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Map 1 Kempsey Designated Neighbourhood Area
Appendix 1
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Introduction and Background

This Consultation Statement has been prepared in accordance with The Neighbourhood
Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (SI No. 637) Part 5 Paragraph 15 (2)' which defines a

“consultation statement” as a document which —

(a) contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed
neighbourhood development plan;

(b) explains how they were consulted;

(c) summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and

(d) describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant,

addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan.

The Kempsey Neighbourhood Development Plan has been prepared in response to the
Localism Act 2011, which gives parish councils and other relevant bodies, new powers to
prepare statutory Neighbourhood Development Plans (NDPs) to help guide development in
their local areas. These powers give local people the opportunity to shape new development,
as planning applications are determined in accordance with national planning policy and the
local development plan, and neighbourhood plans form part of this framework. Other new
powers include Community Right to Build Orders whereby local communities would have the

ability to grant planning permission for new buildings.

On 28 February 2013 Kempsey Parish Council, as a qualifying body, applied to Malvern Hills
District Council for the whole parish to be designated as a Neighbourhood Planning Area

(Appendix 1).

Malvern Hills consulted on the application from 29 March 2016 to 10 May 2016. During this
period, representations were received from Worcestershire County Council, Worcester City
Council and Wychavon District Council. These representations supported the application but
sought to ensure that strategic planning policy should be taken into account when preparing

the Kempsey Neighbourhood Plan. Malvern Hills District Council approved the neighbourhood

1 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/contents/made
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area designation on 2 July 2013 (Appendix 2). The Designated Area follows the Parish

Boundary and is shown on Map 1 above.
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Informal Consultation and Public Engagement

The Kempsey NDP has been prepared following a thorough consultation process that has

sought to engage all those who live, work and carry out business in the area.

This has involved a variety of consultation and engagement methods that have sought to
provide as many opportunities for interested parties to be involved in the development of the
plan. Throughout, this has involved the use of a dedicated set of pages on the Parish Council’s
web site to keep all up to date and aware of latest news on the plan. The Parish Council web
site also carries agendas and minutes of key Parish Council decisions concerning the

neighbourhood plan.

The neighbourhood plan builds on work already undertaken as part of the Parish Plan Update

(February 2013).

Initial consultation on the neighbourhood plan was undertaken through a questionnaire
survey, undertaken in September 2014. This was sent to all households and 196 responses
were received. A full report on the findings of this survey were originally made available on-
line and are now available on request in hard copy, the full results are included in Appendix 4
of this Statement. The survey was used to inform the key issues for the plan, the objectives
and then used to support the evidence base for the policies. Where relevant references to the
survey, and detailed results, are contained in the plan. A key outcome was the identified need
for extra community, sport and recreation provision. As a result landowners were approached

to ascertain the availability of land for such a use.

Regular updates on progress on the plan were made in the Parish Newsletter (KLINKS), this is
delivered to all households, and on the section of the parish web site devoted to the

neighbourhood plan (screenshot below).
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Home ¢ The Parish Counal + Public Notices + Living in the community

KEMPSEY PARISH PLAN

o

Kempsey - better not bigger

NDP news

23rd February 2016

Councillors, contacts, & dates
of meetings
Parish Council Representatives

The Parish Council has approved the Kempsey Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) for
the purposes of the 6 week minimum public consultation prior to submission of the document
to MHDC. There will be two presentations in St Mary's Church on Saturday 12th March 2016
Documents at 11.00am and 3.00pm and one on Wednesday 16th March at 7.30pm. The document

can now be viewed on this Kempsey Hub website and hard copies can be obtained from the
Kempsey Parish Council documents Parish Office. The Consultation Period will run until 30th April 2016

To view this document please click here.

Agendas
A summary document will be delivered to every household prior to the presentations, but can

See here for latest agenda also be viewed here.

Minutes Should you wish to comment on our NDP, please put your thoughts in writing using this

5 document and return to the Parish Office or email the NDP team at kempsey.ndp@gmail.com
See here for latest minutes

South Worcestershire
Development Plan - SWDP
Latest

Annual Report

Read the report here

Accounts

Balances for 2014/15.

A first draft plan was prepared in winter 2014/2015 and placed on the web site inviting
comments, circulated to local groups and parish councillors.

All comments received were carefully considered by the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group
and Parish Council and used to inform the next version of the neighbourhood plan, the
Kempsey Regulation 14 Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan.
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Formal Consultation on the Kempsey Regulation 14 Draft

Neighbourhood Development Plan — 12 March 2016 to 30 April

2016.

3.1

3.2

33

3.4

The public consultation on the Kempsey Draft Neighbourhood Plan was carried out in
accordance with The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (SI No. 637) Part 5

Pre-submission consultation and publicity, paragraph 14. This states that:
Before submitting a plan proposal to the local planning authority, a qualifying body must—

(a) publicise, in a manner that is likely to bring it to the attention of people who live,
work or carry on business in the neighbourhood area

(i) details of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan;

(i) details of where and when the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan
may be inspected;

(iii) details of how to make representations; and

(iv) the date by which those representations must be received, being not less than 6
weeks from the date on which the draft proposal is first publicised;

(b) consult any consultation body referred to in paragraph 1 of Schedule 1 whose
interests the qualifying body considers may be affected by the proposals for a
neighbourhood development plan; and

(c) send a copy of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan to the local

planning authority.

The Kempsey Draft Neighbourhood Plan was published for formal consultation for seven

weeks from 12 March 2016 to 30 April 2016.

The Neighbourhood Development Plan could be viewed and downloaded from the Parish

Council website.

A summary leaflet was prepared and delivered to every household in the Parish with
information about two presentation/public drop-in sessions held at St Mary’s Church on 12

and 16 March 2016 (Appendix 4).
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An email or letter was sent to all relevant consultation bodies, providing information about
the consultation dates, and the locations where the Draft Plan and accompanying documents
could be viewed and downloaded. Copies of the letters were sent or emailed out to local
businesses and local community organisations. The list of bodies contacted can be found in

Appendix 5.

Three presentation sessions were held at the parish church and an offer made to meet and
discuss the neighbourhood plan with local groups, clubs and societies. This offer was taken up

by the Cornflower Club and the Women'’s Institute.

Respondents were encouraged to complete a Response Form (Appendix 6) and to submit
completed forms/other comments by email or by post to the Parish Council no later than

midnight on 30 April 2016.

In preparing the Kempsey Neighbourhood Plan the draft plan was consulted on with for the
purposes of Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitat Regulations Assessment, full
details of which can be found in the accompanying Environment Report as amended

December 2016.
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Consultation Responses to the Draft Neighbourhood Plan

All of the responses received on the on the Regulation Draft Neighbourhood Plan are
summarised below highlighting their main issues and concerns, alongside this is the Parish
Council’s consideration of each response and how these have been addressed in the
neighbourhood plan. These are presented in tables 1 to 3 below. Table 1 includes responses
from residents, landowners, developers, statutory bodies and other agencies. Table 2 the
detailed comments on the Regulation 14 draft plan from Malvern Hills District Council and
Table 3 a further response received from Malvern Hills on a revised draft of the plan that took
into account responses in Tables 1 and 2. This further work with Malvern Hills was to ensure

the draft plan was ready for submission.
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TABLE 1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON REGULATION 14 DRAFT

Neither supports or

objects to
1 | Julie Brooks document
focusing on PO
Lane development, Noted - Section added school surgery, recreation
against etc.

Post Office Lane now has planning permission -
this is not an NDP matter. The NDP runs until 2029
affordable housing not for five years.

because PO lane is
too small. Concerns
that

NDP is only valid for
5 years and time

frame

too small. Need for
bigger school,
surgery,

recreation, shops
and public services.

Hopes policy K9
includes provision
2 | Roy Richardson for medical K9 Section added medical/education facilities
and educational
facilities due to
increase in

village population.

10



Severn Trent Water

Generic response
received
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Noted

Melvin Smith

school needs to
extend in size to
accommodate

increased
population of
children. School
parking is major
problem. Access in
and out of PO
Lane is problem,
road too narrow
and not fit for
volumes of traffic.
Surgery also needs
another

suitable home for
increased
population.

Section added school/surgery

Post Office Lane now has planning permission -
this is not an NDP matter. The NDP runs until 2030
not for five years.

Brian Lawrence

No objection to
local café
Welcome
recreational
activities for youth.

11

Noted - Section added re: doctors




Kempsey Submission Neighbourhood Development Plan Consultation Statement — January 2016

Request to
maintain green
areas and lanes

for dog walkers.
Larger surgery
Kempsey remain as
a village, not a town
This policy is 'too
tight' and would

6 | Jan Fowler prefer it to K10 Amended to reflect this
read - to meet
future community,
recreation

and sports needs an
absolute minimum
of a

5.2 hectare site to
the North of
Pixham Ferry

Lane and West of
Old road South is
identified

on the proposals
map, together with
further

capacity for
expansion in the
future for further
sport and
recreation provision
(shown as

12
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proposal K10B on
Fig 5).

Health and
education issues
need to be in the

7 | Brian Clarke plan Section added medical/education facilities
Support new Document already takes this into consideration.
community centre, The enabling development will be instigated when
but why 'quid other options are deemed impractical.

pro quo'? For extra
housing when there
is

already huge
development in
Pixham Ferry Lane
generating income
grant. Why can’t we
use this?

Could we not start
a campaign to bid
for HLF

grants to support
the building of a
community
centre.

Who owns the
land? Have they
been approached
to see if they want
to giftorsell it at a
discount

13
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for the good of the
village?

following flooding
in the Rocky, can
we include

a feature to protect
the properties in
Church

street?

can we have an
extra pump to aid
flooding This is not relevant to the NDP
defences?

Policy 14 -
Transport, the
wording may be
ambiguous

Developer contributions (such as section 106) are
sought on a case-by-case basis. This policy relates
to transport contributions, but does not limit what
can be sought in terms of other contributions if
8 | Wendy Coen 4 14 | they are needed for a development to proceed.
Developer
contributions from
new development
will be

support and
improve public
transport links.......
Limitation on what
you can do with

14
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developer
contributions

Concerns Doctors
Surgery will cope
with 1000+ new
9 | Ivan Benstead patients 9 1.1 | Section added school/surgery
and the parking
needs for these
patients. Very poor
parking

now many people
using Old Road
North

Site 8 North &

South are probably section re-worded to take on board these
10 | Ivan Benstead best positions for a 53 comments.
possible

community, sports,
recreation area.
Pixham Ferry Lane
is prone to flooding
and this needs to
be taken into
account

and improved.
Passing points need
to be large enough
for lorries especially
if a shop is on site

15
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Object to lorries
using Post Office
Lane for the Post
11 | Ivan Benstead Office Lane 19 | FIG5 Noted - Outside of scope of NDP
development,
would prefer use of
Brookend Lane and
Roman Road.
Roman Road needs
attention to
reinforce

the culvert

Can't believe the
Primary School will
cope with influx of
12 | Ivan Benstead pupils 9 1.1 | section added to take on board these comments.
from new 500
houses. School
playground/field
would be

lost if school
expanded. School
parking is another
issue.

16
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It is about time the
house on Church
Street which has Noted: not a matter for the NDP. Information
13 | Ivan Benstead never 24 passed to MHDC to for possible action.

been finished is
demolished and the
site cleared. Its
been a disgrace
since 2007 and is in
a Conservation
Area.

We do have a
number of
comments and
guestions which we
will put forward,
however there are a
couple of questions
| wanted to check
out at this point: one
around the access
to the proposed site
8 development of a
sports and
recreation facility.
To enable the
conservation of
Pixham Ferry Lane
could not the

access to the .
proposed site be WCC will not allow entrance to or from the

through the current development from Old Road South by motor
14 | Helen Thompson Bight Farm vehicle

17
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development and
proposed
development for site
7? i.e. a similar
arrangement to
what we have at

Plovers?
Two:_ With the All contributions and further funding will be
monies already needed to complete this project.

accumulated from
developers for local
infrastructure what
recreation provision
would that buy us?
i.e. what is the
shortfall? is this
enough to purchase
site 8 without the
development of site
7? and if this was
the case would site
7 be eligible for
housing
development given
that it is out of the
settlement
boundary?

18
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15

The Coal Authority

No specific
comments to make
on NDP

Generic response

16

John Michael

There is an error on
page 9 footnote 2 -
the end of the
Lammas

period should read
6th February

Noted - Dates removed as conflicting information
is available

17

Heather Kelly

Would like a DIY
shop nearer than
Upton or Blackpole

Comment noted. NDP cannot be so specific.

18

Chris Bate

Highways England
notes that a specific
site has been put
forward in the
neighbourhood
plan for enabling
housing
development to
support the
provision of new
community,

recreation and
sports provision.

41 &34

19

K14 &
K10B

Policy K14 - support noted.

Policy K10B:-Advice has been sought from
Highways England

Developers will amalgamate with their planning

application
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This site is in
addition to that
identified in the
draft SWDP.
Accordingly, the
impact of this
development on
the SRN has not
been tested. The
development

will need to be
assessed in
accordance with
'DfT Circular
02/2013

The Strategic Road
Network and the
delivery of
sustainable
development'.
Highways England is
satisfied that this
requirement can be
addressed as the
planning
application

comes forward. Pre
application
discussions with
Highways

20
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England are
encouraged.

Risk of new
deveolpments
could change the
19 | Mr & Mrs Bradley beautiful Noted - Outside of scope of NDP
character of the
village of Kempsey
In particular feels
that Lioncourt
Homes has been
less than open

with their dealings
with the Saxon
Meadows
development.
Objects

to 21 new dwellings
to the Saxon
Meadows Estate
view will be
destroyed and no
community
orchard.

Also not happy with
the developers, is
the statement
regarding
Affordable Housing,

21
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which is rapidly
becoming

Housing
Association.
Supports all parts of
20 | John D Grant Kempsey NDP Support noted

Supports all parts of
21 | Julia Grant Kempsey NDP Support noted

Access to proposed
site k10B from main
22 | M Smart road is dangerous 34 | K10
extremely narrow
lane - advisory

restriction on HGV

access Noted section reworded

Not safe for

pedestrians. Traffic Advice has been sought from WCC Highways.
trend to use Old Passing Places are advised and we have requested
Road South already a foot and cycle path on the other side of the
very busy hedge to make safe access for pedestrians

Why is the land
earmarked as
enabling land
outside of the
settlement
boundary

22
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when all parties
involved gave the
impression that at
present enough
larger

scale building was
taking place? Policy
K2 criteria only
allows for building
Affordable housing
on an exception site
to meet identified
local need.
Community use of
the proposed new
facility K10 is only
mentioned.

The proposals give
no mention to
Community
facilities giving the
impression

that the advice
given to the Parish
Council has been
unduly influenced
by the

sport facility lobby
and not the rest of
the community

23
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23 | Mrs C Shaw-Ling No Comments None

Impact on her
24 | Lisa business Noted section reworded

amenity of all users is part of national planning
policy and that this will be assessed as and when
planning applications are made.

25 | Robert Ling No Comments None

26 | Mrs H Hughes
No Comments 23 | K5 None

Add dentist to list
of healthcare
27 | Michael Biddle facilities 33| K9 Dentist added to Policy K9

delete 'control of'
at the start of the
sentence referring
to Hatfield Brook
Sentence should
start '‘Building on'
28 | Michael Biddle etc. 28 | K7 Change accepted

24
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29 | Michael Biddle Para 1.10

There are 6 public
houses in Kempsey. 91 1.10 Seabourne Inn added
Seabourne Inn
should be included.
It is identified as a
Community facility
in

Figure 9 on page 32

Residents in
Kempsey for over
50 years and have
seen little change.
30 | Robin & Jennie O'Regan Present 33 | K9 Support noted
village hall is an
embarrassment to
all. Wholeheartedly
support the
proposals put
forward. Concerned
will all needs be
catered for on one
site, as we feel this
is

important.

31 | Jennie O'Regan Support 34 | K10 Support noted

25
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Comments also
relate to appendix
A, B & C concerning
32 | Zoe Moss site 8 south. 34 | K10 Comments noted
a) Known priority
species and
habitats - lists as
suitable. | challenge
this as Will endeavour to protect environment
site 8 south is
abutting a known
Skylark nesting
ground. Skylarks
are a

protected species
and are listed in the
Biodiversity Action
Plan. In addition,
the following birds
have been sighted
regularly in this
area especially by
the

treatment works:-
Gold crest, Fire
crest, Short eared
owls, Siberian chiff
chaff

26



Kempsey Submission Neighbourhood Development Plan Consultation Statement — January 2016

cormorants and
curlews. All rarely
seen birds that are
attracted to the
natural

, unspoilt diversity
of the area around
site 8 south.
Birders' visit this
site to observe
these birds in their
natural habitat.
These enthusiasts
come not only from
within the county,
but also further
afield.

