted

The site is not considered
suitable for housing as
detailed Housing Audit Trail
Other sites preferred.

20

D Raven

Design Mat

Need to get better quality new housing
for Kington The plan suggests in various
places a requirement for high quality
housing, sympathetic to the character of
Kington and to the landscape, providing a
variety of dwelling types to suit local
needs. A starting point must involve a
study and understanding of Kington itself.

Many good housing solutions are
represented in Kington within a variety of
spaces and access and parking
arrangements. For example, 1) two and
three storey detached houses with street
parking/ private garaging (2) two, three
and four storey 'town houses 'with
communal parking in squares and courts,
(3) single storey terraced and detached
dwellings and (4) flats in two, three and
four storey form etc, all with convenient
local parking. The larger town houses
tend to be grouped together in main

The KNDP is supported by a
Characterisation Study which
provides details of open
spaces, views, landscape and
building features of Kington
Town. This document feeds
through into the policies
ENV1 and ENV3.

Comments noted; changes
/elaborations needed in
amended text.

Objectives 2,3 and 4 of the
Plan reflect the desire to
ensure that new
developments will be
designed to be sympathetic
and enhance the existing

Policy KANP H5 Housing
Design Criteria amended
to include criteria
suggested.

See also: Policy ENV3 A
Valued Built Environment
bullet pt (vi)
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streets and squares, the square providing
parking for the housing, as well as some
visitors. A network of lanes link streets,
squares and parking areas, some mainly
pedestrian, others taking small vehicles,
cars, vans etc travelling at walking pace.
This provides a sympathetic scale to the
town and is very much part of its
character.

There is a simple consistency of materials
and colours used in the town,
predominately slate or stone tiled roofs
with rendered walls, over timber framing
or stonework, with painted joinery and
other details. Colours are mainly slate
grey, grey, black and white with a range
of other colours used in places for
window frames, door cases etc. Stone
walling is sometimes exposed, or dressed
in the case of public buildings. Timber
cladding as well as stone can be used for
ancillary buildings. Some red and buff
brickwork has been used for some late
Victorian and Edwardian buildings, but
this is less typical.

Large areas of dark red brick used in
some modern housing in Kington is
misplaced introducing an alien element
into the town. Also the use of plastic
windows, doors, guttering, barge boards
etc is eroding the character of some

built environment and the
surrounding landscape.

Consultation section
illustrates desire to
“maintain the character
of the older building
styles and materials so
that the town is
distinctive and does not
become something that
can be found anywhere in
the country”

Justification section for
KANP H2 Housing
Delivery-Land south of
Kington para 9.4.29
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buildings within the town .It can be
equally inappropriate for new housing
,but better quality and more sympathetic
windows etc with thinner frames and
details are available for new buildings.

It is useful to have a basic look at the
grouping of buildings in Kington.
Commercial street frontages tend to be
largely continuous in the centre of town,
save for narrow lanes and private or
shared access passages. The height and
character of frontages reflect the age of
buildings and evolution of use resulting in
a wide variety of buildings in close
proximity. Beyond the main commercial
frontages there tends to be some
lowering of building density and height
with more space between buildings.
Buildings built in different periods are not
necessarily attached or in the same
alignment ,and there are more views
through to spaces behind.

The substantial new housing numbers
envisaged for the sites K12,13 and 15
needs to be regarded as an extension to
Kington town rather than as an estate of
houses in a parkland setting. Good
pedestrian, vehicular and visual
connections to the town are essential to
the ambiance and success of the scheme.
Maximum continuity with Kingswood
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Road, Bridge Street, Headbrook and the
Old Eardisley Road, as well as with the
surrounding lanes and footpaths ,should
be possible with careful design. These
sites with their elevation and significant
cross falls offer opportunities for strong
visual connections and views across to
existing parts of the town. Continuity of
building design is achievable without
pastiche using local materials and colours
and by the way buildings are grouped
together.

