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,

| 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, | 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:

e Areview 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:

e 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



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. | 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.

e 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:

e Areview 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.



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

Site K6:

e Areview 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: KHO1

o 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) ifthe 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. | 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.

e 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 | 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. |
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



Andrew

HerefOrdshire.gov.uk

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
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=5 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

HerefOrdshire.gov.uk


https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/directory_record/3072/kington_kington_rural_and_lower_harpton_group_and

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

Address

Postcode

First name

Last name

Which plan are you commenting on?

Comment type

Y our comments

Value

Mrs C

Giles

Kington area neighbourhood plan
Objection

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 - [ 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 - [ 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.



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 Strateqic 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, | 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: lan 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



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



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,
| 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.

| attach our previous correspondence on this matter for your consideration.
Should you require any further information, then please let me know.

Kind regards,

w Ryan Norman
Forward Plans Officer | Developer Services | Dwr Cymru Welsh Water
Linea | Cardiff | CF3 OLT | 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

*kskkkkkk 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.


https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/directory_record/3072/kington_kington_rural_and_lower_harpton_group_and
mailto:neighbourhoodplanning@herefordshire.gov.uk
http://www.dwrcymru.com/en/Developer-Services.aspx
http:www.dwrcymru.com
mailto:Ryan.Norman@dwrcymru.com

Forward Planning Cynllunio Ymlaen

PO Box 3146 Blwch Post 3146

Cardiff Caerdydd

CF30 OEH CF30 OEH

Tel: +44 (0)800 917 2652 Ffon: +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 0800917 2652

Sent via email

26™ August 2016

Dear Siobhan,

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

| refer to your email dated the 10" August 2016 regarding the above consultation. Welsh Water appreciates
the opportunity to respond and we offer the following representation:

Water supply

Given the size of the proposed development site and the small diameter distribution water main in the
adjacent Kingswood Road, a hydraulic modelling assessment (HMA) of the water supply network may be
required in order to understand where a connection can be made and if any upsizing is required.

Potential developers can commission Welsh Water to undertake a HMA, and fund any improvements via the
Requisition provisions of the Water Industry Act 1991.

Public sewerage

There do not appear to be any issues in the proposed development site connecting into our combined public
sewer in the adjacent Kingswood Road.

Wastewater treatment works (WwTW)

Our Kington WwTW is currently overloaded and there are no improvements planned within our current Capital
Investment Programme (AMP6 — 1% April 2015-31°" March 2020). An improvement scheme will form part of
our submission to the Industry Regulators for the next Capital Investment Programme (AMP7 — 1 April 2020-
315t 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



mailto:Forward.Plans@dwrcymru.com
mailto:Forward.Plans@dwrcymru.com

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


mailto:Forward.Plans@dwrcymru.com

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, | 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 1% April 2015 — 31 March 2020. We cannot give any guarantee that there will be a scheme in our next
Capital Investment Programme AMP7 which runs from 15t April 2020 — 315 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 | have attached my previous representation to Siobhan Riddle at Herefordshire
Council on the proposed development at ‘Land South of Kington’ for 100 dwellings.

| 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,

w Ryan Norman
Forward Plans Officer | Developer Services | Dwr Cymru Welsh Water
Linea | Cardiff | CF3 OLT | 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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http://www.dwrcymru.com/en/Developer-Services.aspx
http:www.dwrcymru.com
mailto:Ryan.Norman@dwrcymru.com

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, | will consult with colleagues and get back to you by the end of the week.

Kind regards,

w Ryan Norman
Forward Plans Officer | Developer Services | Dwr Cymru Welsh Water
Linea | Cardiff | CF3 OLT | 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

sk skosk sk skok sk EXtemal Mall sk sk skeosk skokosk
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.


mailto:Ryan.Norman@dwrcymru.com
http://www.dwrcymru.com/en/Developer-Services.aspx
http:www.dwrcymru.com

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 1712017

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


mailto:forward.plans@dwrcymru.co.uk

Kington Neighbourhood Plan
Kington Town Council

The Old Police Station

2 Market Hall Street

Kington HRS 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



Our ref: SV/2018/109876/0OR-

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

| 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

14t 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
(s 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).

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

Revised National Planning Policy Framework
On the 24" 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 214" 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 24™" 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

" 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: PLO0487325

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”.

| hope you find this advice helpful.

Yours sincerely,

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

R THE AXIS 10 HOLLIDAY STREET BIRMINGHAM B1 1TF ) -

;-:. W ,‘,\\x h)_«\l gi- | []
BAA Telephone 0121 625 6870 onewa
san® HistoricEngland.org.uk DIVERSITY CHAMPION

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: lan 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: lan 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



Latham, James

From: lan Caney

Sent: 26 October 2018 10:53

To: Latham, James; Neighbourhood Planning Team; Idf

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. | 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 | 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.

| 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.

| would ask for the lack of notification to be addressed for the remaining period of the consultation.
lan Caney

| would have thought that notices would have been placed in shops, schools etc. | 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.



J. & P. Turner

Agricultural Merchants and Arrow Mills Garden Centre
Established 1801
Arrow Mills, Kington, Herefordshire. HRS 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 19t 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
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9.2.3 “Itis 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 21t 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

Clir 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.

Y ours 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

| have read the NDP and | 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
HerefOrdshire.gov.uk

James Latham
Technical Support Officer
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Local@Green®pace@esignation@or@HeadbrookBhouldhotibe@llowedRstheField@ oesmhotHit@n@vithEhel
regulations@EoverninglGS(seeelow).fThere@Ere@anybtherfbetter@pacesdnownlready,BneDf@vhich@
opposite@Headbrook@®hey@vant@o@estroy.Further,AEhoteRhat@tEnayibedossible®o@econcile®heimmDEhel
designation@vith@eveloping@®hedand.@Presently,®@heBite@l oesBhot@Enjoypublicccess.BAnd@mportantibenefitl
offallocatingthisBiteForfhousing@villbbe®heRreationEindiprotection@oingforward@fGublicB®bpenBpacel
which@villthelp®oXontribute,@AnBbart,RoEhe@inderlying@im@®Dfthat@Element@f@heBblandPolicy®G1E'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”. KANPE
ObjectiveflEAnd@®olicyd ANPEG IF @efer@o®heZameldeal.)fThe@lan@t®.10A.GSBtates®hatHGS06 attracted a
large amount of support” Wherefs®hisEvidence ?@Page® 8 EhePlanefers@o historicallyfinteresting?
buildings”@®n@GS6@AvhichA@smhottheXase.RThe proposed designation, LGS6, should be deleted from the NDP
as it does not comply with national planning policy.



What@s@EoingRolbe®he@nonitoring@process ?@hatAs@Ehe@lanifEhe@roposedihousing@ites@ ofhot@EomeRnl
asthoped?The®Plands@bliged®odindBitesForR00mhousesEndRvendfthefigures@reccepted,@hereds@hol
room#ForiinanoeuvredfneRitedails@ofproceed.AhavedbeenoldbyFHormer@nembersbfitheBteering
committeehatfromiheBtarttho-onelhasiiked®heXitesiroposedibut®heEANPGhasHeltHorceddntol
allocating®itesy@erefordshireouncil DrRlevelopers@villbuild@vhere®heydike.fThisAsthonsense,EsnyE
Proposal@villdbeBcrutinizediby@erefordshire@®lanningffficialsEndfommittee@vho@villBnlyzllowr
developmentinBuitableBblacesccordingo®he®lanning®egulations.Bhould®heEANPEhaveeserveRites?
listed ?ET his@iraftiplan@sthotin@Eeneral@onformity@vith@heBtrategic@olicies®fEheflocal@laniie.®@hatEtHsE
tooltestrictiveBuch@hatt@villFrustrate®@heealisation@®ftheBtrategicipoliciesf@he@evelopmentilan].?
“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 $53.”

ThefHousingonsultants@id@hot@ttend@@PpublicEneeting®riteport@o@®helflownLouncilbrithe@EANPBteeringf
Committee.fThe@Vorking@arty@ppointeddn2015&lidEhotEneet@heonsultants,Bheither@iddandowners.tThel
twolnembersDfitheBteering@roup@verehe@®nlyBeopledn@helfTown@vhoimet@nd@Eaveheir@®pinionsiol
theonsultants.?

There@s@Aundamental@law@vith@hisBrocessEsHar@s@REeferendum,@vhich@ouldiossiblyfbelnterpretedizsk
infringingingtonResidents’®umanRights.EThereBhouldbe@Fudicial®eviewd@ntofhowXington@eoplednay?
havehisBlandmposed@nEhemiby@heRural@oters.k
TheBteeringfGroupthaveihotakenmotice®fZTownEouncillors,End@thers,fhavingeservationsBnhel
responseoheBurvey.Al61@espondentsut®fFL500E 10.7%EvhichRouldibe@epeatedEtBReferendum.
Kington@Rural@nd@owerfarptonchieved® 8&eplies@rom284,MHuntington® 1&eplies@rom@9.E
TheXington@Rural@ndHuntington@esidentsEppearoibethappy@vith®heir@plansBo@veRanZssumehat@nostr
ifthot@|IEvillBupport@hedblan.trhisRouldibe®hefl 09FromEheBurveylipEo@ 73| IRurned@ut.RliftheBamel
numberurned®ut@n@hentirefreadnBReferendumBEs@eplied@o®heBurvey®hat@vouldibeEotal@n®hel
PlanfArea®f2 70@neaning®hat@Bimplednajority@®fEl 36@vould@vin@®he@ote.fThisdeavesfis@vithEheBituationl
whereltAvoulddeave®nly®R 7&KingtonResidents@otingforheiblan@oarry®he@aygainstheF 36@vhol
wouldiheed@oRurn@ButBnd@otegainst.TherefrefL4Townouncillors@lusEhe@®therinemberfEhel
steering@roupieavingft@equiring@he@roupo@ersuadenlyF 2@ eopleodoteort.FThisBituationBEppearsk
verytheavily@veighted@gainstXington@Residents@vho@vould®henthavehis@PlanForced@iponEhem.:
ThisZKANPAsEhotEalkedZboutdn@Ehell ownEndEFoudvalk@ipEheighBtreet@ndzsk@eopleboutftthereds?
verytittle@esponse@partfromiEhefhegatives.AhavemotBpokenEonyone@vholthaseaddt, detlonegreel
withft,nd@&hatf@includesouncillors.@Atfhas@akendivedearsFor@heEKANPRoetRoRhis@ointEand®hel
residentsbfXingtonthavejust@otHed@ipndotally@lisinterested,@articularly@vhenhey@eehat®heir
views@re@lways@gnored.trheBublicityForhis@®bAveek@onsultationthastbeen@ery@oor, @@ nlyBawR@otices?
infTown,BothDfAvhich@Avereent@verdnEhe@vindEnd@ain,EndEeither@nEBosition@vhereBomeoneouldE
safely@top@nd@ead.iNeitherEhe@ainfTlowniNoticeBoard@nEhe@arketHall@®riEhe@hoticeboard@tEKingtonk
Park,BDrEny®DfthefisualBhops@vhere@eopleformallyd@look@or@nformation,thad@@oster.@@espectfully?
suggestthatiouome®oXington@nd@valkEbout,Eskingeoplebout®heEANP.

ARjuestionnaire®hat@®nly@nvolvedr 0.7%Bfhe@opulation®dfXington@annotieBaid&obeRepresentative.?