The natural habitat
would seriously be
harmed, affecting
this natural habitat
affecting the bio
diversity of the area
and damaging the
current rare
wildlife.

33 | Mr G Hogan No comment 41 | K14 Policy K14 support noted

27
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34 | Mrs E Hogan No Comment 22 | K4 Policy K14 support noted

New resident to
Kempsey having
moved here a year
35 | Howard Farnhill ago. Comments Noted no action
Those who
prepared the plan
are to be
commended, plan is
readable

and many of the
proposals are
sound common
sense and plot a
way forward.

The plan must be
read in conjunction
with the plan to
build 2000 homes a
short

distance from
Kempsey. This
development must
be seen as
complimentary

to that on our
doorstep.

28
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Kempsey lacks a
nature centre,
there is no village
green, or other
natural

meeting point
which new social
and retail activities
can be based. Has a
swimming pool at
the new sports
facility been
considered?

| am amazed at the
state of the Parish
Hall, a new hall,
possibly on the
same site

would by its design
afford better
facilities for existing
activities, whilst
making

provision for new,
giving a higher
usage rate than at
present.

The plan seems to
address the issues
of the respective
social groups in the

29
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village. Best Wishes
for the finalisation

36

Terence Dillingham

Supports the key
developments
outlined
Concerns overall
focus of the plan
and the opportunity
missed.

Key needs Health,
Education, Public
Services which
impacts on needs
relating

to water, gas,
electricity

You identify all the
needs of those
living in the
community
irrespective of

whom might be
responsible for

30

Section added medical/education facilities

Concerns that the plan is too town and country
planning focussed are noted, but the planis a
neighbourhood development plan being prepared
under the Town and Country Planning Act and
inevitably that has to be the plan's focus.
However, the NDP has tried to address the
respondents concerns wherever possible.
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providing services
to alleviate need.

Despite the vision
on page 11 saying'
you want to
provide facilities to
cater

for the needs of the
residents' you go on
effectively to ignore
the needs in

health and
education....

A neighbourhood
can be made up of
many sub area e.g.
Post Office Lane
sub area

will present a
transport problem.
It may be the
identification of
client groups

and their needs
may also help in
building a real
analysis of the
community.

e.g. under 5's,
school children,
pensioners

31
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The process has
limited itself to a
town and country
planning focus
particularly
dominated by
housing
development

In summary the
plan understates
key need
identification in
areas of education
health and in doing
so is not attempting
to influence those
aspects of
neighbourhood
development

37 | Hilda Craven Support noted
38 | N Craven Support noted

Malvern Hills District Council Officer Please see All comments reviewed and action taken where
39 | Response comments possible

32
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Strong support for
this policy and the
retention of the
existing tennis club
40 | Kempsey Lawn Tennis Club facilities 34 | KIOA K10A -support noted
at The Playing
Fields

The Club have
invested a
significant amount
of money in The
Playing Fields
since forming in
1989 and consider
the site to be an
excellent location.
As such the Club
has no desire to
leave at this time
and would like to
see its

current facilities
expanded in the
future

Welcome the
proposed policy
which would
provide much
41 | Kempsey Lawn Tennis Club needed additional 34/35 K10B K10B - support noted

33
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space for overall
sport and
recreation within
the village.

With regard to the
finer detail of any
future policy,
Kempsey Lawn
Tennis Club

would welcome the
provision of an
indoor facility that
would be large
enough

to facilitate
coaching sessions
for the Clubs
younger players,
given the existing
lack of such
facilities within the
village at the
present time.

With the provision
of additional space
at the proposed site
off Pixham Ferry
Lane, Kempsey
Lawn Tennis Club
would welcome the

34
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opportunity to
expand

its current facilities
at the Playing
Fields. The club are
currently
developing

their own thoughts
regarding what
could be possible in
the future, with it
being

suggested that an
additional flood lit
court could be
accommodated

42 | Historic England See accompanying Environment Report.
Please see response

Access on Pixham
Ferry Lane has very
high verges and

43 | Mary Day mud from the fields 36 | K10B Noted - section reworded
gets deposited on
the road when it

rains - no space for Detailed highway and flooding issues will be
provision of passing assessed when considering any future planning
places. application.

35
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The road is little
more than a track
and weight of
traffic will break up
the road

The alternative
access via Old Road
South is dangerous
due to number of
vehicles parked on
kerb/path.

The roads in the
new estate being
built at present
with main access
from A38

would be a better
route.

44 | Rebecca Day
Pixham Ferry Lane
unsuitable for
increased traffic,
unlikely to
accommodate 36 | K10B Noted - section reworded
traffic a sports
centre would
attract. It’s also
prone to flooding.

36
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of course people
would probably use

Old Road South Detailed highway and flooding issues will be
which is already assessed when considering any future planning
congested. application.

The Lower Ham is

used by dog

walkers and bird
watchers and is an
area of beauty
and serves as
wetlands. The
natural
environment and
habitat could be
destroyed.
DRAYCOTT COACH
HOUSE IS A GRADE
2 LISTED BUILDING

45 | Ray Ellis
41 | K14 Support for Policy K14 noted

46 | Ray Ellis
33| K9 Support for Policy K9 noted

37
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47 | Ray Ellis 20 | K2 Support for Policy K2 noted

48 | Ray Ellis
Concerned no plan
to extend

schooling, doctors,
drainage and local
transport 18 | K1 Section added school/surgery

The Lanes in
Kempsey are one of
the special features
49 | Ann Skerm of the village, but
they will provide
little pleasure to
walkers and cyclists

if used by cars and 34 | K10 Noted - Section reworded

Detailed highway and flooding issues will be
coaches on a assessed when considering any future planning
regular basis. application.

Sorry to see Pixham
Ferry Lane lose its
identity the safety
of those on foot

38
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is a more important
issue to be
addressed.

There is a memorial
seat on the green
open space at

50 | Mrs J Brookes Bannut Hill with an 38 | K11 Bannut Hill green space has been added
inscription. Why
has the green not
be listed as
designated space
and

the Bannut Hill seat
as a memorial seat?

Flabbergasted that
site 8 (South) meets
the suitable access
to public highway 36/56/5
51 | Mr & Mrs Levitt criteria, by using 8 K10B Noted - section reworded
Pixham Ferry Lane.
We understand

every sports facility Detailed highway and flooding issues will be
should have a assessed when considering any future planning
footpath application.
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along the full length
of its approach road
to enable people to Foot and cycle path has been requested on the
reach it on foot. other side of the hedge.

Fears pedestrian
safety. Totally
disagrees with this

statement
General comments noted - no change, the plan
Worcestershire County Council Officer Please refer to includes an appropriate level of background
52 | Response letter material.

Green Infrastructure - add to Policy K12 a
reference to Green Infrastructure statements.

40



53

Peter Scurrell

Kempsey Submission Neighbourhood Development Plan Consultation Statement — January 2016

No additional
comments to make.

41

Comments on Minerals and Waste noted - amend
para 4.1. Comments on flood risk noted -
suggested change would duplicate SWDP and
national Policy. No change. Heritage comments
noted. The documents referred to are part of the
NDP's evidence base. Designated heritage assets
are already protected. NDP identifies and seeks to
protect non-designated heritage assets - amend
Policy K6 to include "setting". Amend justification
on page 28 to include full title of NCA. Comment
on K13c noted - no change. Policy K13b - address
ambiguity - change to "Development proposals
needed to support the retention, limited
expansion or suitable diversification of existing
rural employment sites (i.e. those outside
Kempsey village, as defined by the settlement
boundary) will be supported when they do not
have a significant adverse impact on local roads,
residential amenity, enjoyment of the countryside,
landscape, heritage assets or wildlife. Transport
comment - does this include K107? Sustainability -
these comments are noted. Some are not NDP
matters and others will be dealt with through
other development plan policies e.g. the SWDP.
No change. Education - add in a reference to
responding to local need.

Support noted
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Warmly
congratulates the
NDP

Steering Group and
the Parish Council
for documents and
presentations.

How would the new
Community, Sports
and Recreation Details will be taken into account when planning
54 | Jane & Nick Sprang facility be managed | 34/36 K10 facility

and will there be
curfews imposed
on these facilities?
Concerns with
vandals, light
pollution and noise

It was mentioned
that Old Road
South would have
some sort of bollard

55 | Jane & Nick Sprang system
but this doesn’t
appear to be on the Detailed highway issues will be assessed when
plan. 34/36 K10 considering any future planning application.

The nature of
Pixham Ferry Lane
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will be spoil if this is
the access route

to the recreation
land. Object to
Pixham Ferry being
the main access to
the

Community area

| align my
objections to the
suggested Policy

with that of my Detailed highway issues will be assessed when
56 | Christopher Capewell parents' - The K10 considering any future planning application.

proposal to access

the new

recreational
grounds down
Pixham Ferry Lane
The lane is not
designed to
accommodate the
suggested increase,
nor the
introduction of
coaches .....

Please refer to
57 | Natural England response
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No specific comments on the plan. The relevant
guidance will be considered, where it has not
been already, and taken on board in the plan if
necessary.
Highly impressed
with presentation
and attention to
58 | Joy Oram detail Comments noted no change
Hope it will be
given approval
59 | J Lloyd
objects to access to
future sports area
via Pixham Ferry
60 | Joan & Nigel Chambers Lane as lane is not 34/36 K10B
suitable due to
problems with
flooding and safety
Passing places will Detailed highway and flooding issues will be
spoil the nature of assessed when considering any future planning
the lane application.
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61

Mrs M Livingstone

Kempsey should be
a village. Problems
with parking and
traffic due to school
and nursery that
already use Post
Office lane

Comments noted. No change to the plan
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Mrs M Livingstone

Kempsey will soon
be a town and grow
to become part of
Worcester City

if further expansion
is allowed.

Comments noted. No change to the plan.

63

G Swan

Itis my
understanding that
developer
contributions do
not necessarily go
to the location but
to the relevant
county council to
use as they wish.
Monies

should benefit the
area.

41

K14

Outside of scope of NDP

Discussion re the use of developer contributions
are ongoing with MHDC
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Overall supports
the plan. Worried
that if adopted
overridden by

64 | G Swan County Comments noted. No change to plan.
Council or Central
Govt.

If this was to
happen Kempsey
could not develop
in a sustainable way
SWUE will have a
significant impact
on the village
especially to A38.

Para 1.9 suggest
this comment be
strengthened by
indicating its

65 | R Bowley original size 9 Comments noted. No change to plan
prior to the St.
Peters
development
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Para 1.11 Suggest
reference is made
to
population/dwellin
gs size when
Plovers Rise sports
field was first
established and
compared with the
likely situation in
12/18 months’ time
when the current
developments and
others approved
but not yet started
in Kempsey Village This info is not readily available and does not in
are completed. our opinion enhance the document sufficiently

para 3.2 Suggest
objectives 3,4,5 and
6 be qualified by
adding ' where
beneficial to the

community'
We have been advised that this opens up a whole
series of questions about " what is beneficial". Not
66 | R Bowley 11 changed
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Requires revision to
recognise current Plan to be revised, where necessary, to take
67 | R Bowley status of SWDP 14 account of adopted SWDP.

Suggest 4th item be
revised to avoid any
firm commitment
to preserve existing
facilities.

It is very likely the
Community Centre
will not in future

years show a No change. These were the issues identified at the
worthwhile net time - they make no commitment as to what you
68 | R Bowley return on 10 may or may not do through the plan.

its value and it may
be necessary to
realise its value to
support any new
Community Centre
funding
requirements

Plan to be revised, where necessary, to take
69 | R Bowley Para4.1 12 account of adopted SWDP.

Revision required
to reflect latest
SWDP situation.
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It may well prove
beneficial to the
Community for
some development
of Plovers Rise Plan to be revised, where necessary, to take
70 | R Bowley facility 15 account of adopted SWDP.

so beware of any
blanket prohibition.

P34 K10A requires

to be rewritten to Policy K10A - comment noted. No change,

allow the Parish suggested wording does not provide sufficient
71 | R Bowley /Council to use this 34 | K10 clarity on future uses.

facility in any

manner considered
beneficial to the
Community and this
could involve
partial
redevelopment

Comments on K10B noted. This policy sets

K10B requires parameters for the possible enabling

major revision development. Disagree with response. No change.
1. any such site
must be adequate
to increase 30/40
years not just 15.
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2. It is adequate to
meet the needs
forecast for the
next 5 years when
account

is taken of the
400/500 homes
likely to be
constructed in this
period.

3. Totally
inadequate to meet
potential needs on
page 35

4. Target should be
to acquire both
north and south
elements of Site 8

shown on page 53

P33 The first
paragraph should
72 | R Bowley be omitted/revised. 33| K9 Wording has been amended
Full
commercialisation
of the existing
Community Centre
is economically

unrealistic.
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Policy K1 - no contradiction with K2 - the two
policies set out the development appropriate to
the different locations.

Policy K2 - no contradiction with the enabling
development. K2 sets a plan-wide policy, K10 is an
Please refer to allocated exception that will only be allowed in

73 | Mark Chatburn comments particular circumstances set by Policy K10.
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Policy K3 - seeks to secure an appropriate mix. Mix
on sites already approved can be ascertained from
the relevant planning application. Mix on future
sites will be decided in accordance with adopted
planning policy. Policy K7 - do you want to protect
"The Triangle". Policy K7 add in The Hams? Figure
10 - comment noted. Policy K9 - the plan has been
developed to take account of existing and need
for new community space - no change. Objection
to Policy K10B noted. the exact facilities and the
level of enabling development will be assessed, if,
and when this situation arises against K10 and
other policies in the NDP. No change. See previous
comments on highways and flooding on Pixham
Ferry Lane. Policy K11 - support for local green
spaces noted. The Hams was not considered to
meet the criteria set in NPPF for designation as a
local green space. The tranquillity and wildlife of
The Hams will be protected by other development
plan and neighbourhood plan policies. Policy K14
concerns about bus services and speeding noted -
these are not NDP matters. In terms of funding
the Parish Council will work with all key partners
to bring transport projects forward.

Concerns access to
recreation facilities
via Pixham Ferry Detailed highway issues will be assessed when
74 | Merrill Capewell Lane considering any future planning application.
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see response to 73 above - duplicate response
Please refer to

75 | Helen Thompson comments
76 | Gladman
Policy K1 - amend criterion (a) to "it seeks to bring
prioritise previously developed land that is not of
Please refer to high environmental value..." to bring in to line
comments with NPPF.

Policy K2 - comment noted, no change. Policy
K3 - comment noted, no change. SHMA
referenced in Justification. Policy K4 - no change.
MHDC have raised no conformity issues regarding
this policy. Policy K7 - comment noted, no change.
Policy K10b - comment noted, no change.
Comments on SEA noted, plan has been screened
as appropriate by MHDC in the accompanying
Environment Report.

Concerns access to
recreation facilities

via Pixham Ferry Detailed highway issues will be assessed when
77 | Phillipa Capewell Lane considering any future planning application.

Please refer to Detailed highway issues will be assessed when
78 | Louise Lilly comments 34 -36 K10B considering any future planning application.
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Page 3 - the whole of the parish is the designated
neighbourhood plan prequestionnaire results
supplied. The plan is sufficiently forward looking.
Comments on demographics and economy noted.
The urban extension has been taken account of in
preparing the NDP. The NDP is realistic and
aspirational. Kempsey village (with its settlement
boundary) will be the main focus for housing
development. The other villages in the NDP area
will be subject to a more restrictive policy (K2).
Doctor's surgery and school added to Figure 9.
Full commercialisation of community centre could
be undertaken when we no longer need it. For
example, the Nursery may look to expand.
Comments on community facilities noted. Whilst
there are no specific proposals for business or
transport these areas are adequately covered by

NDP policies.
79 | John Reader
Please refer to
comments
80 | Chris Waller
Multi - Species
grassland K12 Document amended
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55

Concerns access to
recreation facilities
via Pixham Ferry Detailed highway issues will be assessed when
81 | Raymond Capewell Lane considering any future planning application.
The representation puts forward a large reserve
housing site. This is not considered necessary and
would not be in general conformity with the
SWDP. Remove references to "other site" from
Justification of K10 - contradicts policy that only
82 identifies one site.
Please refer to
Bilfinger GVA comments
In the paragraph on
page 36 of the
development plan No decision has been made. Detailed highway
which starts 'The issues will be assessed when considering any
83 | Jane & Nick Sprang area 36 | K10B future planning application.
identified for future
community
recreation and
sports provision'
Further down
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this paragraph it
says’ Access to the
recreation land will
be by Pixham ferry
lane

which will have
passing places. This
clearly implies that
the parish Council
has

already made its
decision on the
access to the
proposed site and
are not
considering any
other options

Should the green
area adjacent the

bus stop opposite Noted Table being amended. Definition of Public

the Crown public Green space is very specific. Only those fulfilling
84 | Trevor Geens house 38 | Table 1 all criteria will be included.

be included in this

table?