The line of substantial hedging and trees
separating K12 and 13 provides an
obvious means of phasing the housing
extension and providing landscape and
play space between the two phases,
preserving existing features. The sites
also have mature hedging and trees on
their boundaries of varying density
providing a natural boundary to gardens
and footpaths. It should be a requirement
that the necessary two way vehicular
access from the Old Eardisley Road
converts immediately to a one way loop
with surface changes etc within the
sites,to reduce traffic speeds etc. The
loop should extend to the southern site in
the second phase. Within a 'town square'
format this will allow for both central and
roadside parking served by the loop
within a central landscaped space Flexible
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housing arrangements of detached and
terraced houses of one to four storeys
can be planned around the perimeter
with main gardens behind, to suit varying
requirements ,fronting the landscape.
The careful design of public space and
street surfaces should allow for safety,
parking, enclosure, entrance design, ease
of maintenance etc to meet various
criteria. There needs to be guidance on
boundary treatments and outbuildings
and garaging. Wire fencing for example
can encourage the use of hedge and
shrub planting for boundaries more
sympathetic in a rural context. These
kinds of details can ruin a scheme if not
well considered.

Concerned that 'the plan ' will be too
generalised and repetitious and will not
actually provide enough guidance to
ensure we get the design quality etc
which is soug
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Mr D
Benbow

General
Comments

Support work undertaken identifying
open spaces of great value to our
community and weaving these together
into the Local Strategic Corridors
identified in Appendix 12.

Concerned with the overlaying of this
with another layer of landscape analysis
from outside consultants. This has led to
an oversensitivity to landscape impact
within the plan as a whole that has in
turn lead you to try and develop as much
as possible in one small area south of the
town.

People do not want one large housing
estate.

Noted

Landscape specialist’s work
identified issues at a wider
level than Lewis Goldwater
who was concerned with
Greenspace areas closely
connected on inside
settlement boundaries.
Core Strategy pointed up
general landscape
constraints of Kington
Town's setting.

All those responsible for
drafting the Plan and
identifying possible housing
sites were keenly aware of
the preference for small sites
as identified in KLAP report.

No Change

No Change

No Change
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Whilst it’s construction may be delayed
until 2021 when the sewage treatment
works is upgraded | see nothing in the
plan to prevent it being realised in one
phase after that date. This needs to be
addressed. Even if the area south of
Kington is, in the final analysis, the best
place for the bulk of the housing, it’s
delivery needs to be phased and that
phasing enshrined in the plan itself.

50% of the target number
have been identified in small
sites, and windfalls.

It was not found possible to
identify sufficient additional
suitable small sites to meet
the remaining 50% (approx.
100 dwellings)

Sites of fewer than 10
dwellings tend not to
produce affordable housing
which was one of the
expressed needs.

It is likely that whole area
(Land South of Kington) will
need infrastructure
preparation / development
such as drainage and
services before any part can
be developed.

The time-scale for upgrading
the sewage treatment is not
clear. Welsh Water has
stated that 2021 is the
earliest point at which there
will be any planned
consideration of Kington,
unless a developer agrees to
undertake the work.

Policy KANP H2 Housing
Delivery -Land south of
Kington specifies that
there must be a
comprehensive proposal
for developing the site.

Policy KANP INF 1 Local
Infrastructure together
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Settlement
Boundary

Plan Cover

Concerned about the local infrastructure
to accommodate growth.

People need to have explained to them
what will happen if we do not adopt a
plan. i.e. There will still be 200 houses
proposed for Kington but | assume any
site within or immediately adjacent to the
former UDP settlement boundary will be
ripe for consideration?

The new settlement boundary is far
larger than the previous one and if the
green spaces within it do not acquire the
protection sought we have potentially
created the nightmare scenario of
allowing development in the very areas
we don’t want it.

