
                 
 
 
       

 
                                     
                                       

                          
 

                               
                              

                           
                                 

       
 
 
                           
 
             

 
   

 

                                
              

 
                                 
                                     
             

 
   

 

                                        
               

 
                              

                                 
                                   

                                   
                                 
 

 
                                                
     

 
                                    
                               
     

Latham, James 

From: Turner, Andrew 
Sent: 30 October 2018 14:26 
To: Neighbourhood Planning Team 
Subject: RE: Kington Area Regulation 16 neighbourhood development plan consultation 

RE: Kington Area Regulation 16 draft Neighbourhood Development Plan 

Dear Neighbourhood Planning Team, 

I refer to the above and would make the following comments with regard to the above proposed development plan. 
It is my understanding that you do not require comment on Core Strategy proposals as part of this consultation or 
comment on sites which are awaiting or have already been granted planning approval. 

Having reviewed Ordnance survey historical plans, I would advise the following with regard to the proposed 
development areas (indicated in brown) that are identified in Plan 1: ‘Proposed settlement boundary, proposed 
housing development sites & Kington Town proposed green spaces’, Plan 2: ‘Proposed settlement boundary, 
proposed housing development sites & proposed green spaces for Hergest Road and Arrow View’ and Diagram 1: 
‘Land South if Kington’. 

Plan 1: ‘Proposed settlement boundary, proposed housing development sites & Kington Town proposed green
 
spaces’
 
Policy KANP H1 ‐ Housing Delivery: Kington Town:
 

Site K1: 

	 A review of Ordnance survey historical plans indicate 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 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 K3: 

	 The proposed site is located on an area of land which has historically been used as a Gas Works, Petrol 
Station and builders yard. (all potentially contaminative uses). 

The sites historic potentially contaminative uses will require consideration prior to any development. Any future 
redevelopment of the site would be considered by the Planning Services Division of the Council however, if 
consulted it is likely this division 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 assessment in accordance with 
current best practice 
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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 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 
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 K5: 

	 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 encountering contamination as a result of its former use and specialist advice be sought 
should any be encountered during the development. 

2 



 
 

           
                     

 
 
   

 

                                
       

 
                                 
                                     
             
 

 
 
 
                           
         
                       

 
 
   

 
                                                    

     
 
                             

                                 
                                   

                                   
                                 
 

 
                                                
     

 
                                    
                               
     

 
                                      
                               
                             

 
                                     

                                
                                 

                            
                             

 
                                     
           

 

Diagram 1: Land South of Kington
 
Policy KANP H2‐ Housing Delivery: Land South of Kington (K6 and K7)
 

Site K6: 

	 A review of Ordnance survey historical plans indicate the proposed site is situated adjacent a former
 
Builders Yard site.
 

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. 

Plan 2: ‘Proposed settlement boundary, proposed housing development sites & proposed green spaces for
 
Hergest Road and Arrow View’
 
Policy KANP H3 ‐ Housing Delivery: Kington Rural and Lower Harpton Group Parish:
 

Site: KH01 

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

The site’s historic potentially contaminative use will require consideration prior to any development. Any future 
redevelopment of the site would be considered by the Planning Services Division of the Council however, if 
consulted it is likely this division 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 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. 

3 



                                          
                                  
                                   
                               

                               
 

                                     
           

 
                                              

                                 
                                 
                       

 
                                     
           

 
         

 
                                              

                                     
    

 
                                            

                                 
 
 

                              
                             
        

 
 
 
 

   
 

                               
                                 
                                 
                                 
            

 
                                     
                                       
                            

 
                                     

                       
 

                                 
       

 
 
 
   

 

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 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 landowner to demonstrate that the proposed development is both safe and suitable 
for its intended use. 

General comments: 

Developments such as hospitals, homes and schools may be considered ‘sensitive’ and as such consideration should 
be given to risk from contamination notwithstanding any comments. Please note that the above does not constitute 
a detailed investigation or desk study to consider risk from contamination. Should any information about the former 
uses of the proposed development areas be available I would recommend they be submitted for consideration as 
they may change the comments provided. 

It should be recognised that contamination is a material planning consideration and is referred to within the NPPF. I 
would recommend applicants and those involved in the parish plan refer to the pertinent parts of the NPPF and be 
familiar with the requirements and meanings given when considering risk from contamination during development. 

Finally it is also worth bearing in mind that the NPPF makes clear that the developer and/or landowner is 
responsible for securing safe development where a site is affected by contamination. 

These comments are provided on the basis that any other developments would be subject to application through 
the normal planning process. 

Kind regards 
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Andrew 

Andrew Turner 

Technical Officer (Air, Land & Water Protection) 

Economy and Place Directorate,
	
Herefordshire Council 

8 St Owens Street,    

Hereford. 

HR1 2PJ 


Direct Tel: 01432 260159
	
Email: aturner@herefordshire.gov.uk
	

 Please consider the environment - Do you really need to print this e-mail? 

Any opinion expressed in this e-mail or any attached files are those of the individual and not necessarily those of Herefordshire Council. This e-mail and any 
files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the addressee. This communication may contain material protected by law from being 
passed on. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this e-mail in error, you are advised that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing or 
copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please contact the sender immediately and destroy all copies of it. 

From: Neighbourhood Planning Team 
Sent: 03 October 2018 09:52 
Subject: Kington Area Regulation 16 neighbourhood development plan consultation 

Dear Consultee, 

Kington Town Council, Kington Rural and Lower Harpton Group Parish Council and Huntington Parish Council have 
submitted their Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) to Herefordshire Council for consultation. 

The plan can be viewed at the following link: 
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/directory_record/3072/kington_kington_rural_and_lower_harpton_group_and_ 
huntington_neighbourhood_development_plan 

Once adopted, this NDP will become a Statutory Development Plan Document the same as the Core Strategy.
 

The consultation runs from 3 October 2018 to 14 November 2018.
 

If you wish to make any comments on this Plan, please do so by e‐mailing:
 
neighbourhoodplanning@herefordshire.gov.uk , or sending representations to the address below.
 

If you wish to be notified of the local planning authority’s decision under Regulation 19 in relation to the 
Neighbourhood Development Plan, please indicate this on your representation. 

Kind regards 
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Latham, James
	

From: Donotreply 
Sent: 30 October 2018 17:25 
To: Neighbourhood Planning Team 
Subject: A comment on a proposed Neighbourhood Area was submitted 

Comment on a proposed neighbourhood plan form submitted fields 

Caption Value  

Address 

Postcode 

First name Mrs C 

Last name Giles 

Which plan are you commenting on? Kington area neighbourhood plan 

Comment type Objection 

Your comments 

1 Housing - the major site proposed for 
Kington has too many houses all in one block 
again - contrary to what Kingtonians have 
asked for from the first consultations 
onwards - which was for small developments. 
2 So - Kington development area - I had not 
truly understood the question about this in the 
previous questionnaires and the impact it 
would have on 1 Housing above. I have heard 
a few friends say they hadn't understood that 
either. Having read the supporting rationale 
for limiting the development zone I note that 
it is based largely on findings in the past. 
Surely we now need to be looking at the 
current feedback and to the future, and 
extend it so that the housing can indeed by in 
small developments in other parts of the town 
rather than extending what is already a large 
development. 3 Infrastructure - 
improvements to Kington must be made 
BEFORE extra stress is added by increased 
housing/population - necessary support 
services returned to Kington, schooling, 
medical staff (including dentists and 
chemists), police, all social services and 
council information officers returned to 
Kington (Leominster is not accessible unless 
people drive or can afford to) etc etc and 
provided by people not just computers - they 
do not do the necessary job. But more to the 
point, improve the water/sewage urgently and 
ahead of developments. 4 Type of housing - 
does it really reflect the requirements of the 
population, current and forecastable - a) for 
retired people b) for self-employed people 

1 



 (live-work units)? I am glad to see affordable 
housing is mentioned, but am not sure if it is 
specified as a requirement of any 
development adequately to ensure it actually 
happens, rather than just more 3-4 bed 
executive housing. I would wish to see a) and 
b) specified too. 5 Housing environmental 
impact - I am very supportive of requiring for 
any new project photovoltaic panels, solar 
thermal panels, eco insulation, green spaces 
to provide lungs to the town and new eco 
materials - to the benefit of the individuals 
and the town/area. 
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200 Lichfield Lane 
Berry Hill 
Mansfield 
Nottinghamshire 
NG18 4RG 

Tel: 01623 637 119 (Planning Enquiries) 

Email: planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk 

Web: www.gov.uk/coalauthority 

For the Attention of: Neighbourhood Planning and Strategic Planning 

Herefordshire Council 

[By Email: neighbourhoodplanning@herefordshire.gov.uk ] 

02 November 2018 

Dear Neighbourhood Planning and Strategic Planning teams 

Kington Area Neighbourhood Development Plan - Submission 

Thank you for consulting The Coal Authority on the above. 

Having reviewed your document, I confirm that we have no specific comments to 
make on it. 

Should you have any future enquiries please contact a member of Planning and 
Local Authority Liaison at The Coal Authority using the contact details above. 

Yours sincerely 

Christopher Telford BSc(Hons) DipTP MRTPI 
Principal Development Manager 

Protecting the public and the environment in mining areas 

www.gov.uk/coalauthority




































         
 

                                   
       

 
   
    
    
   
   
   
   
   

    
   
   
   
   
   

 
   

 
 

   
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Latham, James 

From: Ian Caney 
Sent: 14 November 2018 16:39 
To: Neighbourhood Planning Team 
Subject: Neighbourhood Planning Team 

RE: Kington Neighbourhood Consultation Period. 

Would you please add the following names to the written comments submitted to the Council Office on 13th 
November 2018. (Receipt 74) 

Jill Synnock 
David Skyrme 
Laura Skyrme 
Georgina Synnock 
Russell Synnock 
Elizabeth Synnock 
Lynden Synnock 
Claire Synnock 
Gill Simcock 
I. Caney 
J. Caney 
S. Caney 
R. Caney 
A. Borg 
M.Neville 
E. Neville 
E.Neville 
T.Neville 
N. Ellin 
S. Ellin 
M.Osborne 
W.Osborne 
R.Pitman 
P.Pitman 
H.Osborne 
M.Dalsgaard 
D.Osborne 
D.McAdam 
T.McAdam 
R.Polhill 
S.Polhill 
L.Polhill 
B.Polhill 
N.Lane 
D.Lane 
A.Taylor 
M.Tayor 
K.Durkin 
J.Durkin 
M.Cheshire 
C.Alexander 
A.Alexander 
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A.Mulnier 
R.Mulnier 
B.Mulnier 
G.Mulnier 
C.Youings 
M.Youings 

Other names will follow to add to the list and submission, when local residents are aware of this consultation. 

Thank you. 

Sent from my iPad 
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Latham, James 

From: Norman Ryan <Ryan.Norman@dwrcymru.com> 
Sent: 09 November 2018 14:11 
To: Neighbourhood Planning Team 
Subject: RE: Kington Area Regulation 16 neighbourhood development plan consultation 
Attachments: DCWW consultation response - NDP Land south of Kington - 26 08 16.pdf; RE: 

Kington Area Neighbourhood PLan 

Dear Sir/Madam,
 

I refer to the below consultation and would like to thank you for consulting Welsh Water.
 

As you may be aware, we were previously consulted by Herefordshire Council and the Parish Council on the earlier
 
stages of the NDP process. As such, we have no further comment to make.
 

I attach our previous correspondence on this matter for your consideration.
 

Should you require any further information, then please let me know.
 

Kind regards,
 

Ryan Norman
 
Forward Plans Officer | Developer Services | Dwr Cymru Welsh Water
 
Linea | Cardiff | CF3 0LT | T: 0800 917 2652| www.dwrcymru.com
 

We will respond to your email as soon as possible but you should allow up to 10 working days to receive a response. 
For most of the services we offer we set out the timescales that we work to on our Developer Services section of our 
website. Just follow this link http://www.dwrcymru.com/en/Developer‐Services.aspx and select the service you 
require where you will find more information and guidance notes which should assist you. If you cannot find the 
information you are looking for then please call us on 0800 917 2652 as we can normally deal with any questions you 
have during the call. 
If we’ve gone the extra mile to provide you with excellent service, let us know. You can nominate an individual or 
team for a Diolch award through our website. 

From: Neighbourhood Planning Team [mailto:neighbourhoodplanning@herefordshire.gov.uk] 
Sent: 03 October 2018 09:52 
Subject: Kington Area Regulation 16 neighbourhood development plan consultation 

******** External Mail ******** 
Dear Consultee, 

Kington Town Council, Kington Rural and Lower Harpton Group Parish Council and Huntington Parish Council have 
submitted their Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) to Herefordshire Council for consultation. 

The plan can be viewed at the following link: 
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/directory_record/3072/kington_kington_rural_and_lower_harpton_group_and_ 
huntington_neighbourhood_development_plan 

Once adopted, this NDP will become a Statutory Development Plan Document the same as the Core Strategy. 
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Forward Planning Cynllunio Ymlaen 
PO Box 3146 Blwch Post 3146 
Cardiff Caerdydd 
CF30 0EH CF30 0EH 

Tel:  +44 (0)800 917 2652 Ffôn: +44 (0)800 917 2652 
Fax: +44 (0)2920 740472 Ffacs: +44 (0)2920 740472 
E.mail: Forward.Plans@dwrcymru.com E.bost: Forward.Plans@dwrcymru.com 

Siobhan Riddle Enquiries: Rhys Evans/Ryan Norman 
Strategic Planning – Herefordshire Council 0800 917 2652 

Sent via email 

26th August 2016 

Dear Siobhan, 

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

I 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 – 1st 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 – 1st April 2020­

31st March 2025). 

As such, 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 
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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. 

We hope that the above information will assist as the NDP progresses. In the meantime, should you require 

any further information please do not hesitate to contact us at Forward.Plans@dwrcymru.com or via 

telephone on 0800 917 2652. 

Yours sincerely, 

Ryan Norman 
Forward Plans Officer 
Developer Services 
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Latham, James 

From: Norman Ryan <Ryan.Norman@dwrcymru.com> 
Sent: 09 November 2018 14:10 
To: Norman Ryan 
Subject: RE: Kington Area Neighbourhood PLan 

From: Norman Ryan 
Sent: 28 July 2017 10:56 
To: Martin Fitton 
Subject: FW: Kington Area Neighbourhood PLan 

Dear Mr Fitton, 

With regard to your below enquiry and our telephone conversation on Monday, I can confirm the following: 

Our 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 (WwTW). 

In considering the requirements for schemes to be included within our Capital Investment Programme (Asset 
Management Plan), we require some certainty in terms of growth and site development proposals. Information 
contained in Core Strategies and Neighbourhood Plans help guide where 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 1st April 2015 – 31st March 2020. We cannot give any guarantee that there will be a scheme in our next 
Capital Investment Programme AMP7 which runs from 1st April 2020 – 31st 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. 

Please note for your information I have attached my previous representation to Siobhan Riddle at Herefordshire 
Council on the proposed development at ‘Land South of Kington’ for 100 dwellings. 

I hope that the above is useful to you and if you require any further information then please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

Kind regards, 

Ryan Norman
 
Forward Plans Officer | Developer Services | Dwr Cymru Welsh Water
 
Linea | Cardiff | CF3 0LT | T: 0800 917 2652| www.dwrcymru.com
 

We will respond to your email as soon as possible but you should allow up to 10 working days to receive a response. 
For most of the services we offer we set out the timescales that we work to on our Developer Services section of our 
website. Just follow this link http://www.dwrcymru.com/en/Developer‐Services.aspx and select the service you 
require where you will find more information and guidance notes which should assist you. If you cannot find the 
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information you are looking for then please call us on 0800 917 2652 as we can normally deal with any questions you 
have during the call. 
If we’ve gone the extra mile to provide you with excellent service, let us know. You can nominate an individual or 
team for a Diolch award through our website. 

From: Norman Ryan 
Sent: 25 July 2017 12:48 
To: 'Martin Fitton' 
Subject: RE: Kington Area Neighbourhood PLan 

Dear Mr Fitton, 

No problem. You are correct – unfortunately as “.co.uk” was used rather than “.com” we didn’t receive the previous
 
consultation email.
 

With regard to your query, I will consult with colleagues and get back to you by the end of the week.
 

Kind regards,
 

Ryan Norman
 
Forward Plans Officer | Developer Services | Dwr Cymru Welsh Water
 
Linea | Cardiff | CF3 0LT | T: 0800 917 2652| www.dwrcymru.com
 

We will respond to your email as soon as possible but you should allow up to 10 working days to receive a response. 
For most of the services we offer we set out the timescales that we work to on our Developer Services section of our 
website. Just follow this link http://www.dwrcymru.com/en/Developer‐Services.aspx and select the service you 
require where you will find more information and guidance notes which should assist you. If you cannot find the 
information you are looking for then please call us on 0800 917 2652 as we can normally deal with any questions you 
have during the call. 
If we’ve gone the extra mile to provide you with excellent service, let us know. You can nominate an individual or 
team for a Diolch award through our website. 

From: Martin Fitton 
Sent: 25 July 2017 12:40 
To: Norman Ryan <Ryan.Norman@dwrcymru.com> 
Subject: Kington Area Neighbourhood PLan 

******** External Mail ******** 


Dear Ryan, 


Thank you for your help this morning. 


A consultation email was sent to Dwr Cymru, see below, but may not have arrived because we 

used .co.uk 


As you know the Core Strategy indicates a maximum of 50 dwellings out of the 200 before the sewerage is 
up graded. 

If as is probable there is no developer interest in the site by 2020 will this tend to push work down the 
pending tray? 


I look forward to your further information. 
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Regards 

Cllr Martin Fitton 

-------- Forwarded Message -------- 
Subject: Kington Area Neighbourhood PLan 
Date:Fri, 16 Jun 2017 10:47:56 +0100 
From:Martin Fitton 
To:forward.plans@dwrcymru.co.uk

 Bore da, 

Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan. Regulation 14 submission and Consultation.(Neighbourhood Planning General Regulations 2012) 

Our draft Plan has now been submitted to Herefordshire Council and we are now undertaking consultation with the statutory bodies and 
other interested organisations. The Consultation period begins on June  5th and concludes on July 17th 2017 

The Plan with the Habitats regulation Assessment (HRA) and Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) can be viewed on the 
Herefordshire Council’s website 

Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan 

It can also be seen on Kington Neighbourhood Plan Group’s own website 

Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan 

along with all the consultants’ reports that provide the evidence base for the Plan 

Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan. Consultants Reports 

The Plan covers Kington Town and two surrounding rural parishes Kington Rural & Lower Harpton and Huntington. 

Any comments or suggested additions to the Plan should be sent to 

The Town Clerk 
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Kington Neighbourhood Plan 

Kington Town Council 

The Old Police Station 

2 Market Hall Street 

Kington HR5 3DP 

or clerk@kingtontowncouncil.gov.uk 

If you require a printed version of the Plan or require any other help or information you can contact the town clerk as above and on 
01455 239098. 

We look forward to receiving your views 

With Thanks 

Cllr Martin Fitton Chair. Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan 
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Our ref: SV/2018/109876/OR-
Herefordshire Council 18/PO1-L01 
Neighbourhood Planning Your ref: 
Plough Lane 
Hereford Date: 08 November 2018 
HR1 2ZB 

F.A.O: Mr. James Latham 

Dear Sir 

KINGTON AREA REG 16 NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

I refer to your email of the 3 October 2018 in relation to the above Neighbourhood Plan 
(NP) consultation. We have reviewed the submitted document and would offer the 
following comments at this time. 

As part of the adopted Herefordshire Council Core Strategy updates were made to both 
the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) and Water Cycle Strategy (WCS). This 
evidence base ensured that the proposed development in Hereford City, and other 
strategic sites (Market Towns), was viable and achievable. The updated evidence base 
did not extend to Rural Parishes at the NP level so it is important that these subsequent 
plans offer robust confirmation that development is not impacted by flooding and that 
there is sufficient waste water infrastructure in place to accommodate growth for the 
duration of the plan period. 

We previously raised concern on the Reg 14 submission with regards to sites located 
partially within Flood Zones 2 and 3, the medium and high risk zones respectively. Post 
Reg 14 consultation these sites have been subject to further discussion, including 
liaison with the Environment Agency, and we note that amendments have been made to 
the Reg 16 submission, specfically the removal of allocation K6. 

The allocation on Land North of Arrow View has been retained although it is shown to 
fall partially within Flood Zone 2 of the River Arrow. Whilst it is recognised that the site 
could accommodated approximately 15 houses on land at a low risk of flooding any 
forthcoming planning application for residential development of this site will need to be 
accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment, in line with National Planning Policy and 
your own Policy SD3, and this should be referenced within Policy KANP H3. 

Environment Agency 
Hafren House, Welshpool Road, Shelton, Shropshire, Shrewsbury, SY3 8BB. 
Customer services line: 03708 506 506 
www.gov.uk/environment-agency 

Cont/d.. 

http://www.gov.uk/environment-agency


  

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

  
  

 
 
 

Yours faithfully 

Mr. Graeme Irwin 
Senior Planning Advisor 
Direct dial: 02030 251624 
Direct e-mail: graeme.irwin@environment-agency.gov.uk 

End 2 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

       

      

     

         

   

 

 

    

     

      

 

        

  

  

  

 

   

 

  

 

     

     

   

 

Neighbourhood Planning Team 

Planning Services 

PO Box 4 

Hereford 

HR2 2ZB 

By email only to: neighbourhoodplanning@herefordshire.gov.uk 

14th November 2018 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

This letter provides Gladman Developments Ltd (Gladman) representations in response to the submission version 

of the Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan (KANP) under Regulation 16 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012. Gladman requests to be added to the Council’s consultation database and to be kept informed 

on the progress of the emerging neighbourhood plan. This letter seeks to highlight the issues with the plan as 

currently presented and its relationship with national and local planning policy. 

Legal Requirements 

Before a neighbourhood plan can proceed to referendum it must be tested against a set of basic conditions set 

out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4b of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). The basic 

conditions that the KANP must meet are as follows: 

(a) Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State, it 

is appropriate to make the order. 

(d) The making of the order contributes to the achievement of sustainable development. 

(e) The making of the order is in general conformity with the strategic policies contained in the 

development plan for the area of the authority (or any part of that area). 

(f) The making of the order does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations. 

Revised National Planning Policy Framework 

On the 24th July 2018, the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government published the revised 

National Planning Policy Framework. The first revision since 2012, it implements 85 reforms announced 

previously through the Housing White Paper. 

mailto:neighbourhoodplanning@herefordshire.gov.uk


 

 

        

         

    

 

 

    

 

     

       

       

    

 

     

     

      

    

 

 

           

        

      

 

        

    

    

    

 

        

      

   

     

       

 

 

      

           

       

   

 

 

        

     

                                                      
      

Paragraph 2141 of the revised Framework makes clear that the policies of the previous Framework will apply for 

the purpose of examining plans where they are submitted on or before 24th January 2019. Given the date of this 

consultation, the comments below reflect the relationship between Neighbourhood Plans and the National 

Planning Policy Framework adopted in 2012. 

National Planning Policy Framework (2012) and Planning Practice Guidance 

The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) sets out the Government’s planning policies for 

England and how these are expected to be applied. In doing so it sets out the requirements for the preparation 

of neighbourhood plans to be in conformity with the strategic priorities for the wider area and the role in which 

they play in delivering sustainable development to meet development needs. 