TheXLAPBurvey®fi2013,@istributed®ofl420@Householdsthad@53&eplies@nd@@argefumberBf@olunteers?
helping@vith®helrocess.BAtne®Ehedast@neetings®heEARPBNB ™ February@013@&here@verefl 17
present@vithBEpologies.&/olunteersBfIKANPaveiesignedvertheldastBFearsdeavingnly@hreeegularl
membersDftheBteering@roup.This&learly@howsfthowBbublicAnvolvementthas@windled.k



ScopingReport2014[]

“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 e 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@ANPhavelignored®hefindingsfhe@copingteportiy@lesignating@norefGreenBpaceiutfhot@norel
amenity@EreenBpace.MevelopingeadbrookHielddK10)@AvouldihelpibringdorwardhefhopesdheBHcopingl
ReportinBbrovidingEmenityBpace.:

Neighbourhood®lanning@Regulationsl

“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

ThelNational®Planning@olicy@FrameworkBtates®hat:o 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)

TheGovernmentBiteBtates:- “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

TheANPBitessiroposedivillthotleliver00Ghouses.:l
“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”

K1BisGIreadylassed@s@EnAnfillBite.R

K2BhouldibelkeptBsEnkpenBZpacendvailability@s@insure.?
KAmI|dEVesleyanhapel, A0 wellings.Blind@tBtrange®hat®he@EANPRreBbroposing@housesEndBElatsEAnE
thistbuilding@vhenXingtonfownouncilthavellwaysieengainstinorelats@nEington.ElRannotl
understandthow®heyBlsoBay@hathistuilding@antbe@iemolished.HasRhistbeeniscussed@vith@helisted?
Buildings@fficerterefordshire@ouncil@s@hefhapeldsnd@mportantEington@Building?ETherefs@lanning?
history®fverfLOFearsnhisBite@vithoutZnythingieing@rogressed,BothowRan®hisBitefbeRleemed?
“deliverable” ,®riAndeed@iable?frheseBroperties@vouldihotthaveny@Parking@®riEardenirea.?
K5@Field@djacentEo@MillBtreet,EAL5@Iwellings.ETheEANPBayRhatEhewccess@oad@villbedequired@vithoutf
any@ietailthow®his@ouldibeBecured.tTherefreilsoBbroblems@vith@Bwnershipnd@enancy@ights. @& ootk
believe@hat®hisBitefs@leliverablef®riable.ThisfsElsofin®heonservationfArea.?
Ke@andBouthDfKington,FLOOR wellings.Erhisdandiziso@equiresBinzccess@oadnd@heEANPEProposeihisk
throughBn@stablished®ublicElDpenBpacendigainsthe@vishesBf@lEhedocal@esidents.fThis@oesk
completely@gainstiIl@heEKANP’ sEssertionshat®hey@vantiGreenBpacesipreserved.@Herefordshireouncil



haveilready@efused@n@ccessFoad@verhisdand@nR009FApplication@dMNW/092216/F)EndRheredszE
restrictive@ovenant@vhich@reventsnyise@®therhan@Public@DpenBpace.fTheEANPEhould@xplainthow?
they®@onclude®hat@hisBites deliverable”.k

ThefHouse®fommonsiNeighbourhood®BriefingpaperiNumber@5838,A 2@ctober2018&tates:-
“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”
ThisAs@hotRlonefy®heEKANPER

“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@ANPmhavekhot@vorked@vithhe@ommunity,@ather@vith@ouncil@fficialsBindELonsultantsEgainst@hel
wishes®fithe@people.

Paragraphf 83@fitheFramework@Effords@ommunities@lirect®oweroRlevelop@E'shared@ision.”ETaking
intoBccount@epresentationsieceived@uring®he@egulationFl4ZLonsultationBeriod,GtdsEpparent@Ehat,AvithE
specificitegard@o®heBbroposed@llocation®f@levelopmentlandBouthDfEington,®herere@embersfithel
local@ommunity@vhoonsiderpubliconsultation®othaveieeninsufficient.?
Given®hebove,@here@nustibe@oncern®hat@helproposeddlandillocationsihot®heResultBbfBhared@ision.

IBvouldilsoRxpectfHCCRrithe@Examiner@oheck@hat@heForumXomplied@vithBection: -

(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),

(iilwhose 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@vereheXermsfteference?BWhats@heonstitution@ndihas®he@ roupdolloweddt?
There@houldihavebeen@BRuorumBetHoriineetings.

TheRegulationsBtate: - “(d) it has a written constitution”

The@lans@heldeabfEwoleople@vhothaveiushedithrough@egardless@Bfpublic@pinion.trheythave
misinterpreted@he@onsultationEnswers,Barticularly@®ni@reenBpaces,indignored®hefeelings@romipublic
meetingsBind®heBublic@xhibition@hotes.frheythavednsteadollowedEdvice@romEonsultantsEndEouncil
Officers,mhone@®fAvholivelnXington.lThe@HCCEuidelines@learly®tate: -“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.”

KANPlanEQUESTIONNAIREEsked®he@juestion-

“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.

PlanningfAidEnglandEuideBaysi-

“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@ocality@uide®aysE- “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).”

TheHCCBuidelinesBtate: - “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. “
NoEmendments@vere@nade@oXhelplantfter@epresentations@nade.dtAvasiisolear@rom@hePublic?
ExhibitionEnd@neetingsd@n2017&hat®he@ommunity@idihotBupport®he@raft@ision.?

The@Forum@oriNeighbourhood®PlanningBtates:- “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@othe#egulationshefroupBhould@onsist@fEEninimumBDR2 1@Enembers.fTheEANPHashever?
had@nythinglike®histhumber- see@ablefbelow.MVasthere@@juorumihumberBZetHor@neetings?EThefPREBayl
“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@EANPGhad@isually2@riBEeople,mhonefromibusiness@r@ommerceire
youngbeople.B

Also,heegulations@ay®hat@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.”

CanerefordshireouncilEonfirmi&hat®heyzrefhappy@vithhe@nakeupbfEhe@FEroup?a

ABtatement@vhichExplainsthowhe@proposediNeighbourhoodForumineets@he@onditions@ontaineddn
Section@®1F(5),Bchedule®@mfEhelfTownndfountry@lanning@ctFL990R
“(5) Alocal 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
(i) 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,

(i) 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” IhavefhotieenEble@odind®he@vritten@onstitution.?

Local Green Space Designation. Can@he@ANPRonfirmi&hat@lIZhe@andowners@vhosedandis@lesignatedzZsk
LocalfGreenBpace@vere@ontactedibefore@heBite’s@esignationEsBet@utl@n@he@Planning@®Practice@uidancel
onfocalf@GreenBpace.LanEheyBhowRopiesBfhat@orrespondence?fRefExaminer’s@eport@oBtorringtonk
NP).AZeceived@AetterdFromXKingtonfownZouncil@ated®"*May2018Anforming@ne®hatdanddniEnyd
ownershipthastbeenfdentified@sEGS,otification@orfGSB4.BAccording@o®he@apihisis@and@EtFloodgatesk
which@sthot@inder@ny@®wnership.@havethotFeceived@ietter@n@egard@ofHeadbrookdand.k




Comments on Basic Condition Statement

3.2 Neighbourhood Plan will be considered to have met the Basic Conditions if:

e 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@ANPHsEotHollowing@his@onditionEs®heyre@romotingfknocking@own@he@Vesleyanihapel,Bne@f?
Kington’siconiclisted@uildings.?

4. Conformity@vith@National®lanning@Policy@rameworkENPPF)E

“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.”
TheKANPRoesmhot@omply@vith@aragraphfl73@sEhey@retbroposingBites@vithBevereRonstraints.k

paragraphBl 6@ fEhed@NPPFE
3.1fheMNeighbourhood@®lan@must@omply@vithEhefbasic@onditionsBetutd@nBbaragraph@®B(2)@fBchedule® B
tohefrownEndTLountry@lanningB\ctFL990GsEpplied@ofheighbourhoodiplansibyBectionB8AbEhe
PlanningBndompulsory@PurchaseBActR004.

This#egulation@tates: - Requirements to be complied with before proposals made or considered
4(1)RegulationsEnay@nake@rovisionEsRoFequirementsEhat@nustthe@omplied@vithibeforeGroposalsdorz
neighbourhood@levelopmentirdernaybeZubmitted@odocal@planningButhority@®rifall®ofbeonsidered
by@Hocal@lanninguthority.

(2)eTheegulations@nay@niarticular@nakeirovision—

(a)as@®o®heRiving@fEhoticeBandBublicity,
(b)astohednformation@nd@ocumentshatre@obe@nadevailable@®o®helpublic,
(c)aso®he@aking@®feasonable@hargesforZnything@rovided@sResult®fthe@egulations,
(d)aso@onsultation@vithEnd@articipationy@he@public,
(e)asoXhe@nakingBind@onsideration@®f@epresentationsiincluding@he@imefy@vhich®hey@nustibelnade),
(3)eheowero@nakedegulations@inder@his@aragraph@nustie@xercised@oBecure@hat—
(a)prescribed@equirements@s@oRonsultation@vithEnd@articipationtby®he@ublicEinustibeRomplied@vith
before@Bbroposalfor@meighbourhood@evelopment®rder@naybeBubmitted@odocal@lanning@uthority,
and
(b)aBtatement@ontaining@heollowinginformationd@n&elation®@o@hat@onsultationEndBarticipation@nust
accompanylthelroposalBubmitted@o®heuthority—

(i)detailsmfthose@onsulted,

(i)aBummary®dfEhe@nainfssues@aised,znd

(iii)any@®ther@nformation®fEBrescribed@escription.
TheEKANPHhavemhotRomplied@vithBection2Fd)RAndEe)@nd@lIBectionB@EsEheyihaveRotallyd@gnored&he
publiceelings@tineetingsBnd@hoti@nentionedidn@heilanilDfRhe@bjections.

“(2)ARiraft@®rder@neets®hedbasic®onditionsif—
(a)havingegard@®ohational@oliciestaind@dviceRontained@nFEuidancelssuediby®heBecretary®bfBtate,dtds
appropriate@o@nakehe@®rder,”

The@uidanceBtates: - “In some circumstances more detailed assessment may be necessary for particular
areas or key sites on which the delivery of the plan relies.”
ThisthasthotibeenRone@sEwobhe@nainBitesthavethoZccess.



Policy® ANPEG LA @G reend@nfrastructure.
GoodMntentionstbutthowivillkhistbeBchieved@vithouteadbrook@evelopment@vhichis@deallyBuited®o
support@his@Policy.fTheEANPEknewDfDurBroposalfor@Footbridgecross@heBrrow@vhich@Evouldibe
majorthelpdorcreation of new paths and access”.

Comments on the Reg 16 consultation document

2.5FThe proposed allocation of this site, together with a proposed new access road, was the topic of the
most frequent objections from residents.”
Then@vhythave@heEKANPREakenmohotice?T hats@hot@Public@nvolvement.

20"%Sept@014@publicEneeting - “A path along the river Arrow”
Why@vashisthot@pursuedzs@heyknewhat®hefeadbrook@evelopment@villZecurelit?

30th@ctober2014.PubliciMeetingtheld@nXington.BMain&opic:ErhefEnvironment
No@nentionfs@nade®fHeadbrook@andzsEn@mportantfGreenBpace.

27th — 29thiNovember®014.Mrop-inPlanningdorReal type@ventihelddnXington@MarketHall

“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@ommentsElearlyBhowed®hatBeople@vantZccessEoRheRiverside@vhich@an@nlyibechievedibyr
someltlevelopment.EZTheKANPHgnoreihis.zl

30thiNovember2015@ pecialiMeeting@®fiingtonETownLouncill

“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.”

KANPHgnoredihis.z

14th@ecemberR015.Kingtonfrowniouncil@neetingf

“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”
IncorrectBdviceEiven@o®heXTCRsEHeadbrookFielddsthot@@vildlife@orridor.AffDevelopment@vas@llowed®o
proceed®henthere@vouldibehelpossibility@f@@vildlife@orridor@nd@ublicBpaces.

14thAulyR2016@pecialMMeeting@vithEesidents@bfXington@Park,@DIdEardisley®Rd,Kingswood@RdEnd
Headbrook.

“Open to all members of the public” - NotRruesAt@vas@nlyGdvertisedd@n@hose®hreereas.@wners@f
otherBbroposedthousingBites@verethotRold@bouthis@neeting.

February2017MMeeting®fEheEANPEGroup
There@vasBEmembersBfthe@EroupAncluding®Rural,Bind@neEnember®dfhe@ubliciresent.
This@sthot@nvolvementZEnd@Engagement@dfEhe@ublic

18thEApril2017MMeetingBfEingtonErownouncil

“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,heEANPGhavelgnored®hisEdvicel



30thmMayR017Aetter@eceiveddromihairdfXington@Park@Residents@ssociation@Expressing@oncernihat@hel
proposed@ccessFoadForE12EndEK13BtilIBhownEoinghroughXington®layPark@rea.B

“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,®he@EANPAgnore@ublic@nvolvement.

