TABLE OF COMMENTS ON THE REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED ABOUT BREINTON PARISH’S NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN AT REGULATION 16
STAGE — APRIL 2016

NOTE The representations highlighted in yellow are from people / organisations that did not respond to the earlier (first) Regulation 16 cosultations

The SOURCE of PAGE AND DETAIL of REPRESENTATION PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE
REPRESENTATION PARAGRAPH
1.0 Wild - local resident 1 page Support None needed
2.0 A Morawiecki — local 2 pages Support None needed
resident
3.0 Newey — Forward 1 page - Notes the shortfall in housing As Core Strategy policy RA1 makes clear the 18% is an indicative
Planning HC second numbers - 19 against the Housing | housing growth target for the whole of the Hereford Rural HMA not
paragraph Market Area (HMA) 18% just Breinton. The shortfall noted in this representation is the current

position locally and there are 15 years of the NDP to go! The capacity
study produced by the Parish Council to support the NDP examines
other available sites and there is at least one within a nominated
settlement and another with partial permission so the parish Council is
confident that the perceived ‘gap’ will narrow further. However the
NDP argues that under Core Strategy policy RA2, Breinton could be
one of the areas in the Hereford Rural HMA that undershoots the
HMA wide indicative target — not least for environmental reasons

1 page — fourth
paragraph

Recommendations

A) mention the impact of the relief
road corridor in limiting sites
currently

B) commit to a review of the NDP

C) 3 Elms development could help
meet Breinton’s housing numbers

These are repeated from previous / informal comments.
A) The issue of the relief road corridor is fully explained in the capacity
study

B) there is no formal process for reviewing NDPs set out in the
Regulations currently but para 7.1 of our NDP says we will review it
annually

C) The 3 Elms strategic urban extension in the Core Strategy (policy
HD5) is adjacent to Breinton’s northern border but is in Hereford city
not the Parish NDP area. It should contribute to meeting the city’s
housing numbers as set out in the Core Strategy and not those of
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The SOURCE of PAGE AND DETAIL of REPRESENTATION PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE
REPRESENTATION PARAGRAPH

surrounding rural areas including Kings Acre Road / Breinton. 3 Elms
might actually help meet the housing numbers of many other areas
over time but that is not the point. 3 Elms is in Hereford city which is
covered by HD policies in the Core Strategy while the same Strategy,
the Parish Council and local residents are all clear that Breinton is a
rural areas covered by different policies (RA1, 2 etc.). Breinton should
not be considered as part of the city either in policy or geographical
terms and has its own, recent, separate housing needs assessment
and indicative HMA housing growth target that are distinctly different
from Hereford city / 3 Elms. The NDP proposes policies to guide this
development positively within Breinton

4.0 Sancha — local resident | 1 page Support None needed

5.0 Turner - Environmental | 1 page Covers principle of contaminated The Parish Council is only aware of one area of contaminated land

Health &Trading land risk which appears on Environment Agency maps (incident No. 786807,

Standards- Herefordshire significant pollution involving inert materials and wastes on 4™ June

Council (HC) 2010 at Cranstone). Under the NDP and Core Strategy any
development in this area would be an exception to other rural /
countryside policies. Should a proposal come forward, the issue of
contamination would be a material consideration in any planning
decision. No further action at present

6.0 Bulmer — local resident | 8 pages Support None needed

7.0 Coal Authority 1 page No specific comments — repeats None needed

previous response

8.0 DWR Cymru 1 page Supportive and pleased None needed

9.0 E Morawiecka — local 2 pages Supportive None needed

resident

10.0 Morfett — local 2 page Supportive None needed

resident response form

11.0 Crane — Housing HC 1 page Happy with content None needed

12.0 Historic England 1 page A very good example of None needed. Historic England is ‘particularly supportive of the

community led planning

comprehensive treatment of the wider historic environment, non-

2
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The SOURCE of PAGE AND DETAIL of REPRESENTATION PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE
REPRESENTATION PARAGRAPH
designated heritage assets, emphasis on local distinctiveness and the
conservation of the rural environment including orchards.” This was
not included in the document summarising the representations
received.
13.0 Howells — 4 pages—page | Number of policies that are These detailed comments were apparently received after the

Transportation HC

1

potentially in conflict with the
aims of the Core Strategy e.g. the
Western Relief Road

Bus service levels are deemed
appropriate for the level of
demand and available funding

consultation deadline had passed. In contrast to this representation,
Herefordshire Council’s Forward Planning Team has already agreed
that there is no conflict in the submitted NDP which was revised to
address just this point at their request after the first Regulation 16
consultations.