At the heart of the Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as 

a golden thread through both plan-making and decision-taking. For plan-making this means that plan makers 

should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area and Local Plans should meet 

objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change. This requirement is applicable to 

neighbourhood plans. 

The recent Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) updates make clear that neighbourhood plans should conform to 

national policy requirements and take account the latest and most up-to-date evidence of housing needs in 

order to assist the Council in delivering sustainable development, a neighbourhood plan basic condition. 

The application of the presumption in favour of sustainable development will have implications for how 

communities engage with neighbourhood planning. Paragraph 16 of the Framework makes clear that Qualifying 

Bodies preparing neighbourhood plans should develop plans that support strategic development needs set out 

in Local Plans, including policies for housing development and plan positively to support local development. 

Paragraph 17 further makes clear that neighbourhood plans should set out a clear and positive vision for the 

future of the area and policies contained in those plans should provide a practical framework within which 

decisions on planning applications can be made with a high degree of predictability and efficiency. 

Neighbourhood plans should seek to proactively drive and support sustainable economic development to 

deliver the homes, jobs and thriving local places that the country needs, whilst responding positively to the wider 

opportunities for growth. 

Paragraph 184 of the Framework makes clear that local planning authorities will need to clearly set out their 

strategic policies to ensure that an up-to-date Local Plan is in place as quickly as possible. The Neighbourhood 

Plan should ensure that it is aligned with the strategic needs and priorities of the wider area and plan positively 

to support the delivery of sustainable growth opportunities. 

Planning Practice Guidance 

It is clear from the requirements of the Framework that neighbourhood plans should be prepared in conformity 

with the strategic requirements for the wider area as confirmed in an adopted development plan. The 

1 National Planning Policy Framework, paragraph 214 



 

 

     

 

 

      

         

  

 

     

     

        

    

   

 

 

  

    

         

  

 

       

      

      

         

       

        

    

        

           

       

     

  

    

   

        

 

     

       

  

requirements of the Framework have now been supplemented by the publication of Planning Practice Guidance 

(PPG). 

On 11th February 2016, the Secretary of State (SoS) published a series of updates to the neighbourhood planning 

chapter of the PPG. In summary, these update a number of component parts of the evidence base that are 

required to support an emerging neighbourhood plan. 

On 19th May 2016, the Secretary of State published a further set of updates to the neighbourhood planning 

PPG. These updates provide further clarity on what measures a qualifying body should take to review the 

contents of a neighbourhood plan where the evidence base for the plan policy becomes less robust. As such it 

is considered that where a qualifying body intends to undertake a review of the neighbourhood plan, it should 

include a policy relating to this intention which includes a detailed explanation outlining the qualifying bodies 

anticipated timescales in this regard. 

Further, the PPG makes clear that neighbourhood plans should not contain policies restricting housing 

development in settlements or preventing other settlements from being expanded. It is with that in mind that 

Gladman has reservations regarding the KANP’s ability to meet basic condition (a) and (d) and this will be 

discussed in greater detail throughout this response. 

Relationship to Local Plan 

To meet the requirements of the Neighbourhood Plan Basic Conditions, neighbourhood plans should be 

prepared to conform to the strategic policy requirements set out in the adopted Development Plan. 

The adopted development plan relevant to the preparation of the Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan area, and 

the development plan which the KANP will be tested against is the Herefordshire Core Strategy (HCS). This 

document was adopted in October 2015 and sets out the visions, objectives, spatial strategy and overarching 

policies to guide development in the Herefordshire from 2011 – 2031. 

Policy SS2 sets out a minimum requirement of 16,500 homes that will be delivered over the plan period. Policy 

KG1 of the HCS stipulates that Kington will accommodate 200 dwellings over the plan period that will come 

forward as allocations in a neighbourhood plan. It is imperative that the KANP supports this quantum of 

development accordingly to ensure the plan meets basic conditions (e).  

Policy SS3 determines that where housing completions fall below the annual requirement this could lead to one 

of the following mechanisms being introduced; 

- a partial review of the Local Plan, 

- preparation of new Development Plan Documents or, 

- utilising evidence from the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment to identify additional 

housing land. 

With this in mind and given that Herefordshire Council cannot demonstrate a 5-year supply, Gladman suggest 

sufficient flexibility is provided in the policies of the plan to safeguard the KANP from conflicting with future 

development proposals should they be required. 



 

 

  

        

       

   

 

      

      

    

     

       

     

        

        

   

  

        

     

       

       

      

     

        

         

    

   

       

 

       

     

            

    

       

    

    

Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan 

This section highlights the key issues that Gladman would like to raise with regards to the content of the KANP 

as currently presented. It is considered that some policies do not reflect the requirements of national policy and 

guidance and as such Gladman have sought to recommend a series of alternative options that should be 

explored. 

As a general comment, Gladman suggest a slight alteration to the overall wording of the KANP. Where reference 

is made to ‘protecting and enhancing’ we suggest amending to read ‘conserved and enhanced’. This ensures the 

plan aligns with core planning principles of the previous Framework. 

Policy ENV1 – A Valued Natural Environment 

Policy 1 seeks to ensure that the natural environment of the Kington Area is conserved and enhanced. 

Criterion (ii) of the policy requires important open spaces, views and landscape qualities to be protected. As a 

general point Gladman are concerned with the wording of this policy as currently drafted. Whilst we agree that 

local landscape should be recognised there is no requirement in the previous Framework for this to be protected 

and this would be a consideration in the planning balance when considering a development proposal. 

With regards to the views, Gladman submit that new development can often be located in areas without eroding 

the views considered to be important to the local community and can be appropriately designed to take into 

consideration the wider landscape features of the surrounding area to provide new vistas and views. 

In addition, as set out in case law, to be valued, a view would need to have some form of physical attribute. This 

policy must allow a decision maker to come to a view as to whether particular locations contains physical 

attributes that would ‘take it out of the ordinary’ rather than selecting views which may not have any landscape 

significance and are based solely on community support. 

Opinions on landscape are highly subjective yet Gladman have been unable to locate any robust evidence to 

demonstrate why these views and landscape areas are considered special. The Town Council should address the 

lack of evidence and reasoning to support policy ENV1. 

Policy SB1 – Settlement Boundaries: Kington Town and Hergest 

Policy SB1 notes appropriate development will be directed to sites that fall within the identified settlement 

boundaries. 

The use of a settlement boundary to preclude otherwise sustainable development from coming forward does 

not accord with the positive approach to growth required by the previous Framework and is contrary to basic 

condition (a). Given that there is a shortfall of housing across the authority we suggest the policy is caveated, so 

that it supports sustainable development opportunities adjacent to the settlement boundary. This would ensure 

the KANP could respond to proactively to any of the mechanisms identified under policy SS3 of the HCS, and as 

noted in paragraph 4.4.3 of the HCS. 

Policy H5 – Housing Design Criteria 



 

 

       

         

     

       

    

 

      

 

        

      

             

  

   

       

 

        

     

       

      

      

           

      

      

   

      

      

      

           

      

 

 

 

        

        

       

        

    

Policy H5 sets out thirteen design criteria that all development proposals will be measured against. 

Gladman are concerned that some of the criterion in the policy are overly prescriptive and could limit suitable 

sustainable development coming forwards. Gladman suggest more flexibility is provided in the policy wording 

to ensure high quality residential developments are not compromised by overly restrictive criteria. We suggest 

regard should be had to paragraph 60 of the previous Framework which states that; 

“Planning policies and decisions should not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes and 

they should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative through unsubstantiated requirements to conform 

to certain development forms or styles” 

Moreover, Gladman suggest deleting the reference to ‘The Greater London Authority Space Standards (2006)’. 

This document was commissioned to inform a review of the London Plan and consequently influenced by the 

unique characteristics of the urban areas of London. To apply these requirements to the distinctly rural area of 

Kington would be impractical. 

Policy LGS1 – Local Green Spaces 

Policy LGS1 seeks to designate 26 parcels of land as Local Green Spaces (LGS) which will be protected from 

development. 

Gladman would like to remind the Town Council that the designation of land as LGS is a significant policy 

designation and once designated effectively provides protection that is comparable to that of Green Belt land. 

Paragraph 77 of the previous framework explicitly states, ‘Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate 

for most green areas or open space’. Accordingly, it is imperative that the plan-makers can clearly demonstrate 

that the requirements for LGS designation are met. The designation should only be used; 

- Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves 

- Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local 

significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a 

playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife 

- Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of land 

Gladman do not consider the evidence contained within the supporting text of the policy is robust or detailed 

enough to justify the designation of the identified parcels as LGS. We consider that many of the proposed LGS 

are little more than extensive tracts of land. The Town Council must ensure the proposed designations are 

capable of meeting the requirements of national policy and that the designations are justified by robust and 

detailed evidence. 

Conclusions 

Gladman recognises the role of neighbourhood plans as a tool for local people to shape the development of 

their local community. However, it is clear from national guidance that these must be consistent with national 

planning policy and the strategic requirements for the wider authority area. Through this consultation response, 

Gladman has sought to clarify the relation of the KANP as currently proposed with the requirements of national 

planning policy and the wider strategic policies for the wider area. 



 

 

 

         

       

  

 

       

     

 

 

 

 

 

Gladman is concerned that the plan in its current form does not comply with basic conditions (a) and (d). The 

plan does not conform with national policy and guidance and in its current form does not contribute to the 

achievement of sustainable development. 

Gladman hopes you have found these representations helpful and constructive. If you have any questions do 

not hesitate to contact me or one of the Gladman team. 

Yours Faithfully, 

Andrew Collis 

a.collis@gladman.co.uk 

Gladman Developments Ltd. 

mailto:a.collis@gladman.co.uk


 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

    
   

    
    
    

  
 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

WEST MIDLANDS OFFICE 


Mr James Latham Direct Dial: 0121 625 6877 
Herefordshire Council 
Neighbourhood Planning & Strategic Planning Our ref: PL00487325 
Planning Services, PO Box 230, Blueschool House 
Blueschool Street 
Hereford 
HR1 2ZB 6 November 2018 

Dear Mr Latham 

KINGTON AREA NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN - REGULATION 16 CONSULTATION 
Thank you for the invitation to comment on the Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Plan. 

We are pleased to note that our suggestions made at the Regulation 14 stage have 

been taken up. 

In general our earlier Regulation 14 comments, therefore, remain entirely relevant. 

That is: 


“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 takes an exemplary approach to the historic 
environment including through masterplanning 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. 
In conclusion, Historic England considers that the Kington Draft Neighbourhood Plan 
exemplifies “constructive conservation” and constitutes a very good example of 
community led planning. All those who have clearly worked extremely hard in drafting 
the Plan are to be congratulated on the end product”. 
I hope you find this advice helpful. 

Yours sincerely, 

Peter Arnold 
Business Manager 
peter.arnold@HistoricEngland.org.uk 

THE AXIS 10 HOLLIDAY STREET  BIRMINGHAM  B1 1TF 

Telephone 0121 625 6870 

HistoricEngland.org.uk
 

Historic England is subject to both the Freedom of Information Act (2000) and Environmental Information Regulations (2004). Any 
Information held by the organisation can be requested for release under this legislation. 





















































































 

 

 

 

 

   
         
   

                
  

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Latham, James 

From: Ian Caney 
Sent: 01 August 2018 21:48 
To: Neighbourhood Planning Team 
Subject: Fw: Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan: 200 New Houses? 

Attention James Latham 

Dear James, 

Please add this copy email to my information pack already in your possession, linked to the Regulation 16 
Consultation. 

Thank you. 

Kind Regards, 

Ian Caney 

From: Ian Caney 
Sent: 02 October 2017 10:39:22 
To: clerk@kingtontowncouncil.gov.uk 
Subject: Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan: 200 New Houses? 

Dear Clerk, 

I have just viewed the Summer 2017 edition of the Kington Chronicle and the article concerning the Kington Area 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

"Will Kington expand by 200 houses? Er, no."...... 

The content then minimises the effect of the Neighbourhood Plan as if it will not happen due to the state of the 
Kington sewers. 

It does not take into account the residents with properties near to the major "identified" sites which will be blighted 
owning to the fact that the sites will be listed if passed for everyone to see. This is a major disadvantage to the 
affected homeowners. The comments belittle their anxiety and concern. 

I see no benefit or advantage in Kington Town Council identifying the major sites for 100+ dwellings. In my opinion 
it would be better leaving the decision to market forces with developers deciding in the future whether the project 
would be viable or not. At least then, any decision could be made in the future and not have the present situation of 
homeowners having their properties blighted by the Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan. 

It seems a ridiculous waste of time and money to "identify" major sites which do not have a proven demand and are 
unlikely to be developed because of the financial costs involved. It is understood such mass development could not be 
built for 10-15 years because improvements need to be made to infrastructure. By that time other suitable site may 
become available for consideration. 

I understand that no Councillors are affected by the main identified sites, it could be construed that personal interest 
protection is being promoted in this policy. 

How many of the Summer 2017 edition Kington Chronicles were printed and distributed? I am obviously interested in 
the Neighbourhood Plan procedures and only became aware of the publication at the Goulash event in September at 
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the Market Hall. 

Finally, I would congratulate all those involved in the Kington Walks programme. We thoroughly enjoyed our walks 
and events which were well organised and are a positive influence on Kington in bringing visitors to the town to enjoy 
the beautiful scenery.  Well Done. 

Money spent on the Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan could well have been put to greater effect in "identifying" 
other projects to encourage visitors to come to Kington and improve appearance of the decaying High Street. 

Ian Caney, 

Sent from my iPad 

Sent from my iPad 

2 



 
                               

                                       
                                   
                             

 
                               

 
 
                                    
         

 
                                        

 
                                   
                                 

                                             
                                       

 
                                       
                                     
                                       
 

 
                                     
                                         

                                 
 
                                   
 
   

 
                                         
                                   
                               

 
 
                               
                                   
                                               
   

Latham, James 

From: Ian Caney 
Sent: 26 October 2018 10:53 
To: Latham, James; Neighbourhood Planning Team; ldf 
Subject: KINGTON NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN CONSULTATION PERIOD. 

Although I'm aware of the current consultation period for the Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan reaching Regulation 
16, it appears that the vast majority of Kington residents are not. This includes members of the Chamber of Trade 
and more importantly residents of Kington Park and vicinity who will be greatly affected by the proposed outlying 
plan which did not receive a majority vote for a large development by the public. 

Is the publicity notification for this Consultation Period the responsibility of Herefordshire Council or Kington Town 
Council? 

The letter from Richard Gabb, Programme Director Growth, is hardly eye catching and displayed in four places not 
near to the affected areas. 

1) Old Police Station Notice Board: This is not on a main thoroughfare and hardly any pedestrian would pass this 
building. 
2) Market Hall Notice Board: There is nothing to draw attention to this important consultation and differentiate it 
from normal Council notices. I would estimate that very few people would pass to read these notices. 
3) Co‐Op Car Park Area Lamp post: At least this is in a pedestrian footfall area, but when I viewed the blue plastic 
holder containing the letter, it was folded over displaying the blank reverse side. This would not draw anyone to the 
notification. 
4) Sally's Pantry Lamp post: the same blue plastic holder on a very narrow stretch of pavement with double yellow 
lines on the road. Most pedestrians would be on the opposite side wider pavement being a shorter walk into 
Kington. Any customers to Sally's Pantry would also park on the opposite side and would be unable to see the 
notice. 

I was surprised that the Neighbourhood Plan letter was not shown on the Kington Park Residents Notice Board. This 
is placed near a children's play area and walk which will be greatly affected as the access to the proposed 100+ 
dwellings suggested by Kington Town Council is to be through this area creating serious road safety issues. 

I would ask for the lack of notification to be addressed for the remaining period of the consultation. 

Ian Caney 

I would have thought that notices would have been placed in shops, schools etc. I could not even see a notification 
in the Kington Library where the printed documents are anonymously placed on an upstairs corner table with other 
non related paperwork. There is no explanation and nothing to draw anyone's attention to this important 
documentation. 

Has the Hereordshire County Council Neighbourhood Plan contacted the Hereford Times and Mid Wales Journal and 
made them aware of this Consultation period? If this is meant to be a genuine "public" consultation period ‐ then 
the public have a right to be at least aware of it, and as such publicity material should be displayed in areas likely to 
draw attention. 
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J. & P. Turner 

Agricultural Merchants and Arrow Mills Garden Centre

Established 1801 

Arrow Mills, Kington, Herefordshire. HR5 3DU. 

Tel : (01544) 230536 


sales@arrowmills.co.uk www.arrowmills.co.uk 

12th November 2018 

KANP Regulation 16 Consultation 

With reference to the KANP consultation we believe that an opportunity has been missed 
which would have been of great benefit to the Town. We have not been consulted by the KANP 
on either their aspirations or our plans for the future. 

4.15 We are Kington’s oldest business, established in 1801, and still under the same family 
ownership. The present generation are hopeful of this family tradition continuing on into the 
next century with the arrival of two grandchildren. We are committed to the future prosperity 
and vibrancy of Kington and so are disappointed that we have not been consulted by the KANP 
(KANP Objectives 5 and 7), or included in their Kington Town summary section. We would refer 
the KANP to the Kington Town Regeneration Implementation study 6th July 1998 by Architype 
Environmental commissioned by the Kington Development Trust which says of our premises :‐
“the site could and should become a tourist attraction of regional importance” 
“the future of Kington is clearly linked to the future of the Mill” 
“There is no doubt in our minds that the Arrow Mill group of buildings could be a major catalyst 
for improving the fortunes of Kington” 

We started our Garden Centre in 2001, the year of Foot and Mouth which devastated the 

Agricultural Community, and it has been steadily growing. We are now looking at plans for the 

future, including the use of our Historic set of Buildings, increasing employment, and would 

have appreciated the opportunity of discussing this with the KANP. 

The Primary School and Little Orchard Nursery visit our Garden Centre and Animals to help with 

their education. We assist with the Kington in Bloom Competition and host the prize giving 

ceremony. We have hosted a Summer Festival in June for the past few years which has been 

very well attended. We are an integral part of the Kington Community so feel disappointed 

that we have not been involved in the Neighbourhood Plan, as local businesses should be. 

6.1 “Provide linked, circular safe cycling and walking routes around Kington and the wider 

area” One of the main wishes from any public consultation has been the desire for a riverside 

walk along the Arrow (Policy KG1 and KANP Objectives 1 and 6) and that opportunity was 

available to the KANP to achieve such a walking route if they had consulted us. 

KANP Objective 15. We have a 15KwH Micro Hydro system using our 19th Century Turbine so 

find it odd that the KANP have not been to see it or ask for our help in other projects. How will 

they provide support for schemes? When we host our Festival in June of each year we offer 

Mill tours and demonstration of our Hydro system. This tour is always oversubscribed and of 

great interest to the public. 

http:www.arrowmills.co.uk
mailto:sales@arrowmills.co.uk


                                  

                                   

                                   

                                   

 

                                
                                   
                                   
             

 
                                

                             
                                 

                               
        

                 
                  

                             
    

           
                       
                        
                    
                  
                   
 

                       
             

                                      
                             

                                 
                        
 
                               

                                 
        

 

                               

                             

                                     

               

                             

         

 
 

9.2.3 “It is a concern that the Conservation Area is currently on the national Heritage at Risk 

Register”. We feel that the KANP should have researched into why this is the case and put 

forward proposals to take it out of the at risk register. We have three listed buildings on site 

and all are in a good state of repair. Have the owners of the “at risk” properties been 

approached? 

Policy KANP KTC 1 ‐ Kington Town Centre. We are members of the Kington Chamber of Trade 
and note that the only meeting that a representative of the KANP came to was on 21st February 
2017 regarding traffic in the High Street (page 24 consultation). As far as we are aware that was 
the only discussion between the two groups. 

We are very concerned by the KANP KTC 1 ‐ Kington Town Centre policy in the Basic Conditions 
Statement as it appears to contradict itself and would cause problems. All deliveries for the Co‐
Operative store, Nisa and ourselves come via the High Street as well as all the Buses. 
(viii) every opportunity will be taken to seek an enhancement to the overall environment of the 
Kington High Street to: 
a. reduce congestion and improve safety for all users 
b. widen walking surfaces sufficient for all users 
c. provide safer pedestrian crossing points linked to lanes   behind the High Street and to the 
Primary School 
d. improve street appearance and amenity 
e. retain a route for buses and emergency vehicles in both directions 
f. improve vehicular visibility at junctions each end of the High Street 
g. provide clear definition of street surfaces for specific users 
h. provide for safer collections/deliveries along the High Street 
i. reduce traffic speeds and reinforce with traffic calming measures. 

“Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 12th December 2016 
316‐16 SUGGESTED HIGH STREET IMPROVEMENTS 

Cllr Fitton placed three different suggestions before members ranging from complete 
pedestrianisation to one way systems He thanked David Raven who had contributed to the various 
proposals. During the discussions on the vehicular use of the High Street, it was also highlighted that 
alterations to the Hergest Road junction with Church Street should be included 
RESOLVED. 
Members felt that a model with ‘Shared Space’ giving pedestrians priority over vehicles but that the 
traffic continues two way was the preferred option and it was hoped that the Neighbourhood Plan would 
consider Council’s preference.” 

During events in the Town that require roads to be blocked we have always allowed traffic, 

particularly emergency vehicles, to exit via our premises. We are concerned that if traffic is 

deterred from using the High Street, it will start using our road as a “rat run”. We should have 

been consulted as should other Traders in Town. 

We do not believe that the consultation process has been carried out according to the 

Neighbourhood Plan Regulations and Guidance. 

Yours sincerely, 

Simon J Turner 
pp. J. & P. Turner 



 
 
                       
 

 
 

 
 

      
         
         

                   
 
       

 

 

 
 
   

 
                               
                         

 
                 

  
 

                                   
 
                     

 
                             

                 
 
                                     

                 
 
   

 

 

 

Latham, James 

From: Powell, Michelle (Council) 
Sent: 04 October 2018 11:26 
To: Neighbourhood Planning Team 
Subject: RE: Kington Area Regulation 16 neighbourhood development plan consultation 

Hi 

I have read the NDP and I am happy with the contents. 

Regards 

Michelle 

From: Housing Development 
Sent: 03 October 2018 10:09 
To: Powell, Michelle (Council) <Michelle.Powell@herefordshire.gov.uk> 
Subject: FW: Kington Area Regulation 16 neighbourhood development plan consultation 

One for you 

From: Neighbourhood Planning Team 
Sent: 03 October 2018 09:52 
Subject: Kington Area Regulation 16 neighbourhood development plan consultation 

Dear Consultee, 

Kington Town Council, Kington Rural and Lower Harpton Group Parish Council and Huntington Parish Council have 
submitted their Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) to Herefordshire Council for consultation. 

The plan can be viewed at the following link: 
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/directory_record/3072/kington_kington_rural_and_lower_harpton_group_and_ 
huntington_neighbourhood_development_plan 

Once adopted, this NDP will become a Statutory Development Plan Document the same as the Core Strategy.
 

The consultation runs from 3 October 2018 to 14 November 2018.
 

If you wish to make any comments on this Plan, please do so by e‐mailing:
 
neighbourhoodplanning@herefordshire.gov.uk , or sending representations to the address below.
 