Should St Marys

Close be referenced
"Tranquilly' if not
then it should be in
the
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same section as The
Limes & Christina
Close

Windmill Hill
cannot now be
protected as it is
now approved for
85 | Trevor Geens building 28 | K7 Noted and removed

| consider it
imperative that this
policy, if and when
approved is strictly
86 | Mr G Swan adhered to 18 | K1 Supporting Comments noted - no action
If not, then | would
envisage the road
infrastructure in
particular would
not cope with all
the

increased volume
on what are narrow
or very narrow
village roads.
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Support provided
the key statement
under K13(a) is
strictly adhered to,
87 | Mr G Swan i.e. do not have an 39/40 K13 Supporting Comments noted - no action
adverse impact on
residential amenity,
traffic places or
Highway safety

Vital that the
significant gap is
maintained at all
costs to avoid
Kempsey losing its
88 | Mr G Swan village status 22 | K4 Supporting Comments noted - no action
and becoming a
dormitory of
Worcester

Suggest a. be
deleted as in
today’s world it is
89 | R Bowley meaning less 20/21 K2 Comment on K2a noted - no change.
In the justification
for this policy
suggest phrase 5.2
hectare on page 21
is omitted No change to justification.

58



Kempsey Submission Neighbourhood Development Plan Consultation Statement — January 2016

This draft NDP has The working party approved the document subject

never been before to corrections made to grammatical errors,

the full Working spelling and page throws. These were dealt with in

party for proper conjunction with the Consultants on the master
90 | R Bowley consideration as copy. No content meaning was altered.

a complete

document....

K1 all criteria have to be satisfied.
Are items a,b, and c
all to be satisfied or
does compliance
with any one

91 | R Bowley condition qualify 18 | K1 Noted and amended
for development
acceptance? |
suggest infilling
should be
incorporated into
item a.

There should be a
positive statement
as to how this
monitoring is to be
92 | R Bowley carried out. 44 Noted and section rewritten
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TABLE 2 — MHDC OFFICER COMMENTS AT REGULATION 14

Why we are doing it and Next Steps (pages 3 -7)

Please see suggested text changes in the accompanying Word version of the Consultation Draft

Text amended
as suggested

Introduction and Background (pages 8 - 9)

Please see suggested text changes in the accompanying Word version of the Consultation Draft.

Text amended
as suggested

Key Issues for Kempsey (page 10)

Please see suggested text changes in the accompanying Word version of the Consultation Draft.

Text amended
as suggested

Vision and Objectives (page 11)

Please see suggested text changes in the accompanying Word version of the Consultation Draft.

Text amended
as suggested

National and Local Planning Policy Context (pages 12 — 17)

Please see suggested text changes in the accompanying Word version of the Consultation Draft.
Most of the amendments relate to the fact that the South Worcestershire Development Plan
(SWDP) has been adopted since the Consultation Draft of the Kempsey Neighbourhood Plan was
prepared and issued for consultation.

Text amended
as suggested

K1 - New Housing Development in Kempsey (pages 18 — 20)

New housing
development within the
Kempsey village
settlement boundary
(Figure 5) will be
permitted if:

Please see suggested text changes in the accompanying Word version of the Consultation Draft.
The Background / Justification says that the Neighbourhood Plan identifies a revised development
boundary. It is worth noting that SWDP 2C, footnote 2, says that the boundary to sites allocated
for development outside and adjoining an existing settlement boundary (e.g. SWDP59f and
SWDP 59/8) will form the basis of an extension to the existing development boundary. The
proposed development boundary in the neighbourhood plan needs to be checked for consistency
with the SWDP (patrticularly in relation to SWDP59f). Policy K1 is taking the concept of an

Text amended
as suggested

Plans
amended as
suggested.
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a) Itison extended settlement and appears to also include windfall sites that have been granted planning
previously consent. This could be made clearer.
developed land,
oris the In Figure 5 it would be helpful if the Proposals Map more clearly indicated that land to the west of
conversion, re- | Old Road South is proposed for community, sports and recreation use and that land to the east of
use or the road is for possible enabling housing development.
extension of an
existing Please see suggested text changes in the accompanying Word version of the Consultation Draft.
building;

b) It does not lead
to the loss of
community or
recreation
facilities or local
employment
opportunities;
and

c) Itaccords with
other relevant
policies of the

Kempsey

Neighbourhood

Plan and

SWDP

K2 - New Housing Development in Kempsey Parish outside of Kempsey Village (page 20 - 21)

New housing Please see suggested text changes in the accompanying Word version of the Consultation Draft. | Text amended
development within as suggested.
the parish, but outside | It is suggested that criterion d) may be more related to design rather than the concept of new
of the Kempsey housing development. Criterion (d)
village settlement now in sub-
boundary, as shown section
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in Figure 5, will be
strictly controlled.
New housing
development will only
be permitted outside
of the settlement
boundary when it is:

a)

b)

Demonstrated
that the
dwelling is
necessary for
use by rural
workers
including
persons
employed in
agriculture,
horticulture,
forestry or a
rural
enterprise;
Affordable
housing on an
exception site
to meet
identified local
need,

A replacement
of an existing
dwelling with

Kempsey Submission Neighbourhood Development Plan Consultation Statement — January 2016

In relation to criteria e), what if the conversion is a loss of something that the community wishes to
retain, such as a community building? An option could be to add that the development should
accord with other relevant policies in the plan and SWDP (similar to Policy K1).

relating to
extensions.
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d)

established
use rights and
where the
replacement
dwelling does
not exceed the
footprint of the
dwelling to be
replaced by
more than 30%
and is in
accordance
with SWDP 18;
An extension
to an existing
dwelling that is
subordinate to,
and does not
dominate the
character and
appearance of
the original
dwelling ; or
Conversion or
re-use of
existing
buildings
where there is
no need for
substantial
reconstruction

Kempsey Submission Neighbourhood Development Plan Consultation Statement — January 2016
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or need for
large
extensions.

K3 - Housing Mix (pages 21 — 22)

All new housing
developments over 5
units will be expected
to provide a range of
types, sizes and
tenures of housing.

Please see suggested text changes in the accompanying Word version of the Consultation Draft,
particularly relating to the wording of SWDP14.

The Background / Reasoned Justification could include a cross reference any local housing needs
surveys (existing or future).

Text amended
as suggested

Reference
made to local
housing needs

K4 - Development in the Significant Gap (pages 22 — 23)

The Significant Gap
(as shown on Figure 4)
between Kempsey and
Worcester will be
maintained. The
purpose of maintaining
the gap is to provide a
clear separation
between Kempsey and
Worcester in order to
retain the individual
identity of Kempsey.
Acceptable
development in the
significant gap will
include:

a) The re-use of

rural buildings;

It is suggested that “acceptable development in the significant gap may wilt include:”

It should be noted that SWDP 2 indicates that playing fields may also be acceptable development
in the Significant Gap. It is suggested that “including outdoor recreational uses” could be added
on the end of criterion c).

In relation to criterion d), it should be noted that “minor” extensions to existing dwellings can be
difficult to define and in some cases will be permitted development anyway. The definition of
minor could repeat that used in Policy K2 e).

Amend to
include “may”.

Add “playing
fields”.

No change to
“minor
extensions”.
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b) Agricultural and
forestry-related
development;

c) Other open
land uses; and

d) Minor
extensions to
existing
dwellings.

K5 - Designated Heritage Assets (pages 23 — 24)

Development Whilst the 26 Listed Buildings are listed in Appendix 1, it may be useful to show their location (and | Update and
proposals that the 4 scheduled ancient monuments) in Figure 7. retain
conserve, enhance Appendix 1.
and respect the setting | Paragraph 3 of the Background / Justification refers to the Worcestershire Villages Historic
of the parish’s Listed Environment Resource Assessment, but it is not clear whether / how this relates to Policy K5. Other
Buildings and comments
Conservation Area Reference in the Background / Justification to the Kempsey Conservation Area Appraisal & noted. No
(see Figure 7) will be Management Strategy (Dec 2008) may be helpful. change.
encouraged.
The Listed Buildings in
Kempsey are found in
Appendix 1.

K6 - Protecting Non-Designated Heritage Assets (pages 25— 27)
Proposals requiring Non-designated heritage assets can be afforded a level of protection through a neighbourhood Include
consent which affect plan. Non-designated heritage assets must, however, have a significant heritage interest for their | additional
the non-designated significance to be a material consideration in the planning process. evidence base
heritage assets listed material in
below, and shown on Appendix.
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Figure 8, must
demonstrate how they
conserve and
enhance that heritage
asset.
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Draft Policy K6 lists 12 proposed non-designated heritage assets but the plan does not currently
include robust evidence to explain the significance of the assets. It is considered that the
neighbourhood plan will need to provide evidence of the significance of the proposed non-heritage
assets. It is suggested that the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group use the criteria in the Malvern
Hills Local List Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) to assess the significance of proposed
non-designated heritage assets — available at
http://www.malvernhills.gov.uk/documents/10558/867999/Local+List+SPD+15.5.15.pdf/09453be1-
ac2a-431b-9d0b-316ceb04e279. The evidence could be presented in an Appendix to the
neighbourhood plan or in a Background Report.

It is suggested that the Background / Justification could usefully include reference to Section 7 of
the NPPF (Conserving and enhancing the historic environment) and SWDP 6 (Historic
Environment) and SWDP 24 (Management of the Historic Environment).

The Background / Justification includes reference to Historic England’s Good Practice Guide for
Local Heritage Listing. It would be helpful to summarise how the Good Practice Guide has
supported the choices made and the approach taken.

K7 - Protecting the Historic Landscape (pages 27 — 30)

The historic landscape
of the parish will be
protected for its visual,
cultural, historical,
archaeological and
architectural interest.
In particular,
development proposals
should have regard to
sustaining and
enhancing the
following:

Policy K7 appears to be seeking to protect views or features in Kempsey. Whilst NPPF paragraph
131 says that in determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account
of the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and
distinctiveness, we have the following concerns about K7 as currently drafted:

1. Clear justification is required as to why particular views or features should be protected (on
an individual basis) and should be displayed clearly on a map. The Background /
Justification refers to the Worcestershire Villages Historic Environment Resources
Assessment, but it is not clear how the views / features listed relate to the Resource
Assessment.

2. Planning Practice Guidance says that “a policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear
and unambiguous. It should be drafted with sufficient clarity that a decision maker can

Change policy
title. Include
additional
evidence.
Remove
ambiguity from
Policy K7.
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Kempsey
Common and
views of the
Malvern Hills
from the
Common.
Views to the
northeast from
Green
Street/Kempsey
Common of the
Clent Hills.
Normoor,
Kerswell Green
and Stonehall
Common
(ancient ponds)
Ashmoor
Common — site
of special
scientific
interest.

North and south
Hams: rare
Lammas land
(common land
for half the
year) access to
uninterrupted
views of the
Malvern Hills,
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apply it consistently and with confidence when determining planning applications.” It is
considered that K7 is not currently sufficiently concise or precise that it could be applied
consistently and with confidence by decision makers.

Policy K7 appears to be seeking to protect landscape views and features rather than the
historic environment. Although views can be considered historic, it needs to be recognised
that the landscape is a palimpsest and that vistas will alter over time. An alternative
approach to identifying views might be to identify heritage assets within particular discrete
features, for example, the scheduled barrows on Kempsey common.
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and to the
Severn Way.
The Rocky,
area of natural
vegetation
bisected by the
Hatfield Brook.
A traditional
green space
adjacent to the
church.
Windmill Hill
(Kings Hill)
named after an
ancient mill,
enjoys splendid
views of the
Malvern Hills
and the flood
plain of the
Severn.

The confluence
of Hatfield
Brook and the
River Severn in
Kempsey
village. This is a
wildlife corridor
as well as
providing
essential land
drainage for a
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large area
extending well
outside
Kempsey.
Control of
building on,
near, or
affecting the
gathering
grounds of the
Hatfield Brook
outside the
boundaries of
Kempsey
parish should
be avoided to
reduce the risk
of flooding.

- The Significant
Gap, see figure

4,
- Holdings Lane

to top of

Bestmans Lane

(old Roman

road).

K8 - Protection and Improvement of Community Facilities (pages 31 — 33)

Proposals leading to Policy K8 seeks to protect 11 specific community facilities, including 5 public houses and a farm Comments
the loss or change of shop. Were there any criteria for identifying the particular community facilities listed? If so, it might | noted. No
use of the community helpful to outline these in the Background / Justification. Are there any community facilities that change.
facilities identified in Policy K8 will not be applied to?

70



Figure 9 to non-
community uses will
not be permitted
unless the following
can be demonstrated:

a) Thereis clear
justification that
the facility is no
longer viable; or

b) the proposal
includes
alternative
provision, on a
site within the
parish, of
equivalent or
enhanced
facilities. Such
sites should be
accessible by
public transport,
walking and
cycling and
have adequate
car parking.
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The Parish Council could consider nominating certain buildings e.g. public houses as Assets of
Community Value. The driving principle of the Assets of Community Value legislation is to provide
a Community Right to Bid should such assets come onto the open market thereby offering
communities an opportunity to seek to acquire and operate a local asset for the benefit of the local
and wider community.

K9 - New and Extended Community Facilities (pages 33 — 34)

Proposals for new, or
extensions or
improvements, to
existing community

Clarification is required about which community facilities Policy K9 would relate to. On the one
hand, Policy K8 identifies 11 specific community facilities. On the other hand, the Background /
Reasoned Justification for K9 refers only to the Community Centre, Parish Hall, Youth Centre and
healthcare facilities (the latter are not listed as community facilities in K8).

Policy refers to
all community
facilities.
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facilities will be Amend to

permitted provided that | As currently worded, Policy K9 would apply to proposals for any community facilities, including clarify.

they are: public houses (based on the community facilities identified in Policy K8). Is this the intention of the
policy?

a) Within or
adjoining the
settlement
boundary;

b) Of a scale that
meets the
needs of the
local
community and
in keeping with
the character of
the area

c) Provided with
adequate
parking and
operational
space; and

d) Accessible by
walking, or
cycling, or
public transport

K10 - Existing and Future Community, Recreation and Sport (pages 35 — 36)

K10A: Existing Policy K10B makes clear that land to the west of Old Road South is proposed for sport and Amend as

Provision recreation provision and that land to the east of Old Road South may be considered for enabling suggested.
housing development. It is suggested that the Proposals Map on page 19 could indicate more

Existing local sports clearly which part of the site is being proposed for sport and recreation provision and which for

and recreation facilities
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currently at Plovers
Rise (see Proposal
K10A, Figure 5) will be
protected for such
uses and development
to enhance these
facilities will be
encouraged.

K10B: Future Provision

To meet future
community, recreation
and sport needs a 5.2
hectare site to the
north of Pixham Ferry
Lane and west of Old
Road South is
identified on the
Proposals Map for
further sport and
recreation provision
(shown as Proposal
K10B on Figure 5).

In developing this area
for further community,
recreation and sport
provision enabling
housing development
may be considered on
the 3.5 hectare parcel
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possible enabling development. It would also be helpful if the policy made it clearer on which part
of the site that community facilities are proposed.

It is suggested that the Background / Reasoned Justification could refer to the South
Worcestershire Playing Pitch Strategy 2015 (including the Malvern Hills District Council Playing
Pitch Strategy Assessment Report 2015) — available at http://www.malvernhills.gov.uk/parks-and-
open-spaces - which provides strong evidence for the need for expansion.

In relation to football provision:

e The pitches located at the current playing fields off Plovers Rise have been assessed as
showing signs of overuse and compaction.

o Kempsey Colts identified a current shortage of provision and when taking into account
population growth and club development, it has been calculated that there will be
insufficient youth, 9v9, 7v7 and 5v5 pitches. With a need for at least 2 additional youth
pitches, 1 x 9v9 and 1 x 7v7 pitch.

In relation to cricket provision:
o Kempsey Cricket Club has poor facilities with a requirement for an artificial wicket and
training facilities (cricket nets) to support club activity.
e 2 adult teams and 2 junior teams are likely to be generated through population growth.
This demand is likely to be focused on Hanley Castle CC and Kempsey CC, due to the
location of growth, however neither have capacity.