1 Detailed Comments on Plan Cover

The relationship between settlement
boundary and NDP boundary is not clear.
The NDP boundary is highlighted on the
cover but the settlement boundary is
highlighted on the Detailed map. The fate
of the spaces outside one and inside the
other is not mentioned or explained.
What for instance is the status and fate of

Noted, the planning
application process will
through s106 contributions
address local infrastructure
matters.

Noted. Consultation
meetings and publications
emphasised that 200 sites
will be allocated in Kington
by Herefordshire Council if
NDP is not adopted.
Herefordshire Council’s 2011
SLHAA study failed to find
sufficient suitable available
sites.

Noted; redraft proposes SB
(Settlement Boundary) for
Town closer to UDP SB
boundary and Parish
Boundary

c) Cover map depicts the 3
parish boundaries depicting
the Area covered by the Plan
New maps within the
document will reflect

with the justification
section emphasise the
need to provide adequate
infrastructure alongside
housing developments

Plan 1 amended; see
Justification section 9.3.1-
9.3.6

Planl1 shows SB, Parish
Boundary and
Greenspaces.

3 LGS are outside SB,
GS531 Allotments,
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the allotments? The map in the Chronicle
Flyer is different from that in the
Regulation 14 Draft NDP bound
document. Bound document has
Tattymore identified as GS13 and Hatton
Garden has area GS14 both areas outside
settlement boundary. Chronicle Map has
neither. K20 land west along Hergest
Road is larger on Chronicle flyer than in
bound document. If the Plan information
is not accurate or consistent how can this
be the basis for consultation or any kind
of mandate?

Section 3 Aims 3.3 Why was Hergest
selected as the place for Kington Rural’s
allocation. This seems the worse place to
put further housing with no safe
pedestrian access back to town and an
inherent conflict with the desire to
increase Hergest Camp as a place of
employment. If Arrow View were not
there you would not propose it now. It is
the definition of an unsustainable
location. Surely the communities of
Lower Hergest and Kingswood are better
able to accommodate a few houses over
the next 20 years?

proposed redrawn SBs and
reconsidered greenspaces;
the latter will include
allotments. (regret
erroneous mismatches
between Reg 14 document
and Chronicle). K20 now
deleted in redraft.

Hergest is identified in RA2
of Core Strategy to receive
the proportionate growth in
housing.

No other sites were offered
by landowners. It is a
brownfield site. A proposed
footpath between site and
bridge, and strong support
for improved access to the
location.

Unclear why there would be
conflict with proposed
improvements to the
industrial site opposite.
Kingswood is in open
countryside and would be
eligible only for

GS 13 Tattymore and
GS10 land east of
Kingswood Rd.
Consultation section for
KANP Policy GS1 Local
Green Spaces gives
explanations
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3.4 Landscape Impact. There has been an
overemphasis at the expense of other
factors.

3.5 Why so large? Again, | think
overemphasising the input of external
consultants has derailed what was once a
genuine community lead plan.

The AECOM masterplan drawings only
seems to contain 87 identifiable blocks?
Are some of these actually flats i.e more
than one dwelling? If not then the density
and ratio of external space would not be
as drawn.

Section 4 Should there be something in
here about the schools. Has any analysis
been done of the capacity of the schools
(particularly the primary school) to cope
with the children if 100 houses were built
in one phase?

4.3 Over emphasis on landscape. Even if
declared AONB then good quality
development can still take place.

Appendix 17 doesn’t seem to place any
less sensitivity on the areas of east of
Kingswood Road than those on the west

developments as specified in
RA3, RA4 and RAS.

Noted

Noted

The ‘masterplan’ was not
intended as a development
plan/brief, but merely to
indicate possibilities of site;
no such illustration in redraft
document.

Noted

Noted; Policies emphasise
the need for good quality
development and do not
preclude innovative designs
in either the Town or Rural
areas.

Noted

No Change

Para 9.8.4 stresses need
for sufficient Primary
School places in the Town.

See para 5.5 where
reference is made to
innovative design
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though the scale they are reproduced at
makes it very difficult to identify sites.