If you wish to be notified of the local planning authority’s decision under Regulation 19 in relation to the 
Neighbourhood Development Plan, please indicate this on your representation. 

Kind regards 

James Latham 
Technical Support Officer  
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M.J. Turner 

14th November 2018 
Dear Herefordshire Council, 

I wish to record my comments and objections to the Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan at Regulation 16. 

I trust that Herefordshire Council will decide to not proceed with an examination of this plan with all the 
problems, weaknesses and controversy over it. However, I hope that the Examiner will support an oral 
examination of this Plan if it goes to that stage. I believe that the Kington public deserve the opportunity of 
hearing the KANP committee answering the Inspector, as there are many major disagreements. 
Neighbourhood Plans are supposed to be the wishes of the Community but this Plan has not taken notice of 
the public, only relying on advice from consultants and pressure from Herefordshire Council to find sites. 

Please include my letter and email of 17.7.17 to the HCC Neighbourhood Plan team in the evidence as it also 
makes the point that this process has not been carried out according to the regulations. 

Why was the settlement boundary altered before the Plan had passed Referendum stage? Surely that was 
pre‐empting the decision? 

The consultation process has been deeply flawed in the case of Headbrook land. The public have never been 
asked directly whether they support the field as a housing site, or whether they want it designated as a LGS. 
Why was Headbrook Field (K10) not put on the questionnaire as a choice with the other housing sites? The 
public should have been given the opportunity to vote. The Locality guidance notes for Neighbourhood 
planners state: ‐ The results of the site assessment, and the preferred options should be shared with the 
community, to allow people who live and work in the area to have a say in the option that the core group has 
proposed”. I refer you to Planning Application number P181494/0 submitted to HCC on 23rd April 2018. This 
site should be allocated as a housing site as originally designated in the SHLAA report and as the KANP 
accepted up until 2016. 

Why were the Green Spaces not voted on separately as were the housing sites? There was never a choice 
between the Recreation Ground and Headbrook Field which was not actually named although the Steering 
Committee say that it was under River Meadows. How did the public know? The public were never told that 
if development took place on Headbrook there would be Public open Space, a Riverside walk and benefits to 
the wildlife provided as part of the scheme. Throughout this process the question has never been asked 
directly whether the public want Headbrook designated as an LGS. In fact, there were several comments that 
the field would be ideal for development. The Consultants to the KANP questioned the LGS designation. The 
Local Green Space designation for Headbrook should not be allowed as the Field does not fit in with the 
regulations governing LGS(see below). There are many other better spaces in Town already, one of which 
opposite Headbrook they want to destroy. Further, I note that it may be possible to reconcile the aim of the 
designation with developing the land. Presently, the site does not enjoy public access. An important benefit 
of allocating this site for housing will be the creation and protection going forward of public open space 
which will help to contribute, in part, to the underlying aim of that element of the plan (Policy KG1 “make 
provision for green infrastructure and amenity space, including play facilities, community access to open 
space, and the linking of habitats into ecological networks within and surrounding the Town”. KANP 
Objective 1 and Policy KANP GI 1 refer to the same ideal.) The plan at 9.10 LGS states that “GS06 attracted a 
large amount of support” Where is this evidence? Page 58 of the Plan refers to “historically interesting 
buildings” on GS6 which is not the case. The proposed designation, LGS6, should be deleted from the NDP 
as it does not comply with national planning policy. 



                                         
                                           
                                     

                                   
                                 
                           
                             

                                         
                                 
                                   
                                   

                               
 
                                     

                               
                                       
   

 
                                     
                               

                   
                               

                                   
                             

                                     
                                                  

                                           
                                         
                                       
                                     
                                     

                             
                                               

                                       

                                         

                                 

                                       

                                         

                                     

                                   

                           

                                 

                                   
                                       
                                   
                         

 

 
 

What is going to be the monitoring process? What is the plan if the proposed housing sites do not come on 
as hoped? The Plan is obliged to find sites for 200 houses and even if the figures are accepted, there is no 
room for manoeuvre if one site fails to proceed. I have been told by former members of the Steering 
committee that from the start no‐one has liked the sites proposed but the KANP has felt forced into 
allocating sites by Herefordshire Council, or developers will build where they like. This is nonsense, as any 
Proposal will be scrutinized by Herefordshire Planning Officials and Committee who will only allow 
development in suitable places according to the Planning Regulations. Should the KANP have reserve sites 
listed? This draft plan is not in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan [ie. that it is 
too restrictive such that it will frustrate the realisation of the strategic policies of the development plan]. 
“Given the level of constraints in Kington, the delivery of housing over the plan period will be closely 
monitored. If this monitoring process indicates that it will not be possible to deliver the required level of 
housing, the Council will use appropriate mechanisms to address the situation in accordance with Policy SS3.” 

The Housing Consultants did not attend a public meeting or report to the Town Council or the KANP Steering 
Committee. The Working Party appointed in 2015 did not meet the Consultants, neither did landowners. The 
two members of the steering group were the only people in the Town who met and gave their opinions to 
the Consultants. 

There is a fundamental flaw with this process as far as a referendum, which could possibly be interpreted as 
infringing Kington Residents’ Human Rights. There should be a judicial review into how Kington People may 
have this plan imposed on them by the Rural voters. 
The Steering Group have not taken notice of Town Councillors, and others, having reservations on the 
response to the survey. 161 respondents out of 1500 = 10.7% which could be repeated at a Referendum. 
Kington Rural and Lower Harpton achieved 58 replies from 284, Huntington 51 replies from 89. 
The Kington Rural and Huntington residents appear to be happy with their plans so we can assume that most 
if not all will support the plan. This could be the 109 from the survey up to 373 if all turned out. If the same 
number turned out in the entire area in a Referendum as replied to the survey that would be a total in the 
Plan Area of 270 meaning that a simple majority of 136 would win the vote. This leaves us with the situation 
where it would leave only 27 Kington Residents voting for the plan to carry the day against the 136 who 
would need to turn out and vote against. There are 14 Town Councillors plus the other member of the 
steering group leaving it requiring the group to persuade only 12 people to vote for it. This situation appears 
very heavily weighted against Kington Residents who would then have this Plan forced upon them. 
This KANP is not talked about in the Town and if you walk up the High Street and ask people about it there is 

very little response apart from the negatives. I have not spoken to anyone who has read it, let alone agree 

with it, and that includes Councillors. It has taken five years for the KANP to get to this point and the 

residents of Kington have just got fed up and totally disinterested, particularly when they see that their 

views are always ignored. The publicity for this 6 week consultation has been very poor, I only saw 2 notices 

in Town, both of which were bent over in the wind and rain, and neither in a position where someone could 

safely stop and read. Neither the Main Town Notice Board on the Market Hall or the noticeboard at Kington 

Park, or any of the usual shops where people normally look for information, had a poster. I respectfully 

suggest that you come to Kington and walk about, asking people about the KANP. 

A questionnaire that only involved 10.7% of the population of Kington cannot be said to be representative. 

The KLAP survey of 2013, distributed to 1420 Households had 453 replies and a large number of volunteers 
helping with the process. At one of the last meetings of the KARP on 6th February 2013 there were 11 
present with 5 apologies. Volunteers of KANP have resigned over the last 5 years leaving only three regular 
members of the steering group. This clearly shows how public involvement has dwindled. 



     
                                 
               
                               

                                 
         
                                   
                               
         

 

     

                                 
                               

                                     
               

         
                             
                                 
                                       

                               
                                 

               
                       
                                 
      
                             

 
                   
                           

                   
                                     
                   
                       
                       
                           
 
                
                       
                                          
                                

                                   
                               
                                     

                           
                                        
                                     
                             

                                     
                                 
                           

Scoping Report 2014 
“Kington, Kington Rural and Huntington Group NDP should be informed by the findings of the SHLAA” 
“The Study reveals that within the Kington area…. 
Extensive under provision of parks and gardens • Extensive over provision of natural and semi‐natural green 
space • Under provision of amenity green space and average provision for outdoor sport • Average provision 
for children and young people” 
The KANP have ignored the findings of the scoping report by designating more Green Space but not more 
amenity green space. Developing Headbrook field (K10) would help bring forward the hopes of the Scoping 
Report in providing amenity space. 

Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 
“If the policies and proposals are to be implemented as the community intended a neighbourhood plan needs 
to be deliverable. The National Planning Policy Framework requires that the sites and the scale of 
development identified in a plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that 
their ability to be developed viably is threatened.” 
Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 41‐005‐20140306 
The National Planning Policy Framework states that: To be considered deliverable, sites should be available 
now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing 
will be delivered on the site within five years and in particular that development of the site is viable (NPPF 
Footnote 11) and To be considered developable, sites should be in a suitable location for housing 
development and there should be a reasonable prospect that the site is available and could be viably 
developed at the point envisaged. (NPPF Footnote 12) 
The Government site states:‐ “Must a community ensure its neighbourhood plan is deliverable? 
If the policies and proposals are to be implemented as the community intended a neighbourhood plan needs 
to be deliverable.” 
The sites chosen by the KANP are not all deliverable as described in the Regulations 

The KANP sites as proposed will not deliver 200 houses. 
“The following sites have been allocated in the KANP as shown on Plan 1: 
• K1 – Land on Greenfield Drive, 2 dwellings 
• K2 (3) – Land to the Corner of Llewellin Road and Garden Close, 4 dwellings and garages 
• K3 (5) – Site off Victoria Road,10 dwellings 
• K4 (8) – Old Wesleyan Chapel, Crabtree Lane, 10 dwellings 
• K5 (9) – Field adjacent to Mill Street, 15 dwellings 
• K6 (12) and K7 (13) – Land South of Kington, 100 dwellings” 

K1 is already classed as an infill site. 
K2 should be kept as an open space and availability is unsure. 
K4 Old Wesleyan Chapel, 10 dwellings. I find it strange that the KANP are proposing 4 houses and 6 flats in 
this building when Kington Town Council have always been against more flats in Kington. I cannot 
understand how they also say that this building can be demolished. Has this been discussed with the listed 
Buildings Officer at Herefordshire Council as the Chapel is an important Kington Building? There is planning 
history of over 10 years on this site without anything being progressed, so how can this site be deemed 
“deliverable”, or indeed viable? These properties would not have any Parking or garden area. 
K5 Field adjacent to Mill Street, 15 dwellings. The KANP say that a new access road will be required without 
any detail how this could be secured. There are also problems with ownership and tenancy rights. I do not 
believe that this site is deliverable or viable. This is also in the Conservation Area. 
K6 Land south of Kington, 100 dwellings. This land also requires an access road and the KANP propose this 
through an established Public Open Space and against the wishes of all the local residents. This goes 
completely against all the KANP’s assertions that they want Green Spaces preserved. Herefordshire Council 



                                 
                               

             
 
                       

                         
                               
                             

             
 

                                     
                               

                           
                               
       
                              

                             
                                 

                   
                                       

 
                               
       
                             

                           
     

                                 
                         

                           
               

 
                                 
                   
                                
                 
                    

 
                                     

                           
                             
                                   

                               
   

 
         

                                     
               

                       
         
                                    
                                   
                                       
                                       

       

have already refused an access road over this land in 2009 (Application DMNW/092216/F) and there is a 
restrictive covenant which prevents any use other than Public Open Space. The KANP should explain how 
they conclude that this site is “deliverable”. 

The House of Commons Neighbourhood Briefing paper Number 05838, 12 October 2018 states:‐
“Neighbourhood plans should consider providing indicative delivery timetables, and allocating reserve sites to 
ensure that emerging evidence of housing need is addressed. This can help minimise potential conflicts and 
ensure that policies in the neighbourhood plan are not overridden by a new Local Plan” 
This is not done by the KANP 

“Where a parish or town council chooses to produce a neighbourhood plan or Order it should work with other 
members of the community who are interested in, or affected by, the neighbourhood planning proposals to 
allow them to play an active role in preparing a neighbourhood plan or Order.” 
The KANP have not worked with the community, rather with Council Officials and Consultants against the 
wishes of the people. 
Paragraph 183 of the Framework affords communities direct power to develop a “shared vision.” Taking 
into account representations received during the Regulation 14 Consultation period, it is apparent that, with 
specific regard to the proposed allocation of development land South of Kington, there are members of the 
local community who consider public consultation to have been insufficient. 
Given the above, there must be concern that the proposed land allocation is not the result of a shared vision. 

I would also expect HCC or the Examiner to check that the Forum complied with section: ‐
(7)A local planning authority— 
(a)must, in determining under subsection (5) whether to designate an organisation or body as a 
neighbourhood forum for a neighbourhood area, have regard to the desirability of designating an 
organisation or body— 
(i)which has secured (or taken reasonable steps to attempt to secure) that its membership includes at least 
one individual falling within each of sub‐paragraphs (i) to (iii) of subsection (5)(b), 
(ii)whose membership is drawn from different places in the neighbourhood area concerned and from 
different sections of the community in that area 

“2013 A Steering Committee set up with representatives nominated by each of the 3 Councils October 2013. 
Terms of reference for Steering Comm agreed by each Council” 
What were the terms of reference? What is the Constitution and has the Group followed it?
 
There should have been a quorum set for meetings.
 
The Regulations state: ‐ “(d) it has a written constitution”
 

The Plan is the idea of two people who have pushed it through regardless of public opinion. They have
 
misinterpreted the consultation answers, particularly on Green spaces, and ignored the feelings from public
 
meetings and the public exhibition notes. They have instead followed advice from Consultants and Council
 
Officers, none of who live in Kington. The HCC guidelines clearly state: ‐“It is essential that the content of
 
your Neighbourhood Development Plan represents the views of the wider community, not just those of the
 
project group.”
 

KANPlan QUESTIONNAIRE asked the question :‐

“Q5 Do you think the Green Spaces along the Arrow and Back Brook river corridors in Kington should be 
protected from development? (see map on page 2)” 
This is clearly a leading question and should not have been included. 
Planning Aid England guide says :‐
“There are a number of points you need to bear in mind when developing a questionnaire: ensure the 
questions are clearly written and are not leading (i.e. the question does not contain the answer you are 
seeking or a view you would like confirmed). For example, ‘do you think open space is important’ is a leading 
question as it is unlikely that the respondent would say no. The question ‘are you able to access open space’ 
may be more appropriate.” 



                             
                                     
                                   
               

 
                                 

                                           
                               
                   

                                 
                           

 
                             
                             
                                   

                                   

                                           

                                     

                                     

                                   

   

                           

                             

                           

                           

                           
                       

                                      
                 

                                
                             

                                     
           

              
                     
                              
                                    
                 
                          

            
                        

                                      
           
                                                              

 
                                  
                                 

                               
                                     

                                     
                                 

Aecom Locality guide says :‐ “Questions shouldn’t be leading or ambiguous in their meaning, for example, 
the question should not contain a view that the QB would like confirmed. An example of a leading question 
would be ‘Do you think open space is important?’ as most respondents would answer yes to this question 
(and therefore not take you much further forward).” 

The HCC guidelines state: ‐ “It is important to ensure that the community supports the draft vision and 
objectives for the area as this will set out the overall aims of the plan and remit in which policies will emerge. 
Following this consultation, any necessary amendments should be made to the vision and objectives prior to 
developing the detailed content of the Neighbourhood Development Plan. “ 
No amendments were made to the plan after representations made. It was also clear from the Public 
Exhibition and meetings in 2017 that the Community did not support the draft vision. 

The Forum for Neighbourhood Planning states:‐ “Most groups and committees have 10 – 15 members whilst 
many others establish smaller working groups for particular issues such as housing or green space.” 
According to the regulations the Group should consist of a minimum of 21 members. The KANP has never 

had anything like this number‐ see table below. Was there a quorum number set for meetings? The CPRE say 

“You may find it helpful to set up a Neighbourhood Plan project group. If you decide to do this, try to ensure 
that the project group includes a wide range of views, skills, knowledge and experience. A good size for a 
project group would be between five and ten people. Their job will be to oversee the process and preparation 
of your Neighbourhood Plan”. The KANP had usually 2 or 3 people, none from business or commerce or 

young people. 

Also, the regulations say that “The Local Planning Authority must consider whether the prospective 
neighbourhood forum has secured or taken reasonable steps to attempt to secure membership from each 
category and from different places and sections of the community in that area.” 

Can Herefordshire Council confirm that they are happy with the makeup of the group? 

A statement which explains how the proposed Neighbourhood Forum meets the conditions contained in 
Section 61F(5), Schedule 9 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
“(5) A local planning authority may designate an organisation or body as a neighbourhood forum if the 
authority are satisfied that it meets the following conditions— 
(a) it is established for the express purpose of promoting or improving the social, economic and 
environmental well‐being of an area that consists of or includes the neighbourhood area concerned (whether 
or not it is also established for the express purpose of promoting the carrying on of trades, professions or 
other businesses in such an area), 
(b) its membership is open to— 
(i) individuals who live in the neighbourhood area concerned, 
(ii) individuals who work there (whether for businesses carried on there or otherwise), and 
(iii) individuals who are elected members of a county council, district council or London borough council any 
of whose area falls within the neighbourhood area concerned, 
(c) its membership includes a minimum of 21 individuals each of whom— 

(i) lives in the neighbourhood area concerned, 
(ii) works there (whether for a business carried on there or otherwise), or 

(iii) is an elected member of a county council, district council or London borough council any of whose area 
falls within the neighbourhood area concerned, 
(d) it has a written constitution” I have not been able to find the written constitution. 

Local Green Space Designation. Can the KANP confirm that all the landowners whose land is designated as 
Local Green Space were contacted before the site’s designation as set out in the Planning Practice Guidance 
on Local Green Space. Can they show copies of that correspondence? (Ref Examiner’s report to Storrington 
NP). I received a letter from Kington Town council dated 9th May 2018 informing me that land in my 
ownership has been identified as LGS, notification for LGS 34. According to the Map this is land at Floodgates 
which is not under my ownership. I have not received a letter in regard to Headbrook land. 



         
                             
                                       

         
                                   

       
 
               
         
                           

                             
                                       

                                 
                       
                           
                               
 

                                
 

         
                                   
                                   

           
                  
                                 

                               
          
                
                
                              
                                
                  
                                 
                              

                             
                               

  
                           

              
        

                
             

                                         
                           

 
                
                                   
         

                           
                       
                           

 
 

Comments on Basic Condition Statement 
3.2 A Neighbourhood Plan will be considered to have met the Basic Conditions if: 
• it has special regard to the desirability of preserving any Listed Building or its setting or any features of 
Special Architectural or Historic Interest 
The KANP is not following this condition as they are promoting knocking down the Wesleyan Chapel, one of 
Kington’s iconic listed buildings. 

4. Conformity with National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
“Ensuring viability and deliverability 
173. Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and costs in plan‐making and 
decision‐taking. Plans should be deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in 
the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be 
developed viably is threatened. To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to 
development, such as requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other 
requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide 
competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be 
deliverable.” 
The KANP does not comply with paragraph 173 as they are proposing sites with severe constraints. 

paragraph 16 of the NPPF 
3.1 The Neighbourhood Plan must comply with the basic conditions set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B
 
to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as applied to neighbourhood plans by section 38A of the
 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.
 
This regulation states: ‐ Requirements to be complied with before proposals made or considered
 

4(1) Regulations may make provision as to requirements that must be complied with before proposals for a
 
neighbourhood development order may be submitted to a local planning authority or fall to be considered
 
by a local planning authority.
 
(2) The regulations may in particular make provision—
 
(a)as to the giving of notice and publicity,
 
(b)as to the information and documents that are to be made available to the public,
 
(c)as to the making of reasonable charges for anything provided as a result of the regulations,
 
(d)as to consultation with and participation by the public,
 
(e)as to the making and consideration of representations (including the time by which they must be made),
 
(3) The power to make regulations under this paragraph must be exercised to secure that—
 
(a)prescribed requirements as to consultation with and participation by the public must be complied with
 
before a proposal for a neighbourhood development order may be submitted to a local planning authority,
 
and
 
(b)a statement containing the following information in relation to that consultation and participation must
 
accompany the proposal submitted to the authority—
 
(i)details of those consulted,
 
(ii)a summary of the main issues raised, and
 
(iii)any other information of a prescribed description.
 
The KANP have not complied with section 2 (d) and (e) and all section 3 as they have totally ignored the
 
public feelings at meetings and not mentioned in the plan all of the objections.
 

“(2)A draft order meets the basic conditions if—
 
(a)having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State, it is
 
appropriate to make the order,”
 
The guidance states: ‐ “In some circumstances more detailed assessment may be necessary for particular
 
areas or key sites on which the delivery of the plan relies.”
 
This has not been done as two of the main sites have no access.
 



           
                               
                                     
                  

 
             

 
                                     
         
                         

 
                      
                             

 
                       
                       

 
                               
                           

    
                                     

                 
                            

                                       
                                 
                                 
            

 
                 

                                     
             
     

 
              
                                     
           
                                     
                           

 
                               

   
                                          

                   
 

              
                               
                 

 
               

                               
                       
             

Policy KANP GL 1 Green Infrastructure.
 
Good intentions but how will this be achieved without Headbrook development which is ideally suited to
 
support this Policy. The KANP knew of our proposal for a footbridge across the Arrow which would be a
 
major help for “creation of new paths and access”.
 

Comments on the Reg 16 consultation 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.” 
Then why have the KANP taken no notice? That is not Public involvement.
 

20th Sept 2014 public meeting ‐ “A path along the river Arrow”
 
Why was this not pursued as they knew that the Headbrook development will secure it?
 

30th October 2014. Public Meeting held in Kington. Main topic: The Environment
 
No mention is made of Headbrook Land as an important Green Space.
 

27th – 29th November 2014. Drop‐in Planning for Realຊ type event held in Kington Market Hall
 
“Most comments were on housing numbers, and possible locations. General desire to avoid large
 
developments”
 
“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”
 
“Headbrook meadow is a vital green space. Could this area become a public space?”
 
“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”
 
These comments clearly showed that people want access to the riverside which can only be achieved by 
some development. The KANP ignore this. 

30th November 2015 Special Meeting of Kington Town Council 
“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.” 
KANP ignored this. 

14th 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” 
Incorrect advice given to the KTC as Headbrook Field is not a wildlife corridor. If Development was allowed to
 
proceed then there would be the possibility of a wildlife corridor and public spaces.
 

14th July 2016 Special Meeting with residents of Kington Park, Old Eardisley Rd, Kingswood Rd and
 
Headbrook.
 
“Open to all members of the public” ‐ Not true as it was only advertised in those three areas. Owners of
 
other proposed housing sites were not told about this meeting.
 

February 2017 Meeting of the KANP Group
 
There was 3 members of the group including Rural, and one member of the public present.
 
This is not involvement and engagement of the public
 

18th April 2017 Meeting of Kington Town Council
 
“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” 
Again, the KANP have ignored this advice 



                               
                              
                                       
                         

           
 
       
                             
                             

 
                               
           

                                     
                    

                               
                           

 
                      
                          
                                       
                       
                            

                                           
                         
                 
                             
         

                       
                                   
       

 
          
                                   
             

                                   
         
                                             

                           
 

                                     
                       

                                   
                                

 
         
                     
                              

 
                                   
                               

                               
       

 
 

30th 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 Play Park Area. 
“Points raised included: *Not one person at the packed meeting on 14th July 2016 spoke out in favour of the 
proposed access route. Route is unsuitable as goes through already heavily used road.” 
Again, the KANP ignore public involvement.
 