Paragraph 4 of the Background / Justification indicates that proposals to expand existing provision
(Plovers Rise) will be encouraged, yet Paragraph 7 indicates that there is no room for expansion.
It is suggested that the wording of these paragraphs be revisited to ensure consistency.
Paragraph 4 also suggests that allotments would be encouraged at the Plovers Rise facilities
which would not appear to be wholly consistent with the sports uses.

It is suggested that reference to the need for 700 sq. metre storage for mowers and rollers in
Paragraph 5 of the Background / Justification is an unnecessary level of detail.
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of land on the east of
Old Road South
between Sunnyside
Farm and Bight Farm.
Such enabling
development will only
be permitted where it is
demonstrated by the
Parish Council that:

a)

b)

The enabling
development is
necessary to
secure the
delivery of land
at K10B for
community,
recreation and
sports
provision;
sufficient
funding for the
community,
recreation and
sport provision
cannot be
assembled
without
including such
enabling
development;
and
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Appendix 3 helpfully explains the rationale that led to the identification of Site 8 South. It is noted,
however, that one of the reasons that Site 8 North was ruled out was because it was not available
for sports, recreation and community use. In the event that an area of land larger than Site 8
South is required for sports and recreation use, it is suggested that the Parish Council explore
with the landowners whether any land north of Site 8 South could be available.

It is noted that one of the reasons that Site 1 was ruled out was because it is within the Strategic
Gap. It should be noted that SWDP 2 indicates that playing fields may be acceptable development
in the Significant Gap.

74




c) the amount of
enabling
development is
the minimum
necessary to
provide the
identified
community,
recreation and
sport provision
on site K10B.
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K11 - Protecting Local Green Space (pages 36 — 38)

The local green
spaces, identified in
Table 1 and on Figure
12, will be protected.
Development harmful
to these local green
spaces will only be
permitted in very
special circumstances.

Policy K11 seeks to designate and protect Local Green Spaces in line with the NPPF. However,
further evidence is required to demonstrate the local significance of the proposed Local Green
Spaces and clarify which spaces are proposed for designation.

Policy: It is suggested that the proposed Local Green Spaces are listed in the policy, rather than
just in the reasoned justification. For example:

“The spaces listed below and shown on the map in Figure 12 are proposed as areas of Local
Green Space:

= XXXXX
- XXXXX

These areas will be protected as important Local Green Spaces, and will be retained in their
current use and protected from inappropriate development other than in very special
circumstances.”

Insert
additional
evidence.

List local
green space
sin policy and
map.
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Proposed Local Green Spaces: Policy K11 currently says that the “spaces, identified in Table 1
and on Figure 12, will be protected”. Table 1 lists ten spaces in total, one under the heading
“Conservation Areas”, four under the heading “Recreational Areas”, and five under the heading
“Local Green Spaces”. These headings are rather confusing. Figure 12, which depicts just the 5
sites listed under the Local Green Space heading. It is suggested that only these sites are
proposed for Local Green Space designation. If this is the case, what is the intention of the other
five areas listed under the headings “Conservation Areas” and “Recreational Areas”? If they are
not proposed as Local Green Space they should be deleted from Policy K11.

It is suggested that the title of Table 1 and Figure 12 be amended to Proposed Local Green
Spaces.

Justification / Evidence: NPPF states that an area must be “demonstrably special to a local
community and hold particular local significance” to be designated as Local Green Space. At
present there does not appear to be sufficient evidence in Policy K11 to demonstrate that the
proposed spaces are “demonstrably special”. Although Table 1 briefly indicates the way in which
a space is significant in relation to the NPPF criteria (i.e. for its beauty, recreational value etc),
there is no evidence provided to support this. More evidence should therefore be provided to
justify the designation of each proposed Local Green Space, demonstrating why it is of particular
significance to the local community and how it meets the NPPF criteria.

In the Background / Reasoned Justification it may be helpful to explain the difference between the
Green Spaces identified in SWDP 38 (Green Space) and the Local Green Spaces in Policy K11.

Map: At present, Figure 12 only marks the approximate location of the proposed Local Green
Spaces. To achieve designation, all of the proposed spaces must be clearly mapped to show their
location and size, and each space must have clearly defined boundaries which show the precise
area each designation would apply to.

Malvern Hills District Council has produced some draft guidance on the process of designating
Local Green Space (attached) which may be helpful.
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K12 - Green Infrastructure (page 39)

Development Policy K12 says that “development proposals that would lead to an interruption or severance of

proposals will be the existing green infrastructure network will not be permitted.” Whilst policy K12 is well intended,
encouraged that it is considered that the policy currently lacks sufficient clarity that a decision maker could apply it
protect, extend and consistently and with confidence when determining planning applications. For example, would the

enhance the network proposals in K10B and K14 comply with K12? Policy K12 could clearer if the components of the
of green infrastructure | green infrastructure were identified and mapped.

(open spaces,
watercourses, It is suggested that the Background / Justification includes reference to SWDP 5 (Green
commons, footpaths, Infrastructure) and SWDP 38 (Green Space).

lanes (including quiet
lanes), banks, and
ditches, woodlands,
hedgerows and multi
species grassland etc.)
in the parish.

Development
proposals that would
lead to an interruption
or severance of the
existing green
infrastructure network
will not be permitted.

K13a - Development or Re-development of Land for Employment Uses within the Settlement Boundary (pages 39 —
40)

Proposals to develop K13a compliments SWDP 8 (Providing the Right Land and Buildings for Jobs). Comment
or redevelop land for noted.
employment purposes
within the Kempsey
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village settlement
boundary will be
permitted where:

a) Theyre-use
existing land or
buildings, and
do not have an
adverse impact
on residential
amenity, traffic
flows or
highway safety;
or

b) They are for the
diversification
of an existing
rural enterprise;

c) The business
can be
contained
within existing
premises and
the appearance
of the existing
building is not
materially
altered;

d) The scale and
design of the
extension or
redevelopment
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is appropriate
to the location,
existing
buildings and
the character of
the area; and;
The business
operation will
not lead to a
significant
adverse impact
on the
residential
amenity or
character of the
area through its
scale, nature of
operation,
access and
parking
provision, noise
or traffic
generated by
visitors, staff
and deliveries.
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K13b - Expansion of Existing Employment Sites Outside the Settlement Boundary (page 40)

The expansion of

existing employment

sites outside the
Kempsey village

Policy K13b is consistent with SWDP 12 (Employment in Rural Areas)

Comment
noted.
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settlement boundary
will be supported
where it has been
demonstrated that
intensification on the
existing site is not
viable or practical.
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K13c - Farm Diversification (page 40)

Proposals to diversify
farm businesses for
employment, tourism,
leisure and recreation
uses will be permitted
providing:

a)

b)

The proposed
new use does
not detract from
or prejudice the
existing
agricultural
undertaking or
its future
operation;

The scale of
activities
associated with
the proposed
development is
appropriate to
the rural

Policy K13c is consistent with SWDP 12 (Employment in Rural Areas).

In K13c(c), it is suggested that there should be a new paragraph which starts “Where planning
permission is required for the residential conversion of a building as part of a farm diversification

In relation to historic farm buildings which are converted into domestic dwellings, the Kempsey
neighbourhood plan could add detail over-and-above that in the SWDP. For example, it is
suggested that they should maintain an evidential link to their agricultural past. Certain design
elements would be considered to be out of place within this form of building group.

Generally extensions to rural buildings will be unacceptable with the exception of small ancillary
extensions. If the extension detracts from the character of the building it should be resisted. If a
building merits retention, the conversion should be of a scale that permits the new use of the
building within its current footprint. Extensions to create habitable rooms would normally be
unacceptable.

If a farmstead or rural building is to be converted into a holiday let permission, it will normally be
subject to a condition which limits the buildings use to prevent its occupation as a dwelling. Where
holiday lets form part of a farm diversification scheme the holiday home should be seen as an
asset making a contribution to the farm business, therefore it should not be sold separating it from
that business.

Comments
noted.
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character of the
area; and
Wherever
possible
existing
buildings are
used to reduce
the need for
additional built
development.
Where planning
permission is
required for the
residential
conversion of a
building as part
of a farm
diversification
project, it will
only be granted
where a
marketing
exercise has
shown that
employment,
tourism, leisure
and recreation
uses are
unviable.
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Employment development would be encouraged if a rural buildings conversion can retain its
original character.
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K14 - Transport (Page 41)

Developer
contributions from new
development will be
sought wherever
possible to support and
improve public
transport links to
Kempsey, improve
highway safety and
improve routes and
networks for walking
and cycling.

Priorities for
improvements include
the following:

- Measures to
improve the bus
service to and
from Kempsey.

- Cycleway to
link Kempsey
with St Peters
alongside the
A38 and via the
proposed
development at
Broomhall
community and
Norton

The intention behind Policy K14 is consistent with Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). PPG says
that neighbourhood plans can identify infrastructure that is needed to support development and
ensure that a neighbourhood can grow in a sustainable way. PPG also indicates that a
neighbourhood plan should set out the prioritised infrastructure required to address the demands
of development identified in the plan and can consider how additional infrastructure requirements
might be delivered — which is what Policy K14 is seeking to do.

However, the Background / Justification suggests that the four priorities for transport
improvements are in full accordance with existing Malvern Hills District Council policies. This is
not entirely correct. SWDP 4 (Moving Around South Worcestershire) and Infrastructure Delivery
Plan include strategic priorities for transport but do not specifically list the four priorities in Policy
K14. It is therefore suggested that Policy K14 say that “Local priorities for improvements include
...” The first sentence in the Background / Justification therefore needs to be amended.

It is considered that Figure 13 relating to footpaths is probably not relevant to Policy K14. It may
be of relevance to K12.
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Barracks
community.
Footpath
improvements
along Old North
Road to the
doctor’s surgery
Speed
restrictions on
Church Street,
Post Office
Lane, Old North
Road, Old
Road South
and Squires
Walk.
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TABLE 3 - MHDC COMMENTS AHEAD OF REGULATION 16

Currently, policies flow one to another — starting at the top, middle or Each objective to start on new page. Plan
bottom of a page depending on where the previous policy finishes. policies listed at start of document.

Figure 13 (Footpaths and Bridleways) relates to Policy K12 on page
43 but is placed after Policy K14 on page 46. To help readability and Policies to be numbered consecutively.
assist in distinguishing between policies it is suggested that each

policy begin on a new page. It may also be helpful to list the Plan Background/Justification paragraphs to be
policies in the table of contents on page 8. numbered.
It is also suggested that consideration could be given to updating Palicies titles amended where appropriate.

some of the policy numbers. Policies K1 and K2 distinguish between
new housing inside (K1) and outside (K2) the development boundary.
Policy K13a relates to employment land inside the development
boundary and K13b outside the development boundary. For
consistency, it is suggested that K13a, K13b and K13c could be re-
numbered K13, K14 and K15.

Layout & Format

To help consultees and the examiner comment on the Plan it is
suggested that Background / Justification paragraphs are numbered.

It is suggested that the title of some policies could be re-considered.
Four policies are preceded by the words protection or protecting. It
may be more appropriate, for instance, for Policy K11 to be simply
titled Local Green Space. Also, the title of Policy K4 could simply be
The Significant Gap given that the thrust of the policy is that there
should not be development in the Gap.

Cover

When Kempsey Parish Council submit the plan proposal to MHDC Cover to include "Regulation 16”.

(Regulation 15), the District Council are required to publicise the Plan

Plan period to be in cover.
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(Regulation 16) It is suggested that the cover of the Plan says
Regulation 16.

Set out the period for which the Plan will have effect on the cover —i.e.
2016 — 2030.

Why we are doing it

The following is suggested: Amend as suggested.
e Paragraph 4, 2" sentence — replace “form” with “inform”.
e Figure 2, stage 3 — replace “Consult’ with “Pre-submission
consultation and publicity”
e Figure 2, stage 9 — insert “vote” between majority and vote

Next Steps

The following is suggested: Amend as suggested.
e Paragraph 4 — “...examiner jointh-appointed by the-Parish
Counciland Malvern Hills District Council (with the agreement
of the Parish Council)”
e Paragraph 5 — ensure consistent use of capital N’'s and P’s in
Neighbourhood Plan.
e Paragraph 6 — A copy of the Neighbourhood Plan can be ...”

It is suggested that the Table of Contents lists the Plan policies.

Introduction and Background

The following is suggested: Comment noted. Include percentages where
e Paragraphs 1.2,1.3,1.5, 1.6 and 1.7 provide a snapshot in considered necessary.
time (the 2011 Census). The exact numbers change and lose
relevance over time. It is suggested that it may be more Para. 1.10 amend as suggested.

relevant to provide percentages / proportions rather than
numbers. For example, 4% are under 4 years of age, 14%
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between 5 and 17, 56% between 18 and 64 and 26% aged
65+.

Paragraph 1.10 — “Community facilities Fthe Parish include has
a small doctors’ dispensing surgery,—Fhere-is-a Church ....”
Paragraph 1.8, footnote 3 — detailed reference to the
Worcestershire Wildlife magazine is interesting, but it does
contrast with a lack of robust, proportionate, evidence for some
of the policies.

Paragraph 1.11, footnote 4 — It is suggested that the UN
definition of sustainable development is probably out of context
in relation to community facilities listed.

Reference should be made to the fact that a Strategic
Environmental Assessment screening was carried out by
MHDC. The screening indicated a possible need for a SEA or
Historic Impact Assessment (HIA) in relation to Policy K10B.
Reference will need to be made to whether a SEA or HIA were
undertaken.

Para. 1.8 comment noted — refer to evidence
base at appropriate locations elsewhere in the
NDP.

Delete footnote 4.

Para. 1.12 update references to SEA.

Key Issues for Kempsey

The following is suggested:

The list of key issues was fine for earlier drafts of the Plan, but
it may be helpful to make them tighter and more positive for
this version of the Plan which will be examined. For example,
“Future housing growth that, if not managed, could lead to
Kempsey losing its character and appearance” could be re-
worded along the lines of “Managing future housing growth

that-ifnetmanaged;couldlead to ensure that Kempsey does
not lose irg its identity as a rural village characterand

appearance
Paragraph 2.2 currently says “A number of these issues ...”
Where were the other issues identified?

Comments on issues noted — but these a
written to reflect the views expressed during
the various consultations.

Amend para. 2.2 as suggested.

Amend para. 2.3 as suggested.
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e Paragraph 2.2 - “A fall copy of the survey is available at www.--
- onreguest.

o Paragraph 2.3 — “The following section sets out how we intend
want-to tackle ...”

Vision and Objectives

Is the Vision for Kempsey parish or the village to be an “identifiable”
rural community? With the Worcester South urban extension it might
be difficult to ensure that the whole parish continues to be a rural
community.

For Objectives 4, 5 and 6, care needs to be taken not to overdo the
use of the term “protect, improve and expand”. The Wantage
Neighbourhood Plan (in Oxfordshire) recently failed at examination,
partly due to its extensive protectionist policies. Also, will the Plan
achieve all the objectives — e.g. expand the green infrastructure?

Comment noted, No change.

Comment on objectives noted. No change.
These reflect the consultation work undertaken
and are in line with national and strategic
planning policy.

National and Local Planning Policy Context

For the purposes of the pre-submission consultation in March / April
2016, Section 4 provided helpful information for consultees on the
national and strategic planning context.

The examination version of the Plan (which this will be) needs to be
factually accurate, relevant and up-to-date. For example, since the
pre-submission version of the Plan was prepared the SWDP has been
adopted and this needs to be reflected in Section 4.

The following is suggested:
e For consistency with other examiner reports and the SWDP, it
is suggested that NPPF is referred to as the Framework.
e Paragraph 4.1 — revise to reflect the Basic Conditions against
which the Plan will be examined.

Section 4 has been revised where appropriate
and is accurate, relevant and up to date.

NPPF to be referred to as “the Framework”.
Comments on para. 4.1 and 4.3 to 4.9 noted
but these are considered relevant and the NDP
is considered to meet the Basic Conditions.

Delete para. 4.10.