JulyR0170ibraryExhibition
KANPBtateRiversideRorridor@hrough@he®ownBhouldbeBustainediby®he@esignation®fGreenspaces.
This@olicy@villthotthelpBpening@heiiverside@ip@oEhe@ublic®ofs@ncorrect.

“The re-draft of the Plan document will address many of the comments from the consultation period
including those made at this meeting”
The@ANPmhavefakenfhohoticeBf@omments@nade.BAlsobearing@n@nind@hell 2%&esponseatedorithe
questionnairesthow@anhisibealled@ublicbarticipationEnd@nvolvement?
Ithavedistened@t@EHXKingtonErown@ouncil@neeting@vhereRouncillors@vere@vorried®verhe@emocratic
processvithBuch@E@owRurnout,Especiallydfihe@amekpplied®oREeferendum.

KLAPBurveyl@esultstand@&ANPmotes@BnEonsultations@eNaturalEnvironment

GreenBpaces - AdotBbfEesponsesibutBhot@Bne@nentiondorfHeadbrookdand.
Several@ost-itthote@ommentsEtRheExhibitionErefhotiincludedidnZhisEeport.tTheyi@lEppearZoienihe
same@heme@vhich®heBteeringfGroup@bviously@ofhotAvant®oepeatthere.:-

“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@Meetings0.11.15RFA4.12.15R
Therere@oncernsi®verhesefotesthot@elatingo@he@Minutes.FAlso@efer@oEKANPEroupEneeting@® X
13.10.15@nd@vhy@hey@hanged@heir@nind?

Someatesppear@oelincorrect: -Thefninutes®ftheEXTCneeting@0.11.156haveEhelateR.11.15@n
thefbottom@fREachBheet.
In®helhotes@fEheXTCaneeting®14.12.15@Find@tBtrange@hat@he@vordingfs@ntbolditypelsifEo
exaggerate®helecision@Bnly@wolveeksEfter@helprevious@neeting@vhere®heyiccepted@ome
development.

Paragraphf 5@n&Ehefudit®railhen@ontradicts®his@ersion@®fhe@ninutes.Z'Concernsaised@gain®nE6End
K10.Both@nHloodZoneR,@®xceptFor@mallEreas@niboth”
Paragraph20@n&hefuditZrail®nXTCEneeting®fF 8.4.17@henBays ClirsEaised@oncerns@gainbout
allocating@ny®fEK10qHeadbrook)” .EThisRloes@hotRally@vithheEANPRonsultationGhotesEsbove.

KANPHousingBitesEuditirail@
“SC had information that an application might be made on (i)”
TheBCanet@vith@sRwiceBndknewRlefinitely@®hat@nEpplication@vastbeing@repared.?

Thefetterdorm@heXington®ark@Residentsfssociation®fB0™ MayR017&learlyBtates@he@ubliclinease@vith
the@onsultation@rocessEndithowEhe@vishesbfEhe@neeting@ndindeed®he@uestionnaire,thaveieenk
ignored.TheGwolpeople@vhoreEhe@ANPGhavelersistentlydgnored@Eny@ommentsEndarriednk
regardless@vith@heirddeas.:


http:14.12.15
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KingtonhronicleBpecialEdition

TheEANPRre@verstating®hefactsbhyZayingin@olicies®niGreenBpace: - “The public’s strong support for
protecting all these spaces”
ThisAsGhotruesEhe@publicAverefotBsked®oRifferentiatefbetween@ariousfGreenBpaces.ForFExample,dt
ismbvioushat@ho-one@vould@vant@evelopment@®n@heRecreation@round.

Summerfuestionnaire.

Thefuestionnaire@vasBentof 500thouseholdsEndnlythadEl61@espondents® 10.7%Eesponse,@hotfl2%
asEKANPRIocument.B(Compared@oXingtonRural@vhichthad@EB8%Eesponseate)They®henBayztihe
meeting®if not ticked then assume you have not approved”. Thisthen@ould@IsozpplyEo®he 339
households@vho@id@hot@espond@oEheBurvey.

72BbeoplehoughtE12@REK13Buitable® 45%Fes,55%mo,EEnajorityRgainst.
Unfortunately,®he@ublic@verefotEsked@oote@nEHeadbrook,BbutEvenBoB@people@nentioneddt sz
developmentBite.
Bearinglin@nind@heesult®bfhisBurveyEnd@heletter@BromXington@ParkZlong@vith@heHeeling@®f®heBublic
meeting,Avhy@lid&heEXANPEotdook@tDtherBitesBuch@s@Headbrook?rheNeighbourhood®lan@rocessks
supposedioibe@vhat®heieople@vant,BhotGustEheEwolpeople@n@heSC.

Herefordshire@ouncilevelopment@Management@omments.B“/s there a need for all of the Green Space?”
KANPReply@Extensive discussions at Town Council meetings and in public consultations about designations
of LGS (see consultation paras of section 9.10)”
ThisAsthotEorrect®egarding@eadbrookdand.k

HCChaveoncernsBnEK3EK5EK6EK8K Db eingieliverable.?

K12RX13kheyBay@'Main concern relates to the inclusion of an illustrative masterplan as part of an NDP. Are
there any examples of this being done elsewhere? The concern is that this seems to pre-determine any
eventual planning application to an extent. For example, the illustrative sketch shows a significant number of
three storey dwellings. Whilst there are such buildings in the town centre | am not sure that such an
approach would be advocated elsewhere. However, a developer might argue that the supporting text directs
towards such an approach. What is the agricultural land classification grading for the land? It is mentioned
as a constraint for K15, but not here. Point of consistency.”

HCCBay®niGreenBpaces® The majority of these seem to fail the tests of paras 76 and 77 of the NPPF as they
are extensive tracts of land.....The list seems unnecessarily extensive and should be re-assessed to have real
value.”

Paragraphs 6ol 8ENPPFBetuthational@olicy@®nAocalfGreenBpace:

“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.
InthisReportBfR9@ctoberR014BnEhe@ackwelliNeighbourhood®lan@Examination,MMrAMcGurkibeganibyl
observinghatflocal@GreenBpacelsBHrestrictive and significant policy designation” equivalent®o@reen@BeltR
designation.@Helheld®@hatit is essential that, when allocating Local Green Space, plan-makers can clearly
demonstrate that the requirements for its allocation are met in full.”



There@stholthreshold’ @nEermsdfBizeBvhich@lefines@vhatBvould,BrAvouldihot,HallRobeRonsideredEs
‘extensiveract®fdand’.An@his@egard@he@onclusions@®fther@Examinations@fENPsEre®Zssistance:{i)
SedlescombeNPEBtreetFarmibeing@heRize®H severaldullBizeFootballBitches”@Et#.6ha@vas@onsidered
extensivedAppendixd],dii)AAlrewasiNPERwoRites@BfR2.5hand@B.9haonsidered@oieRxtensivedAppendix
D],qiii)EratenhilliNPE- sitesBf®.2hand@.3haonsidered@oe®xtensivedAppendixa].
ThefHeadbrookAand@esignationdails®heseriteria®olbedabelleddocalfGreen@Epace.

JohnBAmosBtates@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.”

TheXingtonrownLouncil’ sifficial@ecord®bfhegendandEinutes®fEhis@neetingfhavedoentionDf
housinghumbersiriditesteing@liscussed.@n@act@®here@vere@®nly@iveouncillorsipresent@oftAsAinlikely@hat
afnajor@lecision@ouldihaveieenaken.AVhothad@aken@he@lecision®olncrease@hefumbers@®n@arious
sites?BHow@verehe@ublickoBknowbout®hese@ecisions@Est@vasthot@BnEhegenda,fhot@inutedznd
there@verefhoBteering@ommitteel@neetingstheld@fterFebruary2017@vhenEhefhousingBites@veredhot
discussed.

D@BenbowBtates@Sadly, much of this document feels like it comes from Herefordshire Council not Kington”
IBgree,®heRntireEKANPEhasieendedibyLonsultantsE@nd@erefordshire@ouncil. AWWhen&KingtonBbeoplethave
hadheirZaydtthasteendgnored®drEsAn@heRaseGreenBpace,Enisrepresented.

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):

Parafl.RlEvrote'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?”

TheXANPHavefhad@ho@iscussionBince@vith@s.

ParaR.RIGsked® “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?”
TheythavelevertbeeniackEofis@nihis@hen,DrihowdnEhisBtatement.k

Para®.ClIskedYou 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&till@oBhotEnswerhis@uestion.k



Para@.A@sked® 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@heyRannotielllis®he@atethow@oMveknowhat®heRBite@vas@lready@xcluded?R

Paras.@ IRsked® 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?”
TheBnswerls@hat'PublicRonsultationfheldd@nRuneR017”BlEssume®hey@nean@hexhibitionEndE
subsequent@neeting@vhere@lIPpresent@veregainst@he®PlanForBnedeasonBDri@nother.?

Para®:2 IBent@@able@vith@heEttendance@t@heBteering@Eroupneetings@howing@he@ecliningfhumbersh
present: -

Planning@Group@Meeting@atel | CommitteednclRural@nembersi | MembersDfithe@Publick
10.3.15( 6l 1
14.4.150 6l 20
9.6.150 70 12
14.7.15R e 4
8.9.150 60 17
13.10.15m 70 8
8.12.150 61 orl
8.3.160 5@ 20
10.5.161 56 3@
14.6.161 60 20
12.7.161 5@ 1
13.9.161 4 41
11.10.16m 4 3@
13.12.161 4 20
14.2.171 3@ 1

Thefact®hat@neetings@vereBpen@oesthotBhowiublicAnvolvementdnihis@PlanGsEhe@boveRableGbroves.B
Whereheublicthavefeeninvolvedi@heythaveibeenfignoredduch@sEheBurvey@esultn®helbroposed?
largeBiteEnd®he@neeting®nEheBitefbeing@verwhelminglyBgainst@he@cheme.R

ThelfLl1thENovember2015Fublicineetingn&ington@BnETownscapendiGreenBpacestttracted@nlyR 6k
peopledncludingouncillorsBindonsultants.fThere@vas@isbelief@t®hat@neeting®hat@hedandscapel
consultant@id@hotknow@heRourse®ftheRiver.fThehttendance@oesthotBhowBtrongBupportrinterestl
for@Green®Epaces.k

Para@RlzskedR“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) “
Ibelieve®hat@he@uestion@hatEheyBrefasing®heir@asehatt@vas supportedibydnajority@nz Iz
consultations”@sAncorrect.Brhe@nain@hing@hatd@vouldBay®hat@s@lIGreentAreas@vereliincludeddnhisk
qguestion@ncluding@heRecreation@round®hatiho-onelsEoingofpropose@evelopment@®nit.BHeadbrook?
shouldthaveieenEiven@EBeparate@uestionDntswn,EsEhey@id@viththousingBites.kl



Para@CI@vrotel | 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?”

Wherels&hisEETinkler@MLIF2017)@eportRoiefound?
InBAppendix@.B'KeyFeaturesBfXingtonErown@ncludinglists@fiEFacilities,MpenBpaces,KeyXiewsEnd
Landscapel@Featuresl Source:@DHA haracterB\ppraisal-KingtonfTown2015”
“Therefrefhumerousnternal@iews:@®hedollowing@vereldentified@sEhe@ain@iewshat@ontribute®o®he
Town’sEharacter:

V7 pEndRownBridgeBtreetl IV8&FromTanyardidlanefEast)

IV9FromMHeadbrookdWest)Z V10U pEnd@own@ukeBtreet@ndXictoriaRoad
Therelre@lsolirected@iewslong@hefharrowoads,Eind@specially@hethetwork@f@valled®ootpathsEround
thefTown.”

Whythave®ouhotFone@vithEhis@eport?