July 2017 Library Exhibition
 
KANP state Riverside corridor through the town should be sustained by the designation of Greenspaces.
 
This policy will not help opening the riverside up to the public so is incorrect.
 

“The re‐draft of the Plan document will address many of the comments from the consultation period 
including those made at this meeting” 
The KANP have taken no notice of comments made. Also bearing in mind the 12% response rate for the
 
questionnaires how can this be called Public participation and involvement?
 
I have listened at a Kington Town council meeting where councillors were worried over the democratic
 
process with such a low turnout, especially if the same applied to a referendum.
 

KLAP survey results and KANP notes on consultations re Natural Environment
 
Green Spaces ‐ A lot of responses but not one mention for Headbrook Land.
 
Several post‐it note comments at the Exhibition are not included in this report. They all appear to be on the
 
same theme which the Steering Group obviously do not want to repeat here.:‐

“Take note, Oh sorry, You don’t do that!” (ref SHLAA landscape report on K12) 
“What is going to happen to the notes and objections raised here? Will they go on record, or be ignored like 
so many comments that have been made during this “Democratic” process to date” 
“What is the point of consultations when nobody listens?” 
“What consultations? The Questionnaire which appears to have been largely ignored or thee Public meeting 
which has been totally ignored” 
On the question Do you support the proposed Boundaries? “No” 
“Why have previous surveys been ignored in the preparation for this one. Have you “lost” the papers (and 
residents views previously expressed?)” 

KTC Meetings 30.11.15 & 14.12.15 
There are concerns over these notes not relating to the Minutes. Also refer to KANP Group meeting of 
13.10.15 and why they changed their mind?
 
Some dates appear to be incorrect: ‐The minutes of the KTC meeting 30.11.15 have the date of 2.11.15 on
 
the bottom of each sheet.
 
In the notes of the KTC meeting of 14.12.15 I find it strange that the wording is in bold type as if to
 
exaggerate the decision only two weeks after the previous meeting where they accepted some
 
development.
 
Paragraph 15 in the Audit trail then contradicts this version of the minutes. “Concerns raised again on K6 and
 
K10. Both in flood zone 2, except for small areas on both”
 
Paragraph 20 in the Audit trail on KTC meeting of 18.4.17 then says “Cllrs raised concerns again about
 
allocating any of K10 (Headbrook)”. This does not tally with the KANP consultation notes as above.
 

KANP Housing sites audit trail 
“SC had information that an application might be made on (i)” 
The SC met with us twice and knew definitely that an application was being prepared. 

The letter form the Kington Park Residents Association of 30th May 2017 clearly states the public unease with 
the consultation process and how the wishes of the meeting and indeed the questionnaire, have been 
ignored. The two people who are the KANP have persistently ignored any comments and carried on 
regardless with their ideas. 

http:14.12.15
http:30.11.15
http:13.10.15
http:14.12.15
http:30.11.15


       
                                   

       
                                     

                     
 

   
                                 
                                    

                                    
               

                             
                                     
   

                                         
                                   
                             

 
                              

                           
                
             

 
                     
                                         
                                 
                               

                                     
                             
                                 

                     
                                               
                               
 

 
                         

                             
                               
                               

                               
                             
                                       
   
                                   

           
                           
                                 

                             
                                     
       

                                 
                               
                               
                     

Kington Chronicle Special Edition
 
The KANP are overstating the facts by saying in Policies on Green Space: ‐ “The public’s strong support for
 
protecting all these spaces”
 
This is not true as the public were not asked to differentiate between various Green Spaces. For example, it
 
is obvious that no‐one would want development on the Recreation Ground.
 

Summer Questionnaire.
 
The Questionnaire was sent to 1500 households and only had 161 respondents = 10.7% response, not 12%
 
as KANP document. (Compared to Kington Rural which had a 58% response rate) They then say at the
 
meeting “if not ticked then assume you have not approved”. This then could also apply to the 1339
 
households who did not respond to the survey.
 
72 people thought K12 & K13 suitable = 45% yes, 55% no, a majority against.
 
Unfortunately, the public were not asked to vote on Headbrook, but even so 8 people mentioned it as a
 
development site.
 
Bearing in mind the result of this survey and the letter from Kington Park along with the feeling of the public
 
meeting, why did the KANP not look at other sites such as Headbrook? The Neighbourhood Plan process is
 
supposed to be what the people want, not just the two people on the SC.
 

Herefordshire Council Development Management comments. “Is there a need for all of the Green Space?” 
KANP reply “Extensive discussions at Town Council meetings and in public consultations about designations 
of LGS (see consultation paras of section 9.10)” 
This is not correct regarding Headbrook land. 

HCC have concerns on K3 K5 K6 K8 K9 being deliverable. 
K12 & K13 they say “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 I 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.” 
HCC say on Green spaces “The majority of these seem to fail the tests of paras 76 and 77 of the NPPF as they 
are extensive tracts of land໋…..The list seems unnecessarily extensive and should be re‐assessed to have real 
value.” 

Paragraphs 76 to 78 NPPF set out national policy on Local Green Space: 
“76. Local communities through local and neighbourhood plans should be able to identify for special 
protection green areas of particular importance to them. By designating land as Local Green Space local 
communities will be able to rule out new development other than in very special circumstances. Identifying 
land as Local Green Space should therefore be consistent with the local planning of sustainable development 
and complement investment in sufficient homes, jobs and other essential services. Local Green Spaces should 
only be designated when a plan is prepared or reviewed, and be capable of enduring beyond the end of the 
plan period. 
77. The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open space. The 
designation should only be used: 
‐ where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves; 
‐ where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local significance, 
for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), 
tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and ‐ where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an 
extensive tract of land. 
In his Report of 29 October 2014 on the Backwell Neighbourhood Plan Examination, Mr McGurk began by 
observing that Local Green Space is a “restrictive and significant policy designation” equivalent to Green Belt 
designation. He held that “it is essential that, when allocating Local Green Space, plan‐makers can clearly 
demonstrate that the requirements for its allocation are met in full.” 



                                       
                                   
                                   

                                   
                               
                          

 
                               
                             

                             
                               
                                 

                                 
                                   
               

                                   
                                     

                                   
                                        
                               
 

 
                                 
                                 
                               

 

                   
                           

               
 
                                  
                                     
                               
                                           
                                     

                             
                           

                                 
                                 
                 
                 

 
                                
                                       
             
                             

 
                                          
                                     
                                     

       
             

There is no ‘threshold’ in terms of size which defines what would, or would not, fall to be considered as
 
‘extensive tract of land’. In this regard the conclusions of other Examinations of NPs are of assistance: (i)
 
Sedlescombe NP – Street Farm being the size of “several full size football pitches” at 4.6ha was considered
 
extensive [Appendix I], (ii) Alrewas NP – two sites of 2.5ha and 3.9ha considered to be extensive [Appendix
 
D], (iii) Tatenhill NP – sites of 9.2ha and 4.3ha considered to be extensive [Appendix J].
 
The Headbrook Land designation fails these criteria to be labelled Local Green Space.
 

John Amos states “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 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 Kington Town Council’s official record of the agenda and minutes of this meeting have no mention of
 
housing numbers or sites being discussed. In fact there were only five councillors present so it is unlikely that
 
a major decision would have been taken. Who had taken the decision to increase the numbers on various
 
sites? How were the public to know about these decisions as it was not on the agenda, not minuted and
 
there were no Steering committee meetings held after February 2017 when the housing sites were not
 
discussed.
 

D Benbow states “Sadly, much of this document feels like it comes from Herefordshire Council not Kington”
 
I agree, the entire KANP has been led by Consultants and Herefordshire Council. When Kington people have
 
had their say it has been ignored or as in the case of Green Space, misrepresented.
 

Comments on Reg 16 consultation document, regarding KANP replies to 
my letter submitted at Regulation 14 stage (I assume that this letter has been 

included in the evidence base for Regulation 16): 

Para 1. I wrote “We had two meetings at REDACTED in Novmber and December 2014 when you were 
made aware of our intention to submit a planning application on Headbrook which at that time was for 90 
houses in one phase. Your committee was in agreement for a staggered scheme, although you envisaged 
perhaps 30 houses as a first phase and showed us a map of your suggested area. We told you that we would 
progress the scheme. We held a public exhibition of the plans in October 2015 which was well attended and 
with apparent support. After a great deal of discussion with Herefordshire Planning Officials and the 
Environment Agency we subsequently submitted a pre‐application plan of which you were aware and 
received copies. We have since been working on a scheme taking into account Planning Officer feedback and 
are nearly ready to submit the application. We have not received any communication from you since 2014. 
Why have you not kept in discussion with us?” 
The KANP have had no discussion since with us. 

Para 2. I asked “Your committee minutes of 8.12.15 stated “the constraints need further investigation”. 
These investigations, surveys and inquiries take a great deal of work and time so it is very surprising that you 
have now decided to ignore them. Why?” 
They have never been back to us on this then, or now in this statement. 

Para 3. I asked “You say in the Kington Chronicle on page 1 in the article on 100 houses South of Kington: ‐
“In choosing this site we have been guided by a detailed consultant’s report which shows this is the best 
option in minimising the impact on our high quality landscape”. Please can you refer me to where they say 
this in their report?” 
They still do not answer this question. 



                                       
                                            
   
                                 
 
                                       
                                      

     
                                  

                            
 
                                      

 

                       

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

 
                                     
                                   
                         

 
                               

                           

                                   

      

                                       
                                   
                                         
                                 

                             
                                 
                                   
                                   

                                     
                                     

                             
                               

Para 4. I asked “Your committee minutes of 8.3.16 state £6000 awarded to AECOM to produce plan on K12 & 
K13. When was this decided, by whom, and why only on that land? Why did you not ask that they also look 
at K10?” 
If they cannot tell us the date how do we know that the site was already excluded? 

Para 5. I asked “Your committee minutes of 14.6.16 state “It was agreed that further public consultation of 
the draft plan… will be held in the autumn”. Also proposed in your meeting of 13.9.16. Why was this 
consultation never held?” 
The answer is that “Public consultation held in June 2017” I assume they mean the Exhibition and 
subsequent meeting where all present were against the Plan for one reason or another. 

Para 6: I sent a table with the attendance at the Steering group meetings showing the declining numbers 
present: ‐

Planning Group Meeting Date Committee incl Rural members Members of the Public 

10.3.15 6 1 

14.4.15 6 2 

9.6.15 7 1 

14.7.15 9 4 

8.9.15 6 1 

13.10.15 7 8 

8.12.15 6 0 

8.3.16 5 2 

10.5.16 5 3 

14.6.16 6 2 

12.7.16 5 1 

13.9.16 4 4 

11.10.16 4 3 

13.12.16 4 2 

14.2.17 3 1 

The fact that meetings were open does not show public involvement in this Plan as the above table proves. 
Where the public have been involved they have been ignored such as the survey result on the proposed 
large site and the meeting on the site being overwhelmingly against the scheme. 

The 11th November 2015 Public meeting in Kington on Townscape and Green Spaces attracted only 26 

people including Councillors and Consultants. There was disbelief at that meeting that the landscape 

consultant did not know the course of the River. The attendance does not show strong support or interest 

for Green Spaces. 

Para 7 I asked “In the original survey 92% said that remaining green spaces to have protected status, but 
this would refer to the Recreation ground, Greenfields and the School playing fields which are the areas that 
most people think of as the Town’s Green Space, and not to Headbrook field or indeed any other field next to 
the Town. Goldwater’s survey says of Headbrook ‐ “do not retain a wealth of biodiversity or archaeology”. 
Neighbourhood Plan Greenspace assessment of Headbrook Field (Site 6) states only 6 people surveyed said 
that this area should be protected. 34 respondents said Recreation Ground which supports my view. Where is 
the data that most people want the Headbrook field designated as Green space? What was the question in 
the Survey on Green Space? (The link on your web site to the survey does not work) “ 
I believe that the question that they are basing their case that it was “supported by majority in all 
consultations” is incorrect. The main thing that I would say that as all Green Areas were included in this 
question including the Recreation Ground that no‐one is going to propose development on it. Headbrook 
should have been given a separate question on its own, as they did with housing sites. 



                                          
                                      
                               
   
                      

                                 
                 

                                 
   

                                           
                                                     
                                 
   
               

 
                                             

                                   
                       
       

 
                                              
                                 

       
                                 

 
                             

 
                                    
                                  
                                    
                               

                             
 

                                   
                           

             
                                       
             

 
                                 

                                   
                                        
                                       
                                 

                                     
                     

                                 
                                 
           

 
                     

                                         
                                   

 

Para 8 I wrote “ I refer to the Kington Character Appraisal by your consultants in 3.03 IV8 from the Tanyard 
Lane and IV9 views from Headbrook West, these views are not affected by any development on K10. Why do 
you consider that development on K10 will affect the Landscape views around Kington when your consultants 
do not?” 
Where is this C Tinkler CMLI (2017) report to be found?
 
In Appendix 4. “Key Features of Kington Town including lists of Facilities, Open Spaces, Key Views and
 
Landscape Features Source: OHA Character Appraisal‐Kington Town 2015”
 
“There are numerous internal views: the following were identified as the main views that contribute to the
 
Town’s character:
 
IV7 Up and down Bridge Street IV8 From Tanyard Lane (East)
 
IV9 From Headbrook (West) IV10 Up and down Duke Street and Victoria Road
 
There are also directed views along the narrow roads, and especially the network of walled footpaths around
 
the Town.”
 
Why have you not gone with this report?
 

Para 9 I asked “3.5 “we have been guided by a detailed assessment of how the landscape impact can be 
minimized” Why did you not wait for the assessment of Headbrook land as you originally asked for? You 
knew that we have received pre‐application advice from Herefordshire Council on this.” 
They have no comment 

Para 10 I wrote “4.15 “The River Arrow and its flood plains are located to the south of the Town Centre” 
There is no flood plain near Kington. The flood plains are much further down the River at 
Eardisland/Monkland. Do you agree?” 
The difference of opinion is whether areas at risk of flooding can be classified as “flood plain”
 

Para 12 & 13 Agreed which makes the KANP stance even more baffling
 

Para 14 I wrote “14. Headbrook is within the original settlement boundary. The settlement boundary
 
was extended to include the land south of Kington at Town Council Meetings on 30.11.15 and 14.12.15.
 
Why was this done before the plan is approved? Official Minutes of 30.11.15 do not mention any discussion
 
on extending settlement boundary and at least two councillors in the discussion have interests in sites
 
discussed. Official Minutes of 14.12.15 do not mention any discussion on extending or agreeing the
 
settlement boundary:‐

“The Following sites were agreed for inclusion but at a lower density than 35 per hectare to mitigate
 
landscape impact. The figures in parenthesis are of capacity in relation to hectarage .
 
Site Capacity
 
K10 15 (24) (lower figure because of floodplain and impact of development on the landscape
 
and biodiversity of the river meadow corridor.)”
 

Councillor in the discussion has interests in sites discussed. K10 was recommended for 15 houses. Then in
 
the minutes of 4.1.16 when the Council confirm the minutes of 14.12.15 they add “by a unanimous vote,
 
area K10 was excluded as a potential housing site”. This could not have been the case as the total sites
 
agreed came to a total of 107. If the Headbrook site had been excluded the total would have been 92.
 
Councillors voting have interest in other sites. “It was agreed that former Councillor Bradbury’s full notes on
 
the meeting of 14th December could also be circulated to Councillors”. Is this normal practice to go by a
 
member of the public’ s notes rather than the official record?”
 
The reply does not answer this important question to the legality and justice of the decision making.
 
There were two Councillors present with a personal and prejudicial interest in the KANP who declared an
 
interest, but were able to vote.
 

“Council was invited to consider proposed changes to UDP Settlement Boundary” 
From my notes of the meeting The Mayor, who is also chair of the KANP, and Mrs Bradbury told them that 
they had to agree to this change as Herefordshire Council Officers had told them that it must happen. 

http:14.12.15
http:14.12.15
http:30.11.15
http:14.12.15
http:30.11.15


                                   
                                       
                                
 
                        
                           

                                   
                             

                                       
                                     

                                         
 
                                       
                                   

 
                                      

                  
                                           

                                 
                           

 
                                          
       
                                     

               
                                 
         

 
                                   
           
                 

 
                                 
                                   
                               

                                 
                             

           
 
                                  
                                   
                                     

           
           

 
                                           
                                         
                           
                               
 

             
 
 

Para 15 I wrote “9.4.29 “approximately a 10 minute walk from the High Street”. Why ignore the Headbrook
 
site which is much closer to the amenities and residents do not have to cross the road for the bus?”
 
It is one of many factors but an important one in the sustainability of a site.
 

Para 16 I wrote “9.9.2 states “The designation should only be used:
 
where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves;
 
where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local significance,
 
for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a playing field),
 
tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an
 
extensive tract of land.” I contend that Headbrook Field does not come under this category. Do you agree?”
 
The KANP reply does not understand this site at all. In no way does it meet the criteria as laid down.
 

Para 17 Difference of opinion. We believe that if development is allowed then this whole area will be
 
opened for public access as asked for in all the consultations. Undeveloped it does nothing for Kington life.
 

Para 18 I wrote “Appendix 1 ‐ How many respondents identified GS06 & GS26 as a local Green Space?
 
“Watermeadows north of Headbrook” ‐ These are in fact Meadows.
 
Kington KLAP Action Plan & Report on the KLAP Survey ‐ Link does not work on the website so I have not been
 
able to gain access to the information on the original survey. Where can I find it? “
 
No reply to these questions and the link still not working in October 2018 

Para 19 I wrote “Appendix 14 Flood Risk Zones.  ‐ The course of the River Arrow is shown incorrectly. Will
 
you correct it please?
 
This Map also clearly shows Headbrook development area being well out of Flood zones, so why are you still
 
describing it as being at risk of flooding?”
 
A detailed assessment has been made by our consultants with the Environment Agency, but the KANP have 
never asked to see it. 

Para 20 I wrote “Reference: ‐ “Kington Character Assessment” by Mark Owen. This is another link that does 
not work on your website. “ 
This link still does not work in October 2018 

Para 21 I wrote “Kington Town Council Meeting 30th November 2015 ‐ “KTC members strongly opposed to 
building adjacent to R Arrow, Headbrook Meadows”  ‐ The official minutes do not in fact state this, as the 
Council decided on some development with a “lower figure because of floodplain and impact of development 
on the landscape and biodiversity of the river meadow corridor”. Please clarify. Also why do you say 
“adjacent” as there will be a buffer zone for amenity use and a riverside walk?” 
Reply does not answer the question 

Para 22 I wrote “Kington Town Council Meeting 18th April 2017 ‐ “Councillors confirmed they wanted all 
spaces marked on maps to be designated greenspaces as integral to the Town”. Only 5 councillors present 
including one with an interest in other sites. This comment is also not recorded in the official Council minutes. 
Please can you clarify the record?” 
Reply does not answer the question 

Para 23 I wrote “I refer you to Martin Fitton’s interview on You Tube ‐ He says in the interview that AECOM 
came and advised them on sites and spent 2.5 days in Town. We did not meet them, or were informed of 
their presence, although they did recommend that Headbrook needed further study. Why was Headbrook 
then dropped even though AECOM thought that it could work and your committee were following their 
advice?” 
They still do not answer this question. 



                                           
                               

                               
                               
                             

                                 
                                   
                                       
  

                                 
         
                                   
               

                                     
                                         

                                   
                                         

                                   
                   

                                         
                

 

 
 

   
 
                                      
                                         

                                   
                                         

                       
 
                                       
   

                                 
                                 
                               

                               
                                   

 
                                       

                                         
       
                                 
                                         

 
                               
                             

                                   
                                 
                                     

                                        
 

Para 24 I wrote “Reference the Report of meeting to discuss the South of Kington Site for residents of 
Kington Park, Old Eardisley Road, Kingswood Road and Headbrook held on July 14th 2016 in Kington 
“Cllr Martin Fitton, Chair of the Kington Neighbourhood Planning Group explained the reasons for the two 
fields between Kington Park and Kingswood Road being identified as the most suitable location for the 
largest site. He recounted the advice that had been received from specialist planning consultants, architects, 
and a landscape planning specialist who had been engaged to assist the Planning Group to identify possible 
suitable sites. All the specialists had agreed that it was the location least likely to damage the landscape 
setting of the Town. He also explained why other sites that had been suggested had not been found to be 
suitable” 
“The specialist’s reports will be available on the website and at the main public consultation event expected 
to be held in October/November. 
Cllr Fitton also explained and identified green areas in the Town that will be proposed as protected green 
spaces on which no development will be permitted.” 
We were not invited to this meeting (Audit trail para 18 and KANP report of the meeting where only 
residents close to the scheme were invited and a notice was only put on Kington Park; The rest of the Town 
knew nothing about this meeting.) so did not have an opportunity of putting our views. The majority of 
people were against the access and yet that opinion has been ignored. I cannot find any line in any of the 
consultant’s reports that state “it was the location least likely to damage the landscape setting of the Town”. 
Please refer me to the reports where that is stated.” 
The KANP have taken no notice of the feelings of this public meeting or the survey where well over 50% said 
that they did not want a development there. 

Appendix 
Appendix 12 

4. “March 2015 SC agreed to a Working Party: one SC member and 6 volunteer residents to seek further 
sites.” According to the SC minutes there were 1 SC member and 5 residents on this working party and four 
of those are neighbours to the Headbrook Site and biased against it. This working party never met the 
Consultants and I can find no record of their reporting back to the SC or meeting again. It is noticeable that 
only the chairman met the consultants later that year to discuss sites. 

“K10 Land to the north of Headbrook; would result in loss of green space and have landscape impact on the 
Town. (24)” 
The Aecom report actually says “K10 – Land to the north of Headbrook – Further consideration (through 
discussion with the Local Planning Authority) should be given to access and the impact of new housing 
development in terms of loss of open green space and the landscape character of the area.” 
We have been following original SHLAA, KANP and AECOM advice in putting an application forward which 
will provide much needed housing while at the same time providing Public Open Space and a Riverside Walk. 

“Concerns raised again on K6 and K10. Both in Flood Zone 2, except for small areas on both, climate change 
needs to be noted as a long‐term factor; sites are either side of River Arrow that is a landscape feature and 
there are biodiversity issues.” 
They have rejected Headbrook Land on incorrect facts which originally, they asked to be discovered. Why did 
they not wait or ask for them? The EA map on page 26 clearly shows that land is outside flood risk 

22. “10.8.17 Kington Town members of SC met to review comments received during Reg 14 consultation.”
 
There are no minutes of this meeting available, also no details of who was present.
 
At the same time Carly Tinkler wrote: ‐ “1.1 In July 2017, I was commissioned to review and comment on
 
landscape matters in relation to the current draft of the Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan (NP). I was
 
instructed by members of the NP steering group. 1.2 At an informal meeting that I attended with members of
 
the steering group and their NP advisor in early August.” These meetings are not listed in the Audit Trail.
 