This does not mean that all developments in Breinton are sustainable
in public transport terms. Evening and weekend bus services continue
to be reduced and local (i.e. within 500m of houses) facilities are
extremely limited. This is still an area where developments, by
necessity, rely heavily on car usage.

Page 2

Ref our page 11 table — there are
four bus stops

Notes a proposed cyclepath along
Kings Acre Road (KAR) to be
provided in conjunction with the 3
Elms development

Agree the number — happy to amend the footnote to the table to
include this information if an opportunity arises (para 1.8 of the NDP
also refers to bus services)

See NDP para 1.9. There is still no cycleway although it has been
promised for many years. Our NDP deals with facts and
Transportation’s comments are still only a promised / potential cycle-
path and refer to discussions which the Parish Council is not party to.
The 3 Elms roll out will not be for a few years yet and cycle facilities
will not be the first to be provided. What is apparently being discussed
is not strictly in Breinton anyway although, if built, it will serve some of
the parish. The NDP was correct at the time of writing.
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The SOURCE of
REPRESENTATION

PAGE AND
PARAGRAPH

DETAIL of REPRESENTATION

PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE

Page 3

Add mention of cycling to policy
B4

Referenced cycling as a viable
mode of access in policies B1 — B4

Policy B10 movement — change
reference to quiet lanes

Cross reference Policy B10g to
Policy B11 — green infrastructure

Agreed - happy to include this. However policy B4 does say
‘sustainable locations offering users access by a range of modes of
transport including walking....”. So the NDP policy is inclusive already if
not an exhaustive list of the possibilities.

Cycling is probably not considered viable (i.e. safe) by many residents
at present. NDP policies B1 — B3 do not mention access by varying
modes so mentioning all modes specifically is not felt to add much to
the policies. The Parish Council certainly does not object to including
cycling in principle but is uncomfortable promoting what is not felt to
be viable currently

The NDP does not reference quiet lanes as a legal term so the Parish
Council sees no need to change the reference but will if required to do
so. The Parish Council is interested to know why previous attempts to
introduce quiet lanes (presumably by HC) were unsuccessful as it did
not know about these attempts. The Parish Council would be keen to
try again to introduce quiet lanes as speeding traffic is a major concern
in Breinton as has been shown in many consultations.

Policy B10g does already reference figure 6 (a map of green
infrastructure) which supports Policy B11. The Parish Council was
previously advised by Kirkwells that exhaustive cross referencing was
not necessary in the NDP and that any decision on an application
would look at the NDP policies as a whole and not each in isolation.
The cross references can be added if required but they seem
unnecessary.

Page 4

Cross reference B11 to B10g

See previous response immediately above

14.0 Kinsey — Economic
development HC

1 page

Questions the meaning of derelict
buildings being ‘no longer needed’

The meaning of this comment is unclear. The NDP’s intent appears
clear to the Parish Council that a derelict building does include it being
of no economic use. Any specific suggestions on revised wording to
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The SOURCE of PAGE AND DETAIL of REPRESENTATION PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE
REPRESENTATION PARAGRAPH
clarify this point even further would be welcomed by the Parish
Council
Dislikes upper case text A matter of taste and style - no change proposed
Not a lot of detail about the WRR There are not many details to give as Herefordshire have published
or how it impacts on other areas very few to date. What does ‘other areas of growth’ mean? They are
of growth almost certainly outside Breinton. No change proposed
15.0 Nathaniel Lichfield Page 2 top Policy B10 - movement should be It is unclear why NLP consider B10 to be unsound. Herefordshire
and partners (NLP) on paragraph amended to reflect Core Strategy Council have already said that it conforms to the Core Strategy. Sub
behalf of the Church policy HD3 thus ensuring B10 is clauses of B1 (d to o) were specifically inserted after the first round of
Commissioners sound Regulation 16 consultations at Herefordshire Council’s request to
ensure that the NDP complied with all of the Core Strategy (including
policy HD3) should any new road be built during the Plan period.
16.0 National Grid 2 pages Confirms that there is none of None needed
their apparatus in Breinton that
the NDP should take account of
17.0 Natural England 1 page Supportive None needed
18.0 Hands — local resident | 1 page Total support and agreement None needed
19.0 Ronan — local 2 page Supportive None needed
resident response form
20.0 Griffiths - local 2 page Broad support for the extensive

resident and land owner.

response form

work done but significant concerns
on housing policies.