Para@®rlizsked® 3.58 “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.”
TheyBhavefo@Eommentf

ParallOR I@vrotel“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?”
Themifference®f@pinionds@vhether@reast@isk@DFlooding@anieitlassifiedzsE flood@lain”

Para@2R[F3E Agreed@vhich@Enakes@heEANPBtance@ven@noreiaffling

Para@4R I@vrotel “14.FHeadbrooki@s@vithin®helriginalBettlementioundary.ETheBettlementioundary
wasxtended®onclude®hedandBouth@®fEKington@EtEIownLouncilMeetings@®nE30.11.15EndF4.12.15.
Why@vashis@lonebefore@he@plands@Epproved?EOfficialMinutes®fB30.11.15@ oBhotEnentionny@liscussion
on@xtendingBettlementioundarynd@tdeast@woouncillors@n@Ehe®iscussionfhavednterestsinBites
discussed.@fficialMMinutes®fFL 4.12.15@ o ot@nention@ny@iscussionBnExtending@rizgreeingihe
settlementfoundary:-
“TheFollowingBites@veregreedforinclusionbutttRHower@ensity®han@5@erthectare@onitigate
landscapempact.tThefiguresnBarenthesisEre@®f@apacitydnelation@olhectaragel

Sitel Capacity

K10 1524)FlowerfigureecausedfFloodplainEndd@mpact@Bf@evelopment®nihel landscape
andiodiversity®fheliver@neadow@orridor.)”

Councillor@n®he®liscussionhasfnterests@nBites@iscussed.EK10@vasiecommendeddorE 5thouses.Brhenfin
theninutes®f@.1.16@vhen®heouncil@onfirmEheEninutes®fFl4.12.15&heyEddX byERinanimous@ote,
areaX10@vas@Excluded@s@EBotentialthousingBite” .EThis@ouldEhotthaveibeen@heRasesEhe®otalBites
agreed@ame@oERotal®fELO7.AfthefeadbrookBitethadibeen@®xcluded@he®otal@vouldihaveibeen®?2.
Councillors@otingthavelinteresti@n@therBites. [tAvasigreed@hatformerfouncillor@Bradbury’sdullfhotes@n
the@neeting®fEl4th@Decemberould@lsoieiirculated@oouncillors” . AshisthormalBracticeozolbyz
memberfheiublic’BEhotes@ather@han@he®bfficial#ecord?”
Theeply@loesthotnswerhis@mportant@uestion®ohellegality@ndjustice@®fthe@ecision@naking.
There@vere@wollouncillorsBbresent@vith@@personal@nd@prejudicialdnterestdn@heEKANPAvhoRieclaredizin
interest,But@vere@bleEoAote.

“Council was invited to consider proposed changes to UDP Settlement Boundary”
Fromimyhotes@Bfhe@neetingfrheMayor,Avhols@IsoRhairfheANP,EAndMMrsBradbury®old@hemiEhat?
theythad®ogree@ohis@hangesHerefordshireouncil@fficersthad@old@hemEhatft@nustthappen.?
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Parall5E@Avrote9.4.29 “approximately@ELOEMinute@valk@FromEhe@ighBtreet” BV hydgnore@he@eadbrook
site@vhich@s@Enuchloser@o®he@menitiesBindesidents@ohotthave®orossithe@oadForEhefus?”
[tAs@Bne@fEnanyFactorsibutEn@mportant®neln@heBustainability®DEREite.

ParaBl6RIEAvrote9.9.2BtatesF The@esignation@hould@nlydefised:
where@he@reenBpaceds@n@easonably@losefroximity@o®he@ommunitydtZerves;
wherehe@Ereen@real@s@lemonstrably@pecialo@Edocal@ommunity@ndtholdsE@articular@ocalBignificance,
for@xamplefecause®ftsteauty,thistoricBignificance,@ecreational@aluelincludings@Blayingield),
tranquillity@®r@ichnessfits@vildlife;Eand@vhere®heEreentrea@oncernedisdocal@nharacterBnddsthotzin
extensiveltract®fdland.”? IRontend®hatfHeadbrook@Field@oesthottomeRinderhis@ategory.@MoFouligree?”
TheKANP&eplyRloesthotAinderstandhisBiteti@Il.AnGhoAvayRloesAtineet®heriteriasHaid@own.

Para@ 7@ Difference@®f®pinion.@Velbelievehatifi@levelopmentisllowed®henhis@vholerea@villtbe
openedoriubliciccessEs@skedFor@nilIEhe@onsultations.@ndevelopedit@oesthothingforXingtondife.

Paralfl8@Avrote@'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 | have not been
able to gain access to the information on the original survey. Where can | find it? “
Nofeply®oRhese@juestionsEind®helink&tillthotAvorkingAnEctober20180

ParalloR IAvrote@'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 ?”
ARietailed@ssessmentihasheen@nadeiyur@onsultants@vith@heEnvironmentgency,but®heEANPGhavel
neverBsked@oBeelt.?

ParaR20RIEvrotel“Reference: - “Kington Character Assessment” by Mark Owen. This is another link that does
not work on your website. “
This@inkBtill@oes@hot@vorkEAnctober2 0180

Para2 1RI@vrotel“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@oesthotEnswer@he@juestionk

ParaR2RI@vrote® 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@loesmotEnswertheRjuestionk

Para23GI@vrote| 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&tilloBhotEnswerhis@uestion.k



Para24R IMvrotell “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.

ClIr 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.”
WelverefhotAnvited@oRhisEneetingdAudit®railiarafl8@ndEKANPReport®dfhe@neeting@vhere@nlyl
residentsitlose@o®heBchemel@verelnvitedEndEEotice@vas@nlyBut@®nXington@ark;T hedestDfdhell ownl
knewthothing@bout@®hisEneeting.)Bo@idEotthave@nBpportunity@®fputting@ ur@iews.Erhe@najority@fE
people@veregainst®heBiccessBindFet®hat@®pinionthasibeendgnored.A@annotdindEnydinel@nEnyDfdhel
consultant’s@eportsthatBtateitAvas@helocationdeastdikely®o@lamage®hedandscapeBetting®f@hefTown” .
Please@eferine@o@he@eports@vhere@hatisEtated.”
TheXANPHEave®akenohotice®fRheFeelings@fEhis@ublicineeting®riztheBurvey@vherelvellbver®0%BaidR)
that®hey@idhotAvant@@evelopmenthere.

Appendix

AppendixEL2E

4.“March20153Cagreed@o@AN orkingParty:Bne@BCinemberEnd®BFolunteer@esidents@oBeekFurtherl
sites.” According®o®heBCininutes®here@vereflBCBnemberEndBEesidents@n@his@vorking@artyEnddourk
ofithose@refeighbours@o®he@eadbrookBiteBindibiasedEgainstft.BThis@vorking@artythever@net@hel
Consultants@nddzan#indihoecord®dfitheir@eportingfack@o®heB CbriEneetinggain. AtAsGhoticeable@hatl
only@he@hairman@net@heonsultantsdater@hatdear@oRiscussBites.

“K10dand®o®hehorth@dfHeadbrook;@Avould@esultdndossbfEreenBpacetndihave@andscapedmpactBnihel
Town.{24)"E

ThefAecomieport@ctually@aysB'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.”
WelhaveibeenHollowingriginal BHLAA,EKANPRNJEAECOMEdvicel@n@putting@n@EpplicationForward@vhichl
willgbrovide@nuchfheededBhousing@vhileEt®heBameRimeproviding®PublicdDpenBpacend@Riverside@Valk.zl

“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.”
Theythave@ejected@Headbrook@and@nincorrectfacts@vhich@riginally,@hey@sked®olbe@iscovered. AVhy&lidE
theymhot@vaitrzskForEhem ?ErheEA@napnipageR6ilearlyBhows®hat@andd@sButsidedlood®iskE

22.“10.8.17 Kington Town members of SC met to review comments received during Reg 14 consultation.”
There@refho@minutesfhis@neetingivailable,@lsofoRetailsBf@vho@vasiresent.
AtheBameimearlyTinkler@vrote: - “1.1 In July 2017, | was commissioned to review and comment on
landscape matters in relation to the current draft of the Kington Area Neighbourhood Plan (NP). | was
instructed by members of the NP steering group. 1.2 At an informal meeting that | attended with members of
the steering group and their NP advisor in early August.”? Thesel@neetingsGrefotdistedd@n@heRAuditTrail.



Copies®fEmailstbetweenEMIJTENdEKANP

Emaildromlaire®Rawlingsfl1.08.2008L]

DeartMrETurner,l
ThankFouforFourEmail@vhichExpressesdouroncern@hatBiteEHLAA/263/001fhasibeenddentifiedzsa
availablednF 6-20Fears@ime.d@vill@iscusshisfhext@veek@vith@nydbossIMrBotwright®nhis@Eeturn@rome
leave.ll

ItAsAinderstood®hatBs@HdandownerFoureBromotingtheBiteRnditAs®hereforefvailable.fThefise®fithel
wordFavailable'@nBurssessments@akesintoBccountBite@onstraintsEndibuilds®hatinto®he®imescaledork
when@Bite@villtbe@eadyHor@levelopment.B
TheBnainBite@onstraintsddentified@elate®olccess,BiteAntegrationEindEheHactitAsAdentifiedzsk
floodEoneR.:

AffloodBtudy@vas@indertakenforEheRiverBArrowdn 995.ThisBtudythasieen@onsideredEndXolledintol
an@ipdated®trategicFloodRiskBAssessment@ori@hefounty.BAlIBotentialthousingBites@villbbeFedZhrough
the@BFRA.This@may@esultin@Eeviewo®heflood@nformation@ontained@vithin@hisEtudy.:l
Any@nformation®hatdouhaveegardingthow®heBite@villbeRccessed@ould@lsoethelpful .2

IthopehisAs@fssistancendd@villRontact@ougainthext@veek.?l

Regards,?

Claire@®Rawlings,  Senior®Planningfficer,@  Herefordshireouncil,@

Emailfrom@MartinfTurner@o@DAPlanningonsultants2.10.20140
Ithavethad@B@Eneeting@vithiMartinFittonBind@®Ros@Bradbury,Bart®fheBteering@EroupFor®he@Neighbourhood?
Plan,End&@an&eportEhedollowing:2

Kingtonthasothavell 80-200housesverthemext@ewFears.B
The@Eroup@vouldiprefer@Btaggeredibuild@ime.k
Theythave@nade@n@nalysisBbfthe@otentialZites@nEKingtonBndthaveldentified®he@Headbrookiield& skl
havingotential.EThey@ome@ipAvith@ERlevelopment®DfperhapsB0Othouses,@nainlynhe@vestdfheBite.R
PublicBccess@longtheiver@s@mportant?
They@redookingfor@vell@esignedihouses,EheB@tandard®fthouses@nEhe@aesyderistatethorrified@hem.
GivingthethousesBlongside@eadbrook@ibreatherBpace@ttheeardsnddeaRheirs.?
ThefhextBtageds@@PublicExhibition@t®he@EndDINovember@vhen®heyre@oingo@resent®heirfindings
and@auge®he@ublic@esponse.i
IRold@hemEhat@vethaveRonsidered@putting®hisdlanddorwardfor@nany®earsndihaveieen@juietly@vorking
ontheloodEreand@ccess.ARoldRhemEhati@havelwaysibeenidvisediby@@planning@xpert@nd@vaiting?
forhe@ight@noment®o@ohead.?
The@onsensussEhat@Eneeting@vithhemEndais@vouldibelbeneficial,@ndABaid@hatd@vasBurehat®oul
could@ome@ip@vithE@proposal@uiteBoon!EThey@rekvailable@®nEMondayFl OthiNovemberfdfihatfsk
convenientforou,Et@REimeRoBuitdou,Bbossiblythere.AtAvouldbeiseful@@ommunionBArchitects@ould?
attend@sEhe@esignBnddayoutds@mportant@o®heEroup.&

Email#From@Martin®FittonEo@artinfTurner.11.2014R

DearMartinETurner
ManyZhanksHor@neetingis@oRliscussEhe@ossibleillocation®fyourdandForhousing@levelopment.@Vel
lookHorward@oHurther@iscussion@vithFousAveRevelop@urhousingBroposals@nEhe®lan.
TheBadditionalurpose®fihisthotefs@o@onfirm@hat@vefowiintend@o@ake@ublic®urlnitialhoughtsk
abouthe@llocation®fthousingdand.AVe@proposeoR ohisAn@E upplementdn@he@NovemberXingtonl
Chronicle@vhich@villEover@®urariousBNDP@olicyroposals.BtEheEndbINovember@vedvillGlsodidentifyl
theBites@vhen@vethaven@@xtendediublic@onsultationd@n®heMarketfall@vhere@naps@villtbe@isplayed?
showing@arious@roposals.ZThese@Maps@villddentify®heBitesdAn@EeneraldermsEnd@ve@iohotidntendioibel
specifichboutthumbers,@lensity@nditypefGhousing,Gshis@villequirefurther@iscussion@vithFouasEvel
have@lready@greed.MNor@villAveddentify@®wnership.?