             
         
     

                                 
                                       

  
                                           

                                 
                

                                    
       

                                        
                                 
                               

                                 
                             
   

                             
 

                 
                                     
           

                       
               
                                   
                                     
             
                                 
                               

                                       
         

                                       
                                         
             

                                             
                                   

                                     
                     

 
               
     
                                 
                                

                                       
                                   
                                   

                                   
                                     
                                   

                
                                         

                          

Copies of Emails between MJT and KANP
 
Email from Claire Rawlings 11.08.2008 
Dear Mr Turner, 
Thank you for your email which expresses your concern that site HLAA/263/001 has been identified as 
available in 16‐20 years time. I will discuss this next week with my boss Mr Botwright on his return from 
leave. 
It is understood that as a landowner you are promoting the site and it is therefore available. The use of the 
word 'available' in our assessments takes into account site constraints and builds that into the timescale for 
when a site will be ready for development. 
The main site constraints identified relate to access, site integration and the fact it is identified as 
flood zone 2. 
A flood study was undertaken for the River Arrow in 1995. This study has been considered and rolled into 
an updated Strategic Flood Risk Assessment for the County. All potential housing sites will be fed through 
the SFRA. This may result in a review to the flood information contained within this study. 
Any information that you have regarding how the site will be accessed would also be helpful. 
I hope this is of assistance and I will contact you again next week. 
Regards, 
Claire Rawlings, Senior Planning Officer, Herefordshire Council, 

Email from Martin Turner to PDA Planning Consultants 22.10.2014 
I have had a meeting with Martin Fitton and Ros Bradbury, part of the steering group for the Neighbourhood 
Plan, and can report the following: 
Kington has to have 180‐200 houses over the next few years. 
The group would prefer a staggered build time. 
They have made an analysis of the potential sites in Kington and have identified the Headbrook field as 
having potential. They come up with a development of perhaps 30 houses, mainly on the west of the site. 
Public access along the river is important 
They are looking for well designed houses, the standard of houses on the Maesyderi estate horrified them. 
Giving the houses alongside Headbrook a breather space at the rear is an idea of theirs. 
The next stage is a Public Exhibition at the end of November when they are going to present their findings 
and gauge the public response. 
I told them that we have considered putting this land forward for many years and have been quietly working 
on the flood area and access. I told them that I have always been advised by a planning expert and waiting 
for the right moment to go ahead. 
The consensus is that a meeting with them and us would be beneficial, and I said that I was sure that you 
could come up with a proposal quite soon! They are available on Monday 10th November if that is 
convenient for you, at a time to suit you, possibly here. It would be useful if Communion Architects could 
attend as the design and layout is important to the group. 

Email from Martin Fitton to Martin Turner 3.11.2014 
Dear Martin Turner 
Many thanks for meeting us to discuss the possible allocation of your land for housing development. We 
look forward to further discussion with you as we develop our housing proposals in the Plan. 
The additional purpose of this note is to confirm that we now intend to make public our initial thoughts 
about the allocation of housing land. We propose to do this in a supplement in the November Kington 
Chronicle which will cover our various NDP policy proposals. At the end of November we will also identify 
the sites when we have an extended public consultation in the Market Hall where maps will be displayed 
showing various proposals. These Maps will identify the sites in general terms and we do not intend to be 
specific about numbers, density and type of housing, as this will require further discussion with you as we 
have already agreed. Nor will we identify ownership. 
I trust you are still happy for us to do this but let me know if it is a problem. 
Regards Martin Fitton 



               
   

                                       
                                   

                                    
                                     
                                        

                                            
 

       
       
                                     

                           
                                   
                     

                                   
                 
   

 
       
                                        

   
   

 
           

   
                                      

                               
                                     

                 
 

         
 
     

                                     
                       

                                   
                                 
                     

                                   
                   

                 
                         

 
           

   
         

                                     
                                     
                                   
                                         

 
                                       
                                         

Email from Martin Turner to Peter Draper 27.11.2014 
Hello Peter, 
I have visited the local plan exhibition and having seen it and having spoken to Martin Fitton and Ros 
Bradbury, I think it best not to exhibit our plans there. They have already received some adverse comments 
from neighbours and do not want to be seen to endorse our proposals by having them on display. 
I have suggested a further meeting with them on the morning of 10th December to show them our revised 
plan. They are still saying that they are in agreement with development on the site, but that it should be 
staggered. I told them that I did not know if that could be achieved in planning terms even if we wanted to. 

Email from Richie 29.11.2015
 
Hi Peter et al,
 
At 7pm tomorrow (Monday 30th) at OPS there is to be a Special Full Council Meeting to consider the
 
consultants reports on proposed housing sites in Kington. We Councillors have had printed papers.
 
We will also consider the "Green Spaces" proposals (I should have put links to Lewis Goldwater's reports on
 
the web‐site but I haven't found a moment to do this ‐ yet!).
 
I don't know how many "Members of the Public" will have noticed that this meeting is taking place ‐ let
 
alone been officially invited or informed of it directly.
 
Richie x
 

Email from Richie 29.11.2015
 
Phew: All links and documents are now up on the KANPLan website on the "Latest News" & "Information &
 
Resources" pages.
 
Visit: http://kingtonareaplan.org.uk/?page_id=13
 

11.08.17 MJT to Martin Fitton 
Hello Martin 
I was very interested to read the results of your recent survey which show a majority, 89/161 or 55.3%, 
against the large housing estate between Kingswood Road and Eardisley Road. I assume therefore that you 
will now be reconsidering your view on other sites, in particular the Headbrook land for which there were 18 
comments in support even without the site being listed. 

16.08.17 Martin Fitton to MJT 
Hi,
 
Thanks for this.
 
We are in the process of reviewing the Plan in relation to detailed written comments including yours and Mr
 
Drapers and the questionnaire responses and notes left in the library exhibition.
 
With regards to the questionnaire we'll need to consider a range of issues. For example does the low
 
response (about11%) show that the unresponsive 89% are broadly OK with the Plan and that of those
 
responding over 80% expressed support for the local green space identified.
 
Your comments and others and our response will be attached to the revised Regulation 16 Plan which we
 
expect will be ready by the first part of September.
 
I will be in contact again at that time.
 
Regards Martin Fitton: Chair KANPlan
 

16.08.17 MJT to Martin Fitton 
Hello Martin, 
Thank you for your reply. 
I think you are incorrect in assuming that the 89% who did not complete the questionnaire were broadly OK 
with the Plan. I believe you should consider instead that those people are against the whole idea. I remember 
that over 450 people replied to the earlier questionnaire and only 161 responded to this one. This clearly 
shows lack of involvement and interest. It would be very perilous to proceed with only 11% likely to vote in a 
referendum. 
There was not a question asked whether people wanted this Plan. It was also very telling at the recent public 
meeting in the Primary School that not one person stood up and said what a good plan it was. In fact, 

http:16.08.17
http:16.08.17
http:11.08.17
http://kingtonareaplan.org.uk/?page_id=13


                                   
                               
                             
 

                                
                             
                                   
                                   

                   
                                   
                                   
                                         
                                       
                                 
                             

                 
                                                              

 
 

                       
                     

                           
     

 

                         
                   

                                           
                                               
                                     

 
 

                     
                                           

   
 

                     
                               

               
                                       
            

                             
                                     
               

                                   
                                         
                                         

                                      
                                             

 

everyone who spoke was against it as were all the comments at the exhibition. The result of the 
questionnaire was that the majority of people are against your main housing proposal so I cannot 
understand how you are proceeding to the next stage as soon as September without fundamental 
alterations. 
The minutes of Kington Town Council's Environment committee on 17th July 2017 state "Concern was 
expressed that some members of the public misunderstood the purpose and nature of the Neighbourhood 
Plan.....It is to be stressed at the public meeting that those sites identified might be sites for future 
development , if there is demand in the future" This is misleading as according to the Herefordshire Core 
Strategy 200 house will be built in Kington before 2031. 
The questionnaire asked "Do you think the Green Spaces along the Arrow and Back Brook corridors in Kington 
should be protected from development?" The first thing to say is that Headbrook land is only a proposed 
Green space on the map on page 2 but the question does not make that clear. The question is then asked 
"Any other Green Spaces in Kington you think should be protected?" You did not ask if any of the Green 
spaces marked should not be protected. It is obvious that no‐one would object to the Recreation Ground, 
School Playing Fields or the Football pitch being protected so the question was very one‐sided. 
I still await your reply to my original representation. 
Best Regards, Martin 

Minutes of Meetings that are important to read in understanding chain of 
events and lack of public consultation and involvement. They also show 
that the Town Council did not have all the facts when considering the Plan 
at their meetings. 

KANP Group Meetings See table for attendance numbers (Never 21 as regulations state) 

Minutes of a meeting held on Thursday 19th September 2013 
3. Status of the Group After discussion of whether it should remain as a task and Finish Group or be a formal 
Joint Committee of the 3 Councils it was agreed to proceed with it as a T & F Group for the time being and 
that consultations take place on what would be required if it becomes necessary to set up a formal Joint 
Committee. 

Minutes of a Meeting held on 23rd October 2013 in Kington 
“There will be a need to set up sub groups to work on specific issues to which individuals with key skills can 
be coopted.” 

Minutes of a Meeting held on 24th March 2014 in Kington 
“CF. reminded the meeting that any Councillor may attend meetings of the Group but only persons
 
appointed by their Council are entitled to vote.”
 
“A list of people, with their contact details, who have offered to help, was collected. RC and CK were thanked
 
for their organisation and producing publicity.
 
It was agreed: a) to contact everyone who had made an offer of help”
 
“d) work groups should be set up on the agreed themes eg employment etc. with interim reports from the
 
groups by mid July. Action RB and MF”
 
It was agreed that fliers/short descriptions of NDP work and requests for volunteers to join the topic groups
 
be produced to be sent to: (1) All local groups (2) To be placed in prominent places eg pubs, shops, library,
 
schools etc (3) To be handed out via a stall on Kington Past day, fetes and similar events (4) Placed on
 
noticeboards etc (5) To provide the text for the Home Page of the Website. Action MF, RB and RC
 
It was agreed that there will be a meeting of all volunteers to discuss the work and to set up the Work
 
Groups”
 



                           
                                     

                                   
               

 
                             
                                     
                                 
                                         
 

 
                               

                                     
                               

   
                                         

             
 

                             
                             

                           
                 
                                     
                           
                                 
                     

 
                             

                                   
                                   
                                 
                         

 
                             

                                     
                                     

       
                                      
                                   
                         
                                 
                     

 
                             
                  

                                               
       
                               

                               
                                     

 
                                 

 
 

Minutes of a Meeting held on10th March 2015 in The Old Police Station, Kington 
“It was agreed that a Working Party of interested people should be formed and would meet to consider the 
suggestions made in more detail, to prepare a report for the Committee. Group to consist of: Ros Bradbury, 
Brian Brown, Ian Caney, Richie Cotterill, David Raven.” 

Minutes of a Meeting held on 14th April 2015 in The Old Police Station, Kington 
Kington Town Housing Site Group RB reported that the group had met and reviewed a number of sites in 
some detail, including several that one member had identified as possible for a small number. The next 
meeting to be held shortly will walk round some of the sites. It was agreed that Angela Rush could join the 
group. 

Minutes of a Meeting held on 8th September 2015 at the Old Police Station in Kington 
Sam Rossili who does not live in Herefordshire spent several hours in Kington with MF and RB who together
 
showed him all the identified possible development sites indicated on the map, including Hergest Camp and
 
its surrounds.
 
On 4th September MF and RB had met with LG, MO and CT in Hereford with SR in communication by phone.
 
Progress to date was described and discussed.
 

Minutes of a Meeting held on 8th December 2015 at The Old Police Station, Kington 
K6 and K10 both recognised as occupying important green spaces which should be protected from 
development, important landscape features; desirable to have public access to the river corridor; concern 
about the flood plain; the constraints need further investigation. 
K12, K13 and k14 general support for further investigation of the feasibility of using the sites to offer a 
unified scheme that would include facilities and landscaping. Carly Tinkler, the landscape consultant had 
made been present and gave her assessment: that although the sites if developed would be visible from 
some points it would be less intrusive location that most others 

Minutes of a Meeting held on 8th March 2016 at The Old Police Station, Kington 
MF reported that he, RB and Claire Rawlings had met the previous day with S. Riddle (Forward Planning 
/SLHAA) and Karla Johnson (NDP Support Officer) to review the list of sites identified for housing in Kington 
Town. Hereford Council expects KANDP to identify sufficient sites required under the Core Strategy so it is 
helpful to discuss the site selections with Council Officers and seek their views. 

Minutes of a Meeting held on 14th June 2016 at the Old Police Station, Kington 
It was agreed that since residents of Kingswood Road and Kington Park would be the most affected by any 
developments on K12, K13 and K15 there should be a special meeting for those residents to enable them to 
view the draft Masterplan. 
It was agreed to: hold the meeting on Thursday July 14th at 7.30 pm in the Burton Hotel ***** 
liaise with the Residents Committee of Kington Park, send a letter of invitation to the consultation meeting 
to every household of Kington Park, Kingswood Road and nearby households on Headbrook. 
It was agreed that further public consultation of the draft PLAN covering the whole neighbourhood area will 
be held in the autumn, probably towards the end of October 

Minutes of a Meeting held on 13th September 2016 at the Old Police Station, Kington 
Report on discussions with Officers from HC Forward Planning. 
MF and RB had met with officers to ask that HC provide advice as to suitability of sites K12 and K13 as well as 
KR1 at Lower Hergest. 
MF explained that HC has the responsibility of assessing whether the sites would be acceptable for 
development, using HC’s Strategic Housing Land Assessment criteria. If HC were to deem the sites unsuitable 
then it would be unwise to recommend them in the Plan because on Inspection the Plan would not be 
acceptable. 
The Committee felt that if possible consultation should be in November in a suitable location in Kington 



                             
                                       
         

                                           
               

           
 

                             
                               

                                         
 

                               
              

 
                             

                                     
 

 
                                         
       
               
                          
                             
                            

 
                                    

                                     
                         

                                  
                               
                    

 

       
                                     

                                      
                         

 

 
 

 
    

 
  

  
    
 
           

                               
                                     
           
                      

Minutes of a Meeting held on 11th October 2016 at the Old Police Station, Kington 
“MF reported that sections of the Plan are now being drafted and Clare Rawlings will be working on it during
 
the next couple of months.
 
It was agreed that a public consultation at a venue in the town booked for one week could take place in
 
February 2017. There would be wide publicity beforehand.”
 
This Public consultation never took place! 

Minutes of a Meeting held on 13th December 2016 at The Old Police Station, Kington 
MF reported that CR had suggested that he should meet with Herefordshire Council Officers to review 
progress and to set a schedule of work in 2017 with the intention of having a whole draft Plan prepared by 
Easter. 
A record of all meetings, consultations etc. needs to be compiled to provide evidence of community 
involvement to this stage; RB will draft 

Minutes of a Meeting held on 14th February 2017 at The Old Police Station, Kington 
MF reported that he and RB together with Claire Rawlings had met with HC Officer to review progress to
 
date
 

This appears to have been the last of the meetings. Perhaps because as there was only 3 present it was not
 
worth having any more?
 
Four main points come out of these meetings.
 

1. Very poor attendance, well below 21 as set out in regulations 
2. Two people appear to make all the decisions and do all the work 
3.	 Great reliance on advice from Herefordshire Council and Consultants. Where is the local
 

involvement?
 
4. Attendance rates get progressively less as the process went on to where at the last meeting it was 

only MF, RB & RW. How can they, after bringing points for discussion at the meeting, then vote on 
it? Surely there must be a quorum or at least other opinions expressed? 

5. A working party was formed in April 2015 but was soon disbanded. One member, Ian Caney, was 
listed in attendance at the following group meeting but at subsequent meetings was listed as a 
member of the public and not part of the discussions. 

Kington Town Council Meetings 
(Unfortunately, not the best start as less than half the Council turned up at what was supposed to have 
been a celebration of KLAP’s work. Shows very little interest even at this stage. Indeed 4 of the 6 
councillors present were at that stage the members of the NP steering committee) 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Wednesday 2nd October 2013 
2 members of the public present and 2 members of Kington Local Action Plan present 

PRESENT 	 APOLOGY 
Cllr. Ms C. Kibblewhite Cllr D East
	
Cllr. Mrs J. Reid (from 7.25 pm) Cllr. Mrs S. Williams
	
Cllr. Mrs R. Bradbury Cllr Mr J Atkinson 

Cllr. Mrs C. Forrester Cllr. Mr H. Jones 

Cllr. Mr B Widdowson Cllr. Mrs. E Rolls 

Cllr Mr M Fitton Cllr. Mr J. Ford 


Cllr. Mr T Bounds 
Cllr. Mrs E. Banks 
Cllr Mrs K Birchley 

188‐13 KINGTON LOCAL ACTION PLAN 
Members of Kington Local Action Plan presented their report together with the Action Plan for consideration 
of the Council. The members of Kington Local Action Plan were thanked for all the hard work undertaken by 
the group in producing their findings. 
The contents of the action plan was then discussed in depth. 

4 



 
                             

      
                                 

 
                                     

           
 

                       
                   
                             

                                   
        

                              
 

                                 
               
 

                       
           

                                   
     

          
               
                

 
    

                                   
                               

                               
                               
                   

 
                       
                     

               
                             

                           
                         

                                     
                                     

   
                                      
                           

 
                       
                       

                             
                             

                                   
                 

 
                                
                             

11 

RESOLVED 
� The Council recognises the considerable work undertaken by and accomplished by the Kington Local 
Action Plan group. 
� It recognises that the survey report published in June 2013 reflects comprehensively the views of the 
Community. 
� The Council recognises the draft Action Plan and will ensure that its points are discussed by and with 
relevant bodies and appropriate action taken. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 7th October 2013 
199‐13 TERMS OF REFERENCE OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING GROUP 

The Terms of Reference having been previously circulated were discussed. It was reported that the 
Neighbourhood Planning process would cost in the region of £15 of which the majority would be raised in 
the form of grants. 
RESOLVED That Kington Town Council agree to accept the extended Terms of Reference 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Tuesday 6th May 2014 and Meeting 5th May 2015 
5 councillors proposed to work on NP committee 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 13th October 2014 
CONSULTANT FOR THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING PROCESS 
This item was discussed at length; Members were supplied with a tabled report. It was explained that two 
consultants were required 
1. To deal with Planning 
2. To deal with the Local Green Space 
Two consultants’ quotations were obtained for both areas 

Planning Consultant 
Given our specific need for expert advice on the drafting of our planning policies so that they meet 
government planning guidance, and specifically, to maximise the local control we can gain through the NDP 
by focussed policy wording, and ultimately satisfy the Assessor to the Plan, we recommend the appointment 
of Consultant A because of her long and close involvement in preparation of strategic planning documents 
and her current involvement in advice to other NDP groups. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 1st June 2015 
112‐15 TO RECEIVE A REPORT IN RELATION TO THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

This was tabled by Cllr Fitton. 
Cllr Fitton also tabled an emergency request for the appointment of consultants for the 

Neighbourhood Plan, to provide landscape assessments, site biodiversity values and guidance on layout and 
sustainable architecture. Cllr Fitton explained that this was an extraordinary appointment, bypassing the 
usual procedures as the group had been awarded a grant, with a very short timescale for the spending of 
the money. Cllr Fitton requested a special meeting of the full Council on Monday July 13th to brief all 
members. 
RESOLVED It was agreed that Kington Town Council would hold an additional full Council meeting on 
Monday July 13th for a further update and full briefing on the Neighbourhood Plan. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 13th July 2015 
REPORT IN RELATION TO THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN FROM THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN GROUP 
Cllr. Fitton gave his presentation on behalf of the Neighbourhood Plan group (Kington Town). This 
presentation showed areas within the town boundary which could be considered for housing. He stressed 
that those areas were just identified areas, no emphasis was placed on where they were suitable or not, 
however any issues had been identified and recorded. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 7 September 2015  ‐ No mention 
Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 5 October 2015  ‐ No mention 



                       
           

                                    
                    

                                  
                             
                               

                                         
                                

                               
                                 

                               
 

 
                       
                       
 

                                 
                               
                             

         
                      

                               
 
                 
                               

      
                               

                                   
                               

         
                               
                                   
           

                                            
                                              
                                                  
                              

                                                         
                                           
                                              
                                                        

           
                                              

               
                                       
 
                                   

                         
             
                                 

                 
           

                                          

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 2 November 2015 
210‐15 TO RECEIVE QUESTIONS FROM COUNCILLORS 

Cllr Fitton: the next KNAP event is to be a Townscape Consultation event on November 11 with 
Mark Owen and Lewis Goldwater. Councillors were encouraged to attend. 

Cllr Fitton: requested a special Full Council meeting on 30th November, run jointly with the Kington 
Rural and Lower Harpton Group, and Huntington Parish Councils for the Neighbourhood Planning Group to 
present their draft proposal on planning sites and green spaces for acceptance by Kington Town Council. 

Cllr Fitton would like this to be a ‘normal’ Council meeting with public access at the same level as all 
Full Council meetings. A Public Consultation meeting would follow on from this at a later date. 

The Clerk clarified that Councillors from the Neighbouring Parishes could be invited to attend as 
members of the public, and make comments in that capacity. However, they would not have any voting 
rights and would need to have further discussion and any decision‐making at their own Parish Council 
meetings. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 30th November 2015 
215‐15 THE REPORT FROM THE CONSULTANT IN RELATION TO THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
Background 
A range of housing sites have been considered by our consultants and agreed by the NDP Steering 
Committee on October 13 for inclusion in the draft neighbourhood Plan. In an extensive discussion on 
November 30th Kington Town Councillors discussed further refinements to the list. This paper presents the 
revised list to take forward. 
The purpose of this paper is to seek Council guidance on 
•	 the proposed sites for housing and their capacity to be included in the draft Plan 

The Herefordshire Council Core Strategy and the Neighbourhood Plan 
The Neighbourhood Plan must conform to the Core Strategy which has now been adopted following the 
Examination in Public. 
Because the Plan Period began in 2011 completions and existing planning permissions, of which there are 
40, count towards the total. Therefore sites for 155 dwellings are now required. To meet this allocation the 
NDP Steering Committee considered 20 sites within the town. These sites were identified by the Steering 
Committee, community groups and landowners. 
The Proposed Sites. The attached map shows the location of all 20 sites reviewed. 
The following sites were agreed to be allocated with the maximum density of 35 dwellings per hectare, the 
density specified in the Core Strategy. 
Site Capacity 
K1 2 
K3 4 if flats/maisonettes 
K4 

Plot A 2 
Plot C 4 

K5 10 
K8 5 (chapel) + 4 (land) =9 
8.10pm Cllr. Banks left the Chamber 
K20 2 
8.17pm Cllr. Banks returned to the Chamber 

TOTAL 33 

The Following sites were agreed for inclusion but at a lower density than 35 per hectare to mitigate 
landscape impact. The figures in parenthesis are of capacity in relation to hectarage. 
Site Capacity 
K6	 15 (30) (lower figure because of flood plain and impact of development on the 

landscape and biodiversity of the river meadow corridor.) 
8.35pm Cllr. Laurie left the Chamber 
K9 12 (14) (lower figure because of flood plain, and access will have to be resolved) 



             
                                       

                 
                                    
                                    

                      
         
                
                                  

             
                                   

                             
                                 
                                   

    
                                 

     
                                     

 
                                 
                     
                                     
                             
                         
                   

 
                                   

 
                                 

 
                       
                         
 

   
     
                                 

               
  

                                 
                                   

                          
                                 

                             
              

                      
                               
 
                 
                               

                                   
                               

         
     
                     

9.10pm Cllr. Laurie returned to the Chamber 
K10 15 (24) (lower figure because of floodplain and impact of development on the 

landscape and biodiversity of the river meadow corridor.) 
K12 20 (35) (lower figure because of site topography and to mitigate landscape impact) 
K13 45 (72) (lower figure because of site topography and to mitigate landscape impact 

Total 107 
The following sites were excluded: 
K2 (Because of impact on existing green space) 
K7 (the landowner is not interested in development and the importance of the site for the agricultural 
economy strongly militates against change of use.) 
K11, K14, K15, K17. These sites were excluded because of their elevation or visibility and thus potential 
detrimental impacts on the landscape. In addition they would fall outside the proposed settlement boundary 
which is to be designated for the whole of the town as part of the NDP process. 
K16 May need further review because of access problems to Kingswood road; it is also outside the draft 
settlement boundary. 
K18 could provide encouragement for further development to the east of the A4111 main road which 
should be avoided. 
K19 would be adjacent to the new waste site and thus be at variance with national planning policy. 
Discussion 
With the 40 extant permissions and completions the identified sites provides a total of 180 dwellings though 
this could increase given further decisions on housing type and size. 
The proposals for K12 and K13 mean they would be the largest developments and for this reason we have 
asked our consultants to look more closely at potential landscape impact of the developments. Our 
landscape and townscape consultants (Carly Tinkler/ OHA Architects) have provided the attached further 
assessment of the sites in relation to the landscape context. 
Recommendation 
Members are asked to agree to take forward the sites and capacity figures to meet the housing allocation. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 7 December 2015  ‐ No mention 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 14th December 2015 
311‐15 FURTHER REFINEMENTS IN THE REVISED HOUSING SITES IN RELATION TO THE NEIGHBOURHOOD
 
PLAN.
 