Appendix 18 Can someone please explain
what Energy Production Sensitivity and
Capacity assessment actually means as
much of your decision making seems
based on this one drawing yet if I've
understood it correctly it refers to solar
and wind farms not houses.

4.5 Where does this description of the
NDP Area come from. | see this all the
time in Consultants descriptions of the
landscape. They airbrush out all the
horrors of modern agriculture, giant
agrisheds, polytunnels etc. and the
mediocrity of much recent housing and
paint a picture of how we wish it was not
how it actually is. This then makes the
prospect of development seem more
frightening than it actually is. | think we
need to be more realistic about how
things are and then more demanding of
what we do going forward.

4.23 For general members of the public |
don’t think it’s fair to just use
abbreviations like SSSI and LWS The first
time they are mentioned they should be
the full version and then afterwards
abbreviated. Sadly, much of this

Unclear which part of the
description is referred to.
Redraft will contain
reference to need to control
agricultural developments
that do not enhance the area
and comply with the spirit
and intentions of RAG6 in the
Core Strategy.

Agree

Kingswood Rd identified
as the western edge of
the redrawn SB

An additional Policy is
KANP E2 Large Scale
Employment Activities
covers agricultural
developments.

Policy H5 Housing Design
Criteria applies to
developments in rural
and urban environments
in the area.

Terms explained as they
appear in text
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document feels like it comes from
Herefordshire Council not Kington.

4.28 Kingswood has community facilities
but no housing allocation and Hergest
has no community facilities and a housing
allocation. How is that joined up
thinking?

Section 5 Development Requirements
5.2 Effect on school not mentioned

5.5 We’ve missed out Paragraph 55
exemption dwellings i.e. ones of
architectural excellence and innovation
which are also allowed.

3 5.6 The plan says Deliver around 200
new homes between 2011-2031; phasing
MAY be necessary to overcome current
infrastructure constraints. Surely, we
need to say Deliver around 200 new
homes between 2011-2031; phasing WILL
be necessary to ensure Kington grows at
a manageable and sustainable rate as
close to 10 houses per year as possible.

9.1.5 What is a SAC?

9.2 Built Environment KANP ENV3 A
Valued Built Environment Why is the

Noted (see previous
comment); Herefordshire
Council specified Hergest.

Noted; redraft will include
reference to school places

Advised not to require
phasing.

Note; see previous
comment.

Noted; sentence can be
‘unpacked’; redraft will use
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terminology indistinguishable from the
“normal” planning gobaldigook ? |
thought this was a community lead plan?
“ensuring proposals do not substantially
harm designated heritage assets and
where proposals will lead to less than
substantial harm of designated heritage
assets this should be weighed against
public benefits” | can’t believe anyone in
Kington came up with that?

9.2.5 Wrong appendix referred to?

9.3 Settlement Boundary This whole
section is misleading as it incorrectly
describes the changes. A large area from
Mill St to Newburn Farm is now included
within the settlement boundary. This is
the most muddled part of the plan both
in terms of mapping, explanation and
justification. The settlement boundary
has been moved to include large swathes
of land that have then been identified as
green space even though traditionally
you extend the settlement boundary to
include areas you want to put
development on. Nor is the policy
consistent. There are green spaces both
inside and outside settlement boundary
and no real explanation why. East of the
town there are areas outside settlement
boundary but inside NDP boundary with
no designation at all. The allotments for

plain English wherever
possible!.

Noted and corrected

SB of Town now redrawn in

redraft to align more closely
with established SB used in

UDP.

See Planl
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example. The clarity of Lewis’s plan has
been lost in the NDP. | think an
opportunity has been missed to identify
sites west of Kington along Hergest Road.
The whole of Hergest Road needs
addressing in terms of traffic speeds,
safety for pedestrians, lack of pavements,
junction with Church Road and access for
HGVs to Hergest Camp. 4 This to my mind
is a potential win, win. We find sites for
some small housing developments and
use the Section 106 contributions to help
upgrade the road creating pavements
and improved junction to Church Road to
make west of Kington safer AND more
accessible.