I®RrustioulreltillthappyHForisEo ohisfutdet@neiknowdfAtHsEEroblem.:

Regardsl MartinFittonl



Emailfrom@MartinfTurner@o@Peterraper®7.11.20140

Hello@Peter,
Ithave@isited®hedocal@lanZxhibitionBindhavingBeendtZndthaving@pokenEoMartinFittonEnd@Ros
Bradbury,@&hinkdAtiest@hotRoExhibit@uriplans®here.fTheythavelready@eceivedBomedverse@ommentsh
fromBheighboursEnd@ofhot@vantEoieBeen@oRndorseurBbroposalsiyfhaving@hem@n@lisplay.?
IthaveBuggested@EFurther@neeting@vith@hemiBnEhe@norning®fELOthEDecemberEoBhowRhemBurievised?
plan.EThey@reBtillZaying@hat®hey@re@n@greement@vith@evelopment@BnheBite,ButEhati@tEhouldibel
staggered.d®old@hemEhatd@idEotHnowdf@hatRouldibechieveddn@lanning®ermsizvendfve@vantedio.?

Email#From@®Richie®9.11.2015

HiPetert@l,

At pmAEomorrowdMondayB0th)@tEDPSEheredsEoibeBpecial@F ulllLounciliMeeting®o@onsider@he
consultants@eportsBni@proposedihousingBitesin@ington.AVeX ouncillorsthavethad@printedipapers.
WelvillZlsoRonsider®helGreenBpaces"roposalsfi@houldihaveiutdinks@od ewisfGoldwater'sEeports@n
the@veb-sitefbutd@haven'tdound@Enoment@o@oihis - yet!).

I@lon'tknowthow@nanyf MembersbfEhe@ublic"@villthavefhoticed@hat@hisEneetings@akinglace - let
alonefeenfficially@nvited@®rinformedfit@lirectly.

RichielX

Email#From@®Richie®9.11.2015

Phew:E AlldinksEand@locumentsreBhowipnEheEXANPLan@vebsite®nEhe LatesttNews" "R Information
Resources"Pages.

Visit:thttp://kingtonareaplan.org.uk/?page_id=13

11.08.176 MITRo@MartinFittonkl

Hello Martin

| 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. | 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@MartinFitton@oEMJTE

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

16.08.176 MITRo@MartinFittonkl

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. | believe you should consider instead that those people are against the whole idea. | 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 | 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

MinutesBfIMeetings@hatEre@mportant®o@eadd@n@inderstandinghain@
eventsEnddack@®DBubliconsultationEndEnvolvement.frheylsoZhowl
that@®helfTownouncil@lidihotihavellRhedacts@vhen@onsidering@he@Planl
at@Eheir@neetings.k

KANPErou pl]\/l eeti ngS@eeEﬁabIeror@ttendanceEhumbersmNever@l@slﬁfegulations@tate)

Minutes of a meeting held on Thursday 19th September 2013

3. Status@®fthefGroupAfter@iscussion®fvhetherf@t@hould@emain@Es@EaskEndFinishEroupkbribeFormall
Jointommittee®f@heBEouncilsAt@vasgreed@®olproceed@vithtz BT RF G roupHorthe@imedeingBnd?
that®onsultations@ake@laceBn@vhat@vouldibe@equiredifiittbecomesihecessary@oBetpFormaldoint?
Committee.R

Minutes of a Meeting held on 23rd October 2013 in Kington
“There@villtbe@EheedRoBet@ipBub@EroupsEo@vorkBnBpecificAssues@o@vhich@ndividuals@vithikey&kills@an
beRoopted.”B

Minutes of a Meeting held on 24th March 2014 in Kington
“CF.@eminded®helmeeting®hatBnyTouncillor@nay@ttend@neetings®ftheGroupibutBnly@ersons
appointedibyheirfouncil@re@ntitled®o@ote.”
“AdistBfGeople,Avith@heirEontact@etails,Avhothaveffered@olthelp,Avas@ollected . RCENdEKAvere®hanked
forheir®rganisationEnd@roducing@ublicity.
[tAvas@greed:@)RoXontactEveryone@vhobhadEnadenffer®fhelp”
“d)Avork@Eroups@houldbeBet@ip®niEhegreed®hemes@Eg@®Employment@tc.AvithAnterim&eports@romhe
groupsiby@idduly.BAction@RBRANdEMF”
[tBvasBgreed@hat@liers/short@escriptionsBfINDPEvorkEndEequests@or@olunteers@ofoin®heopicEroups
belproduced@obeBent@o:[{1)EAlHocalFEroupsi2)T obellaced@n@rominentlaces@Egipubs,Bhops,dibrary,
schools@tcH3)TobefhandedDutFiaEBtallBnXingtonPast@ay,HetesEindBimilarZEventsd4)@laced@n
noticeboards@tcH5)f oBprovideEheRextFortheEHomePageD®he@Vebsite.BActionAMF,FRBENdRC
ItAvas@greed®hat@here@villbeEneeting®f@l@olunteers@o@iscusshe@vorkEnd@oBetip@he@Vork
Groups”



Minutes of a Meeting held on10th March 2015 in The Old Police Station, Kington
“ItAvas@greedi®hatBHRANorkingParty®finterestedieopleBhouldibeformed@End@vouldineet®o@onsider@hel
suggestions@nadedni@noreietail, o repare@Eeportdortheommittee.@GroupioRonsist@f:RosBradbury,?
Brian@Brown,@anTaney,Richiellotterill, MDavid@®Raven.”E

Minutes of a Meeting held on 14th April 2015 in The Old Police Station, Kington
KingtonrownousingBitefGroup@RBeported®hat®he@roupthadi@net@ndieviewed@humberBbEites@nk
someRetail,@ncluding@everal®hat@Bne@nemberthadddentifiedEs@ossibledor@BEmallzhumber.mThefhext?
meeting@oetheldBhortly@villavalk@oundBome@fitheBites. AtAvasgreed@hatBAngelaRushEouldFoinEhel
group.@

Minutes of a Meeting held on 8th September 2015 at the Old Police Station in Kington
Sam@RossiliBvho@oesmotive@n@HerefordshireBpentBeveralthours@nXington@vithAMFEand@®RBAvho®ogether
showedthimi@ll@heddentified@®ossible@levelopmentBites@ndicated@®nEhednap,@ncludingfergest@ampind
its@urrounds.

OnEthBeptemberMFEANdR B adEnet@vithA G,AMORNdEL TANEH ereford@vithBREANREommunicationibyihone.
Progress@o@late@vas@lescribed@nd@liscussed.

Minutes of a Meeting held on 8th December 2015 at The Old Police Station, Kington
Ke@ndX10@othEecognised@Es@ccupying@mportant@EreenZpaces@hichBhouldbelprotecteddrom
development,@mportantdandscapefeatures;@esirablefofhave@publicBiccesso@he@iver@orridor;Zoncernk
about@heflood®plain;®heRonstraintstheed@urtherinvestigation.
K12,EK13@End&k14EeneralBupportfordurthernvestigation®fEhefeasibility®flisingheBites@offerzE
unifiedBchemehat@voulddncludefacilitiesBinddandscaping.@arlyTinkler,@he@andscape@onsultantthad?
madefeeniresent@ndFZavetherEssessment:®hat@lthough®heBitesAf@eveloped@vouldibeisibledrome
somebointsAt@vouldibelessintrusivedocation@®hat@nost@thers

Minutes of a Meeting held on 8" March 2016 at The Old Police Station, Kington

MF&eported@hatihe, RBEAndTlaireRawlingsthad@net®he@revious@ay@vith@.[RiddlefForward®Planning
/SLHAA)@EndXarlaBohnsondNDPBupportfficer)@oReviewheistdfBitesddentified@orthousing@nEingtonk
Town.MHereford@ouncil@xpectsEKANDPRoAdentifyBufficientBites@equireddinder@heoreBtrategy@oitdsk
helpful®o@iscuss®heBiteBelections@vith@ouncilDfficers@ndBeek@®heir@iews.?

Minutes of a Meeting held on 14" June 2016 at the Old Police Station, Kington

[tAvastagreed thatBinceesidents®fXingswoodRoad@ndXington@ark@Avouldibe@hefnost@ffecteddbyzny?
developments®niE12,&13EndXK15&hereBhouldibeBEpecial@neetingfor@hose@esidents@o@nable®hemiEolX
viewhe@iraftiMasterplan.i

ItAvas@greed to:Fhold®he@neeting®niThursday July 14™ at 7.30 pm in the Burton Hotel **%***
liaise@vith®heResidents@ommitteeBfXington@Park,Bend@Hetter®BfAnvitation@oRhe@onsultation@neeting?
toRverythousehold®bfington®ark,Kingswood®Road@Endhearbythouseholds@n@Headbrook.?

[tAvasEgreed thatfurther@ublic®onsultation®fthe@iraft®PLANRovering@he@vholefeighbourhoodzreavil Iz
betheld@nEheRutumn,@probably®owardsZhefEndBfEDctober?

Minutes of a Meeting held on 13" 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 Commiittee felt that if possible consultation should be in November in a suitable location in Kington



Minutes of a Meeting held on 11" 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@onsultationtheverook@lace!R

Minutes of a Meeting held on 13th December 2016 at The Old Police Station, Kington

MF&eported®hat@ RhadBuggested@hattheBhould@neet@vith@HerefordshirefouncilfDfficers@o@eview?
progressEnd@oBet@Bchedule®fvorkAn2017@vith@hedntention@fthaving@vholeRiraft@lanBbreparedibyl
Easter.kl
Aecord®f@lIEneetings,@onsultationsEtc.theeds@ofbeRompiled@o@rovideRvidence®fommunityl
involvement®o®hisBtage;RBAEvill@ raft?

Minutes of a Meeting held on 14" February 2017 at The Old Police Station, Kington
MF&eported®hattheBand@®RBREogether@vithilaire@Rawlingsthad@net@vithEHCEDfficer@o@eviewBbrogressito
date

ThisEppearsiohavebeenhedastbfRhelneetings.@Perhapsibecause@sEhere@vasBnlyBEresentdt@vastot
worththaving@ny@nore?
FournainBpoints@omebut®fthese@neetings.

1.8 VeryBoorEttendance,AvellbelowRR 1EsBetut@n@egulations

2.0 Twobpeople@ppeartodakelli@he@ecisionsEBind@iozlIEhe@vork?

3. GreatXeliance®n@dvicedrom@erefordshireouncilEind@onsultants.AVherels®hefocal
involvement?

4.3 Attendance@ates@EetBprogressivelydlessshe@rocess@ventnRoAvhere@thedast@neetingft@vask
onlyMF,RBRRW.HowRankhey,EfterfbringingBointsdor@iscussionEt@he@neeting, @hen@otenE
it?Burely@here@nustibeBRuorumBr@tdeast®ther®pinions@Expressed?R

5.8 ARvorking@arty@vas@ormedi@nBApril2015Bbut@vasBoon@isbanded.@ne@nember,@ananey,Bvasl
listed@n@ttendance@t®heFollowing@roup@neetingutBtBubsequent@neetings@vasisted@ sz
memberfEhe@ublicBind@hot@partDfEheRliscussions.k

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 2™ October 2013
2 members of the public present and 2 members of Kington Local Action Plan present

PRESENT APOLOGY
Cllr. Ms C. Kibblewhite Clir D East

Cllr. Mrs J. Reid (from 7.25 pm) Cllr. Mrs S. Williams
Cllr. Mrs R. Bradbury ClIr Mr J Atkinson
Cllr. Mrs C. Forrester Clir. Mr H. Jones
Clir. Mr B Widdowson Clir. Mrs. E Rolls
Cllr Mr M Fitton Clir. Mr J. Ford

Clir. Mr T Bounds

Clir. Mrs E. Banks

ClIr Mrs K Birchley
47 188-13FKINGTONELOCALEACTIONEPLANE
MembersbfXingtonAocalction®PlanBbresentedheir@eport®ogether@vith®hefction®Plan@orEonsiderationl
oftheouncil.fThe@nembers®fXingtonocalBction®lan@vere®@hanked®or@lI@hefhard@vork@indertakenibye
the@roupin@roducingheirfindings.?
Theontents®fhection@lan@vasEhen@liscussedin@epth.B



RESOLVEDR
Theouncil@ecognises®@he@onsiderable@vork@indertaken@y@ndEccomplishediby®heXingtonAocal
ActionPlan@Eroup.
Ititecognises®hat@®heBurvey@eportiublisheddn@uneR013&eflects@omprehensively@heiewsmbfEhel
Community.B
Theouncil#ecogniseshe@raftBction®Plan@End@vill@nsure@hattsBointsre@iscussedibyEnd@vithE
relevantbodiesEnd@ppropriatection@aken.