Kington Neighbourhood Plan.
 
Following the meeting which took place on Monday 30th November where the group was tasked to further
 
refine the numbers allocated to the various sites.
 

Members were reminded that a range of housing sites have been considered by our consultants and agreed
 
by the NDP Steering Committee on October 13 for inclusion in the draft neighbourhood Plan. In an extensive
 
discussion on November 30th Kington Town Councillors discussed further refinements to the list.
 
This will then inform the drafting of the Neighbourhood Plan policies and be the basis for further
 
consultation with the community. The draft Plan that emerges will then be subjected to independent
 
examination and finally to the public referendum.
 
The purpose of this paper is to seek Council guidance on
 
• the proposed sites for housing and their capacity to be included in the draft Plan 

The Herefordshire Council Core Strategy and the Neighbourhood Plan 
Because the Plan Period began in 2011 completions and existing planning permissions, of which there are 
40, count towards the total. Therefore sites for 155 dwellings are now required. To meet this allocation the 
NDP Steering Committee considered 20 sites within the town. These sites were identified by the Steering 
Committee, community groups and landowners. 
The Proposed Sites 
The attached map shows the location of all 20 sites reviewed. 



                                   
           

                                            
                                              
                                                  
                              

                                                         
                                           
                                 
             

                                              
                                                        
                        

           
                                              

                 
                                       
                                   

                         
             
                                  

           
                                          
                                       
             
                                    
                                    

                      
 

                                 
                     
                                     
                             
                         
                   
                                     

                         
 

                       
                                   

           
                                 
                           

                                     
 

                                 
                                 

               
                                 
         

 
 
 
 

The following sites were agreed to be allocated with the maximum density of 35 dwellings per hectare, the 
density specified in the Core Strategy. 
Site Capacity 
K1 2 
K3 4 if flats/maisonettes 
K4 

Plot A 2 
Plot C 4 

This site was discussed and it was suggested that further evaluation should be undertaken before a final 
decision could be made on this site. 
K5 10 
K8 5 (chapel) + 4 (land) =9 
It was agreed that the maximum should be 9 in whatever configuration. 
8.10pm Cllr. Banks left the Chamber 
K20 2 
8.17pm Cllr. Banks returned to the Chamber 

TOTAL 33 
The Following sites were agreed for inclusion but at a lower density than 35 per hectare to mitigate 
landscape impact. The figures in parenthesis are of capacity in relation to hectarage. 
Site Capacity 
K6 15 (30) (lower figure because of flood plain and impact of development on the landscape and 
biodiversity of the river meadow corridor.) 
K9 12 (14) (lower figure because of flood plain, and access will have to be resolved) 
K10 15 (24) (lower figure because of floodplain and impact of development on the landscape 
and biodiversity of the river meadow corridor.) 
K12 20 (35) (lower figure because of site topography and to mitigate landscape impact) 
K13 45 (72) (lower figure because of site topography and to mitigate landscape impact 

Total 107 
Discussion 
With the 40 extant permissions and completions the identified sites provides a total of 180 dwellings though 
this could increase given further decisions on housing type and size. 
The proposals for K12 and K13 mean they would be the largest developments and for this reason we have 
asked our consultants to look more closely at potential landscape impact of the developments. Our 
landscape and townscape consultants (Carly Tinkler/ OHA Architects) have provided the attached further 
assessment of the sites in relation to the landscape context. 
Following discussion in relation to sites K12 and K13 it was felt that again further work should be undertaken 
in relation to these sites on the visual impact and highway issues 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 4 January 2016 
004‐16 TO CONFIRM AND SIGN THE MINUTES AS A TRUE RECORD OF THE MEETING HELD ON MONDAY 30th 
NOVEMBER, 7th AND 14th DECEMBER 2015. 

After the addition of the Consultant’s name and other minor corrections, the minutes of the meeting 
held on Monday 30th November 2015 were accepted and signed as a true record. 

The minutes of the meeting held on Monday 7th December 2015 were accepted and signed as a true 
record. 

After minor corrections, including the following: ‘by a unanimous vote, area K10 was excluded as a 
potential housing site’, the minutes of the meeting held on Monday 14th December 2015 were accepted and 
signed as a true record by the Mayor. 

It was agreed that former Councillor Bradbury’s full notes on the meeting of 14th December could 
also be circulated to Councillors. 



                       
                
                             

             
                                           
                   

 
                       
                     

                               
                                      

       
                               

                                       
                   

 
                       
                           

        
                                             

   
                       
         

                               
                          

                                 
                       

 
                       
                                 

             
 

                       
                                   
                           

 
                       
                           
                                    
                     

                             
                         

                                     
            

                                 
                                           
             

 
                       
           

                  
                                    

                                       
                   

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 1 February 2016 
TO RECEIVE AND UPDATE ON THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
Cllr Fitton presented an update (previously circulated) and recommended that he be permitted to present 
monthly updates for the next few months. 
Cllr Fitton added that he was waiting to hear the results of his Awards for All bid, and that he should hear 
from the Locality Grant panel within the next seven days. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 7 March 2016 
049‐16 TO RECEIVE AN UPDATE IN RELATION TO THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

Cllr Fitton confirmed to members that all grant applications had been successful and were being 
spent on Locality and Technical work. The Big Lottery money would be used to help finish the work and 
presentation to the public. 

There is the need to keep Herefordshire Council officers appraised of what stage the Neighbourhood 
Planning Group are at: Cllr Fitton confirmed that he will be able to present a more in‐depth report on the 
Group’s activities at the next meeting of the full Council. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Tuesday 3 May 2016 
195‐16 TO AGREE APPOINTMENTS OF COUNCIL REPRESENTATIVES ON THE FOLLOWING OUTSIDE BODIES 
‐ Neighbourhood Planning 
Cllr Banks Cllr Widdowson Cllr Fitton Cllr Williams 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 6th June 2016 
219‐16 REPORTS FROM COMMITTEES CHAIRS 

Cllr Fitton reported that the Planning Committee had recently objected to a recent planning 
application as the land had been deemed unsuitable by the Neighbourhood Plan Group 

Cllr Fitton reported that the Neighbourhood Plan Group had received a draft report on planning sites 
and will bring it to the next meeting of the full Council. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 4th July 2016 
Questions in relation to the Neighbourhood plan were asked around why some sites had been retained and 
others taken out from suggested development sites 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 1st August 2016 
June, Minute note 219 ‐16. Cllr Fitton to bring Draft of Neighbourhood Plan to the Council. It was confirmed 
that Cllr Fitton would bring this to the October meeting of the Full Council 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 3rd October 2016 
Another member of the public expressed concern over the seemingly secretive nature of Neighbourhood 
Planning meetings. He had sent several questions to the Chair but had no response, and was concerned that 
important decision about planning sites were being made behind closed doors. 
Cllr Fitton responded, explaining that some of the Neighbourhood Planning meetings were of the steering 
committee group but that members of the public were welcome to all meetings. 
The Member of public gave the Mayor an envelope with further questions and concerns for her to look at. 
274‐16 UPDATE ON THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

Cllr Fitton updated members. The Plan is almost at the planning Consultant’s final write‐up stage and 
Cllr Fitton is hopeful that it will be finished by the end of the year. A further full public consultation will take 
place, once the Plan policies are drafted. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 7th November 2016 
291‐16 UPDATE ON THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

Cllr Fitton gave a verbal update on progress: 
I The Housing Settlement Boundaries work was completed and being made into a full report. 
ii It has been difficult to identify sites for potential Housing Association new‐builds in Kington and 

there might be more possibilities at the Arrow View site. 



                       

       

   

               

                 
                   
                  

 

           
               
                  
                               

                       
 

                       
       

   

               

                   
 

           
                       

                           
                                 
                        
 
                                 
                                 
      

 
                           
                               
                           
                         

 
                       
                                    
                                 

                                 
                         

                                 
                                       

             
 

                       
                        

                                       
                                

                                  
                                

                              
 

                       
         

297‐16 
Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 5th December 2016 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Name of Councillor Item Personal Prejudicial 

Cllr Laurie 12 – Neighbourhood Plan  
Cllr E Banks 12 – Neighbourhood Plan  
Cllr Widdowson 11 – Asset Transfer  

307‐16 UPDATE ON THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
(Cllr Laurie leaves the room at 19.45) 
Cllr Fitton gave a verbal update on progress: 
The main ‘framework’ is ready. There is a meeting on 12th December to discuss proposed 

improvements for the High Street and all Councillors are encouraged to attend. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 12th December 2016 
313‐16 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Name of Councillor Item Personal Prejudicial 

Cllr E Banks 12 – Neighbourhood Plan  
316‐16 SUGGESTED HIGH STREET IMPROVEMENTS 

Cllr Fitton placed three different suggestions before members ranging from complete 
pedestrianisation to one‐way systems He thanked David Raven who had contributed to the various 
proposals. During the discussions on the vehicular use of the High Street, it was also highlighted that 
alterations to the Hergest Road junction with Church Street should be included 
RESOLVED. 
Members felt that a model with ‘Shared Space’ giving pedestrians priority over vehicles but that the traffic 
continues two way was the preferred option and it was hoped that the Neighbourhood Plan would consider 
Council’s preference. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 9 January 2017  ‐No mention 
Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 6 February 2017 ‐ No mention 
Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 6 March 2017  ‐No mention 
Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 3 April 2017 ‐ No mention 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Tuesday 18th April 2017 
078‐17 UPDATE FROM THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN Cllr. Fitton gave a full briefing of the current 
position with the Neighbourhood Plan, he emphasised that the plan was not ready for submission under Reg 
14 however the group thought it prudent to update members of the current position pending the formal 
presentation to Full Council which he hoped would be in early May. 
One member of the public made a lengthy presentation in relation to the Neighbourhood Plan, the full 
contents were to be received in due course (at the time of writing this document has been received and the 
Neighbourhood Plan Group have had a copy) 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 8 May 2017 
195‐17 TO AGREE APPOINTMENTS OF COUNCIL REPRESENTATIVES ON THE FOLLOWING OUTSIDE BODIES 
Neighbourhood Planning Cllr Mrs E Banks Cllr Fitton Cllr Forrester Cllr Hawkins Cllr Widdowson 

199‐17 UPDATE ON THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN Mayor Martin Fitton advised members that the draft plan 
has been submitted and the consultation would begin on 30th May. Mayor Fitton expressed his thanks to 
former Councillors Richie Cotterill and Celia Kibblewhite for their help in compiling the document. There is 
to be a special meeting of Full Council on Monday 15th May to discuss further. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 15th May 2017 
6 councillors present, 8 absent 



                                         
                                 

                                    
                                   
                               

 
                       
               

                             
                             

                                   
                                   
                              

 
                                   
                   

 
                       
                                      

                        
                                      
                         

                                     
        

                                  
 

                       
                     

                                    
                

                                    
                                

  
                       
                     

                             
                                  

                        
   

                       
         

                                     
   
                                        

         
   
                                 

                              
                                   
                                     
                                  
               

                                 
                   

208‐17 THE DRAFT NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN Cllr. Fitton gave a full update on the current position with
 
Kington Neighbourhood plan. He drew members attention to various aspects of the plan. He stated that it
 
was the groups view that the draft plan was ready for submission to Herefordshire Council. It was proposed
 
by Cllr. Widdowson that under Regulation 14 the plan be submitted the was seconded by Cllr. Hawkins and
 
agreed by all. RESOLVED Under Regulation 14 that the plan be submitted to Herefordshire Council
 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 5 June 2017 
215‐17 TO RECEIVE A REPORT FROM THE MAYOR 

May has been dominated by completing the Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan (KANPlan) for
 
Regulation 14 submission, preparing the special issue of the Kington Chronicle which summarises the Plan
 
and the exhibition which will be housed in the Library during the six‐week consultation which will start on
 
June 5th. Thanks are due to Ros Bradbury, Richie Cotterill and Celia Kibblewhite who have aided this work.
 
May 16th: Attend Huntington Parish meeting to present Regulation 14 Draft of the KANP. Agreed
 
unanimously.
 
May 18th Attend Kington Rural Parish Meeting to present Regulation 14 Draft of the KANP. The Plan agreed
 
with a modification to the Settlement Boundary at Hergest/Arrow View.
 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 3 July 2017 
232‐17 TO RECEIVE A REPORT FROM THE MAYOR The Mayor reported that his time had been taken up
 
with the Neighbourhood Plan and he had not attended any other functions.
 

239‐17 TO RECEIVE AN UPDATE ON THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN Mayor Fitton confirmed that there will
 
be a public meeting to discuss the NDP on Thursday 27th July.
 
Cllr Atkinson suggested that some of the terminology used in the plan had seemed ambiguous and had
 

caused some misinterpretation.
 
Cllr Fitton agreed to add an explanatory note to the library and shop window display.
 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 7 August 2017 
254‐17 INFORMATION ITEM: TO RECEIVE UPDATE ON NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN
 
Mayor Fitton updated members: The final consultation meeting had been held and there had been
 

general support for the potential identified housing sites.
 
The NDP group were still looking at the submitted questionnaires and comments. The NDP group
 

expected to need further discussions and some revising of the Plan before it was considered complete.
 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 4 September 2017 
269‐17 INFORMATION ITEM: TO RECEIVE UPDATE ON NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
Mayor Fitton reported that the Neighbourhood Planning Group was currently working through the
 

modifications that had been suggested at the consultation stage. He planned to bring this document to a
 
later meeting for further discussion once all the modifications have been completed.
 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 2nd October 2017 
290‐17	 NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN UPDATE 

Cllrs. Banks and Cllr. Laurie declared a disclosable pecuniary interest in this agenda item and left the room. 

Cllr. Fitton provided a preliminary report into the results of the Regulation 14 consultation. A full report will be 
provided to the December meeting. 

Following feedback from both Herefordshire Council and the Environment Agency it was proposed to exclude 3 
previously identified housing sites: K20, on the advice of the Neighbourhood Planning Team at Herefordshire 
Council on the grounds that this extended beyond the plan boundary, K6 on the advice of the Environment 
Agency and Balfour Beatty as this included areas identified as flood plain and K15 on the advice of the 
landscape architect due to the impact on the landscape. A change to the windfall application numbers was also 
suggested, estimates for which were considered too low. 
Some concern was expressed that removing these potential housing sites would result in an increase in density 
of the remaining housing locations to meet target housing requirement. 



                                   
 

                               
                                     

                                  
                                 
                              

                             
 

                       
                     
                               

                         
                                

                                       
 

 
                       

 
                             
                                 
                           
                               
                                

                                 
                                            
                                     
                 

 
                       
                          

                               
                              
                                 
                         

 
                       
                             
                          
                        

 
                       
                             
                               

                                         
                                   

        
 

                       
                                     
                                   
                   

 

After some discussion it was resolved to accept these recommendations with 6 votes for, 2 against and 1 
abstention. 
During discussion, a member of the public questioned the value of the Neighbourhood Planning Process and 
the impact he perceived on property nearby to proposed development sites which he felt here was little or no 
demand for. The meeting was reminded that there was a requirement to identify sites to meet national 
housing targets and if not identified in a Neighbourhood Plan site allocation would be made by Herefordshire 
Council. By preparing a Neighbourhood Plan, Kington retain local control over the choice of sites. 
Cllrs. Banks and Laurie returned to the meeting at this end of this agenda item. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 6th November 2017 
310‐17 UPDATE ON NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND CONSIDERATION OF AMENDMENTS TO 
GREEN SPACES AND DEVELOPMENT BOUNDARIES Cllr. Fitton presented an update on the progress of the 
Neighbourhood Plan and proposed changes following the Regulation 14 consultation in preparation for 
Regulation 16 submission to Herefordshire Council. After some discussion, it was agreed to defer this 
agenda item to the next meeting in order to be in a position to consider corrected maps showing open space 
designations. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 4th December 2017 
http://www.kingtontowncouncil.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/_Minutes/27025‐Full_Council_Minutes_‐
_4.12.17_.pdf 
During the Regulation 14 Consultation we have received comments from the Statutory Bodies, from the 
public and from Landowners who have interests in the various development sites. In addition we have a 
further questionnaire response largely supportive of the plan though the response was low (12%). 
Note: Consultants suggested removing fields as LGS north and south of River Arrow at Tanhouse Meadows 
and Headbrook. There has been strong consistent support for these to be LGS throughout the Plan 
preparation They will be outside the redrawn SB as will Tattymore, Fleece Meadow and adjacent field south 
of K5. All these areas meet most, if not all, the criteria for LGS and will be detailed in the Plan text. 
The drawings of a possible scheme for developing the large housing site that were in the Draft document will 
not be included since we are not designated developers 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 8th January 2018 
008‐18 NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN Mayor Fitton updated members on this. The draft 
Neighbourhood Development Plan was now ready to go to the consultant for checking and ultimately for 
independent examination under Regulation 16. Mayor Fitton anticipates that the Plan will be ready for 
referendum in June or July: this will depend on the Local Authority’s workload. Mayor Fitton thanked former 
councillor Roz Bradbury for all her invaluable work on the Neighbourhood Development Plan. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 12th March 2018 
043‐18 NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN Members noted a verbal report from the Mayor on the 
progress of the Neighbourhood Development Plan. Amendments are being incorporated into the plan 
document as agreed for submission to Herefordshire Council under Regulation 16. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 9th April 2018 
066‐18 NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN Members noted a verbal report from the Mayor on the 
progress of the Neighbourhood Development Plan. The Regulation 16 Document is very near to completion 
and the Plan should be ready for submission within the next two weeks. After this, there will be a further 
six‐week consultation period, a referral to the External Examiner and a local referendum all of which will be 
Herefordshire Council’s responsibility. 

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 14th May 2018 
083‐18 TO NOTE REPORT FROM RETIRING MAYOR Mayor Fitton gave a verbal report on his past year in 
office. Much of his time has been taken up with the Neighbourhood Development Plan and he gave hearty 
thanks to Ros Bradbury for all her help with this. 

http://www.kingtontowncouncil.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/_Minutes/27025-Full_Council_Minutes


                       

 

 
         

 
                       

             
         
                                     

               
 
                           
             

         
                                      

 
                       

             
         
                         

                                  
                                 
                                
                        

 

           
 

                       
          

                             
                               
                                     

                         
 

                       
          

                                     
                   

 
                       

          
                                     

           
 

                                   
     

 
        
     
         

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 4th June 2018 
http://www.kingtontowncouncil.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/_Minutes/47287‐FC_Minutes_04.06.2018_‐
_complete_and_approved.pdf 

Town Council Environment Committee Meetings 

Minutes of the Environment Committee Meeting held on Monday 21st September 2015 
Env 026‐15 7. STANDING ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 

� Community/Neighbourhood plan 
I t was reported that additional funding had been secured. Also, that a meeting will be arranged for the 
consultants to report back their findings to Councillors 

The exact same wording is in the minutes for several of the meetings in 2016:‐
Env 021‐16 8. STANDING ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 

� Community/Neighbourhood plan 
Cllr. Fitton gave a detailed update in relation to the current position of the plan and funding in place 

Minutes of the Environment Committee Meeting held on Monday 18th July 2016 
Env 028‐16 6. STANDING ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 

� Community/Neighbourhood plan 
Cllr Fitton reported back from the Neighbourhood Planning meeting about the proposed housing 
development on land off the Kingswood Road. He reported a lively meeting with interesting points raised at 
the meeting, and, more expected from local residents (comments invited, to be directed to Ros Bradbury via 
the Old Police Station) Vehicular access was of great concern to most people who had attended. 
Cllr Fitton is pressing for a decision on this from Herefordshire Council. 

Kington Town Council Planning Committee Meetings 

Minutes of the Planning Committee Meeting held on Monday 17th June 2013 
Plan 038‐13 THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

It was reported that Lyonshall had established their Neighbourhood area. It was reported that 
Kington Rural had resolved that they would join with Kington Town Council. It would suggest contacting 
Huntington as a neighbouring parish. It was also agreed that a small steering group be formed to take this 
matter forward, this was delegated to the clerk in conference with Cllr. Bradbury 

Minutes of the Planning Committee Meeting held on Monday 27th January 2014 
Plan 014‐14 THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
It was reported that the next Neighbourhood planning group had met and a small group had been formed to 
look at land which was available in Kington for housing 

Minutes of the Planning Committee Meeting held on Monday 16th June 2014 
Plan 050‐14 THE CORE STRATEGY 

The response to the Core Strategy was discussed. It was highlighted that the response had to be with 
Herefordshire prior to the council meeting. 
RESOLVED 
That a response be formulated by Cllr. Bradbury and circulated to all councillors for any observation, prior to 
the submission date. 

2015 meetings ‐ no mention 
2016 meetings ‐ No mention 
2017 Meetings  ‐ No mention 

http://www.kingtontowncouncil.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/_Minutes/47287-FC_Minutes_04.06.2018


 

  
  

  
   

  
     

 

   
     

   
      

   
    

  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

  

  

    

  

  

 

   

  

 

        

         

 

 

 

 

      

          

      

      

     

     

   

 

           

    

  

 

 

 

   

     

    

 

  

  

 

 

 

       

 

 

Neighbourhood Planning Team Hannah Lorna Bevins 

Planning Services Consultant Town Planner 

PO Box 4 

Hereford Tel: 01926 439127 

HR1 2ZB n.grid@amecfw.com 

Sent by email to: 

neighbourhoodplanning@hereford 

shire.gov.uk 

22 October 2018 

Dear Sir / Madam 

Kington Neighbourhood Plan Consultation 

SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL GRID 

National Grid has appointed Wood to review and respond to development plan consultations on its behalf. 