First page — A) the boundary for
the Kings Acre settlement area is
too restrictive and ignores recent
successful applications which are
outside the proposed boundary.

This is a policy decision by the Parish Council. The boundary follows
the current built boundary, is clear and reflects reality on the ground.
The proposed boundary does not include any of the recently approved
sites or other areas of open countryside adjacent to the boundary that
are potential sites or listed in the SHLAA / HELAA. All land outside the

5
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The SOURCE of
REPRESENTATION

PAGE AND
PARAGRAPH

DETAIL of REPRESENTATION

PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE

Repeated on page 2

B) Policy B1 says ‘within and
adjoining the settlements of Lower
Breinton and Breinton Common’
but policy B2 (Kings Acre) only says

proposed boundary is being treated equally rather than appearing to
favour sites with permission currently over those that might get
permission in future.

To include sites with permissions (but which are not started let alone
built) as suggested would not end debate about the boundary being
proposed. The debate about why some potential sites were inside the
boundary and others outside would continue but in relation to an
apparently arbitrary boundary line selected by the Parish Council. The
acceptability of such a boundary would be a matter of individual
preference. The NDP takes a criterion based approach to future
development rather than select specific sites for preferential
consideration. Landowners should decide which sites to bring forward
and in what order.

There are already 32 units approved for Kings Acre Road including
some believed to be in this ownership. Thus the NDP does not ignore
the development potential of the area nor does the Parish Council
believe it to be restrictive. Other sites are available within the
proposed boundary and / or were going through the approval process
at the time the NDP was submitted. These applications may add to the
total approvals in future. All known available sites including those
mentioned in this representation are included in the capacity study
that accompanies the NDP (and was required by HC) that is available
on the Parish website www.breintonparish.co.uk . This may not have
been fully appreciated.

This is also a policy decision by the Parish Council. The Parish Council
does not agree that it is against national policy. Had it been so
Herefordshire Council and/or our planning consultants- Kirkwells -
would have insisted on changes being made during the extensive
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The SOURCE of
REPRESENTATION

PAGE AND
PARAGRAPH

DETAIL of REPRESENTATION

PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE

‘within the boundary’. Suggests
that this makes development more
likely in B1 settlements and is thus
against National Planning policies
as the B1 areas are more
environmentally sensitive and less
sustainable in contrast to the
already built up environment and
service access potential along
KAR. RG suggests that the Policy
wording should be reversed — this
point is repeated on page 2 of the
response form

discussions and consultations on the Plan.

The NDP seeks to manage future development and this includes
guiding the future expansion of what in planning terms is seen as
undesirable ribbon development along Kings Acre Road. This policy is
intended to retain what left of the areas’ rural nature, maximising its
remaining distinctive features so that it does not drift into appearing
like other suburbs of Hereford City.

We were required by the Core Strategy to identify rural settlements
within the parish and, in fact encouraged to do so with boundaries by
HC. This helps the applicability of their own rural policies (RA1
onwards) became clear. We have identified two such rural settlements
(Lower Breinton and Breinton Common) and policy B2 addresses a
different planning issue by seeking to conserve what is left of the rural
nature of Kings Acre Road

Second Page of
the response
form

An assertion that there was
significant public support in an
early public consultation (from
those who accepted the need for
more housing) for development
to bein the Kings Acre Road area
rather than in more
environmentally and landscaped
sensitive areas of the parish

The Parish Council has reviewed all the many consultation exercises
and their results and cannot find any data that supports this
statement.

However there 1) is strong support across the whole of Breinton for
retaining its rural nature and 2) was originally a substantial minority
who do not want any housing whatsoever. Throughout the various
consultations over the past two years the Parish Council has sought to
convince all local residents that proportional development will actually
benefit Breinton. Thus the NDP takes a pro-active approach in line
with the NPPF and Core Strategy by seeking to manage proportionate
development appropriately within the framework of the approved
Core Strategy. This means across all of the defined and largely
scattered settlements in Breinton which are, by definition, different
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The SOURCE of
REPRESENTATION

PAGE AND
PARAGRAPH

DETAIL of REPRESENTATION

PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE

from each other. This approach is supported by the majority of
responses to both of the Regulation 16 consultations that have been
organised in the past twelve months.