9.3.4 Settlement Boundaries This
statement makes little sense when
compared to the plan itself. The logic of
what you've done is not coming through.

9.3.5 Important Amenity Areas Not sure
this sentence makes sense. Should it say
“due to their contribution to built form”?
but even that doesn’t quite make sense.
Inclusion of K9 seems to contradict this.

9.3.6 This is wrong (see above)
9.4 Housing delivery Small clusters/infill

NOT one huge estate. Policy KANP H1
Why is only 1% projected for windfalls

Land for sites must be
available No land on north
side of Hergest Road was
offered.

Agree point re improving
Hergest Road, expressed in

KANP INF1, to be further
emphasised in redraft.

Noted.

Noted

KANP INF1 encompasses
need to improve
pedestrian and cycle
access between the Town
and Hergest

SeePlan 1
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over plan period. Already I’'m aware of 10
units planned not covered in plan. 2
houses over 20 years seems extremely
low. Sites K1 no comment K3 no
comment K5 no comment K6 no
comment K8 10 dwellings seem high.
Basement of Wesleyan Chapel has been
infilled so you would struggle to get more
than 4 from existing building. Site is only
0.17 ha so at density of max 35 per
hectare would give you 6 units. Given its
within Conservation Area and contains a
Listed Building 10 feels like
overdevelopment. K9 Personally Im
opposed to its inclusion at all as its been
identified as green space in every
consultation I've seen, is inside
Conservation Area, adjoining listed
buildings and outside current UDP
settlement boundary. | have written
separately on this one issue K20 Hergest
Road. I think land north of Hergest road
could have been included linked to road
improvements. (See above) K12-13 See
comments made previously. 5
Masterplan seems to miss the
opportunity of Lewis’s Local Strategic
Corridor which seems to suggest a green
strip across north of site linking green
spaces along River Arrow. More attention
needs to be focused on how this site
could be split down into smaller sites
which can be phased and are not

See previous response re
one large site and 50% of
200 in small sites.

Windfall in redraft raised to
2 per year as average.
Comments on individual
sites noted

Wesleyan Chapel was fairly
recently given permission for
9 flats in Chapel and 4
dwellings in curtilage
Redraft attempts to increase
connectivity and
greenspaces between
proposed large site and rest
of Town.

50% of 200 target will be
produced from small sites.
Affordable housing cannot
be required from small sites
(10 dwellings or less)

K9 will occupy only part of
the field; see also
Housiing Audit Trail in
Appendix

No Change
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dependant on one large national housing
developer. NDP does not acknowledge
the economic link between size of
development and impact on local
economy. Small sites equals small
builders equals local jobs and local
purchasing of materials. Large sites
equals large developers equals out of
town labour and purchasing with little
trickle down benefit for local economy.
Small is beautiful . Joined up thinking.

9.4.7 | don’t think the junction between
Kingswood Road and Headbrook has very
poor visibility. It's actually positioned very
well to see up and down Headbrook.

Policy KANP H2 Needs to include Phasing.

Policy KANP H5 Protect important open
spaces, views bio-diversity and landscape
setting and where possible enhance
landscape quality. How does the inclusion
of K9 address any of these? 9.4.47 Surely
not all materials have to be incorporated
into future proposals for the area. What
does that mean in practice?

See previous responses.

Herefordshire Council
commented that Headbrook
junction with Kingswood Rd
is unsuited to large traffic
increase because of poor
visibility for right hand turns
from bridge, and narrowness
of road.

See earlier response.