We are instructed by our client to submit the following representation with regards to the above 

Neighbourhood Plan consultation. 

About National Grid 

National Grid owns and operates the high voltage electricity transmission system in England and Wales and 

operate the Scottish high voltage transmission system. National Grid also owns and operates the gas 

transmission system. In the UK, gas leaves the transmission system and enters the distribution networks at 

high pressure. It is then transported through a number of reducing pressure tiers until it is finally delivered to 

our customers. National Grid own four of the UK’s gas distribution networks and transport gas to 11 million 

homes, schools and businesses through 81,000 miles of gas pipelines within North West, East of England, 

West Midlands and North London. 

To help ensure the continued safe operation of existing sites and equipment and to facilitate future 

infrastructure investment, National Grid wishes to be involved in the preparation, alteration and review of 

plans and strategies which may affect our assets. 

Specific Comments 

An assessment has been carried out with respect to National Grid’s electricity and gas transmission 

apparatus which includes high voltage electricity assets and high-pressure gas pipelines, and also National 

Grid Gas Distribution’s Intermediate and High-Pressure apparatus. 

National Grid has identified that it has no record of such apparatus within the Neighbourhood Plan 

area. 

Key resources / contacts 

National Grid has provided information in relation to electricity and transmission assets via the following 

internet link: 

http://www2.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land-and-development/planning-authority/shape-files/ 

Gables House Wood Environment 
Kenilworth Road & Infrastructure Solutions UK Limited 
Leamington Spa Registered office: 
Warwickshire CV32 6JX Booths Park, Chelford Road, Knutsford, 
United Kingdom Cheshire WA16 8QZ 
Tel +44 (0) 1926 439 000 Registered in England. 
woodplc.com No. 2190074 

mailto:n.grid@amecfw.com
mailto:neighbourhoodplanning@herefordshire.gov.uk
mailto:neighbourhoodplanning@herefordshire.gov.uk
http://www2.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land-and-development/planning-authority/shape-files/
http:woodplc.com


   
 

 

 

        

   

 

     

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

  

 

   

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

  

 

 

  

 

         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Electricity distribution 

The electricity distribution operator in Herefordshire Council is Western Power Distribution. Information 

regarding the transmission and distribution network can be found at: www.energynetworks.org.uk 

Please remember to consult National Grid on any Neighbourhood Plan Documents or site-specific proposals 

that could affect our infrastructure. We would be grateful if you could add our details shown below to your 

consultation database: 

Hannah Lorna Bevins Spencer Jefferies
 
Consultant Town Planner Development Liaison Officer, National Grid
 

n.grid@amecfw.com box.landandacquisitions@nationalgrid.com 

Wood E&I Solutions UK Ltd National Grid House
 
Gables House Warwick Technology Park
 
Kenilworth Road Gallows Hill
 
Leamington Spa Warwick
 
Warwickshire CV34 6DA
 
CV32 6JX
 

I hope the above information is useful. If you require any further information, please do not hesitate to 

contact me. 

Yours faithfully 

[via email] 

Hannah Lorna Bevins 

Consultant Town Planner 

cc. Spencer Jefferies, National Grid 

http://www.energynetworks.org.uk/
mailto:n.grid@amecfw.com
mailto:box.landandacquisitions@nationalgrid.com


 
   

  
  

 
 

   
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

pda 
planning PETER DRAPER ASSOCIATES 

Yew Tree House, Byford, Hereford HR4 7LB 
T: 01981 590500 & 07831 105423 
E: info.pdaplanning@gmail.com 
W: www.pdaplanning.co.uk 

Town & Country Planning Consultants 
Land, Property and Development Consultants 

REPRESENTATION STATEMENT on behalf of Mr Martin Turner regarding the 

Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 16 Draft of September 2018 


Project:  Representations on the Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan Draft September 2018 

Reference:  HR.1010617.NP.Turner.Reg16 

Client: Mr Martin Turner, ADDRESS REDACTED 

http:www.pdaplanning.co.uk
mailto:info.pdaplanning@gmail.com


 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

Executive Summary: 
E.1 Mr Martin Turner has requested that PDA Planning represent him in matters 
concerning Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan (KANP) including the current Regulation 16 
draft issued in September 2018. We have made representations earlier including with 
regard to the draft Plan of June 2017. 

E.2 In this regard and on behalf of Mr Turner, we object very strongly to the Draft Plan as 
published, including much of the policy and proposals within it and to specific text 
elements within the draft document and the reasoning and conclusions therein. 

E.3 Principal amongst the objections is the inclusion of a substantial area of private land, 
3.8 hectares/9.5 acres in extent and commonly known as the Headbrook Land (HL) and 
owned by Mr Turner, which has been shown on the draft Proposals Map as being 
designated as an area of Local Green Space (LGS). Not only is this policy and proposal 
totally unacceptable to Mr Turner and, in our opinion, without legal or even moral 
foundation, it is wholly inappropriate, as shown, for the needs of the town, the local 
community and Herefordshire. We consider it contrary also to the Herefordshire Local 
Plan‐Core Strategy 2015 (HLPCS) and to the overarching housing and planning policies 
pursued by the government through the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), 
both in its original form and the recent NPPF 2 of July 2018 and associated legislation. 
Furthermore we can find no evidence whatsoever of a case of need being put forward 
for this proposal in this form; nor any evidence of how and why it has been proposed; 
nor any evidence or evaluation of alternative areas for this LGS designation; nor, and in 
particular, any evidence of any consultation regarding the designation undertaken with 
Mr Turner. 

E.4 Within the context of a proposed LGS designation and the need for new housing in 
Kington, we question strongly why the significant HL area, which is within Kington’s 
traditionally well‐defined built‐up area and should be included in the draft NP’s defined 
settlement boundaries, has not been evaluated properly and considered for a residential 
development designation on part of it. On these grounds of a lack of proper evaluation, 
we object to the draft KANP for not including an appropriate part of the HL as an 
alternative for housing in place of the LGS designation, or at least alongside it. 

E.5 The Neighbourhood Plan Group (NPG) will be aware that the HL is the subject of a 
current application for planning permission for residential development on about 1.0 
hectares/2.5 acres of the area, together with substantial public open space of at least 1.8 
hectares/4.5 acres, covering over 64% of the total planning application area. On behalf of 
Mr Turner we submitted copies of our original draft development proposals to the Local 
Planning Authority (LPA) as a Pre‐application Enquiry in 2015 and also to Kington Town 
Council (KTC) and the NPG for their information and 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 inspection and comment and CD 
copies were made for members of the public to be fully informed. We instigated an 
initial attempt at discussions also with the NPG as early as 2014. 

E6 During this period and 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 
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for discussions and involvement with Mr Turner. Hence, from the very start of the KANP 
proceedings, the NPG have had no real contact at all with Mr Turner, who is the owner of 
one of the most significant areas of land within the plan area and the draft Plan policies.  
This is contrary to claims within the draft Plan and the consultation statements of June 
2017 and 2018 that local landowners have been consulted (or ‘engaged’) on all 
neighbourhood plan matters and that insufficient sites for development were found as a 
result. This is further at odds with a Local Plan need for at least 200 new dwellings in 
Kington and in the context of the NPPF requirement for LPAs to have at least a 5 year 
supply of readily available and deliverable housing land – which Herefordshire cannot 
currently provide – and the Government’s present emphasis on an urgent need for 
greatly enhanced levels of new housing, especially affordable housing, throughout 
England and particularly in rural areas. On the grounds of a lack of, or indeed, of no 
consultation, with Mr Turner in the context of land available for new housing within the 
town, we object most strongly to the current draft KANP. 

E.7 As the HL is shown to be not included in any form as a suitable and potential site for 
housing development when plainly it has many attributes to fulfil local housing need as 
well as Kington’s additional community and open space desires, we object to the draft 
KANP. Our grounds are that a suitable part of the HL should be included as a designated 
housing site to fulfil the Local Plan housing policy for appropriate local need housing and 
for the required affordable housing. 

E.8 The foregoing represents the major elements of our objections and representations 
to the draft KANP, on behalf of Mr Turner. There are also additional points and matters 
within the draft on which we make representation and these are addressed in the 
following parts of our statement and particular representations and/or objections are 
highlighted as necessary in bold text. 

1. Background: 
1.1 Peter Draper is the principal of PDA Planning / Peter Draper Associates, first 
established in Herefordshire in 1993. Peter Draper is a qualified Town Planner, holding a 
Diploma in Town & Country Planning from Nottingham Trent University. He was first 
elected as a Member of the Royal Town Planning Institute in 1975 and was a Chartered 
Town Planner for over 30 years, but has chosen to relinquish membership in recent 
times. He is a Fellow of the Property Consultants Society, first elected in 1983 and has 
held previous Memberships of the Incorporated Association of Architects and Surveyors 
and the British Institute of Management. He has had extensive experience of Town & 
Country Planning and Land, Property & Development matters in both the Public and 
Private sectors. 

1.2 Mr Turner has requested that PDA Planning represents him in matters concerning 
Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan (KANP). In this regard, on behalf of Mr Turner, we 
object strongly to the draft plan as published including specific policy and proposal items 
within it. 

1.3 Principal amongst the objections is the inclusion of the substantial area of private 
land, 3.8 hectares/9.5 acres in extent and known as the Headbrook Land (HL) owned by 
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Mr Turner which is being shown in its entirety on the Proposals Map as an area for 
designation as a Local Green Space (LGS). Not only is this proposed designation totally 
unacceptable to Mr Turner and, in our opinion, without legal or even moral foundation, 
it is wholly inappropriate for the needs of the town, the local community, for 
Herefordshire and the Herefordshire Local Plan‐Core Strategy 2015 (HLPCS) and for the 
overarching housing and planning policies pursued by the government through the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Furthermore we find no evidence of a case 
of need being put forward for this proposal; nor any evidence of how and why it had 
been proposed; nor any evidence or evaluation of alternative areas for LGS or how the 
HL will be utilised or acquired; nor any evidence of consultation undertaken whatsoever 
with Mr Turner. 

1.4 Within the context of a proposed LGS designation we question strongly why, with 
other significant areas of open land within and adjacent to the town both already 
existing (such as the Mill Street Recreation Ground) or being considered for LGS 
designation, why the HL land is being included also. We would emphasise strongly that 
the HL land is: 

 Privately owned with no public access whatsoever. 
 Agricultural land with no public access and used primarily for sheep and cattle 
grazing 

 Land which has been identified in the past by the LPA through its Strategic Housing 
Land Availability studies and other similar assessments as being appropriate for 
some future residential development which will contribute to Kington’s housing 
needs. 

 Land within the built up parts of Kington and which is linked sustainably to the 
town centre and its main services and facilities. 

 Land upon which an outline planning application is currently being considered by 
the LPA (7 months and counting since submission and validation), 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. 

 Land 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. 

1.5 On these grounds we object, on behalf of Mr Turner, to the draft Plan for including 
this land solely for LGS designation and for not including it for consideration for future 
residential development. 

1.6 The Kington Town Council (KTC) and Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan Group (NPG) 
should have been well aware that the HL was the subject of a pending application for 
planning permission for residential development and a subsequent submission. On 
behalf of Mr Turner we submitted, in August 2015, copies of draft development 
proposals to the Local Planning Authority (LPA) as a Pre‐Application Enquiry (PAE). We 
sent copies of the PAE and all associated material, which we are not necessarily obliged 
to do, to the KTC and NPG as well as to local residents for their information and an 
invitation to discuss the proposals. However, the KTC and NPG noticeably failed to 
respond to this at the time, other than a general acknowledgement of receipt. This is 
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very much at odds with the claim within the draft KANP that local landowners have been 
consulted or ‘engaged’ on all neighbourhood plan matters and that, as a result, no 
suitable sites for development have been found other than those identified in draft 
Policy KANP H1 ‐ Housing Delivery: Kington Town. 

1.7 With regard to the draft Plan’s overall policy for housing, we consider that Policy 
KANP H1 is fundamentally flawed and does not fulfil either Local Plan or NPPF 
requirements. It claims to meet a large part of Kington’s housing needs for at least 200 
new dwellings with 35% for affordable housing. However, it appears to us that 100 of 
these dwellings are to be found on just two linked sites (K6 and K7) off Kingswood Road. 
These land areas formed parts of earlier sites that have been evaluated several times 
since 2007 by the LPA in their Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 
studies. The essential conclusion of the LPA has been that these sites are wholly 
unsuitable for residential development, primarily for landscape, environmental, access 
and general infrastructure reasons. In addition, a site for 15 dwellings (K5) off Mill Street 
appears to have very limited access and possible ownership problems and it may be 
debatable whether this site is wholly suitable for development or would come forward 
easily.  Furthermore, the site including the Old Wesleyan Chapel off Crabtree Lane (K4), 
targeted for 10 dwellings, has been a controversial one for many years with regard to its 
overall suitability for development and the fact that the Listed Building is in a poor state 
of repair. So, again, it may be debatable whether this site is appropriate for development 
or would be deliverable. 

1.8 Hence we have a position where at least 125 out of the claimed 140 housing 
allocations, or effectively at least 89% of the allocations, are on land considered either 
unsuitable for development by the LPA or with question marks about their suitability for 
delivery. These are sites that would also be expected to fulfil the 35% affordable housing 
allocations, while the remaining allocations are small, effectively ‘windfall’ sites, with 
room for no more than a handful of potential dwellings on each site, totalling around 16 
units, which, because of their small sizes, are unlikely to achieve 35% affordable housing 
levels. 

1.9 Despite this, the draft KANP puts these sites forward as the major plank in its overall 
housing policy. Furthermore, the sites have been included without any, or at least only a 
basic modicum of, proper evaluation and assessment as to their suitability, whereas Mr 
Turner’s HL site has been the subject of very extensive and time consuming assessments 
with detailed studies having been undertaken by noted professional consultancies with 
regard to issues of flooding (and in conjunction with the Environment Agency), traffic 
and highways, housing need, the local environment and ecology/biodiversity and the 
local landscape. These in turn have been discussed with the LPA and other similar bodies 
and with the local Kington community. 

1.10 It would seem also that the draft KANP housing proposals, until now, have had 
minimal exposure to the wider community or to local landowners and there appears to 
be a distinct lack of a choice of alternative strategies having been put forward for closer 
scrutiny. Indeed, the only public meeting that seems to have been held, in July 2016 – 
and we are not quite convinced that this was convened as a recognizable meeting where 
all of the Kington public were able to consider alternative strategies – there was a very 
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considerable body of disquiet about the prospect of sites K12 (now K6), K13 (now K7) 
and K15 being put forward unquestioned and yet some two years on these sites are 
being advanced as being the only solutions to Kington’s housing needs. Past and 
continuing letters to the local press (examples copied in our Appendix), exemplify the 
local disquiet about this draft Neighbourhood Plan and the lack of proper consultations 
and consideration. 

1.11 We have prepared our response on behalf of Mr Turner and the principal details 
and objections are set out in the following part of this statement. 

2. Other Specific Comments and/or Objections to the draft Consultation Plan 
2.1 Re continued consultation and engagement with landowners: We can find little or 
no evidence of the NPG seeking to work with local landowners in the draft Plan’s 
preparation or indeed any wider community involvement. Mr Turner, as a major and 
important local landowner, has never been approached by the NPG, never ‘engaged’ in 
discussions and never consulted about his HL area for either potential housing or on the 
acceptance or otherwise for this land to be included in a designation of Local Green 
Space. Mr Turner has never been included in discussions regarding housing site 
assessments and we are not convinced that such ‘assessments’ have been undertaken by 
the NPG or its advisers to a suitable and appropriate level as to be considered acceptable 
as evidence for the draft Plan’s subsequent policies. The lack of consultation with Mr 
Turner is contrary to the specific requirements on consultation with landowners and/or 
developers as set out in the Localism and Neighbourhood Plan legislation or as required 
in the NPPF and associated guidance and advice. The only time that Mr Turner has ever 
been involved in any form of discussions was a meeting that he arranged himself in late 
2014 with a few of the NPG, which we attended also. Mr Turner felt that it was necessary 
to bring our early considerations for the HL to the NPG attention so that it could be 
assessed within the context of a future neighbourhood plan. At that meeting it was 
considered, generally, that the HL could make a significant contribution towards 
Kington’s housing needs and that an initial phase of around 30 dwellings could be 
supported. 

2.2 Since then we have worked steadily on bringing the HL proposals forward, with 
extensive professional studies undertaken to cover all the perceived issues on the site. 
We have consulted with the Kington public, including a comprehensive exhibition; 
consulted with the LPA; consulted with many other public and outside authorities, 
including the Environment Agency; informed the KTC and KANPG; and produced a 
number of alternative strategies for the land. This has resulted in a final draft illustrative 
scheme as part of an outline planning application for the land for up to 35 dwellings, 
which was submitted in April 2018; the proposal could pave the way also for a further 15 
or so units in later phases. This would still be in line for fulfilling Kington’s housing needs, 
within both the Local Plan (HLPCS) obligations and the NPPF 5‐year housing land supply 
requirements, even if all the 140 KANP allocations were to be acceptable also. 

2.3 In addition, our 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 
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would be a proper and pragmatic solution to opening the land up for Local Green Space. 
This would align with the draft KANP policies for LSG (LSG1), Green Infrastructure (GI1) 
and Community Facilities (CF1). Our Illustrative Plan for the site, included in our 
Appendix, shows these possibilities. 

2.4 We would wish it to be noted also, that at the time of publication of this report, the 
outline planning application for the HL is still waiting determination by the LPA. This is 
currently nearly 30 weeks since submission and 29 weeks, or over 7 months, since 
validation. The consultation period was set firstly at 24 May and then 31 May, nearly 6 
months previously and the maximum/target determination period of 13 weeks was 
declared as 21 July 2018, over 4 months ago. Repeated requests to Herefordshire 
Planning Services for an explanation have remained unanswered and Mr Turner is left 
with the strong suspicion that his application has been manipulated to await, firstly, the 
publication of the KANP Regulation 16 draft plan in September 2018 and then, the end of 
the consultation period in November. If so, this would be highly inappropriate and 
unprofessional behaviour. 

2.5 Despite all of our efforts, as we have found recently with Herefordshire Planning 
Services, there was no engagement from the NPG whatsoever. On these grounds we 
would object in the strongest possible terms to the draft Plan and its legal validity. 

2.6 As we have very strongly indicated already, there is and has been no evidence of 
landowner ‘engagement’ or contact or consultation. Mr Turner has not been party to any 
Housing Site Assessments for the plan although it seems also that neither has the wider 
Kington public. Considering that our client’s land‐holding is probably one of the more 
significant and readily available for development within Kington and within the draft 
NP and very mindful that the draft plan is attempting to designate the HL for a 
supposed LSG use that would blight and could remove future ownership from them, it 
is immensely disappointing at the very least that the NPG have seemingly failed to 
engage with Mr Turner in the plan‐making process for some three years or more; on 
this basis we strongly object to the draft Neighbourhood Plan’s soundness and its 
treatment of Mr Turner generally. 

2.7 Re Policy KANP LGS1 – Local Green Space: We would emphasise that only a 
relatively small part of the whole HL area is put forward for housing development in our 
outline application. In our own original draft proposals on behalf of Mr Turner, a slightly 
larger proportion of the land was shown for housing development but much or a 
majority of it was to be allocated for community, environmental and open space uses, 
which would be commensurate with any future Local Green Space designation. Our 
current outline planning application and illustrative proposals, as indicated earlier, seek a 
smaller level of housing and seek to increase even further the proportion of the site 
given to community and open space uses – this will be in the region of 64% or more of 
the site being donated and designated for local community use. Therefore we consider 
the NPG assessment of the Headbrook land, defined as GS06 within the draft NP, to be 
flawed especially as it has not been the subject of any required consultation with the 
owners, and because of this we would object to the Draft Development Plan (Plan 1 
Kington) as shown. 
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2.8 We were extremely concerned, also, to find that throughout the previous draft NPs 
and the consultation processes, policy and reference to the whole of the HL showed it as 
being classified as “Watermeadows north of Headbrook on south side of River Arrow, 
GS06”. As we have outlined, this is in fact an overall area of 3.8 hectares/9.5 acres of 
privately owned and strongly fenced agricultural land and has remained so for many, 
many years. The land is not ‘watermeadows’; it is agricultural land. The current EA maps 
indicate that a small portion of the immediate riverside land is within a designated Flood 
Zone 3 area and a further small proportion is within a Flood Zone 2 area. Our Flood Risk 
Report for the outline planning application clearly demonstrates that around 1.2 
hectares/3.0 acres is within Flood Zone 1 and beyond the EA’s 1000 year flood line, 
which in other words is wholly outside of any floodplain – it certainly is not 
‘watermeadows’. A further 0.2 hectares/0.6 acres is proven to be between the 1000 year 
flood‐line and the EA’s defined 100 year flood‐line + Climate Change Allowance + 70% 
Contingency Allowance area and would, therefore, be guaranteed to be flood free and 
potentially developable. West of the outline application site and the prominent north‐
south field boundary is a further 0.6 hectares/1.5 acres of land within the Zone 1 flood 
free area, which could represent additional development land in the future, subject to 
nearby Conservation Area considerations. Although, presumably as the result of our 
previous objections to the earlier draft NP, we find that the ‘water meadows’ references 
have now been dropped for the current draft NP, we consider that the constant past 
references to the perceived but unproven ‘flooding’ on the HL has led to the support in 
some quarters of the community for the land to be designated as Local Green Space. On 
this basis alone we would object to the Local Green Space defined in the draft Plan as 
Policy KANP LGS 1 – Local Green Spaces and as (v) Land at Headbrook to south of River 
Arrow  GS06 on Plan 1 (Kington), especially as it has been formed in the past from 
misleading previous evidence. 

2.9 Notwithstanding the foregoing, as far as Mr Turner is concerned the statements in 
these draft policies are wrong and without foundation. The draft Plan offers no evidence 
as to how or why all of the HL should be identified as meriting use for LSG and amenity 
use or what such amenity use should or could be. The land certainly has not gained any 
informal recreational use as it has remained in private ownership for agricultural 
purposes for over a century and any other access on to it by the public or any individuals 
is clearly a trespass on Mr Turner’s property. The land has not been established for any 
other use than agriculture. On this factor alone any consideration for LGS designation 
must fail. Government guidance on this makes it clear in the NPPF and elsewhere that 
any proposed LGS designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open 
space and that such a designation should only be used where inter alia : 

	 the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local 
significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including 
as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and 

	 where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of land. 

2.10 There is clearly no appropriate evidence offered as to why the HL is demonstrably 
special to the local community over and above any other local tract of land or why such 
an extensive tract of land is being proposed. In view of the fact that within easy reach of 
the whole Plan Area community are many existing and excellent publicly accessed areas 
of recreation and amenity land – Mill Street Recreation Ground, Lady Hawkins School site 
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and Bradnor Hill are three immediate examples. Without other specific evidence, it 
would seem to us that the LGS proposal may be merely a whim of a specific minority of 
local residents to use inappropriate designations which would result in the blight of 
privately owned land and prevent the possibilities of sustainable future development. 