Second page of
the response
form

Plan fails to acknowledge recent
approvals along KAR in the
boundary — repeats point A) on
pages 5 and 6 of this document

As indicated earlier, the proposed boundary is a policy choice. One
recent approval is actually within the proposed boundary but all of
those outside the proposed boundary are treated equally i.e. left
outside. The boundary thus reflects the current settlement. Some of
the applications were in progress during the final stages of Plan’s
preparation and the Plan was not updated piecemeal. In contrast to
the recent approvals mentioned, there has been a refusal recently (at
appeal June 2016) for development on one site outside the proposed
boundary. The NDP has always sought to deal with certainly and
reasonable predictions of the future, not short term variability.

Second page — policies will result
in Breinton meeting its housing
quota with building in Breinton
Common and Lower Breinton not
least because of the added
restriction on development along
KAR given by the protected
corridor for the Western relief
road. (Repeats / amplifies point B)
from page 1 of this respondents
form)

There is no quota specifically for Breinton. There is an indicative
housing growth target for the entire Hereford Rural Housing Market
Area which includes Breinton but the parish is not listed as a prime
focus for this development. The NDP does, however, propose policies
that will allow proportional development within Breinton that is in line
with the approved Core Strategy.

There is still 15 years of the plan period to go. The capacity study that
accompanies the NDP indicates 70%+ of the HMA wide requirement
has already been adequately identified in Breinton. Some of this is in
Lower Breinton and Breinton Common. Development is not impossible
in these locations and the NDP lays out criteria that should guide any
such proposals in future.

The capacity study that accompanies the NDP also describes all the
current constraints on development such as the proposed relief road
corridor but does not use all of them to rank the acceptability of sites

TG May 2016 V2




The SOURCE of
REPRESENTATION

PAGE AND
PARAGRAPH

DETAIL of REPRESENTATION

PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE

in the future. A conservative approach is taken to constraints so that
policy issues like the corridor (that is presumed to be resolvable during
the NDP plan period) and are thus relatively temporary are not used in
the ranking. Only other, more enduring, criteria are used in the
capacity study to rank sites. This study plus the NDP criteria will be
used to assess any site that comes forward for development in future.

The Parish Council is currently considering an application from this
respondent (and others) for a further eight houses in the King’s Acre
Road area. This indicates that concerns about current Herefordshire
policy constraints along Kings Acre Road and inappropriate
development elsewhere in the parish may not be correct.

See also Newey’s representations (No 3.0 in this document). The
Parish Council believes that if it identified sites along Kings Acre Road
that are within the relief road corridor (or also currently mineral
reserve sites — another policy constraint due to unresolved issues in
the approved Core Strategy) it would be difficult to comply with the
Core Strategy because such allocations would not be currently
available for development.

21.0 Lunt — local resident

1 page

Supportive

None needed

22.0 Burrage —
Environmental Health HC

1 page

Amend policy B1 to ensure new
dwellings are not sited where they
will be harmful to future
occupants

Do this for B4 and B5 also

No objection to amending the policy as suggested if it adds to the
NDP’s clarity

23.0 Matthews — local
landowner

1 page and
map

Asks for a plot in their ownership
to be included within the Kings
Acre area boundary

This is a special plea concerning a particular site. The Parish Council
does not believe the owner to be a local resident although this is
implied in the summary of representations produced by Herefordshire
Council. The submitted NDP uses criteria to guide development and
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The SOURCE of PAGE AND DETAIL of REPRESENTATION PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE
REPRESENTATION PARAGRAPH

not site allocations. The Parish Council would not be consistent if this
site was included. The site is not contained within Herefordshire
Council’s own SHLAA / HELAA and until this representation and
parallel planning application were received it was not thought to be
available.