Revise para. 4.11 as suggested.
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e Paragraphs 4.3 and 4.9 — delete. Currently, these paragraphs | Delete 4.12 and 4,.13.
are assertions which will not be proven until after the

examination. It is suggested that when the Basic Conditions Delete 4.14 to 4.19.
Statement is prepared the positive contributions to sustainable
development be picked up in this section of the Plan. Revise 4.20 as suggested.
e Paragraph 4.10 — delete because now overtaken by events
(adoption of the SWDP). Add in detailed references to the four

e Paragraph 4.11 — a revised paragraph 4.11 would probably sit | allocations.
more naturally after the section on the SWDP.

o Paragraph 4.12 — delete because it repeats paragraph 4.7.

o Paragraph 4.13 — delete because it repeats paragraph 4.11.

e Paragraphs 4.14 — 4.19 — delete. The Plan must be in general
conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan
in force — i.e the SWDP. References to the Malvern Hills Local
Plan are now redundant.

e Paragraph 4.20 — 1% sentence is correct. Remainder of
paragraph has been overtaken by events and can be deleted.

o Paragraph 4.23- refers to a large housing allocation (singular).
The SWDP includes 4 allocations — SWDP 59/8, 59/8a, 59e
and 59f.

5.0 Neighbourhood Plan Policies

Paragraph 5.1 - It is suggested that wording along the following lines Amend para. 5.1 as suggested.
would tighten the 2" sentence — “Planning law requires that
applications for planning permission must be determined in
accordance with the development plan (this includes the SWDP and
Neighbourhood Plan), unless material considerations indicate
otherwise”.

K1 - New Housing Development in Kempsey
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New housing
development within the
Kempsey village
development boundary
(Figure 5) will be
supported when it meets
the following:

a) It seeks to
prioritise the use of
previously developed
land that is not of high
environmental value, or
is the conversion, re-use
or extension of an
existing building; and

b) It does not lead to
the loss of community or
recreation facilities or
local employment
opportunities; and

C) It accords with
other relevant policies of
the Kempsey
Neighbourhood Plan and
South Worcestershire
Development Plan
(SWDP); and

d) Itis notin an area
at risk of flooding.

Kempsey Submission Neighbourhood Development Plan Consultation Statement — January 2016

Policy K1 generally seeks to support housing development within a
revised village development boundary which includes sites allocated
in the SWDP contiguous with the settlement boundary.

K1a says the policy seeks to “prioritise the use of previously
developed land that is not of high environmental value”. For clarity, is
the policy proposing that new housing development will only be
supported on previously developed land? If so, this could be
considered too restrictive. (As background, the SWDP was not
allowed to prioritise previously developed land over green field land -
see SWDP Inspector’s report paragraph 121, page 26). It is suggested
that alternative policy wording could be “It is infill development

I oritice d : . v devel Uland that i
notoefhigh-environmentalvalue; or is the conversion, re-use or

extension of an existing building.”

The SWDP addresses the issue of flood risk in Policy SWDP 28
(Management of Flood Risk). Flood risk is therefore covered by K1(c).
It is therefore suggested that K1(d) be deleted.

Planning Practice Guidance says that proportionate, robust, evidence
should support the policies. Whilst guidance says that the evidence
should succinctly explain the intention and rationale of policies, it is
suggested that the justification in the Policy K1 may be a little too
succinct. It is suggested that the Background / Justification could be
expanded to include:

e Reference to how the Policy has regard to the Framework.
This could be an extract from the Basic Conditions Statement.

e The SWDP makes provision for around 28,400 dwellings
including around 2,600 dwellings at Broomhall Community and
Norton Barracks Community (Worcester South urban
extension), much of which will be in the Kempsey parish. The
SWDP also allocates 315 dwellings in Kempsey at Bight Farm,

K1a add “wherever possible”.
Delete K1d.
Revise “Background/Justification”.

Revise Policies Map to be consistent with
SWDP and existing planning approvals.
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on the Main Road and Brookend Lane. In light of this, it is
considered that there is no immediate need to identify sites for
further development in Kempsey within the Neighbourhood
Plan. The Framework stipulates that Plans should be positively
framed it does not require new or additional policies where
local needs can be shown to be already met.

¢ Notwithstanding the above, Policy K1 provides flexibility and
supports development within the development boundary,
providing it accords with other policies in the Plan and SWDP.

e Policy K1 is considered to be in general conformity with the
strategic policy SWDP 2 (Development Strategy and
Settlement Hierarchy). SWDP 2 focuses most development on
the urban areas where both housing needs and accessibility to
lower-cost public services are greatest. SWDP 2B says
windfall development proposals will be assessed in
accordance with the settlement hierarchy. Kempsey village is
identified as a Category 1 settlement in the hierarchy. The role
of Category 1 settlements in the SWDP is predominately aimed
at meeting locally identified housing and employment needs.

e The SWDP identifies a development boundary for Kempsey.
The development boundary includes sites allocated for
development outside and adjoining an existing settlement
boundary (including SWDP 59/8 and SWDP59/9). Where a
housing allocation is not coterminous with the development
boundary, it will not be included in the boundary.

e The Neighbourhood Plan proposes to update the development
boundary, applying the principle adopted in the SWDP.

e Figure 5 shows the proposed revised development boundary
for Kempsey village, including SWDP allocations coterminous
with the development boundary. It should be noted that
proposed development boundary in the Neighbourhood Plan is
slightly different to that in the SWDP. The SWDP 59/f
allocation (and therefore SWDP) includes part of the
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Significant Gap whereas the Neighbourhood Plan excludes the
Significant Gap. There is good reason for the Neighbourhood
Plan seeking to exclude the Significant Gap from the
development boundary but this will need to be explained in the
Background / Justification.

In Figure 5 it would be helpful if the Proposals Map more clearly
indicated that land to the west of Old Road South is proposed for
community, sports and recreation use and that land to the east of the
road is for possible enabling housing development.

K2 - New Housing Development in Kempsey Parish outside of Kempsey Village (page 20 -

21)

New housing Policy K2 seeks to strictly control housing development in the open Decouple paragraphs (d) and (e) and amend
development within the | countryside in accordance with SWDP 2. The policy provides flexibility | as suggested.

parish, but outside of for new development for use by rural workers, rural exception sites,

the Kempsey village replacement dwellings, house extensions and conversions. Amend K2 ¢ as suggested.

development boundary, _ _ _ _ _ . -

as shown in Figure 5, Policy K2 provides a clear local interpretation of SWDP 2C as it Revise “Background/Justification”.

will be strictly relates to housing development.

controlled. New housing
development will only
be supported outside of
the development
boundary when it is:

It is suggested that Policy K2 d) and e), which relate to extensions and
conversions, be decoupled from K2 a) to c) —i.e. after K2 c) there
would be separate paragraphs relating to extensions and conversions:

Extensions to existing dwellings will be supported providing that
they are subordinate to, and do not dominate the character and

a) Demonstrated appearance of the original dwelling.

that the dwelling is

necessary for use by Conversions or the re-use of existing buildings will be supported
rural workers including | providing there is no need for substantial reconstruction or need
persons employed in for large extensions.

agriculture, horticulture,
forestry or a rural
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enterprise and when in
accordance with SWDP
policy SWDP19;

b) Affordable
housing on an
exception site to meet
identified local need
and when in
accordance with SWDP
policy SWDP16;

c) A replacement of
an existing dwelling with
established use rights
and where the
replacement dwelling
does not exceed the
footprint of the dwelling
to be replaced by more
than 30% and is in
accordance with SWDP
policy SWDP 18;

d) An extension to
an existing dwelling that
is subordinate to, and
does not dominate the
character and
appearance of the
original dwelling ; or

e) Conversion or
re-use of existing
buildings where there is
no need for substantial
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For consistency with Policy K1 it suggested that Policy K2 add “c) It
accords with other relevant policies in the Kempsey Neighbourhood
Plan and South Worcestershire Development Plan.”

Similar to K1, it is suggested that the justification in the Policy K1 may
be a little too succinct. It is suggested that the Background /
Justification should be expanded to include:

e Specific reference to those parts of national policy that K2 has
regard to. For example, paragraph 55 of the Framework says
that local planning authorities (and this applies to
neighbourhood plans) should avoid new isolated homes in the
countryside unless there are special circumstances such as
the essential need for a rural worker to live permanently at or
near their place of work.

o Reference to SWDP 16 (Rural Exception Sites), SWDP 18
(Replacement Dwellings in the Open Countryside), SWDP 19
(Dwellings for Rural Workers) to explain the intention and
rationale of Policy K2.

Paragraph 3 of the Background / Justification needs to be re-worded.
The paragraph is trying to say that housing development outside but
coterminous to the development boundary on a parcel of land to the
east of Old Road South and north of Pixham Ferry Lane may be
supported as enabling development if it is necessary to secure the
delivery of land to the west of Old Road South for community,
recreation and sports provision — see Policy K10B.
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reconstruction or need
for large extensions.

K3 - Housing Mix

All new housing Policy K3 proposes that housing development over 5 units should Amend as suggested.
development over 5 units | provide a range of housing types, sizes and tenures without setting

will be expected to out what specific mix would be required.

provide a range of types,

sizes and tenures of Policy K3 is broadly consistent with SWDP 14 (Market Housing Mix)

housing. which seeks a mix of types and sizes (but not tenures) in

developments of 5+ units.

The policy will only be relevant to sites where it is intended to build a
group of dwellings. Even sites up to 10 dwellings may find it difficult to
provide a range of house types and tenures.

Evidence from the SHMA (2014) supports the need for a mix of
housing.

Policy K3 does not set out how the policy is to be delivered. It is
suggested that the following wording could be added to the policy:

Applicants should demonstrate how the proposal will meet local
needs.

It is suggested that the Background / Justification could be
strengthened / expanded to include:
e The purpose of the policy is to secure the provision of housing
to support mixed and balanced communities and to ensure that
a range of household needs continue to be accommodated.
e Reference to paragraph 50 of the Framework.

93



K4 - Development in the Significant Gap
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The Significant Gap (as
shown on Figure 4)
between Kempsey and
Worcester will be
maintained. The purpose
of maintaining the gap is
to provide a clear
separation between
Kempsey and Worcester
in order to retain the
individual identity of
Kempsey. The following
development will be
supported in the
Significant Gap:

a) The re-use of
rural buildings;

b) Agricultural and
forestry-related
development;

c) Other open land
uses; and
d) Minor extensions

to existing dwellings.

Policy K4 seeks to maintain the Significant Gap between Kempsey
village and Worcester.

Whilst the huge importance of the Significant Gap to Kempsey is
understood locally, it may not be understood by the independent

examiner unless it is clearly spelt out in the Background / Justification.

Policy K4 is broadly consistent with SWDP 2(D) which seeks to
ensure the retention of the open character of the Significant Gap.

There are a small number of subtle (but potentially important)
differences between Policy K4 and SWDP 2:

o K4 seeks to provide a clear separation between Kempsey and
Worcester, whereas SWDP 2(D) seeks to ensure the retention
of the open character of the Significant Gap.

o K4 says that certain types of development will be supported in
the Significant Gap, whereas SWDP 2 paragraph 8 says they
may be acceptable.

e SWDP 2 paragraph 8 lists “playing fields” amongst possible
acceptable uses in the Significant Gap, whereas K4 does not.

e KA4c is consistent with SWDP 2 paragraph 8, but could
potentially be clearer by adding “other open land uses that
maintain the openness of the gap”?

For the examination, it will be important to understand, and if
necessary, justify any differences in principle between K4 and SWDP
2(D).

Given the importance of the Significant Gap to Kempsey it will be
important that there is robust, proportionate, evidence to support the

Bring K4 in to line with SWDP Policy 2.

Amend Background/Justification to highlight
strategic setting of Policy K4.
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policy. Currently, the Background / Justification is based largely on
community aspiration rather than robust, proportionate evidence. It is
suggested that the Background / Justification could be strengthened
by including reference to SWDP 2(D) and drawing on evidence
supporting the SWDP policy.

K5 - Designated Heritage Assets

Development proposals
that conserve, enhance
and respect the setting of
the parish’s Listed
Buildings and
Conservation Area (see
Figure 7) will be
supported.

The Listed Buildings in
Kempsey are found in
Appendix 1.

Policy K5 supports development proposals that “conserve, enhance
and respect the setting of” Listed Buildings and the Conservation Area
within Kempsey parish.

Figure 7 helpfully shows the Kempsey Conservation Area. The map
could, however, be made clearer.

Heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource, which are protected by
national legislation and policy. Policy K5 rightly distinguishes between
designated heritage assets (such as listed buildings and conservation
areas) and non-designated heritage assets (which are covered by
Policy K6).

Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990 requires decision makers to have special regard to
the desirability of preserving a listed building or its setting. Section
72(1) of that Act requires decision makers to pay special attention to
the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or
appearance of conservation areas. All development proposals
relating to designated historic assets are subject to these statutory
tests, which affords them a high degree of protection.

The Framework requires that historic assets should be conserved in a
manner that is appropriate to their significance.

Amend as suggested.
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It is suggested that the Background / Justification should also include
reference to SWDP 6 (Historic Environment) and SWDP 24
(Management of the Historic Environment).

Paragraph 2 of the Background / Justification says that there are 4
scheduled ancient monuments and 28 Listed Buildings in Kempsey.
The Listed Buildings (but not the scheduled ancient monuments) are
listed in Appendix 2.

Paragraph 2 of the Background / Justification says Historic England
have identified 39 farmsteads and 10 out farms. Are these within
Kempsey? And if so, are they designated or non-designated heritage
assets? If they are designated heritage assets, what is their relevance
to Policy K5 which relates to Listed Buildings and the conservation
Area? Also, what are “out farms”?

Paragraph 3 of the Background / Justification refers to the
“Worcestershire Villages Historic Environment Resources
Assessment” and “Historic Landscape Characterisation Assessment”
but does not explain what these are or their relevance to Policy K5

Reference in the Background / Justification to the Kempsey
Conservation Area Appraisal & Management Strategy (Dec 2008) may
be helpful.

K6 - Protecting Non-Designated Heritage Assets

Proposals requiring Policy K6 seeks to identify and protect 11 non-designated heritage Amend as suggested to refer to MHDC Local
consent which directly assets and their settings. List and remove identified non-designated
affect non-designated heritage assets from K6 and include in
heritage assets and their | The aspiration to identify non-designated heritage assets through the | Appendix.

settings must neighbourhood plan process is appropriate. However, it is suggested

demonstrate how they that the link between Policy K6 and the Local List SPD could be
conserve and enhance strengthened.
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those heritage assets.
Non-designated heritage | As background, there are a number of buildings / assets within the

assets in the parish that have local heritage value which may not be appropriate for
neighbourhood plan area | national listing, but could be locally listed. The Local List will be

are listed below, and designated and maintained by Malvern Hills District Council, but it
shown on Figure 8, would be appropriate for the Parish Council to nominate non-

designated heritage assets for consideration in the MHDC Local List
SPD through the neighbourhood plan process. As non-designated

¢ Baynall Farm — heritage assets these buildings would be afforded some protection
converted Hop through local planning policy. It is suggested that the identification of
Kiln and Barn proposed non-designated heritage assets could be included in a re-

e Wooden Chapel, | titled Appendix 2 - Heritage Assets under Consideration for Local
Kerswell Green Listing.

¢ Napleton Grange
(Elgar lived there | Figure 8 helpfully maps the location of the proposed heritage assets

for 10 years), and Appendix 2 provides a very short narrative for each asset.
Napleton Lane o _ _ _ _

e Little Grange , It is important when proposing local heritage assets in Appendix 2 to
Napleton Lane ensure that they meet the necessary criteria. The Local List SPD says

e Mount Emerald, | thatlocal heritage assets will need to be significant with regard to at
Bestmans Lane | least one of the following - a significant period in the District’s history,

e The Lodge the social history of the District or a notable example of planned or
(Mount Emerald), incidental planning or associated with an individual of local
Bestmans Lane importance. In addition a nominated asset will need to be significant

« Draycott House, having regard to one or more of the following — z_;lge,.rarity, aesth_etic
Main Road value, group value, evidential value, archaeological interest, designed

« Draycott Cottage, landscape, landmark status and social / communal value.

Draycott Lane

e Ivy Lodge, Old
Road North

e Bakery Buildings
(cottages next to
Parish Hall)

It would be helpful if Appendix 2 included a photograph of each of the
proposed heritage assets.

It is suggested that Policy K6 be re-drafted along the following lines:
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e Dove Cottage, Proposals requiring consent which affect a building or structure
Post Office Lane | on the Local List must demonstrate how they protect or enhance
the heritage asset.

The renovation or alteration of buildings or structures identified
on the local heritage list should be designed sensitively, and with
careful regard to the heritage asset’s historical and architectural
interest and setting.

It is noted that Policy K6 is accompanied by a photograph of The
Talbot public house, but The Talbot is not one of the proposed local
heritage assets.