2.11 Government guidance makes it very plain that, amongst other things, LSG 
designation should not be proposed as a ‘back door’ way to try to achieve what would 
amount to a new area of ‘Green Belt’ by another name or to attempt to block potential 
new housing land. Furthermore, guidance states that a ‘qualifying body’ should contact 
landowners at any early stage about proposals to designate any part of their land as LGS. 
This, like many other examples within this draft Plan, has patently not happened. If the 
NPG persist in pursuing this particular designation and policy it is more than likely that 
our clients would seek appropriate redress. On these grounds, Mr Turner objects in the 
strongest terms possible to the proposed LGS designation and draft Policy KANP LGS1 
and specifically to its reference to GS06 and objects also to the misleading information 
and manner in which this proposal has been formulated. On behalf of our clients we 
request that this policy is removed in its entirety from the draft Consultation Plan and 
any subsequent versions of the Neighbourhood Plan. 

2.12 We have already stated quite clearly that the current outline planning application 
for the HL will include a significant area of around 1.8 hectares/4.4 acres of new public 
access space which can be designated immediately for public open space and LSG 
purposes, including new public footpaths, which will enable a practical and pragmatic 
opportunity for significant new open space for Kington and the wider community, 
including the riverside access. There are remaining parts of the HL also that could be 
given additionally by Mr Turner in any appropriate future development.  

2.13 Re the draft Proposals Map: Plan 1 ‐ Kington Town Settlement Boundary, Housing 
Development Sites and Green Space: Our reasons as outlined above confirm also that 
we 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 within the Settlement 
Boundary and in particular sites K6 and K7; and the non‐inclusion of the appropriate 
parts of the Headbrook Land (or GS06 as represented) as potential housing sites within 
the Settlement Boundary. 

2.14 With regard to the draft site allocations K6 and K7 in particular, we would point out 
that these site should be deleted, particularly, on the following grounds: 

 Significant harm to both the immediate local and wider landscape and environment. 
 Significant harm to the setting of Kington and its immediate and wider attributes. 
 Significant harm to the setting of the Kington Conservation Area and to nearby Listed 
Buildings, especially in relation to the prominence of the land. 

 The land proposed is in open countryside beyond the existing visible and defined limits 
of Kington and would represent an unwarranted extension of the town into the 
countryside. 

 The land proposed is on the edge and beyond the existing town and would be a 
significant distance from the town’s central services and facilities, especially the 
central shopping area; as a result this would encourage considerably increased 
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vehicle uses on the local roads and exacerbate congestion within the town centre 
and this makes the proposed development unsustainable. 

 The land forming sites K6 and K7 have been assessed several times since 2007 within 
the Council’s Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) studies and 
reports; the conclusion on every occasion has been: 

For Site K6: 

For Site K7: 


Clearly, Sites K6 and K7 have been regarded, consistently, as being wholly unsuited for 
any new housing development whatsoever. 

 Lack of any information as to the likely infrastructure requirements for the land and, 
given the elevated and steeply sloping nature of the local topography in particular, 
how the potential difficulties of foul and surface water drainage, water run‐offs to 
neighbouring lands and water supply are to be satisfied. 

 Lack of suitable highways access, with Kingswood Road being totally unsuited through 
reasons of width, steep gradients, bends with impaired forward visibility, harm to the 
existing landscape and environment and an unsuitable and potentially dangerous 
junction with Headbrook and Bridge Street. 

 Lack of suitable highways access in the form of the proposed main access roadway 
from the K6 and K7 sites, which requires taking all traffic through the established 
Local Green Space and Children’s Play Areas associated with the Kington Park 
housing development which, as we understand it, is covenanted to remain in 
perpetuity for open space purposes only and for no other uses whatsoever. 

 The likely fact that the proposed K6/K7 access road would not fulfil the County’s 
established highway standards and requirements, particularly with regard to forward  
and sight‐line visibility at its junction with Eardisley Road; the closeness to other 
existing road junctions both on Eardisley Road and with the junction of Eardisley 
Road and Headbrook; and the likely compromised sight lines for traffic at the 
Eardisley Road/Headbrook junction, especially in the western direction and across 
the ownerships of the Lomas garage and petrol station and other local commercial 
ownerships. 

2.15 With regard to the road access matters, which we know are the likely subject of 
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serious representations from other local Kington community residents also, we would 
point out that in 2009, the LPA refused planning permission to a local businessman for an 
application for the change of use of this very same stretch of open space land for car 
parking and an access drive (Application Reference DMNW/092216/F). The refusal 
reasons were: 

1.	 The application represents a proposal for development on land allocated as open space in relationship 
to housing development in accordance with the Herefordshire Unitary Development Plan and as such 
the proposal is considered contrary to Policies S8 and HBA9 of the Herefordshire Unitary Development 
Plan. 

2.	 It is considered that the proposed development will have a detrimental impact on the amenity of the 
adjacent dwelling to the application site and as such the proposed development is considered contrary 
to Policy DR2 of the Herefordshire Unitary Development Plan. 

3.	 The proposal fails to demonstrate that appropriate visibility splays can be provided in order to 
maintain satisfactory highway safety standards. Therefore the proposal is considered contrary to 
Policies S6 and DR3 of the Herefordshire Unitary Development plan. 

2.16 Although the Unitary Development Plan is now replaced by the Herefordshire Local 
Plan Core Strategy, nevertheless the fundamental reasons for refusal still remain for this 
land and it should not be underestimated that the refused proposal was for a road 
serving a dozen car‐parking spaces for the business customers and not for a main, single, 
access road serving over 100 dwellings. 

3. Summary and Conclusions 
3.1 Mr Turner is greatly concerned at the content of the draft Kington Area 
Neighbourhood Plan and the manner in which to date it has been prepared and 
presented. His significant land ownership and his views and engagement within the 
KANP processes appear to have been largely ignored or dismissed by the Neighbourhood 
Plan Group. Our client’s land is significantly affected and potentially would be blighted by 
the draft proposals and this has been done so without any appropriate level of evidence 
being shown as to why this should be the case. There have been no advanced 
notifications, consultations or discussions prior to this Consultation Draft or any other 
previous versions, which is wholly contrary to Neighbourhood Plan legislation. There is 
ill‐informed, misleading and wrong information quoted within the draft Plan statement 
and matters of fact that have been misrepresented seriously. The government makes it 
clear in terms of the legislation covering Neighbourhood Plans, together with 
accompanying advice and guidance, that Neighbourhood Plans should set out the vision 
for an area and the planning policies for the use and development of land. It emphasises 
that plans should be focused on guiding development rather than stopping it. It seems to 
us that the Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan Group and a small minority of people are 
more interested in using the NP process to curtail suitable development and champion 
inappropriate development and, specifically, to prevent development of our client’s land 
at Headbrook for ever and to effectively ‘steal’ it from their control, blighting it for future 
use. This is not what Neighbourhood Planning should be about. In our opinion this is a 
Plan flawed in both content and presentation and should be rejected and not allowed 
to continue in its present form. 

3.2 On these grounds alone, Mr Turner objects to the draft Kington Area 
Neighbourhood Plan as a whole and in particular to several specific draft policies and 
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proposals contained within it. Specifically identified policies objected to are: 

KANP SB1 Settlement Boundaries: Kington Town. 

KANP H1 Housing Delivery: Kington Town and the specifically allocated sites K6 and 
K7. 
(Mr Turner also has misgivings that many of the other sites put forward are not 
‘deliverable’ either in the plan period or with regard to the NPPF’s required 5 year 
readily available housing supply within the County; this applies particularly to sites K4 
and K5). 

KANP H2, Housing Delivery: Land South of Kington 


KANP LGS1, Local Green Spaces 

And specifically, designation Plan 1 (Kington) (v) Land at Headbrook south of the 

River Arrow, GS06. 


PLAN 1 ‐ Kington Neighbourhood Development Plan: Kington Town Settlement 

Boundary, Housing Development Sites and Green Space 

And specifically: 

 The Kington Town Settlement Boundary and its exclusion of the Headbrook land; 

 The designation of GS06 ‐ Land Beside River; 

 Housing sites K6 and K7; 

 Housing sites K4 and K5. 


END 

P J Draper DipTP (Nottm), FPCS 

PDA Planning 

On behalf of Mr Martin Turner
 

November 2018 

Addendum: 
Our client has also added separate representations to complement our 
representations on and objections to the KANP draft, which sets out in some detail 
his considerations and feelings with regard to the KANP draft. This has been sent 
separately to this statement. 

Appendix: 
1.	 Copy of two relevant letters from local Kington residents included in the Hereford 
Times (29 June 2017), setting out the disquiet about the draft KNAP (note, names 
redacted). 

2.	 Copy of our illustrative layout plan for the Headbrook Land accompanying the 
current outline planning application for the site. 
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Appendix 1 – Letters from local residents 
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Appendix 2 – Indicative layout plan for current outline planning application on the 
Headbrook land site 

© PDA Planning, November 2018 
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 KINGTON PARK RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION
 

13th November 2018 

Kington, Kington Rural and Lower Harpton Group and Huntington
 

Neighbourhood Development Plan
 

This letter is written on behalf of the Kington Park Residents Association (KPRA) laying out our 

concerns in relation to part of this neighbourhood development plan. Our concerns focus upon the 

proposed road access route onto the Old Eardisley Road for the development areas described as K6 

and K7 (formerly K12 and K13). 

At the various public meetings held in Kington we have made it clear that whilst we believed the 

proposed 100 house development is out of scale, is lacking sufficient local infrastructure to support 

it, and is not a benefit to the town at present, we have not opposed the principle of the 

development. 

However, we remain strongly opposed to the proposed road access route, which is shown to go 

through the open space and play area between Kington Park and the properties that face onto 

Headbrook. Our reasons are: 

Loss of Public Open Space and Play Area 

1.	 This green space and children’s play area was part of the Herefordshire CC planning gain for 
the Kington Park development. It would be morally wrong to plunder this planning gain. 

2.	 It is the only public open green space on the east side of the River Arrow in Kington and is in 
daily use by residents from Headbrook, Banley Drive, Black Barn Close, Old Eardisley Road 
and the Kington Park development. Currently, for over a 110 houses this is their local green 
space. 

3.	 Under Visual Impact Assessment and Land Strategy Report submitted by the Kington Park 
developer (Bloors Ltd) paragraph 7.6 stated “Provision of Public Open space for the local 
community…. This will be a multifunctional area including access for walking, informal 
recreation and improved biodiversity.” And at 7.7 “Provision of a children’s play area …. To 
benefit the residents of the Headbrook area.” 

Safety Issues 



                              

                                  

                                     

                             

                                 

                             

                           

 

                                  

                                     

           

                                

                           

                         

                     

                         

       

       

                              

                             

                           

                        

                           

                                   

                                   

                             

                               

                        

                        

                                 

                 

 

                                     

                             

       

 

   

 

   

           

4.	 The distance from Headbrook Rd junction with Old Eardisley Rd to the proposed new access 
road is less than 30 metres. The Old Eardisley Road is already busy with about 100 houses 
feeding onto it. In addition, there is Kingdom Hall at the end of the road and Masonic Hall on 
the junction with Headbrook. These two halls bring regular additional traffic and in the case 
of Masonic Hall cars are parked all the way up Old Eardisley Road (see photograph 1 below). 
The petrol garage on Headbrook is also close to the Old Eardisley junction and traffic 
entering the petrol station again often backs up towards this junction (see photograph 2 
below). 

5.	 For the houses that feed onto the Old Eardisley Rd this is the only pedestrian route into 
Kington. The creation of a new road onto it with the additional traffic (up to 200 cars) will be 
a major safety issue to children. 

6.	 We understand that the County Council has already refused the creation of a road from the 
rear of Ian Jones Tyres and onto the Old Eardisley Road (Application number DMNW/ 
092216/F). Reasons include “proposal for development on land allocated as open space in 
accordance with the Herefordshire Unitary Development Plan”; “will have a detrimental 
impact on the amenity of the adjacent dwelling” and “fails to demonstrate… satisfactory 
highway safety standards”. 

Public Consultation within Kington 

7.	 At public meetings 14th July 2016 and again on 27th July 2017 no‐one supported the 
proposed access to the K6/K7 development through the play area/open space. In fact, it was 
strongly opposed and the Town Council were urged to find an alternative route. 

8.	 This strong opposition by the people of Kington has been completely ignored 
9.	 Policy justification for proposed access for K6/K7 developments is limited to: 9.4.30 There 

will be no vehicular access on Kingswood Road; but a new access point will be taken from Old 
Eardisley Road, to the east of the site. However, in order to deliver this new access, it might 
be necessary to upgrade the junction of Headbrook and Old Eardisley Roads. The main KNDP 
gives no justification for this route; has failed to recognise the safety issues associated with it 
and has made no reference to and ignored local unease and opposition. 

10. Equally, although other possible access routes for these new developments were put 
forward at the public meetings the absence of any reference to them in the KNDP makes it 
clear that none were given serious consideration or explored. 

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on the KNDP, but wish to express our concern of the 

very limited publicity given to this consultation. I expect most people in Kington remain blissfully 

unaware of it. 

Yours faithfully 

Paul Finch 

Chair of Kington Park Residents Association 



 

   



 



 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Latham, James 

From: P KIRBY 
Sent: 13 November 2018 10:35 
To: Neighbourhood Planning Team 
Subject: Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan 

Dear Sirs 

I am writing in response to the current Article 16 consultation in relation to the Kington Area 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

I own the parcel that the Plan refers to as K6 and to which policies KANP1 and 2 in particular refer. I 
confirm that it is my intention to bring the land that I own forward for development during the plan period. 


Should you have any queries or require any further information then please do not hesitate to contact me. 


Yours faithfully
	

Peter Kirby 
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Latham, James
	

From: donotreply@herefordshire.gov.uk 
Sent: 10 October 2018 09:31 
To: Neighbourhood Planning Team 
Subject: A comment on a proposed Neighbourhood Area was submitted 

Comment on a proposed neighbourhood plan form submitted fields 

Caption Value  

Address 3 Oakwood Drive, Loughborough 

Postcode LE11 3QF 

First name ENGLAND 

Last name SPORT 

Which plan are you commenting on? Kington 

Comment type Comment 

Your comments 

Thank you for consulting Sport England on the above 
neighbourhood plan. 1) The tennis courts at Halo Lady 
Hawkins School have been excluded from the green 
space shown on plan 1 with the grass playing fields 
included. The tennis courts are functionally and 
locationally part of the playing field and should 
therefore form part of the green space that is to be 
protected by the policy in the plan, as Sport England 
would consider this to be part of the whole playing 
field area at this site and would apply our policy 
accordingly. 2) The bowls green at Park Green has 
been omitted, it would be appropriate to include this 
within the green space annotated on plan 1. 
Government planning policy, within the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), identifies how the 
planning system can play an important role in 
facilitating social interaction and creating healthy, 
inclusive communities. Encouraging communities to 
become more physically active through walking, 
cycling, informal recreation and formal sport plays an 
important part in this process. Providing enough sports 
facilities of the right quality and type in the right places 
is vital to achieving this aim. This means that positive 
planning for sport, protection from the unnecessary loss 
of sports facilities, along with an integrated approach to 
providing new housing and employment land with 
community facilities is important. It is essential 
therefore that the neighbourhood plan reflects and 
complies with national planning policy for sport as set 
out in the NPPF with particular reference to Pars 96 
and 97. It is also important to be aware of Sport 
England’s statutory consultee role in protecting playing 
fields and the presumption against the loss of playing 
field land. Sport England’s playing fields policy is set 
out in our Playing Fields Policy and Guidance 
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document. 
http://www.sportengland.org/playingfieldspolicy Sport 
England provides guidance on developing planning 
policy for sport and further information can be found 
via the link below. Vital to the development and 
implementation of planning policy is the evidence base 
on which it is founded. 
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-
planning/planning-for-sport/forward-planning/ Sport 
England works with local authorities to ensure their 
Local Plan is underpinned by robust and up to date 
evidence. In line with Par 97 of the NPPF, this takes 
the form of assessments of need and strategies for 
indoor and outdoor sports facilities. A neighbourhood 
planning body should look to see if the relevant local 
authority has prepared a playing pitch strategy or other 
indoor/outdoor sports facility strategy. If it has then 
this could provide useful evidence for the 
neighbourhood plan and save the neighbourhood 
planning body time and resources gathering their own 
evidence. It is important that a neighbourhood plan 
reflects the recommendations and actions set out in any 
such strategies, including those which may specifically 
relate to the neighbourhood area, and that any local 
investment opportunities, such as the Community 
Infrastructure Levy, are utilised to support their 
delivery. Where such evidence does not already exist 
then relevant planning policies in a neighbourhood plan 
should be based on a proportionate assessment of the 
need for sporting provision in its area. Developed in 
consultation with the local sporting and wider 
community any assessment should be used to provide 
key recommendations and deliverable actions. These 
should set out what provision is required to ensure the 
current and future needs of the community for sport 
can be met and, in turn, be able to support the 
development and implementation of planning policies. 
Sport England’s guidance on assessing needs may help 
with such work. 
http://www.sportengland.org/planningtoolsandguidance 
If new or improved sports facilities are proposed Sport 
England recommend you ensure they are fit for purpose 
and designed in accordance with our design guidance 
notes. http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-
planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/ 
Any new housing developments will generate 
additional demand for sport. If existing sports facilities 
do not have the capacity to absorb the additional 
demand, then planning policies should look to ensure 
that new sports facilities, or improvements to existing 
sports facilities, are secured and delivered. Proposed 
actions to meet the demand should accord with any 
approved local plan or neighbourhood plan policy for 
social infrastructure, along with priorities resulting 
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from any assessment of need, or set out in any playing 
pitch or other indoor and/or outdoor sports facility 
strategy that the local authority has in place. In line 
with the Government’s NPPF (including Section 8) and 
its Planning Practice Guidance (Health and wellbeing 
section), links below, consideration should also be 
given to how any new development, especially for new 
housing, will provide opportunities for people to lead 
healthy lifestyles and create healthy communities. 
Sport England’s Active Design guidance can be used to 
help with this when developing planning policies and 
developing or assessing individual proposals. Active 
Design, which includes a model planning policy, 
provides ten principles to help ensure the design and 
layout of development encourages and promotes 
participation in sport and physical activity. The 
guidance, and its accompanying checklist, could also 
be used at the evidence gathering stage of developing a 
neighbourhood plan to help undertake an assessment of 
how the design and layout of the area currently enables 
people to lead active lifestyles and what could be 
improved. NPPF Section 8: 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-
framework/8-promoting-healthy-communities PPG 
Health and wellbeing section: 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing 
Sport England’s Active Design Guidance: 
https://www.sportengland.org/activedesign (Please 
note: this response relates to Sport England’s planning 
function only. It is not associated with our funding role 
or any grant application/award that may relate to the 
site.) 
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Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) – Core Strategy Conformity Assessment 

From Herefordshire Council Strategic Planning Team 

Name of NDP: KINGTON AREA NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN (Regulation 16 consultation) 
Date: 13/11/18 

Draft Neighbourhood 
plan policy 

Equivalent CS 
policy(ies) (if 
appropriate) 

In general 
conformity 
(Y/N) 

Comments 

Policy KANP ENV1 
A Valued Natural 
Environment 

LD1,LD2 & 
LD3, LD4 

Y 

Policy KANP ENV 2 – 
Dark Skies 

LD1, SD1 Y 

Policy KANP ENV3 A 
Valued Built 
Environment 

LD1, LD4, SD1 Y 

Policy KANP SB1 
Settlement Boundaries 

KG1, RA2, 
RA3, RA4 & 
RA5 

Y 

Policy KANP H1 
Housing Delivery: 
Kington Town 

SS2, KG1 Y K2- It would be useful if the tree 
officer could provide comments 
with regard to the tree within the 
site as it may affect capacity.  

K3- the site has planning 
permission (P153631/F) for 10 
dwellings. An application 
(P174424/XA2) for Approval of 
details reserved by condition 
was granted in January 2018 but 
development has yet to 
commence. 

Please see update to Table 1 
below. 

Better justification to the 
nominated windfall amount is 
needed. Please see below.  

Policy KANP H2 Land SS2, KG1, Y 
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Draft Neighbourhood 
plan policy 

Equivalent CS 
policy(ies) (if 
appropriate) 

In general 
conformity 
(Y/N) 

Comments 

South of Kington SD3 

Policy KANP H3 
Housing Delivery: 
Kington Rural and 
Lower Harpton Group 
Parish 

RA2 Y Have Environmental Health 
been consulted on this proposal 
due to the proximity to the turkey 
farm sheds? 

The rural part of the NDP area 
has only seen 2 windfall  
completions in the past 7 years.  
Therefore further justification for 
the windfall figure of 13 is 
needed. For instance the 
introduction of a settlement 
boundary which was previously 
open countryside up until this 
point provides opportunity for 
development which did not exist 
before. A commitment of 5 
dwellings might also help to 
demonstrate that construction 
activity is on the increase more 
so than earlier years of the 
economic downturn.   

Policy KANP H4 
Housing Delivery: 
Huntington Parish 

RA3, RA4 & 
RA5 

Y 

Policy KANP H5 
Housing Design Criteria 

SD1 Y Need to reference in the Policy 
justification why the London 
Space Standards are referred to 
in the policy as there are other 
standards available.  

Policy KANP E1: A 
Thriving Rural 
Economy 

SS5, E1, E2 & 
E3 

Y 

Policy KANP E2 -
Large Scale 
Employment Activities  

SS5, E1, E2 & 
E3 

Y 
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Draft Neighbourhood 
plan policy 

Equivalent CS 
policy(ies) (if 
appropriate) 

In general 
conformity 
(Y/N) 

Comments 

Policy KANP KTC 1: 
Kington Town Centre 

E5, E6 Y Could not locate Map 1 as 
referred to in the policy 

VIII – remove unnecessary text 
(Lsep) 

Policy KANP T1: 
Sustainable Tourism 

E4 Y 

Policy KANP INF 1: 
Local Infrastructure 

SD1, SD2 & 
SD4 

Y 

Policy KANP ENV4 -
Flood risk and drainage 

SD3 Y 

Policy KANP LGS 1: 
Local Green Spaces 

OS1, Y 

Policy KANP GI 1: 
Green Infrastructure 

LD3 Y 

Policy KANP CF1: 
Community Facilities 

SC1 Y 

Other comments/conformity issues: 

Please provide a contents page for the appendices 

Update references to the 2018 NPPF 

Table 1 

Core Strategy Target 2011-2031 
“around 200 dwellings” 
Completions at April 2018 

1416 
Planning permissions at April 2018 

26 32 (this includes the allocation K3 for 10 dwellings which has 
planning permission) 

Site allocations 
140131 

Windfalls 
26 

Total by 2031 
206205 
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Kington town windfall 

Year Net completion windfalls 

2011/12 5 

2012/13 0 


2016/17 0 


2013/14 5 

2014/15 3 

2015/16 1 


2017/18 2 

Total 16 


The above pattern shows that there were on average 2 windfalls per annum.  With thirteen 
years remaining it would be reasonable to expect to see 26 dwellings coming forward as 
windfalls. 

End 
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Latham, James 

From: donotreply@herefordshire.gov.uk 
Sent: 12 October 2018 14:24 
To: Neighbourhood Planning Team 
Subject: A comment on a proposed Neighbourhood Area was submitted 

Comment on a proposed neighbourhood plan form submitted fields 

Caption Value  

Address 

Postcode 

First name Tony 

Last name Bennett 

Which plan are you commenting on? Kington 

Your comments 
surely the plans can not work as the existing 
sewer system is over worked the schools are 
full there isnt enough jobs 
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