The Core Strategy emphasises that | The Parish Council does not recognise this extract / interpretation of

suitable land immediately adjacent | the Core Strategy

to the edge of an NDP boundary

should be sympathetically

considered

24.0 Wegg-Prosser — local | 1 page Supportive — should exclude The Parish Council has been advised that the NDP cannot exclude this

resident

broiler units from being developed
in Breinton.

kind of development

25.0 Paul Smith &
Associates on behalf of
Wyevale Nurseries — local
landowners

6 pages plus a
copy of the six
pages of their
previous (and
similar) R16
representations

Page 2 —Kings Acre Road is a far
more sustainable location

Does not recognise bus stops on
KAR and thus underplays its high
degree of accessibility

See also representations No.20 and No.23. Kings Acre Road has
already relatively more development planned than the other parts of
the parish. As it only has slightly more than 50% of the housing
currently it is taking a higher share. Wyevale Nurseries own land
around Kings Acre Road

This is similar to the Transportation comments (No. 13.0). We believe
that the NDP reflects public transport which is sparse during the
evenings and weekends. Kings Acre Road is only highly accessible with
a car or if you can walk considerable distances. This comment ignores
current peak time congestion which will only increase when 1200+
houses are built at 3 ElIms, whose southern site boundary is Kings Acre
Road.

The NDP does recognise bus stops in the NDP (in the table on pp 11
and elsewhere in the text) and the Parish Council has no problem in
amending the plan if permitted to make the current number of stops
and limited services absolutely clear.

10
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The SOURCE of PAGE AND DETAIL of REPRESENTATION PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE
REPRESENTATION PARAGRAPH
Page 3 Definition of Wyevale Business The Parish Council will rename policy B18 which refers to Veldifer
Park is incomplete because the currently if there is an opportunity to revise the NDP. The boundary
boundary is not justified. It does proposed in the submission Plan was drawn for us by senior staff of
not include the full extent of the Wyevale Nurseries. The concerns expressed in this representation
Park. were checked with Herefordshire Council’s planning department prior
to the NDP being submitted so that the Plan could be amended if
required. Herefordshire advised the Parish Council that they would not
support a larger area being included. This response was sent to the
MD of Wyevale Nurseries by the Parish Council informing them that
the NDP was not going to be amended as this representation requests.
Page 3 Policies B1 and B2 contain It is not clear to the Parish Council what specific point is being made
continued contradiction and serious here. The version of the NDP that was submitted to Herefordshire

omissions and are unsupported by
a robust methodology. Specifically
A) why are other areas of the
parish excluded and treated as
open countryside,

B) Wyevale Nurseries site is
available for development
contrary to the NDP saying
opportunities in rural areas are
limited

Council for the original / earlier Regulation 16 consultation had a
different approach. This was changed when those first consultation
responses were considered, including those from Herefordshire
Council. Figure 2 of the NDP provides a settlement pattern analysis
that actually identifies the three settlements mentioned by name as
the three largest in the parish and these are those that have suggested
boundaries in the NDP. Further, extensive justification for what this
respondent terms ‘open countryside’ is contained throughout the Plan
by way of hard evidence. Herefordshire Council required the NDP to
have settlement boundaries after the first Regulation 16 consultation
round not least so that it would be clear where the rural policies of the
Core Strategy (RA1 onwards) on open countryside were applicable.

Like representation No.23 this promotes a particular site. The appeal
on this site was rejected by an Inspector in June 2016. The NDP
guotation selected goes onto say that ‘growth should be in a
proportionate and sensitive way that reflects the size, role and
function of” the two rural settlements named in policy B1. The site
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The SOURCE of
REPRESENTATION

PAGE AND
PARAGRAPH

DETAIL of REPRESENTATION

PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE

C) the proposed designation of
much of Lower Breinton as a local
greenspace is at odds with B1
designation

D) Policy B1 allows adjoining
development with no limit on the
scale of housing permitted but
Policy B2 does not

being advocated is not located in either Breinton Common or Lower
Breinton nor have any of the proposals for its development to date
been considered acceptable by Herefordshire Council or the Planning
Inspectorate.

Some of the area within the proposed Lower Breinton boundary is
already designated — Scheduled Ancient Monument etc. — and owned
by the National Trust. The areas proposed for green-space reflects
longstanding and frequent public usage. The area selected meets all
the necessary criteria for green space designation and is considerably
smaller than the area within the proposed settlement boundary.
Despite the existing and proposed designations, there is still potential
space within the Lower Breinton settlement boundary and / or
adjacent to it for proportionate development that meets the NDP and
Core Strategy criteria.

The approved Core Strategy includes the words within and adjoining.
However the same Core Strategy indicates that there is a limit to
development that should be proportional to the current size of the
existing settlement. The NDP criteria etc. support this policy. The Core
Strategy also indicates a total Housing Market Area target indicative
target (18%) for growth. However the Core Strategy (RA2) indicates,
Breinton is not to be a ‘main focus’ for this level of development.
Furthermore; the NDP includes such a wealth of environmental
evidence as well as the development potential across the entire parish
that it is reasonable to believe that any development under policy B1
will be of an appropriate scale rather than unlimited.