K7 - Protecting the Historic Landscape

The historic landscape of | Itis considered that the purpose and the rationale behind Policy K7 is | Revise k7 and “Background/Justification” to

the parish will be unclear. make policy more robust and precise.
protected for its visual,

cultural, historical, At the time of the pre-submission consultation the MHDC officer

archaeological and interpretation was that the policy was probably seeking to protect

architectural interest. In views or features in Kempsey, but it seems that the policy is seeking
particular, development | to protect a mixture of views, ponds, a SSSI, brooks, a lane and the
proposals should have Significant Gap (which is covered by K4).

regard to sustaining and
enhancing the following: | Our previous concerns about Policy K7 remain:

o Kempsey ¢ Robust, proportionate, evidence should be provided to explain
Common with why each of the proposed views or features should be
views of the protected.
Malvern Hills and e As currently drafted, Policy K7 is not sufficiently concise or
Clent Hills. precise that it could be applied consistently and with

e views to confidence by decision makers.
the northeast
from Green
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Street/Kempsey e To provide a practical framework within which decisions on
Common of the planning applications can be made with a high degree of
Clent Hills.

predictability and efficiency, proposed views or features should

e Normoor, be displayed clearly on a map.

Kerswell Green
and Stonehall
Common (ancient
ponds)

e Ashmoor
Common — site of
special scientific

Paragraph 1 of the Background / Justification refers to the Severn and
Avon Vales National Character Area 106 but there is no explanation of
what this is or how it relates to the policy.

Paragraph 2 of the Background / Justification refers to the

interest. Worcestershire Villages Historic Environment Resources Assessment
e north and south and principles of Historic Landscape Characterisation. Again, there is

Hams: rare no explanation of what these are or how they relate to the policy.

lammas land

(commonable Paragraph 3 of the Background / Justification sets out paragraph 131

land for half the of the Framework. As currently worded, it is not clear whether this is

year) access to intended to be part of the policy or part of the rationale for the policy.

uninterrupted

views of the

Malvern Hills, and
to the Severn
Way.

e The Rocky, area
of natural
vegetation
bisected by the
Hatfield Brook. A
traditional green
space adjacent to
the church.

e The confluence of
Hatfield Brook
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and the River
Severn in
Kempsey village.
This is a wildlife
corridor as well
as providing
essential land
drainage for a
large area
extending well
outside Kempsey.
Building on, near,
or affecting the
gathering
grounds of the
Hatfield Brook
outside the
boundaries of
Kempsey parish
should be
avoided to reduce
the risk of
flooding.

e The Significant
Gap, see figure 4.

¢ Holdings Lane to
top of Bestmans
Lane (old Roman
road).

K8 - Protection and Improvement of Community Facilities

Proposals leading to the | Policy K8 seeks to protect 12 specific community facilities, including 6 | Delete Appendix 3.
loss or change of use of | public houses and a farm shop.
the community facilities
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identified in Figure 9 to
non-community uses will
not be supported unless
the following can be
demonstrated:

a) There is clear
justification that the
facility is no longer
viable; or

B) The proposal includes
alternative provision, on
a site within the parish,
of equivalent or
enhanced facilities. Such
sites should be
accessible by public
transport, walking and
cycling and have
adequate car parking.
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The Framework, paragraphs 69 and 70 highlight the important role
planning can play in facilitating social interaction and creating healthy,
inclusive communities.

Appendix 3 sets out paragraphs 69 and 70 of the Framework. It is
suggested that Appendix 3 is deleted and that the key points are
summarised in the Background / Justification.

The Background / Justification could be strengthened if there was a
clearer indication of why the 12 community facilities had been singled
out for particular protection.

If the community wishes to protect these facilities, have any of them
been proposed as Assets of Community Value? The driving principle
of the Assets of Community Value legislation is to provide a
Community Right to Bid should such assets come onto the open
market thereby offering communities an opportunity to seek to acquire
and operate a local asset for the benefit of the local and wider
community.

It is suggested that Policy K8a could be strengthened by adding:

If the existing use is no longer economically viable, evidence
should be provided to show that the site has been actively
marketed, at the market rate current at the time, for at least 12
months and that no sale or let has been achieved during that
period.

In the event that new a Community Centre and Youth Centre were
provided, as proposed in Policy K9, what would be the communities
aspirations for the current Community Centre and Youth Centre?

Amend “Background/Justification” as
suggested.

Comments on Assets of Community Value
noted.

Amend K8a as suggested.

K9 - New and Extended Community Facilities
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Proposals for new, or
extensions or
improvements to existing
community facilities will
be supported provided
that they are:

a) Within or adjoining the
Kempsey village
development boundary
(Figure 5);

b) Of a scale that meets
the needs of the local
community and in
keeping with the
character of the area;

¢) Provided with
adequate car parking
and operational space;
and

d) They are accessible
by walking, cycling, and
public transport
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Policy K9 supports new or extended “community facilities” within or
adjoining the Kempsey development boundary, subject to scale
respecting the character of the area, adequate car parking and
sustainable access.

Clarification would be helpful about which community facilities Policy
K9 would relate to. On the one hand, Policy K8 identifies 12
community facilities, including 6 public houses. On the other hand, the
Background / Reasoned Justification for K9 refers only to the
Community Centre, Parish Hall and Youth Centre. If the policy is
about the provision of a new community facility to accommodate the
community centre and parish office it should be made clearer.

As currently worded, Policy K9 would apply to proposals for any
community facilities. Is this the intention of the policy?

Figure 5 shows a small gap between the development boundary and
land to the west of Old Road South (part of Policy 10B). Based on the
boundaries shown on Figure 5, the land may not meet criteria K9a.

If the land for new and expanded community facilities is within or
adjoining the development boundary, is K9d necessary?

Policy K9 applies to all community facilities —
make this clearer in K9.

Add in “and including” to K9a to encompass
Site K10B..

K10 - Existing and Future Community, Recreation and Sport

K10A: Existing Provision

The existing sports and
recreation facilities at
Plovers Rise (see
Proposal K10A, Figure 5)
will be protected.
Proposals to improve
and enhance these

Policy K10 A seeks to protect existing sports and recreation facilities
at Plovers Rise.

Paragraph 2 of the Background / Justification lists the current facilities
at the site and paragraph 7 says the existing facilities cannot be
extended.

If community facilities at Plovers Rise are to be protected, would it not
be more appropriate to include them in Policy K87

Separate policy to include “existing” and
“future” provision.

Amend Policies Map to take into account
comments.

Amend “Background/Justification” as
suggested.
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facilities will be
supported.
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Update reference to SEA.

K10B: Future Provision

To meet future
community, recreation
and sport needs land to
the north of Pixham
Ferry Lane and west of
Old Road South is
identified on the
Proposals Map for
further sport and
recreation provision
(shown as Proposal
K10B on Figure 5).

In developing this area
for further community,
recreation and sport
provision enabling
housing development
may be considered on
land to the east of Old
Road South and north of
Pixham Ferry Lane
between Sunnyside
Farm and Bight Farm
(Shown as proposal 10C
on figure 5). Such
enabling development
will only be supported

Policy K10B allocates land to the west of Old Road South (K10B on
the Figure 5) for community, recreation and sports use.

The policy recognises that land to the east of Old Road South (K10C)
may be considered for enabling housing development.

It should be noted that site K10C is not currently indicated on Figure 5.
The parcel of land related to possible enabling housing development
needs to be labelled K10C to provide clarity.

Paragraphs 1, 3 and 6 of the Background / Justification seek to
explain the need for additional land for sport and recreation uses,
whilst paragraphs 4 and 5 outline the types of sports and recreation
uses that are needed.

Paragraphs 8 and 11 of the Background / Justification say that land to
the west of Old Road South and north of Pixham Ferry Lane has been
identified as potentially suitable for community, sports and recreation
use because it is level, well-drained and has safe access. It is
suggested that Paragraphs 8 and 9 should be combined to say that
following a site appraisal and selection process, site K10B is proposed
because it is the only site that meets the essential suitability
requirements including size (minimum 5 hectares), availability,
relatively flat, not affected by flooding, not covered by national or local
planning designations, has suitable access to the public highway, is
within or adjacent to the development boundary, is considered to have
no adverse impact on residential amenity etc (see Appendix 4).
References to removing verges, road widening etc should be
removed.

See above.
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where it can be
demonstrated that:

a) The enabling
development is
necessary to secure the
delivery of land to the
north of Pixham Ferry
Lane and west of Old
Road South for
community, recreation
and sports provision;

b) sufficient funding
for the community,
recreation and sport
provision cannot be
assembled without
including such enabling
development; and

c) the amount of
enabling development is
the minimum necessary
to provide the identified
community, recreation
and sport provision on
land to the north of
Pixham Ferry Lane and
west of Old Road South.
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Paragraph 9 of the Background / Justification explains how the Parish
Council intend to fund delivery of the recreation and sports facilities.
Planning Practice Guidance says neighbourhood plans should only
contain policies relating to the development of land. The details of how
the recreation and sports facilities may be funded could be included in
a Background Document, but is not necessary in the Plan.

Paragraph 10 of the Background / Justification suggests that enabling
housing development may be considered if there is insufficient funding
to develop community, recreation and sports facilities. It is considered
that paragraph 10 gives different messages to that in Policy K10B.
Policy K10B says enabling development will be supported if certain
conditions hold, whereas paragraph 10 indicates that in these
circumstances enabling development will be considered (ie, not
necessarily supported). Paragraph 10 also says “currently, the
preferred site for such development is ...” These two factors do not
provide a framework within which decisions on planning applications
can be made with a high degree of predictability and efficiency as
required by paragraph 17 of the Framework.

It is suggested that paragraph 10 is re-written to reflect the certainty
suggested by Policy K10B.

Something that is lacking from the Background / Justification is any
reference to the intention to re-locate the community centre and parish
offices to the proposed site at K10B.

Paragraph 11 says that site K10B has been identified following a
detailed assessment of 11 potential sites. The site assessment
process is set out in Appendix 4. When adopted, the Neighbourhood
Plan will not include the detailed assessment of sites considered and
rejected. In anticipation of this, it is suggested that the site
assessment process is set out in a separate Background Paper rather
than an Appendix.
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As part of the consultation on the Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) Screening Opinion, Historic England indicated that
an SEA or historic impact assessment (HIA) may be required to
assess the potential impact of Policy K10B. The Background /
Justification needs to indicate if an SEA or HIA has been undertaken,
and its findings.

The issue of whether an SEA / HIA is required and any findings should
also be picked up in the Site Assessment Background Paper. Any
SEA / HIA undertaken will need to accompany the Basic Conditions
Statement when the neighbourhood plan is submitted to the District
Council.

K11 - Protecting Local Green Space

The Local Green Policy K11 proposes 7 Local Green Spaces in line with the NPPF. Update and revise Appendix 6 and table.
Spaces, identified in _ ) _ _ o
Table 1 and on Figure Evidence to support the proposed Local Green Spaces is provided in | Policies Map comment noted. No change.
12, will be protected. Appendix 6 and tran_slated into an untitled pable on page 41._ A_ppendlx _ _
’ 6 and the table provide a very helpful starting point for identifying Comment on policy wording noted. Amend K11
Development harmfulto || 05| Green Spaces, but further work will be required to demonstrate | to take account of NPPF.
these Local Green that the spaces are “demonstrably special”. Table 2 in the draft Clifton
Spaces will only be upon Teme neighbourhood plan provides a good example of how

permitted in very special | evidence on Local Green Spaces could be better presented.
circumstances.
Figure 12 shows the location of the proposed Local Green Spaces. It
Is suggested that the title of the map be re-titled to “Proposed Local
Green Spaces”. It should be noted that all of the proposed spaces
must be clearly mapped to show their location and size, and each
space must have clearly defined boundaries which show the precise
area each designation would apply to.
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The current wording for Policy K11 suggests that development on
Local Green Spaces may be supported if it was not considered
harmful. It is suggested that the Policy could be tightened to:

Fhe-Local Green Spaces, identified in Table 1 and on Figure 12,
will be protected from development except harmfulto-these
Local-Green-Spaces-willenby-be permitted in very special

circumstances.

K12 - Green Infrastructure

Development proposals
should protect, extend
and enhance the network
of green infrastructure
(open spaces,
watercourses, commons,
footpaths, lanes
(including quiet lanes),
banks, and ditches,
woodlands, hedgerows
and species rich
grassland etc.) in the
parish,

Development proposals
that would lead to an
interruption or severance
of the existing green
infrastructure network
will not be supported.

Policy K12 says that development proposals that would lead to an
interruption or severance of the existing green infrastructure network
will not be supported.

Whilst Policy K12 is well intended, it is considered that the policy lacks
sufficient clarity that a decision maker could apply it consistently and
with confidence when determining planning applications.

To provide some clarity to applicants and decision makers, it would be
helpful if the green infrastructure network to which the policy relates
could be mapped.

Whilst the policy refers to Tree Preservation Orders in the parish and
an extensive web of footpaths and bridleways (the latter mapped in
Figure 13), it is considered that there is currently a lack of robust,
proportionate, evidence to support Policy K12.

It is suggested that the Background / Justification includes reference
to SWDP 5 (Green Infrastructure) and SWDP 38 (Green Space).

Map green infrastructure network and refer to
Policy SWDPS5 in Policy K12.

Settlement Boundary

K13a - Development or Re-development of Land for Employment Uses within the
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Proposals to develop or
redevelop land for
employment purposes
within the Kempsey
village development
boundary (Figure 5) will
be supported where:

a) They re-use
existing land or buildings,
and do not have an
adverse impact on
residential amenity,
traffic flows or highway
safety; or

b) They are for the
diversification of an
existing rural enterprise;
c) The business can
be contained within
existing premises and
the appearance of the
existing building is not
materially altered;

d) The scale and
design of the extension
or redevelopment is
appropriate to the
location, existing
buildings and the
character of the area;
and

e) The business
operation will not lead to
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Policy K13a supports the development or re-development of land
within the Kempsey development boundary for employment purposes
where:

0] It re-uses existing land / buildings and does not have an
adverse impact on residential amenity or traffic flows, or
(ii) It is the diversification of an existing rural enterprise, can be

contained within existing premises, scale and design of any
extension is appropriate to the location and would not have
a significant adverse impact on residential amenity or traffic
flows.

K13a(c) suggests the development must be contained in the existing
building, but (d) would allow extensions, so these are not consistent.
Also, K13a(a) allows the re-use of land and buildings - so this could be
redevelopment, not contained in existing buildings. The conflict in the
policy needs to be resolved, possibly with the use of “or” or “and”
between criterion.

The Framework is committed to supporting sustainable economic
growth. Policy K13a provides the flexibility to re-use existing land or
buildings and supports the diversification of existing rural enterprises,
subject to appropriate scale, design, residential amenity and highways
considerations.

SWDP 8E (Providing the Right Land and Buildings for Jobs) supports
the provision of employment land and conversion of existing buildings
to support job creation providing the development supports an existing
business or new enterprise of a scale appropriate to the location. It is
considered that Policy K13a could compliment SWDP 8E, subject to
the above conflict between the different criterion being resolved.

Currently, there is a lack of robust, proportionate, evidence to support
Policy K13a. It is suggested that the Background / Justification could

Revise “Background/Justification”.

Delete criteria (c) to (e).
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a significant adverse
impact on the residential
amenity or character of
the area through its
scale, nature of
operation, access and
parking provision, noise
or traffic generated by
visitors, staff and
deliveries.
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usefully draw on the Framework, SWDP 8 and, if appropriate, views
expressed in parish surveys.

K13b - Expansion of Existing Employment Sites Outside the Settlement Boundary

Development proposals
that would support the
retention or limited
expansion of existing
rural employment sites
(i.e. those outside the
Kempsey village
development boundary)
will be supported when
they do not have a
significant adverse
impact on local roads,
residential amenity,
enjoyment of the
countryside, landscape,
heritage assets or
wildlife.

Policy K13b supports the retention or limited expansion of existing
employment sites outside the Kempsey development boundary,
subject to there being no significant adverse impact on residential
amenity, traffic impact, landscape, heritage asset and wildlife.

Paragraph 28 of the Framework says that planning policies should
support economic growth in rural areas in order to create jobs and
prosperity by taking a positive approach to sustainable new
development. This is to include supporting sustainable growth and
expansion of all types of business and enterprise in rural areas, both
through conversion of existing buildings and well designed new
buildings.

SWDP 12C (Employment in Rural Areas) supports the expansion of
existing employment sites in rural areas where it has been
demonstrated that intensification of the existing site is not viable or
practical. It is considered that Policy K13b compliments SWDP 12.

Currently, there is a lack of robust, proportionate, evidence to support
Policy K13b. It is suggested that the Background / Justification could

Revise “Background/Justification”.

No change to Policies Map.
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usefully draw on the Framework, SWDP 12 and, if appropriate, views
expressed in parish surveys.

It would be helpful if the Plan included a map showing the location of
the existing employment sites in the parish.