Minutes@®fhelfTownLouncilMeetingtheld@®nEMondayiFthEctober2013E

110/ 199-13RTERMSEDFEREFERENCERDFETHEENEIGHBOURHOODERPLANNINGEGROUPE
ThefTerms®fReferencethavingibeen@breviouslyXirculated@vere@iscussed.At@vas@eported®hat@hel
Neighbourhood®lanning@brocess@vould@ostin®hefegion@DE 15 fAvhich@he@najority@vouldibe@aiseddnk
theform@®DfiErants.k

RESOLVEDE ThatXingtonkrownEouncilEgree®olccept®he@xtendediTermsdfReferencel

Minutes®ftheflownounciliMeetingtheldBnuesday@BthiMayR014@ndMeetingB " MayR 015
S5&ouncillors@proposed@o@vork@BnENPRommitteel

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 13th October 2014
CONSULTANTEFORETHEENEIGHBOURHOODEPLANNINGEPROCESSE]
This@tem@vas@liscussedEtdlength;MMembers@vereBupplieddvith@REabled@eport.AtAvasExplained@hat@wol
consultants@vere@equired?

1.0 To@leal@vith@Planningl

2. Toleal@vith@he ocallGreenBpacel

Twoltonsultants’@juotations@vereibtainedforibothGreask

Planning@onsultant?

GivenBburBpecifictheedfor@xpert@dviceBn@he@rafting® B ur@lanning@oliciesBo@hathey@neet?
governmentBlanning&uidance,BndBpecifically,Zo@naximise@®hedocal@ontrol@ve@an@ain®hroughhedNDPE
by#ocussediolicy@vording,End@iltimatelyBatisfy®hefAssessor@o®he®lan,Bve@ecommend®heBppointmentf
ofConsultantBAbecause®ftherfongnd&losednvolvementin@reparation@®DfBtrategic@planning@ocumentsk
andherurrentinvolvementinzdvice@otherINDPREroups.z

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 1st June 2015
112-15RTOMRECEIVERAREPORTANRELATIONETOETHEENEIGHBOURHOODERPLANE
This@vasabledbylIrFitton.:
ClirFittonGlso®abledEnEmergency@equest@or@heppointment@®f@onsultantsorhel
Neighbourhood®lan,®olprovidedandscapessessments,Biteiodiversity@aluesfand@uidance®niayoutndp?
sustainableirchitecture.lIrFitton@Explained@hat®his@vas@nExtraordinary@Eppointment, bypassing the
usual procedures asihe@roupthadibeen@warded@iErant,Avith@@eryZhort®imescaledorheBpending@f
the@money.TlIrFittonFequested@Bpecial@neeting@®fthedullTouncilBn@VondayBulyFl 3thRobrief@I IR
members.[
RESOLVEDE  ItAvasgreed@hatXingtonowniouncil@vouldiholdEnzdditional@ull@ouncil@neeting@®ni
Monday@ulyf 3thHor@Eurtheripdatenddullibriefing®n@heNeighbourhood®lan.

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 13th July 2015
REPORTANRELATIONETOETHEENEIGHBOURHOOD®PLANFROMETHEENEIGHBOURHOOD®PLANEGROUPE
Clir.@&Fitton@avelhisibresentation®nibehalfBfEheNeighbourhood®lan@EroupdKingtonTown).EThisk
presentation@howed@reas@vithin@he@own@boundary@vhich@ould@beRonsidered@orthousing.HeBtressed?
that®hose@reas@verejustiddentifiedEreas,mho@Emphasis@vasilacedBn@vhere®hey@vereBuitable@riot,?
howevernyssuesthadibeenddentifiedznd@ecorded.

Minutes@®fhelfTownLouncilMeetingtheld@®n@Monday@Beptember015 - Nof@nentionk
Minutes@®fthelfTownLouncilMeetingtheld@®n@Monday®@ctober2015 - No@nentionf



Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 2 November 2015
210-15RTORECEIVERQUESTIONSEFROMECOUNCILLORSE
ClirFitton:EthefextEKNAPRventsEobeEHETownscapeonsultationEventnENovemberE 1@AvithE
Mark@wenEndAewisfGoldwater.BCouncillors@vere@ncouragediottend.?
ClirFitton:Brequested@BpecialFullTouncil@neeting®n@B0OthiNovember,@unGointly@vith@heXingtonl
Rural@ndidlowerarptoniGroup,EnddHuntington®Parishouncilsdor@heNeighbourhood®lanning@Groupiol
presentitheir@iraftibroposal®niblanningBites@ndEreendpacesfor@cceptanceiyXingtonfrowniouncil B
CliriFitton@voulddike®his®obeRPnormal’ ouncil@neeting@vith@ublicBccess@EttheBamelevel@ sl
FullCouncil@neetings.BARPublicZonsultation@neeting@vould#followBnHrom&hisEtEHater@iate.?
Thellerk&larified®hat@ouncillors@rom@heMNeighbouring@Parishes@ouldibednvited@oBttendzsk
membersDfitheBublic,Bind@nake@ommentsi@n@hat@apacity.BHowever,®@hey@vouldihotfhaveREny@oting
rightsBaind@vouldtheed®othaveFurther@iscussionEndEny@ecision-making@t@heir®wn@Parishouncil?
meetings.k

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 30th November 2015
215-15RTHEREPORTHFROMETHEELONSULTANTANGRELATIONETOETHEENEIGHBOURHOODEPLANE

Backgroundr
Atange®fthousingBitesthaveeen@onsideredby®ur@onsultantsnd@greedby®heINDPBteering?
Committee®n@ctoberf 3ForAnclusion@nhe@rafttheighbourhood®lan.AnEn@Extensive@iscussion@nl
November@B0thEKingtonfrownLouncillors@liscussedfurther@efinements@o®helist.EThisBbaperGresentsihel
reviseddist®o®akeForward.

TheBpurpose®fthisiaperds@oBeekouncilEuidancekn

o theBproposedBitesHorthousingnd®heirapacity@oibedncludedin®he@raft®Plani

TheerefordshirefounciloreBtrategyEnd®he@Neighbourhood@®lank
TheNeighbourhood®lan@nust@onformEo®heoreBtrategy@vhichthasthowibeendopted®ollowingthel
Examination@n@Public.?
Because®he®lanPeriodibeganin2011@EompletionsEnd@xisting@blanning@ermissions,Bf@vhich@hererel
40,@ount®owardsiEheotal.fThereforeBites@orEl 55@ wellingsErefow@equired.FloEneet®hisllocation@hel
NDPBteering@LommitteeonsideredR0Bites@vithin®heEown.frheseBites@vereddentifieddby®heBteering?
Committee,®ommunity@roups@E@ndidlandowners.z

The@ProposedBites.ll ThettachedEnapBhowsEhedocation®fIIR0BitesEeviewed.R
TheollowingBitesAveregreed@olbelllocated@vith@he@naximum@ensity®f@B5@wellings@erthectare,@hel
density@pecifieddn®heoreBtrategy.ll

Sitel CapacityX
K1pl 20
K3m@ 40flats/maisonettesk
K4pl
PlotBAR 20
PlotX 40
K5EI 100
K8 5Qchapel)3&Rland)Z9R
8.10pmlir.BanksAeft@hehamberk
K20@ 20

8.17pmlir.Banks@eturned@o@hehamberl
TOTALE 330

TheFollowingBites@vere@greedfornclusionbut@EtBHower@ensity®han@B5@erthectareodnitigatel

landscapempact.tThefiguresin@arenthesisre®fRapacitydn@elation@olthectarage.?

Sitel Capacityd

K6 15630)HlowerHigureiecausefFlood@lainBinddmpact®Bf@levelopment@niEhel
landscapeEndibiodiversity@®fEhe@iver@neadoworridor.)a

8.35pmilir.Aauriedeft@hefhamberf

Kor 12[14)RlowerHigureecausedfFlooddlain,Eandccess@villthaveRoibeXesolved)?



9.10pm(TlIr.Aaurie@eturned@o®hefhamberk

K10@ 15{24)Rlower#igurefecausedf@loodplainEndd@mpact®bf@levelopment®niEhel
landscape@ndiiodiversity®bfheRiver@neadoworridor.)a

K120 20d35)Alowerifigureiecause®fBite@opographyndio@nitigatedandscape@mpact)d

K13@ 45[72)qlowerfigureibecausefBite®opography@nd@o@mitigatedandscapedmpactl

Total® 1077

ThefollowingBites@vere@xcluded:

K2R|(BecauseBf@mpact®n@xisting@EreenBZpace)a
K7B(the@andownerfs@hotdnterestedin@ievelopmentEndEhedmportance®f@heBiteForhelhgriculturall
economy@tronglynilitatesgainst@hange®fise. )R
K11,%14,K15,K17.TheseBites@vere@xcludedibecause®fitheir@levationBri¥isibilityEndE thus@otential?
detrimental@mpacts@®n@he@andscape.dnddition®hey@vould#allButside®helproposedBettlementoundaryl
which@sRobeRiesignatedforhe@vholeBhe®ownEs@art@fheENDPErocess.kl
Kle6MMaymheedHurther@eviewibecauseccess@problems@oXingswoodoad;HtisElsoutside@he@iraft
settlementfoundary.i
K18&ould@rovideFEncouragement@orHurther@levelopment@o®heRastdbEhefA4111@nainEoad@vhichi
should@elvoided.
K19@vouldibedjacent@o®hefhewvasteBitend@Rhusiet@ariance@vith@hational@®lanning@olicy.?
Discussionf
With@he@l0@®xtantBermissions@nd@ompletions®hefdentifiedBites@rovides@otald A 80@ wellings@houghl
thistouldd@ncrease@iven@urther@ecisions@®nihousing®ypeindBize.l
ThelproposalsForE12EndEK13EneanEhey@vouldibe®hefargest@evelopmentsEndforithis@eason@vethavel
asked®Dur@onsultants@oflookEnoreloselyEtiotentialdandscapelmpactDfEhe@ievelopments.Durf
landscape@ndEownscapeonsultantsfCarlyiTinkler/@MHARrchitects)thavelprovided®he@ttachedFurther
assessment@®fitheBites@n@elation@o®helandscape@ontext.?

Recommendationi
Members@re@sked@omgree®o@akeforwardheBites@nd@apacityfigures@o@neet®hethousing@llocation.k

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 7 December 2015 - Nol@nentionl

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 14th December 2015
311-15BFURTHEREREFINEMENTSANETHEREVISEDEHOUSINGEBITESANERELATIONETOETHEENEIGHBOURHOOD
PLAN.

Kington@Neighbourhood@®lan.
Followinghe@neeting@vhich@ook@lace@®nEMondayB0thiNovember@vhere@he@roupivasasked@oFurther
refine@hefhumbersi@llocated®@o®heariousBites.