Page 4

E) By selecting two
environmentally and historic
locations for housing the BNDP’s

A potential failure to achieve the Parish Council’s, and publically
supported, objectives is not a planning matter to be examined. This
appears to be a general criticism and relates to more detailed
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REPRESENTATION

PAGE AND
PARAGRAPH

DETAIL of REPRESENTATION

PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE

objectives will not be met

F) The scope of B1 should be
widened to include other parcels
of less sensitive land that will meet
the requirement and are of a scale
to secure community benefits. This
includes their site which had
previously been promoted in the
NDP

G) No robust justification for B2
being more strict than policy B1 -
development is only allowed
within the B2 Kings Acre Road
boundary

H) Core Strategy policy RA2 only
specifies Breinton so it is not right
to say that B1 relates to
settlements while B2/KAR is not a
settlement

comments C) and D) on page 3 of this representation. The Parish
Council sees nothing extra here to respond to.

B1 is a policy for rural settlements in line with Core Strategy policies
RA1 and RA2. Itis not a policy for other, supposedly, less sensitive
land parcels. This comment continues to promote a specific site which
is too large to provide proportionate development in line with the
Core Strategy. Contrary to the assertion NO SPECIFIC SITE HAS EVER
BEEN PROMOTED BY THE NDP

There are two distinct policy objectives. B1 seeks to manage
proportional development within a sensitive rural area while B2 seeks
to manage development in an increasingly suburban area of ribbon
development so that its remaining rural features are maintained.
There are significantly more criteria in policy B1 than in policy B2 so
policy B2 could easily be considered less strict. NOTE. There are
already a good number of approvals in or adjacent to the proposed
KAR boundary that, when built, will go a significant way towards the
proportional development of the area that the NDP seeks to promote.
(See also representation No. 20 for a response to similar points being
made).

Throughout almost 10 years of Core Strategy preparation the Parish
Council has repeatedly asked Herefordshire to define what they meant
by Breinton but they have never done so. The entire parish was all
previously designated open countryside in the Unitary Development
Plan reflecting the scatter of hamlets and farmsteads across much of
its area. Early drafts of the Core Strategy first used the term village
and then settlement neither of were defined nor were numbers or a
robust justification provided that assisted identification. The Parish
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REPRESENTATION
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PARAGRAPH

DETAIL of REPRESENTATION

PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE

I) Make the fullest use of public
transport i.e. along Kings Acre
Road

Council therefore provided its own definitions which have been
supported throughout a range of public consultations.

The NDP agrees that Kings Acre Road is a legitimate location for new
housing which is why it will accommodate the larger amount of the
proportionate development in Breinton under current proposals.
See also answer to point G) above

Relates to previous point on page 2 of this representation. Public
transport is available on KAR but is limited specifically during the
evenings and at weekends / Sundays. See also the Parish Council
response to comments No. 13

Page 5

A) NDP should be amended so that
B2 allows housing development on
land adjacent to KAR

b) NDP omits this owners site and
does not explain why — similar to
comment No.23

This essentially repeats the points made under A), D) and F) above.
The proposed amendment to the NDP is unlikely to provide for
proportionate development nor conserve the few remaining and
publically valued rural aspects of this area. As the capacity study that
accompanies the NDP shows there is already adequate provision
within Breinton and the NDP policies for proportionate development.

No land owner has ever asked the Parish Council to consider their site
during over two years of preparatory work for the NDP. The NDP is
plan based on criteria. It does not identify any specific sites and
settlement boundaries were required by Herefordshire Council. The
KAR boundary defines the existing settlement without exception. The
capacity study that accompanies the NDP shows the constraints of all
known sites including this one. These constraints include it being
within the route corridor of the proposed relief road. Development
here was rejected in June 2016 after an appeal.

Six sides — the
previous / first
Regulation 16
representations

These make many of the same points described above in this
document and the revised / submitted NDP supersedes them all.
However; these earlier comments (and all those received from others
as part of the first round of Regulation 16 comments) will be sent to
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The SOURCE of PAGE AND DETAIL of REPRESENTATION PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE
REPRESENTATION PARAGRAPH
—are also the Examiner.
attached to the There is no need for a further response from the Parish Council as the
document responses above address all the points.
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