K13c - Farm Diversification

Proposals to diversify
farm businesses for
employment, tourism,
leisure and recreation
uses will be supported
providing:

a) The proposed
new use does not detract
from or prejudice the
existing agricultural
undertaking or its future
operation;

b) The scale of
activities associated with
the proposed
development is
appropriate to the rural
character of the area;
and

c) Wherever
possible existing
buildings are used to
reduce the need for

Policy K13c supports farm diversification outside the Kempsey
development boundary, subject to the proposed uses not detracting
from existing agriculture undertakings and the scale of development
being appropriate to the character of the area.

Paragraph 28 of the Framework says that neighbourhood plans
should promote the development and diversification of agricultural and
other land-based rural businesses.

SWDP 12D (Employment in Rural Areas) supports farm
diversification, subject to similar considerations as Policy K13c. Policy
K13c is consistent with SWDP 12D.

Currently, there is a lack of robust, proportionate, evidence to support
Policy K13c. It is suggested that the Background / Justification could
usefully draw on the Framework, SWDP 12 and, if appropriate, views
expressed in parish surveys.

Revise “Background/Justification”.

109




Kempsey Submission Neighbourhood Development Plan Consultation Statement — January 2016

additional built
development.

Where planning
permission is required for
the residential
conversion of a building
as part of a farm
diversification project, it
will only be granted
where a marketing
exercise has shown that
employment, tourism,
leisure and recreation
uses are unviable.

Related to farm diversification, the Kempsey neighbourhood plan
could add detail (or a policy) over-and-above that in the SWDP in
relation to historic farm buildings which are converted into domestic
dwellings.

For example, it is suggested that they should maintain an evidential
link to their agricultural past. Certain design elements would be
considered to be out of place within this form of building group.

Generally extensions to rural buildings would be unacceptable with the
exception of small ancillary extensions. If the extension detracted from
the character of the building it should be resisted. If a building merited
retention, the conversion should be of a scale that permitted the new
use of the building within its current footprint. Extensions to create
habitable rooms would normally be unacceptable.

If a farmstead or rural building was to be converted into a holiday let
permission, it would normally be subject to a condition which limited
the buildings use to prevent its occupation as a dwelling. Where
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holiday lets formed part of a farm diversification scheme the holiday
home should be seen as an asset making a contribution to the farm
business, therefore it should not be sold separating it from that
business.

Employment development would be encouraged if a rural building
conversion retained its original character.

K14 - Transport

Developer transport
contributions from new
development will be
sought where
appropriate to support
and improve public
transport links to
Kempsey, improve
highway safety and
improve routes and
networks for walking and
cycling.

Priorities for
improvements include
the following:

e measures to
improve the bus
service to and
from Kempsey.

e cycleway to link
Kempsey with St

Policy K14 says that the Parish Council will seek developer
contributions (Section 106 contributions or CIL) for transport projects
which improve public transport links to Kempsey, improve highways
safety and improve walking and cycling routes. The policy lists 3
transport priorities.

Our comments / suggestions on K14 are:

e The identification of transport priorities is consistent with PPG
which says that neighbourhood plans can identify infrastructure
that is needed to support development and ensure that a
neighbourhood can grow in a sustainable way. PPG also
indicates that a neighbourhood plan should set out the
prioritised infrastructure required to address the demands of
development identified in the plan and can consider how
additional infrastructure requirements might be delivered —
which is what Policy K14 is seeking to do.

e The focus of the policy should be about identifying transport
priorities rather than how these might be funded. It is
suggested that the spending of developer contributions may be
more appropriate in a section of the plan related to

implementation.

Include suggested priorities in
“Background/Justification” section.
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Peters alongside
the A38 and via
the proposed
development at
Broomhall
community and
Norton Barracks
community.

e speed restrictions
on Church Street,
Post Office Lane,
Old North Road,
Old Road South
and Squires
Walk.
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Whilst the intention of the policy is laudable, it does not provide
a practical framework within which decisions on planning
applications can be made with a high degree of predictability
and efficiency, particularly in relation to the 15t and 3™ transport
priorities.

It is not clear from the supporting text if the transport priorities
are part of strategies or schemes developed in partnership with
others, such as the County Council, Sustrans or bus
companies. If the cycle route has been identified it would be
helpful to include it on a map (even if only indicative).

The Background / Justification suggests that the 3 priorities for
transport improvements are in full accordance with existing
Malvern Hills District Council policies. This is not entirely
correct. SWDP 4 (Moving Around South Worcestershire) and
Infrastructure Delivery Plan include strategic priorities for
transport but does not specifically list the priorities in Policy
K14. It is therefore suggested that Policy K14 say that “Local
priorities for improvements include ...” The first sentence in the
Background / Justification could be amended to say that “the
proposals generally accord with ...”.

In relation to the cycle / foot path linking the south and north
sides of the A4440, if the route is outside the neighbourhood
area, it would fall outside the remit of the neighbourhood plan.

How to Comment on this
Document
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It is suggested that the final sentence in paragraph 7.1 be replaced to
say — “If the neighbourhood plan becomes out of date, the Parish
Council (in consultation with Malvern Hills District Council) may decide
to update the plan, or part of it.”

Amend as suggested in new para. 8.2

Glossary

It is suggested that Community Facilities be added (see SWDP page
284)

Amend as suggested.

Appendix 1 Listed
Buildings in Kempsey

Suggest add the 4 scheduled ancient monuments

Noted. No change.

Appendix 2 — Non-
Designated Heritage
Assets

Awaiting comments from Conservation Officer

No comments received.

Appendix 3 — Promoting
Healthy Communities —
(extract from NPPF)

It is suggested that this is an unnecessary duplication of the
Framework and should be deleted.

Delete.

Appendix 4 — Support for
Future Community, Sport
and Recreation
Development

When adopted, the neighbourhood plan will not include an
assessment of all the potential sites which were considered for
additional community, sport and recreation use.

Whilst the information is an essential part of the evidence base, it is
suggested that the evidence is included as a supporting Background
Paper.

Extract as a separate evidence base paper.

Appendix 5 — Aspirations
for Health, Education
and Transport

Planning Practice Guidance says that “wider community aspirations
than those relating to development and use of land can be included in
a neighbourhood plan, but actions dealing with non-land use matters
should be clearly identifiable. For example, set out in a companion
document or annex”.

In light of the above Guidance, it is considered appropriate to capture
wider community aspirations and possible actions for the Parish
Council in an Appendix.

Agreed. Added as new section 6.0.
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It is suggested that Appendix 5 could include an introduction which
explains the purpose of the Appendix and that the Parish Council role
in encouraging or supporting the community projects or aspirations is
made a little clearer.

Appendix 6 — Local When adopted, the neighbourhood plan will not include the detailed Now included in Table 1 in main body of NDP.
Green Space assessment of potential Local Green Spaces.

Whilst the information is an essential part of the evidence base, it is
suggested that the assessment be included as a supporting
Background Paper.

Please note that the Framework distinguishes between Open Space
(in paragraphs 73 — 74) and Local Green Space (paragraphs 76 — 78).
The Framework glossary definition of Open Space is “all open space
of public value, including not just land, but also areas of water (such
as rivers, canals, lakes and reservoirs) which offer important
opportunities for sport and recreation and can act as a visual amenity.”
It is noted that the current use and description of some proposed
Local Green Spaces in Appendix 6 is indicated as “open space and
recreation area” and “mowed grass open space” which may potentially
be more appropriately be defined as Open Space. To be designated
as Local Green Space there will be a need to show that the area is
“demonstrably special”.
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Appendix 1 — Neighbourhood Area Application

KEMPSEY PARISH COUNCIL

Mirs 5 Baxter Prrish Odfic=
Clerk & Famamcral Dificer Commmunity Cientre
Main Read
[ Py
WES ILO
E-all;

Tel: BI%05 822183

Chief Planning Offscer 2B February 2013
Malvern Hills Dastrict Council

The Comundal House
Avere Road

Malvenm
Wiorcs
WHI14 IAF

For the aicn; of Mr Devid Clarkee
Dienr Sir
Application for Designatisn of 3 Neigghbowrhond Area

Mease find attached Kempsey Parish Council's application for designation of 2 meighbourhpod
arex in peeordance with the Meighbourbood Plasming (General) Regelaions 2002, 1 woukd be
grabeful if Maheem Hills District Council would publicise the area applicatan as requined by the
Regulntions and consider desigrating the parish ar a Melghbourhood Arca

a) [ emclose a map marked Appendix [ idemifying the area o which the applicaion relares
This map shows the parish bousdary together with the areas thas the evalving South
Woncestershire Developmeni Plan [ $WIDF) has indicaied as the prefiermed areas for funare

development m the pamsh.

b It i consadered that the parsh as 4 whale is appropriate b be designated as a
Miaighbotrissml Anea, and attached 2= Appendix 11 is a copy of the siatement included =
pari of the spplication for the ariginal Melghbourhood Mannisg From Runner Schere,

o) Hempsey Parish Council (KC) is the relevant body for the purpeses of Secton 610 ol the
1950 Meghbourhood Acl

Appindix T sets oot the proposed procedure @ prepare & neghbourhood plan of which some
items have already been procesded with

Appendix IV indicates a time line inrespect of the prepamation of the Meighbourbond
Developrent Plas (NPD) which lg up o dare with (b exception ol idemifying a planning expent
to formulate the plan snoe without further funding in addition io the £20, 000 Front Bunner Grang
it will b mecessary for KPC oo undenake the necessary wark maindy with volumesrs

Communisty Engagemeni
Very recent community engagemnent has been underiaken by both MEDC ard EPC in respect of
the proposals for the SWDP. In add®tion contect has been made and considhintion coniinees with

all the active parish organisaiions. in nespect of the updating of the parish plan.
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Comtact dedails are a2 Follows

WED Chiir; Mike Biddle Tele 005908 §20552  E-mail
Prarish Clerk: hirs § Bagber Tele: G905 823183, E-iftal
EPC Chair: Bob Bowley., Tele: 01905 371959, E=mzil
SMPD Y -CBanre: Jahn PlcPael Tele O1HIS 32000660, E-rail

T caniginiad Parisd Plan of 2006 womesher with en update in 2337 is available on the Kempsey
Farizh Councal wehsite — Kempsey Hub it Thod 15 fw biging uapetanaad by

A warking pany

Ifany flamher information is required at this siage pleaze contact Mike Biddle direct

YWours Easthfully

5 Haxne
Clerk & Fe=ponaible Firamcs Officer

Lo Bob Bowley
Shike Buddle
Johm $ichael
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Heighbourhood Planning Frontrunners Scheme — Application for a
Nalghbaurhaod Plan for Kempsey Parish Council

Statemant for Kempsay Parsh Meighbourhood Plan

Introduction

The Statement is prenaned 1o sed cul tha aspirafion of Kempesy Parish Council 1o bid

Gavamment funds (Nelighbourhood Plans Frond-Runners Schema) to prapare a
Meghbourhond Plan far the Parsh under the Govermimenl's Localiem Aganda,

The Make-up of Kempsey Pargh

The Parsh of Kempsey covars an area of 3233acres (1307hactares) and is ane of
the largast Parish in the Mahsm Hils District. In 2004 whean the Parish Flan was
prapared, the population of the Parish was 3027 with 1325 housshokds, 15% of
population is under 16, 12% are aged betwann 16 and 30, while 17% are aged 30-
44, Figures lor ihesa grougs are all below the county svarage. 2% of people are 45
55, 6. 7% pra B0-64 and 21.5% ara above §5, The Kempsay figuraes far the 43-65+

age groups are abave the county averaga.

Thare i a wide diverslty of businessas in Kempsey: everything from the one parson
businass to karge companias, in total thare are mare than 130 businedses. Thay
mraka a significant conlribution to the community, both in amploymant barms, and in
supponing vikape activitias, notably support for Kempseay Pansh Messs through
adverlising. Thera is a marked daily ebb and flow of peopla in and cut of tha village.
11% of sursay respondents waork in Kempsey and 48% travel cut of the sillage to
work. However, 8 siqnificant number traved in to wark In horticulure’agricultune and
for the care af the aldardy. Mew businesses are being crealed and axdating
blsinesses are baing arhancad to maat vllage damand.

Thesra i gignificant changa within tha Digtrict and tha Pardsh thet concams bl

ressidents and 1ha business comemunity, The Pash Councl is kesan 10 ravies snd
update the Parish Plan prepared in 2004 and 1o set out fulure aspiratians of the local

community in ling with the Govemment's Localism Agenda and o prepana a
Maighbaumhood Pran for tha Perish to inform future devedopment and regeneration
decision in tha Parish and for delvery and managament of sendcas and facilities o
pieel wider cormmunity needs.

The Meighbawhood Plan area will cover the Parish of Kampsey as indicated on the
map enclosed and will be canired on the willage of Kempsey wilh surounding
hambals o incude Kerswell Graen, Baynall, Napiaton, Sionehall, Grean Streat,
Broomhall, Clerkenizap and all other lbnd and aullying prapertees within thea

boundary.

There is curently a Parish Plan Waorking Party set up by Kempsay Parsh Council to
raview and vpdata the prasent Pansh Plan and o farmufabe rew Naighbourmood
Plan. The Kampsey Parigh Council wants 1o prapare tha Nalghbourhoad Plan
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warking with District Cowncll that will provide a framework for the future development
and raganération of the satilements in the Pansh to delever communily faclilies and

develop sarvices that will meat tha neads of the wider communities.

Mead snd Obiactivas of the Mesghbourhood Plan

The natural pragression s 1o updals the Parish Plan 1o the nenw Tonm being promobad
by the Govemment. The objective of tha Parish Council is to addmass number of key
igsLes 8 oul bakw thal will be axplored and devalaped in Tomulaling nes
iniatives for susteineble aconomic, soclal and amvimnmeantal prosperity;-

To ensure thad fulve development, infrastruciure and business devedapmernt
of Kempsey Villags and iUs environs |s sultable for & nural location,

To dentify, encompass and promote community nfrastructure, business
denselogimant and Tullre hausing reguiremants in the area as praviously
addressad in tha Parish Plan,

To develop & 2 year project plan to formulata and prapare the Kempsaey

Pansh Meighbowhood Plan by analysing curment Parish Plan fo see whal
abjeciivas hawve been deliversd and those that slill nead 1o ba deliverad and

faka fareard throwgh the consukaton process future neads of the Parish in
devaloping fie Neighbourhood Plan,

To underake widear community participation and consulation (warkshops and
questiannaines) with the all local residents, businesses and community

argansations ncleding the young peopla within the pansh,

To work with the Disirict Council to farmulate palicies wighin the
MNaighbourhood Plan thad will suppart tha dallvery of the emerging Sauth
Warcesterghing Developran Plan

To furthar dewalop the existing working relationship with Makeam Hills Distnct
Council and Warcesiesshire County Coundil to idenify resourcas and funding

oppartunitias to anabla the dellvery of projacts formulated in the
Meighbaurhoad Plan.

To dewvalog inks with othar nalghbounng partishas namaly; Moron juxta
Kempsey, Sevem Sloke and SL Palers and o consder crass boundary

issLas.

Eunding

Tha povemment grant of E20K will be to mast the cost of pregaring the
Meighbawhead plan aover the 2 years of the project and will wark with Distdct Council
tor alkacate fumds to meed the expenditure cver thig panod.

The Process
The Parish Council (8 kaen o pregars a Melghbowhood Plan for Kempsay in
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accordance with the requirements of the emerging regulatiors, As this is a 2 year
project, all ragulations el oul by he Sovamment Tor ihe Naighbouwhood Plang will
ber incorporated to ensune that tha Plan can be adopted o delser susiamable
proapanity within the Parksh and the Dislrcl.