Members@vere@eminded®hat@@ange®dfthousing®itesthaveibeenonsiderediby@ur@onsultantsEindEgreed
by®heENDPBteering@ommittee@®nEctoberf 3ForAnclusiond@n@heRrafttheighbourhood®lan.AnZEnExtensive
discussion@®nENovemberB0thEKingtonfTownouncillors@iscussedfurther@efinements@o®hefist.
This@villZhen@nformheRirafting®ftheNeighbourhood®lan@oliciesEindibe®hefasisForFurther
consultation@vithhe@ommunity.fTheRiraft®lan@hat@merges@villhenBbeBubjected@ol@ndependent
examination@ndinally®o®he@ubliceferendum.

TheBburpose®fhisipaperd@s@oBeekouncilFuidance@n

o[ the@proposeditesdorthousing@ndheir@apacity@oibedncludedd@n@heRraft@Plank

Theferefordshire@ounciloreBtrategyEind®heMNeighbourhood®lank
Becausehe@®lan®Periodibeganin011@EompletionsEnd@xisting@blanning@ermissions,Bf@vhich@hereirel
40,@ount®owardsiheotal.fThereforeBites@orEl55@ wellingsErefowequired.FloEneet®his@llocation@hel
NDPBteering@ommittee@onsideredR20Bites@vithin@heEown.frheseBites@vereddentifiediby®heBteering?
Committee,@ommunity@EroupsEnddandowners.

The@ProposedBites

ThelttachedEmapBhowshedocation @R 0Bites@eviewed.R



TheHollowingBites@vere@greed®omellocated@vith@he@naximum@lensity®f@B5S@wellings@erthectare,®hel
density@pecifiedd@n®heoreBtrategy.l

Sitel Capacity
K1 20
K3E 4ifdlats/maisonettes
K4R
PlotB\@ 20
PlotXE 40

ThisBite@vas@liscussed@ndit@vasBuggested®hatFurthervaluation8houldibefindertakenieforeHinalR
decision@ouldibenade®nhisBite.El
K5E 10@
K8 SHchapel)@3@&land)z9x
[tAvasEgreed®hat@he@naximumBhouldibe®@dn@Avhatever@onfiguration.k
8.10pmTlir.BanksAeft®hefhamberf
K20r 20
8.17pmTlIr.Banks@eturned@o®hefhamberX

TOTALE  33Q@
TheFollowingBitesvere@greeddor@nclusion®ut@t@Eower@ensity@hanB5@perfhectare@o@nitigatel
landscapedmpact.trhefiguresn@arenthesis@re@®f@apacitydn@elation@obhectarage.?
Sitel Capacityl
K6x 15030)RlowerdigureiecausedfFloodilainBinddmpactBf@evelopment@niEhedandscapend?
biodiversityfheRiverineadowRorridor.)a

Kom 12{14)RlowerHigureecausedfFlooddlain,BAndEccess@villthaveoibeXesolved)?

K10@ 1524)HlowerHigureiecausefFloodplain@End@mpact®f@ievelopment@®nihel landscapel
andiiodiversity®fEheRiver@neadoworridor.)?

K120 2035)Hlowerfigureiecause®Bite@opographyEndio@nitigatedandscapelmpact)?

K13@ 45[72)flowerfigureibecausefBite@opographynd@oimitigatedandscapedmpact?

Total2 1071
Discussiont
With&he0@®xtantBermissionsEind@EompletionsEheddentifiedBites@rovidesEotaldb 80 wellings@houghl
this@ouldd@ncrease@iven@urther@ecisionsBnihousingypeindBize.
ThelBproposalsforE12@ndEK13@nean®hey@vouldibe®hedargest@levelopmentsBandorhisEeason@vethavel
asked®ur@onsultants@odook@noretlosely@t@otentialdlandscapedmpact@®Dfithe@evelopments.@urf
landscape@ndRownscapeRonsultantsdCarly@inkler/@MHARrchitects)thave@provided@he@ttacheddurtherk
assessment@®fitheBitesiin@elation@o®hefandscape@ontext.?
Followingfliscussion@n@elation@oBitesEK12@nd&K13AtAvasHelt@hat@gaindurther@orkBhoulddbeRindertakent
in@elation@o@heseBitesn@he@isualdmpact@ndEhighwayissuest

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 4 January 2016
004-16ETORONFIRMEANDEBIGNETHEEMINUTESEASEARTRUERRECORDED FETHEBM EETINGEHELDEDNEMIONDAYBO0thE
NOVEMBER,FthEANDEA4thEDECEMBERR015.2
After@he@ddition®fEheonsultant’sthameBnd@®ther@ninor&orrections,hefninutes®fthe@neeting
held@®nEMondayB0thiNovemberR015@verecceptedndBignedts@@rueecord.?
The@ninutes@®fthe@neetingtheld®n@onday@th@December2015@veretccepted@ndBignedtis@Eruel
record.l
After@ninor@orrections,@ncluding®hedollowing:BbyERinanimous@ote,Erea10@vasExcludedzsEE)
potentialthousing®ite’,®he@inutesBfEhe@neetingtheld@®dn@Vondayf4thdDecemberR015@veretcceptedEnd?
signed@s@Erue@ecordiy®he@ayor.z
ItAvas@greed®hatformerouncillor@Bradbury’sfullthotes®nEhe@meeting@®EL4th@December@ould?
alsoeltirculated@oouncillors.?



Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 1 February 2016
TOMRECEIVERANDAEIPDATEEDNETHEENEIGHBOURHOODEPLANE
CliriFittonBbresentedEn@ipdatedpreviously®irculated)&nd@ecommended®hatithefbe@permitted@olpresent
monthlyRipdatesforithefextdewd@nonths.k
ClirFittonGhdded@hatthe@vas@vaitingothear®heesults@fthisBAwardsHorBllbid,BndRhattheBhouldthear
fromhefocality@Grantianel@vithin@hefhextBeven@ays.k

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 7 March 2016
049-16FTOMRECEIVERANARUPDATEANRELATIONETOETHEENEIGHBOURHOODEPLANE
ClirFitton®onfirmed@o@nembers&hat@lIZrantBpplicationsthadibeenBuccessful@nd@vereieing?
spent®nilocality@indiTechnical@vork.BTheBiglottery@oney@vouldibelised@ofhelpdinish@he@vorkZndE
presentation@oXheublic.?
Therels®hetheed@okeeperefordshire@ouncil®fficers@ppraised®dfvhatBtage®heMNeighbourhood
Planning@rouptre@t:ElirFitton@onfirmedhatthe@villbeble®o@resentEnorefin-depth@eport@niEhel
Group’sGctivitiest®hefhext@neeting@®heFull@ouncil .

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Tuesday 3 May 2016

195-16RTORAGREERAPPOINTMENTSED FRCOUNCILEREPRESENTATIVESEDNETHEFOLLOWINGEDUTSIDEMBODIESEI
- Neighbourhood@®lanningl

ClirBBankst ClirfWiddowsone ClirFitton ClirftWilliamsL

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 6th June 2016
219-16PREPORTSEFROMECOMMITTEESECHAIRSE
ClirFitton@eported@hat®he®lanning@ommitteethad@ecently®bjected®o@@ecent@lanningt
application@sihe@andihadibeen@leemed@insuitablefy®heNeighbourhood®lanfGroupl
CliriFitton@eported@hat®heNeighbourhood®lan@Groupthad@eceived@@iraft@eport@®niblanningBites?
and@villtbringft®o®helhext@neeting®@hedullouncil .

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 4th July 2016
QuestionsAnielation@o®heMNeighbourhood@plan@veresked@Eround@vhyBomeBitesthadibeen@etained@ndE
othersEaken®ut@romBuggested@evelopmentBitesk

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 1st August 2016
June,MinutefhoteR19 -16.&lIrFittonEofbringraft@®fiNeighbourhood®lan@o®hefouncil.@tAvasonfirmed?
that@lirFitton@vouldibring@his@o@hefctober@neeting®fEheFullouncill

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 3rd October 2016
Another@nember®fhepublic®xpressed@oncernivertheBeeminglyBecretivefature®fiNeighbourhoodn
Planning@neetings.BHefhadBentBeveral@juestions@o®hehairtbutthadmoesponse,Bnd@vas@oncernedhatl
important@ecisionEbout@lanningBites@verefeing@adeiehind@losed@oors.:
CliriFitton@esponded,@ExplaininghatBome@fhe@Neighbourhood®lanning@neetings@vere®f®heXteeringt
committee@roupbut@hat@nembers®DfthefublicBivere@velcomeoiliEneetings.@
TheMember@®fpublicgave®he@ayorZnRnvelope@vithFurther@uestionsEnd@Eoncernsforther@odookzt.?
274-16EAUPDATEDNETHEENEIGHBOURHOODEPLANE

ClirFittonRipdated@nembers.trhe@lanfs@Imost@t®he@lanningonsultant’sdinal@vrite-upBtagenda
CliriFitton@sthopeful®hat@it@villbbeFinishedby®he@EndDbEhe®dear.BAFurther@ullipublicRonsultation@villEakel
place,@®nce®hePlan@olicies@re@rafted.?

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 7th November 2016
291-16BUPDATEEDNETHEENEIGHBOURHOODEPLANE

ClirFitton@aveerballipdate@ni@rogress:k

I TheMHousingBettlement@Boundaries@vork@vas@ompletedEndibeing@nadelntoEull@eport.

il Itthasteenifficult®oddentifyBitesForpotentialdHousingfAssociation@hew-builds@nEKingtonEndz
there@nightibe@nore@ossibilitiesEtEherrowX/ iewBite.l



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

297-16

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
Name®founcillor® | ItemB Personall Prejudicial®
Clirlauriel 12BMNeighbourhood®lank v 4
ClIrEEmBanksk 12BNeighbourhood®lani v v
ClirViddowson 113 ssetTransfers v v

307-16BUPDATERDNETHEANEIGHBOURHOODEPLANE
(ClirdLaurie@eaves@Ehe@oomz:tF9.45)a
ClirFitton@ave@@erballipdate@nirogress:
Thel@nain@framework’ds@eady.frherefs@EEneeting@®niL2th@Decemberoiiscussiproposed?
improvementsorheighBtreet@nd@IITouncillorsEre@Encouraged@ottend.B

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 12th December 2016

313-16

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Name®founcillor®

Itemp

Personall

Prejudicial®

v

ClrEBankse! 12@MNeighbourhood@®lant 4
316-16PSUGGESTEDEHIGHBTREETAMPROVEMENTSE
CliriFittonBblaced®hreeRifferent@uggestionsibefore@membersanging@rom@ompletel
pedestrianisation@o@ne-wayBystemsfHeRhanked@avidRaven@vhothad@ontributed@oXhe@arious
proposals.@uring@hel@iscussionsBn®he@ehicularfise®ftheighBtreet,@tAvasilsothighlighted®hatl
alterations@o®heergestRoadFunction@vith@hurchBtreetBhouldbelncludedd
RESOLVED.R
Membersielt@hat@Enodel@vith@SharedBpace’BivingBbedestriansiriority®Bver@ehiclestbut®hat®heraffic?
continues@wo@vay@vashebbreferred®ptionEndAtAvasthoped@hat®he@Neighbourhood@®lan@vould@onsider?
Council’s@preference.r

Minutes@®fthelfTownLounciliMeetingtheld@®n@Monday®Rlanuary017 - No@nentionl
Minutes@®fthelfTownouncilMeetingtheld@®nEMonday®FebruaryR0172 - Nolmnentionl
Minutes@®fthelfTownLouncilMeetingtheld@®n@Monday®EMarch017 - No@nentionk
Minutes@®fthelfTownZouncilMeetingtheld@®nEMonday@BEApril2017 - NoEnentionl

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Tuesday 18th April 2017
078-17APDATEFROMETHEENEIGHBOURHOODRPLANE  Clir.Fitton@aveHEullbriefing@fheRurrent
position@vith@heNeighbourhood@®lan,the@®Emphasised@hat@helplan@vasthot@eadyForBubmission@inderRegk
1l4thoweverEhe@EroupEhoughtiitiprudentEolipdate@membersfthe@urrent@osition@®ending®heformalX
presentation@o@ ullouncilBvhichfhefhoped@vouldibefn@arly@ay.?
Onelmember®Dfhelublicinadedengthy@resentationn@elation@o®heNeighbourhood@®lan,®heFull
contents@vereobeeceivedin@ueRoursefatEheimemf@vritingthis@ocumentthastbeen@eceived@Endihe
Neighbourhood®lan@Groupthavethad@Eopy)R

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 8 May 2017
195-17ETORAGREERAPPOINTMENTSEDFECOUNCILEREPRESENTATIVESEDNETHEF OLLOWINGED UTSIDEBODIESE

Neighbourhood®lanning® CliraMrsE@BanksElIrFittonEClIrForresterBClIrAHawkinsEClrAViddowsonl
199-17AJPDATEENETHEENEIGHBOURHOOD®PLANE Mayor@artin@FittonZdvised@nembersEhathe@raft@lani
hasbeenBubmitted@nd@heonsultation@vouldibegin@®n@B0thEMay.BMayorFitton@xpressedthis@hanks@ol
formerouncillorsRichieotterill@ndXeliaXibblewhiteFor&heirfhelp@n@ompiling@he@locument.BCTherelsk
totbeEBpecial@neeting®DfEF ulllouncilBbn@MondayEl 5thiMayRoRiscussiurther.