K9 planned to occupy only
part of field and designated
for one-storey dwellings for
elderly and/or disabled.
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KANP E1 Protect the character and
tranquillity of the KANP area. There a fine
line between tranquillity and the town
slowly dying on its feet. Inevitably more
activity means less tranquillity. | think if
you want young people to stay in the
area as adults the area needs to be more
lively. | think it’s a shame sites for
live/work units have not been identified
as they have been in Presteigne. This
could revitalise Hatton Garden and make
more sense of Hergest Camp and help
with housing targets. No mention of self
build housing which again have spin offs
for local trades people, suppliers
installers etc and came through as an
issue in consultation responses.

9.5.8 Why not identify site by Hatton
Garden Roundabout for new fire station
and the identify old fire station site for
new housing. Its a plan for the next 20
years so let’s plan for the future? 6 Will
Primary school be on current site in 20
years time? With all these houses would
a new school either on LHS site, K9 Site
off Mill Street or elsewhere in town free
up old site for housing (sheltered housing
for elderly?) Plan needs more vision.
Reuse of unused space above shops could
provide more units.

Live-work units, and self-
build will be emphasised
more clearly in redraft.
They are not precluded by
any of the Poicies .

Site by roundabout
identified in redraft, para
9.5.8 Moving Fire station and
Police station would release
land suitable for housing in
Churchill Rd. No information
about future of Primary
School building available.
Recent survey showed fairly
high occupancy of space
over shops

Policy KANP E1 amended
to include suggestion.
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9.6.3 mentions HSBC which is now closed.

KANP INF 1: Local Infrastructure
Promotes footpath to allotments but on
where in Plan are allotments themselves
identified or protected.

9.9 Kington Town Green Spaces KANP
LGS1 GS13 &14 are not on map in
Chronicle article. There is no consistency
in logic. How are the fields south of the
River Arrow any more integral to the
urban fabric than Tattymore and Hatton
Garden. | would argue that GS25 & 26 are
less integral. | think the football ground is
covenanted that the land can only be
used for recreational purposes so if you
have to reduce the number of Local
Green Spaces in Plan then it might be
worth speaking to them about this. Once
lost green space in the town can never be
replicated. | would urge you not to build
on any of GS23. The Primary School have
no playing fields and the football ground
would welcome space for practice
pitches. If GS23 must be “developed” let
it be as communal open space and part of
the green lung. Group A this should
include GS23 KANP Gl 1 Is maintaining
the level of riverside tree cover a good
thing? | thought less trees meant better
levels of oxygen in river and therefore
more aquatic life. The trees on the river

See Planl and LGS

No intention in Plan for
developing GS23
Comment re maintain river
corridor noted.
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used to be coppiced if you look at old
photographs. Within the Rec. Ground the
river frontage would be more accessible

and inviting if the conifers were removed.

10 Review & Monitoring the Plan Review
in 5 years time. Will the upgrade of the
sewage works have taken place by then?

11 Next Steps 7 Can you make it clear to
people who a favourable response
consists of. Is it simply that more than
50% of people who vote are in favour?

The upgrade to the sewage
works will take place either
through a developer led or
through the Welsh Water
programme whichever
comes first.

Noted.

Herefordshire Council is
responsible for arranging
Referendum.

Steering Committee will
produce publicity to
encourage people to vote,
can include advice on
process.

22

Mr M.Turner

Para 1.

Lack of consultation with landowner.

Steering Grp concerned at
scale of proposed
development; initial
suggestion to designate site

Site proposed for LGS
designation.
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Para 2

Para 3.

Para 4

Para 5.

Para 6.

Why was the SLHAA report ignored?

Where do the consultants recommend
the Land South of Kington?

Your quote is that of Steering
Committee’s overall assessment of all
reports and comments.

Why was AECOM not asked to re-assess
owner’s site?

Why were no consultations held in the

autumn of 20167

Is it agreed that the public has not been
involved in this Plan?

for 15 dwellings; after
further consideration of
landscape and other issues
decision taken to remove
site from allocation list.