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 15th May 2017
6@ouncillorsi@resent,BEbsent?



208-17ETHEMRAFTENEIGHBOURHOOD®PLANE  Clir.FittonFEave@HFulllipdateBnEhe@urrent@osition@vith
Kington@Neighbourhood@lan.lHeRirew@nembers@ttentionEo@ariousBspects®fthe@lan.HeBtated®hatft
washe@roupsiewhattheRiraftiplan@vas@eadyForBubmission®o@erefordshireouncil EltAvasGroposed
byllr.AViddowsonEhatAinderRegulation@A4&hefplanBeBubmitted®he@vas@econdedibylIr.BHawkinsZnd
agreedyfll.2 RESOLVED@nder®Regulationfl4®hat®heplandeBubmitted@oferefordshirefouncil

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 5 June 2017
215-17RTOMRECEIVERAREPORTFROMETHEEMAYORE
Mayhasbeen@lominatedbyRompleting@heXingtonBAreaNeighbourhood@®lanEdKANPIan)#or
RegulationEl4Bubmission,preparing®heBpecialdssueBf@heXingtonEhronicle@vhichBummarises@he@®lan
and@&heRxhibition@vhich@villbefhousedd@n@hefibrary@luring@heBix-week@onsultation@vhich@villBtart@n
JuneBth.frhanks@re@lue®oRosBradbury,RichiefotterillBndTeliaXibblewhite@vhothaveided@his@vork.
MayBA 6th:BAttend@Huntington@arishEneeting@o@resent®RegulationFl 4D raftD@heEANP.BAgreed
unanimously.
MayR 8thEAttendXingtonRural@Parish@Meeting®o@resent®RegulationELADraft@fRheANP.The@lankgreed
with@EnodificationRoRheBettlement@Boundary@EtiHergest/Arrowiew.

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 3 July 2017
232-17ETORECEIVERABREPORTEFROMETHEEMAYORE The@Mayor@eported@hatthis@Eimethadibeen@akenip
withheMNeighbourhood®lanEndthetfhadmhotttended@Eny®ther@unctions.
239-17TOMRECEIVERANRUPDATEENETHEANEIGHBOURHOOD®PLANE MayorFittonRonfirmedihat®here@vill
bePpublicineeting@olliscuss@heNDPBnEThursdayR7thRuly.
ClirtAtkinsonBuggested®hatBome@ftheferminologyiisedd@n@heBlanthadBeemedEmbiguoustndthad
causedBomelmisinterpretation.
ClirFittongreed@oddEnRxplanatoryhote®ohelibraryEind®@hop@vindowlisplay.

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 7 August 2017
254-17ANFORMATIONATEM:ETOMRECEIVERJPDATEEDNENEIGHBOURHOODMEEVELOPMENTEPLAN
MayorFitton@ipdated@nembers:E Thefinal@onsultation@neetingthadibeentheldznd®herethadibeen
generalBupportforthe@otentialddentifiedthousingB@ites.
The@NDPZEroup@vereBtilldookingBtEheBubmitted@uestionnaires@ind@omments.?l TheENDPEroup
expected@otheedFurther@liscussionsEind@omelevising®fithe®Planbeforedt@vas@onsidered@omplete.

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 4 September 2017
269-17ANFORMATIONATEM:ETORECEIVEARPDATEEDNGENEIGHBOURHOODEDEVELOPMENTEPLANE
MayorFitton@eported@hat®he@Neighbourhood@®lanningf@Group@vasurrently@vorking@®hroughithe
modificationshatthadibeenBuggested@ttheRonsultationBtage.BHe@lannedo@ring®his@locument@olz
laterneetingfordurther@iscussion®nce@lIEhe@nodificationsthavebeen@ompleted.

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 2nd October 2017
290-17 NEIGHBOURHOODMEMEVELOPMENTEPLANARPDATER
Clirs.BanksEndlIr.Aaurie@eclared@@isclosableBecuniarynterestinhistigendaf@tem@Enddeft®he@oom.k

Clir.@FittonBbrovided@Bpreliminary@eportinto®heesultsbfthe@egulationfl4Eonsultation.RAFullRe portAvillel
provided@o®he@ecemberineeting.l

Followingfeedback@romiboth@erefordshire@ounciltind@he@nvironmentfgencyt@vasiproposedoxclude
previouslyddentifiedthousingBites:FK20,BnEhedvice@®fEheNeighbourhood®lanningfTeamit@Herefordshirel
Council@®n®he@Erounds®hatithis@xtendedibeyond®helplan@oundary,K6DnEheFEdviceB@heEnvironmentX
AgencyEndBalfourBeattyBashis@ncludedi@reasiidentified@sHlood@blainEndEK 15 nEh e dviceBRhel
landscapelrchitect@ueo®he@mpact@Bn@hedandscape.BARhange@oEhe@vindfall@pplicationBhumbers@vasilsc
suggested,@stimatesFor@vhich@vere@onsidered@oodow.
Some@Xoncern@vas@Expressed@hat@emoving@hese@otentialthousingBites@vouldesult@nEnAncreaseln@ensity!
ofthe@emainingthousingiocations@o@neet®argetthousing@equirement.i



AfterBomeliscussiondt@vas@esolved®o@ccept®hese@ecommendations@vith@®BAotesHor,REgainst@ndELR
abstention.
During@liscussion,EEnember®fthefublicuestioned@he@alue®fithe@Neighbourhood®lanning@Process@ndz
thel@mpactthe@erceived@®niropertyhearby®obbroposed@evelopmentBites@vhichtheHeltthere@vasittle@ ol
demanddor.BThe@neeting@as@eminded@hat®here@vas@@equirement®oldentifyBites@o@neet@hationall
housingtargetsGndifhotAdentified@n@ENeighbourhood®lanBitellocation@vouldibe@nadedy@Herefordshirel
Council.By@reparing@@Neighbourhood®lan,XKington@etaindocal@ontrolbvertheRhoice®fBites.?
Clirs.BanksBnddaurie@eturned@o®he@neeting@t@his@nd@@hisEigendaiitem.

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 6th November 2017
310-17AUPDATEENEINEIGHBOURHOODEEVELOPMENTEPLANBANDELONSIDERATIONED FEAMENDMENTSET OB
GREENBPACESEANDEDEVELOPMENTEBOUNDARIESE Clir.Fitton@resentedEn@ipdate®n@helprogressfEhel
Neighbourhood®lanEnd@proposed@hangesfollowing®he®RegulationFl4Ronsultation@n@preparationdork
RegulationEl6Bubmission@o@erefordshire@ouncil.B After@ome®iscussion,GtAvasgreed@o@eferhisk
agendalitem@o®hehext@neeting@n@®Drder@olfelnEBositionEoonsider@orrected@aps@howing@penBpacel
designations.l

Minutes of the Town Council Meeting held on Monday 4" December 2017
http://www.kingtontowncouncil.gov.uk/ UserFiles/Files/ Minutes/27025-Full Council Minutes -

4.12.17 .pdfR
During@@heRegulationFl4@onsultation@vethave@eceived@omments@romiheBtatutoryBodies,Fromihel
publiciind@romAlandowners@vhobhavednterests@n®he@arious@evelopmentBites.AnEddition@vethavelE
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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
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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
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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.Regl6

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



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



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:

e Privately owned with no public access whatsoever.

e 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.

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

e 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.

e 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



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



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



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 lllustrative 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.



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

e 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



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:

e Significant harm to both the immediate local and wider landscape and environment.

e Significant harm to the setting of Kington and its immediate and wider attributes.

e Significant harm to the setting of the Kington Conservation Area and to nearby Listed
Buildings, especially in relation to the prominence of the land.

e 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.

e 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



vehicle uses on the local roads and exacerbate congestion within the town centre
and this makes the proposed development unsustainable.

e 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:

Summary Description:
Grassland. Site slopes steeply to the south. Views into site: Prominent elevated land. Views out of site: Views to the

morth. Adjacent'surmounding land: Agricultural land. Site integration: Mo, the site is not well related o existing built
form, elevated, sloping site. Height and character: 2 storey houses in vicinity.

Is the site suitable (and achievable) for development?:
Mo. Development would have significant landscape impact, sloping site, access would also be difficult due to bend in
lana

For Site K7:

Is the site suitable (and achievable) for development?:

Mo, elevated land. Significant landscape impact Well beyond built up area of town
Clearly, Sites K6 and K7 have been regarded, consistently, as being wholly unsuited for
any new housing development whatsoever.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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. Itis 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;
e The designation of GS06 - Land Beside River;

e 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.

12



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

13" 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. Itis 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. Forthe 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 lan 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 14" July 2016 and again on 27" 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. | 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



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

Address

Postcode

First name

Last name

Which plan are you commenting on?

Comment type

Y our comments

Value

3 Oakwood Drive, Loughborough
LE11 3QF

ENGLAND

SPORT

Kington

Comment

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 | Equivalent CS | In general Comments
plan policy policy(ies) (if | conformity
appropriate) (Y/N)

Policy KANP ENV1 LD1,LD2 & Y

A Valued Natural LD3, LD4

Environment

Policy KANP ENV 2 — LD1, SD1 Y

Dark Skies

Policy KANP ENV3 A LD1, LD4,SD1 | Y

Valued Built

Environment

Policy KANP SB1 KG1, RA2, Y

Settlement Boundaries | RA3, RA4 &

RA5

Policy KANP H1 SS2, KG1 Y K2- It would be useful if the tree

Housing Delivery: officer could provide comments

Kington Town 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




Draft Neighbourhood | Equivalent CS | In general Comments
plan policy policy(ies) (if | conformity
appropriate) (Y/N)

South of Kington SD3

Policy KANP H3 RA2 Y Have Environmental Health

Housing Delivery: been consulted on this proposal

Kington Rural and due to the proximity to the turkey

Lower Harpton Group farm sheds?

Parish
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 RA3, RA4 & Y

Housing Delivery: RA5

Huntington Parish

Policy KANP H5 SD1 Y Need to reference in the Policy

Housing Design Criteria justification why the London
Space Standards are referred to
in the policy as there are other
standards available.

Policy KANP E1: A SS5,E1,E2& |Y

Thriving Rural E3

Economy

Policy KANP E2 - SS5,E1,E2& |Y

Large Scale E3

Employment Activities




Draft Neighbourhood | Equivalent CS | In general Comments
plan policy policy(ies) (if | conformity
appropriate) (Y/N)

Policy KANP KTC 1: ES, E6 Y Could not locate Map 1 as

Kington Town Centre referred to in the policy
VIII — remove unnecessary text
(Lsep)

Policy KANP T1: E4 Y

Sustainable Tourism

Policy KANP INF 1: SD1, SD2 & Y

Local Infrastructure SD4

Policy KANP ENV4 - SD3 Y

Flood risk and drainage

Policy KANP LGS 1: 081, Y

Local Green Spaces

Policy KANP Gl 1: LD3 Y

Green Infrastructure

Policy KANP CF1: SC1 Y

Community Facilities

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

Planning permissions at April 2018

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

141

=3

Site allocations
Windfalls

Total by 2031

planning permission)

440131

26

206205




Kington town windfall

Year Net completion windfalls
201112
2012/13
2013/14
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
2017/18
Total

= NNO =~ WwWu1 o w

6

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



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

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