The SLHAA report was not
ignored; its assessments and
those of consultants
engaged by KANP and local
opinions led to decision by
Town Council in December
2015 and January 2016,
subsequently re-confirmed.
Advice was distilled from the
reports by AECOM and the
Landscape Sensitivity and
Capacity by C.Tinkler
together with consideration
Policies SS6., KG1 and LD1-
LD4

Site already excluded from
list of potential sites.

The proposed schedule of
work slipped. Public
consultation held in June
2017

No; extensive consultation
and public information
during the Plan preparations
Agendas and Minutes of

Revised draft Plan paras
9.4.22-9.4-4.28
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Para 7.

Para 8.

Para 9.

Para 10

Para 11

Para 12

Para 13

Para 14.

Is there support for the LGS designation
of the Headbrook Land?

WYy do you consider development on K10
will affect the Landscape views around
Kington when you consultants do not?

Why did you not wait for landowner’s
assessment reports?

There is no floodplain near Kington; do
you agree?

Map of Conservation Area of Town does
not include the Headbrook site proposed
by Landowner

Community access to open space would
be a benefit of landowner’s proposed
development.

Headbrook development would make
provision for improved walking and
cycling links.

Why was proposed settlement Boundary
extended from UDP Boundary and done
before Plan was approved at 2 Town
Council meetings?

Steering Committee have
been available and all
meetings open, similarly
Town Council meetings,
dates on website.

Yes; supported by majority in
all consultations.

You refer to report on
Townscape by OHA; we took
the advice of a Landscape
specialist.

No comment

No; see Environment Agency
Flood Maps and added

Agree and note that land is
adjacent to Conservation
Area boundary.

Agree with principle.

It could in principle.

Council was invited to
consider proposed changes
to UDP Settlement Boundary
to allow for proposed

C. Tinkler CMLI (2017)
Landscape Review of
Town Settlement
Boundary and Local

Greenspaces

Policy KANP ENV 4 Flood
Risk and Drainage
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Para 15.

Para 16

Para 17.

Para 18.

Para 19

Para 20.

Why ignore the Headbrook site that is
closer to the Town Centre than Land
South of Kington?

Headbrook site does not meet all criteria
for designation as LGS

KANP G 1 Green Infrastructure; do you
agree Headbrook development
contributes to this Policy?

GS06 and GS26 are not Watermeadows.

Appendix 14 Flood Risk Zones inaccurate

Headbrook site area well out of Flood
Zone, so why describe it at risk?

Could not access OHA report on website.

growth and to align closely
to building lines and parish
Boundary.

Minutes were those of Clerk
to the Council; responsibility
of Council.

This is only one of many
factors considered in

choosing a site for allocation.

Only one criterion not met
(public access) and it is not a
sufficient reason not to
designate it as LGS given its
landscape importance.

No; the land if undeveloped
does.

Sources differ among
themselves; will and text.

Will check maps

Flood Zone maps are not
always precise where
detailed assessments have
not been made as in this
case. The proposed site
clearly borders the Zone.

No change

Amended to describe
them as Meadows.

Maps included in
redrafted Plan are from
Environment Agency.
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Para 21.

Para 22.

Para 23.

Para 24

Para 25

Query re Minutes of Town Council
Meeting of 30.11.2015.

Query re Minute of Town Council
meeting of 18.04.2017

Why was Headbrook site not retained for
further consideration after AECOM visit
and assessment?

Query re special meeting for residents
living close to proposed K12 and K13 sites
(Land South of Kington)

No recent comments on website; do you
agree this shows public not involved in
this Plan?

Apologies. Agree views
should be from public
spaces/footpaths.

Minutes taken by Clerk; not
all discussion recorded.

Minutes taken by Clerk.

See previous explanation.

Acknowledge concern about
proposed access to site;
report of meeting, letters
received and all objections
recorded in Consultation
Statement; access to be
considered further.

No; other means of
communication have been
used.

Revised Policy KANP H 2
to include substantial
buffer on south side of
route. Concerns recorded
in 9.4.30.
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