Furher Infamraation

Furthar informalion an the actiilies of the Parsh Coundl and ils governance ara

gwallabla on tha Parsh Councll Wabsle wvw kampsehub, couk,. The wabsie
includes the current Parish Plan and the skatishics and data on the [ocal population

and business aclivities.
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Getting Starbed

Frepare & list of comacts

o et e commuaity on bognd
Establish a Steering Group
Produce a programme for developas the plan

L]

Develop 2 comeanication sirtegy

L]

Tdentsfiring the [asues

Ligther tosparbeer redevant inforemnaticn:

«  {Create aprafile of the ses

= ldemtify assets and designetions

= Review existing plans and sirategics
- Discumsions with siekefalders

- Summnanse the findings to identity ¢he ansa's sireigihs
and weiknesses

Deefime and agree the baundaries of the neighbourhood ares
witth Malvern Hills District Coumcl (minlmum & week

Soneiltarion

Dievelaping s vigon and
ohjectives

Diraft the vigion and cigectives

# Check for canfarmity with strsiegic policles In the
Chevedopment Plan

Check the draft sisica smd objectves with the community

Dirafting the
Meighberhood Plan

Generate Ciptians

= are & Sustaleability Appradsal Scoping Repart
{mingmur & witke consultation)

v Aszsess the imspact of options
s Dievedop prefierned opdlons
v Dhewelop an implemsermation plan

¢ Chedk cenformity whil sirateghe policies in the Local Flan

Consgiation and

Submission

Pre-submission consultation and puhlbeity (minimum 6 wesk
o ltation
+ Prepare final Plan Froposal and Sosiainahility Appruisal

s Submit Plas Propasal to Malvern Hills District Couscil
{pinimum & wesk consultation)

Independent Examnaten

¢ Appoirtseil of Examinee

« Ezaminer’s report published

Reaferendun and
Adopgon

» Referendem
= Adepikn

Z¥1172002
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Appendix 2 — Malvern Hills Neighbourhood Area Decision

www. malvembhills govouk
Neighbourhood Area Dedsion Notice
MNeighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012

Kame of Meighbourhood Ares: Harmpoey
Casalifying Body: Earmpsey Parish Coundil
Conzultation Detes: Fricay 29 Warch to Fricay 10 May 2013

I5 thee orgEnisation meking the sres apploytion 5 wis
rebmvant body under seckion E15|2] of the 1950 Ad?

I5 the e ghibourhood Arss considened to be Wi
Bopropriste under section E16) of the 1950 AdT

Does the area oweriap with another designated ares. Mo

(zection L[]

Faor joint ares spplication, are 2l relevant bodies ko applicabie

induded as per sechion S45(2) of the 1950 AT

VWiere any comments reosived during the Wiz — from: Wiancestharshine: Dounty Coundl,

consuitalion penodT? ‘Worcester City Cound | and Wiycheson
District Coundl

Sumemary of oomments receved Support the spplicstion.

Regueshed that the District Cound| oonsidier
wwhether it is satisfiad that the proposed
meizhibourhood 2res boundany is onsistent
withy, mnd weould not undesTrine the South
‘Wiorteshershire Development Plan
Requeshed that the emenging neishbourhood
nlan ke aooount of Vanous Sretesc

&ne mny modifi mbions neguined to this or any ko
adjoining rejzhbourhood arss as per section 6155]
off the 19530 AT

Decision under Reguiation 7 of the Neighbourhood Flanning | Gemersl] Reguiations 2012
The application: for the desmnation of the parish of Kempssy, as shown on the map
oeezrizaf, g5 @ Meizhbourhood Ares Tor the purpose of neishbourhood plsnning is AFFROVED.

Davte of Degsion: 2™ July 2013
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Kempsey Nelyi:ouhood Arae
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Appendix 3 — Questionnaire Survey

Introduction

The survey was delivered to every household in the Parish of Kempsey and respondents
were given the option of either completing a paper copy and returning it to the Parish Office
or completing the survey online. In total 196 responses were received, with 50 of those
being completed online (26%). The responses evaluated in this report represent roughly
13% of the households in the Parish. Whilst this is probably not a large enough sample to be
able to statistically represent the whole parish it will give some insightful information about
the views of the people of Kempsey.

Question 1:

This question asked for a postcode to validate that the respondent resided in Kempsey. Of
the 196 respondents, two failed to supply a post code, two failed to provide a valid post
code and one supplied a post code outside of Kempsey Parish, with 97% of respondents
providing post codes within Kempsey Parish. Therefore, it can be concluded that the
majority of data collected came from residents of Kempsey Parish.

The post codes that were supplied showed coverage of the village of Kempsey as well as
outlying hamlets such as Kerswell Green and Stonehall Common. The aim of this survey was
to gather views from across the Parish and not just within the main village of Kempsey and
the post code data suggests that the surveys reached all targeted areas.

Question 2:

Question 2 sought to understand more about the demographics of households in the Parish
of Kempsey. Of the households who completed the survey it was found that the average
occupancy is 2.3 people per household. 19% of homes have at least one person under the
age of 18, whereas 53% had at least one member over 65. The data would suggest that only
50% of households have at least one person of the traditional working age of between 18
and 65. The data gathered in the survey suggests that the most common age group in the
Parish is 65-74 years and seems to be generally skewed in towards this age group but it is
unknown whether this is a true representation of the demographics of the Parish and some
account may need to be taken for this when analysing the survey results.
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Q3) Population Data from Households Who Responded to The Survey

< 5years 6-11 12-17 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75-84 85+
Age Groups
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Question 3:

This question asked the respondents to answer how regularly members of their household
attend any of the clubs or activity groups that exist within Kempsey. 68% of households who
took part in the survey reported that they do attend community groups within Kempsey
with 30% attending at least once a week. However, 32% of households reported that they
never attend any of the groups within Kempsey. This appears to show that the people of
Kempsey are actively involved within the community.

Q3) As A Household, How Frequently do Residents of Kempsey
Attend Community Clubs / Activity Groups Within Kempsey

™ More than once per week
m Weekly

© Monthly

M Occasionally

" Never

Question 4:

In order to understand why the residents of Kempsey may not attend the various
community groups or activities that take place in the Parish those who answered ‘never’ to
Question 3 were asked to explain why. The most popular reason was a lack of time, this was
closely followed by instances where their particular interests were not catered for within
Kempsey and so they have to go elsewhere to pursue them, and some reported that there
was nothing which appealed to them within Kempsey. Only eight respondents (4%) reported
that they never attend any of the groups within Kempsey because they don’t know what
clubs were available within the village, this suggests that the clubs and activities that are
available are well known and well-advertised.
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Question 5:

Question five explored how frequently households use the shops, pubs, takeaways and
other facilities within Kempsey. It was very encouraging to find that almost 80% of
households use the facilities at least once a week and just 0.5% reported never using the
facilities.

Q5) How Frequently do Households in Kempsey Use The Shops, Takeaways,
Pubs and Other Facilities within Kempsey?

0.5%

W More than once a week
u Weekly

" Monthly

M Occasionally

= Never
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Question 6

This question sought to understand people’s priorities for new facilities, which may be
possible using funds raised as a result of the new housing developments planned for
Kempsey. Respondents were asked to select a maximum of four from nine choices. The
three most popular were: a combined healthcare facility, small retail units for village shops
and a purpose built community centre. The least popular (excluding ‘other’) were play
areas, allotments and small units for start-up businesses. This is a little surprising as play
areas have normally ranked highly amongst the priorities of the people of Kempsey, but this
may be a reflection of the age bias of the respondents with older respondents being less
likely to have young children who would use these facilities.

Q6) How Would the People of Kempsey Like the Parish Council to Spend Funding Received from
Housing Developments or Grants?
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Question 7

This question was intended to measure the strength of opinion behind a goal from the old
“Parish Plan” document, which was to obtain a new, purpose built, community centre
within Kempsey. The majority of respondents (65%) either agreed or strongly agreed that it
is important to have a new community centre building, with less than 10% disagreeing with
this suggestion.

Q7) Do The People of Kempsey Agree that It Is Important to Have a New, Purpose Built
Community Centre?

319 /1.5%

W Strongly agree

m Agree

 Neutral

m Disagree

m Strongly disagree
1 don't know

Question 8:

Respondents were asked to rank in order of preference various functions that could be
incorporated into a new facility. These were then weighted and an average score calculated
to allow them to be compared. The most popular function was to have a combined
healthcare facility, followed by a dedicated room for a visiting post office or policeman and
rooms which could serve multiple uses. People seemed less keen on having space for shops,
a cinema room or an internet café — again possibly a reflection of the age range of
respondents.

Average

Functions of A New Community Centre Score
Combined healthcare facility 7.2
Dedicated room for visiting Police / Post 6.7
Office

Multiple use rooms 5.8
Large hall / function room with bar 5.8
Library 5.2
Farmer's market 4.6
Shop / retail / business units 4.4
Cinema room 3.3
Internet café 2.9
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Question 9:

Respondents were asked to think about what facilities would be important to them within a
new community centre. The one which scored most highly was car parking followed by
educational and disable facilities.

Average
Facilities Within A New Community Centre Score
Car park 7.1
Educational / learning facilities such as smart boards 6.6
Disabled facilities, such as audio loop 5.9
Cycle shed / parking 5.0
Kitchen 4.9
Wi-Fi 4.9
Soft play area for children 4.2
Sensory / visual impairment room 4.1
Sprung floor 3.4

Question 10:

When asked to suggest other functions and facilities that should be included in a new
community centre facility many people felt that there should be a Café. Other popular
suggestions were provision for indoor sports and a gym.

The ability to have multi-functional rooms was popular, it was suggested that these could be
used for meetings of various groups and clubs and that there should be provision for storage
of equipment used by these groups and a sound system. Also, it was suggested that the
rooms should available to hire to groups or to host visiting services such as the Citizen’s
Advice Bureau. It was also suggested that the centre could be used to advertise local jobs.

The inclusion of outdoor facilities is also important to the respondents. It was suggested
that any new facilities should cater for sports and recreation with a large outdoor area that
could accommodate features such as a skate park, basketball hoops, a play area, picnic
tables, a bowling green, village fetes and car boot sales.
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Question 11:

Question 11 sought to understand what people think about the location of a new
community centre for Kempsey. They were asked to state whether they would prefer for it
to be a single, central facility; a single facility on the edge of the village or multiple venues
spread around the parish: by far the most popular was a single, central facility within the
village of Kempsey.

Q11) The People of Kempsey Were Asked Where They Would Prefer A New
Purpose Built Community Centre To Be Located If One Were Constructed.

2.6%

™ A single, central facility (within
Kempsey village)

M A single facility on the edge of
the village

" Multiple venues throughout
the Parish, utilising existing
buildings and / or land

m Other (please specify)

Where people had specified another option, the comments included making more use of
other existing facilities within the village and renewing existing buildings rather than
building new ones. Adequate consideration for access, parking and noise were also raised as
particular issues.
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Question 12:

Residents were asked to rate the current provision of sports facilities within Kempsey, taking
into consideration the quality, accessibility, the range of sports that were catered for and
the value for money that they offered.

Only 3% of residents felt that the current provision was excellent. However, 61% thought it
adequate or better, with 19% of respondents rating it as poor.

Q12) How would you rate the current provision* of sports facilities
in Kempsey? *(quality, accessibility, range of sports catered for
and value for money)

3.1%

M Excellent

H Good
Adequate

M Poor

1 Don't know

Respondents were given the opportunity to expand upon their answers. A popular theme
was a lack of provision for a broad range of sports and there were suggestions that there
should be facilities for 5-a side football, hockey, netball, basketball, volleyball, badminton,
squash, skateboarding, jogging, keep fit, bike riding, athletics, a bowling green and even a
swimming pool. A few respondents felt that the existing tennis facilities should be expanded
and made more widely available to the public as the time of use is currently restricted for
non-members and it was commented that there should be more cooperation between the
existing users to make better use of what is already available. It was also suggested that
there should be all weather pitches and floodlights to allow for mid-week training sessions

There were also common themes regarding the facilities that are available at Plovers rise: it
was suggested that there should be more storage for sports equipment, better changing
facilities and public toilets.

As discovered in question 10, it was felt that there should be facilities for indoor sports.
Other notable suggestions were that the sports facilities should be ‘dog free’ that there
should be more open space and that there should be more play facilities throughout the
village.
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Question 13:
This question asked people to rank a list of new or additional sports and recreation facilities
for Kempsey and also offered respondents the chance to suggest their own ideas.

From the list that was provided, the most popular facilities were additional play equipment
and open spaces for games, with the average score for these options being quite close. The

items which scored less highly were a skate park, an athletics track and a BMX track.

Additional sports or recreational

facilities for Kempsey Average Score
Play equipment for children

(5-12 years of age) 6.6
(improved / additional)

Open space for ball games 6.3

e.g. rounders / knock up football
Play equipment for children

(12-16 years of age) 6.0
(improved / additional)

Bowling green 55
Football pitches 5.2
(improved / additional)

Cricket ground 5.1
(improved / additional)

Skate park 4.7
Athletics track 4.0
BMX track 3.2

The additional suggestions put forward by respondents included a sports hall, cycling
facilities, a swimming pool and a golf course. Several respondents commented that they felt
there is sufficient facilities within the village already and one person stating that “if | wanted
the above facilities | would choose to live in a town or a city. | prefer to live in a village”.
Skateboarding facilities appeared to divide opinion, with some people suggesting they
would be good facilities and other concerned about noise issues.
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Question 14:

This question asked whether people had access to the internet and it was found that nearly
90% of respondents did, which is quite impressive given that the distribution of the ages of
respondents is skewed heavily towards older generations who are often thought of as not
having access to the internet. Given that this indicates the vast majority of people are
connected to the internet this should be given more emphasis when communicating with
Parishioners as a low cost and effective means of keeping people up to date with news.

Q14) People were Asked To Indicate Whether They Had An Internet
Connection At Home
12.0%

¥ | have internet at home

® My home is not
connected to the
internet

Question 15:

With Superfast Broadband being introduced in Worcestershire, the survey sought to identify
how popular take up might be and what would be the important factors in making the
decision whether or not to subscribe to it. Two thirds of respondents indicated that they
would consider subscribing to Superfast Broadband when it is available within Kempsey.
Again, this illustrates that the people of Kempsey are forward thinking with respect to their
use of the internet. The most popular reason for not wanting superfast broadband was that
respondents felt that they were happy with their existing internet connection.

Q15) The People of Kempsey Were Asked Whether They Would Consider Subscribing to
Superfast d, If It Were

3.1%0-5%

W Yes

m Yes - if the price was affordable

“ Maybe

u No

¥ No - | am happy with my current
internet speed

“ No - | don't use the internet

I don't kow
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Question 16:

It would seem that there is strong support for improving the provision of cycle paths
through Kempsey with 75% of respondents agreeing that there should be more cycle ways
with a significant proportion of those in strong agreement. Just 6% of respondents
disagreed with this proposal.

Q16) Do The People of Kempsey Agree That There Should Be More Cycle
Ways Running Through The Parish?

4.6% 1.0%

u Strongly agree

H Agree

© Neutral

W Disagree

i Strongly Disagree

Question 17:
When questioned whether the alleyways in Kempsey should be improved, just fewer than
70% of respondents agreed with this proposal with only 11% disagreeing.

Q17) Do The People of Kempsey Agree That Alleyways Should Be Improved
and Have a Tarmac Surface?

2.0%

m Strongly agree

W Agree

© Neutral

M Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
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Question 18:

Support was less strong for the suggestion that footpaths should be shared with cyclists,
with 54% of people disagreeing with this and only 26% of people either agreeing or strongly
agreeing with the idea.

Q18) Do The People of Kempsey Agree That Pavements could be shared with
cyclists?

m Strongly agree
M Agree

" Neutral

m Disagree

m Strongly Disagree

Conclusion

This report contains useful evidence about the needs, aspirations and behaviour of the
people of Kempsey, which can be used in preparation of the Neighbourhood Development
Plan for the Parish. The information presented within this report is based upon raw data
contained in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet, which is available for further analysis if needed.
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Appendix 4 — Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 Consultation Summary

Leaflet

-~ rARIEN L "

—
s (KEMsel

NelgthUThOOG Our say in the future of
Development Kempsey!
The Localian Act 2011 gives Parsh
Councils the power Lo prepare a statutory
Neighbourhood Development Plan to

influence development in the local area

Planning applications are determined in
accordance with nationsl planning policy
and the local development plan - the
Neighbourhood Plan will be an integral
part of this framework.

Public Consultation

Since 2013, a group of Parish Councillors
and local residents have been working up
a Draft Neghbourhood Plan. The results
of the Quegionnaire went to all parish-
ioners in 2014 have been included.

The Plan proposes policies for housing,
recreational facilities, green spaces, local
heritage and other key themes likely to
be affected by future development.

To linalise our Neghbourhood Plan we
are now consulting with all parishicners.

We now need you to tell us what
you think of the Plan.

This is a summary - see page 2 to find
out how to obtain a copy of the Full
Plan and how o contact us . We
strongly recommend that parishioners
read the Full Plan.

Our aim - To ensure that Kempsey Panish continues o be an identifable ,
sustainable, rural community with faciliies to cater for the needs of the residents.
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Key Issues for Kempsey

The key planning lssues which have been identified for the Nelghbourhood Plan are:

Effect of houSIng Qrow on Me character of Kempsay village.

Emsion of the “Significant Gap” green space between Kempsey and YWorcester.
Protecting the signficant histonc assets within the Parish,

Safequarding existing and providing addifonal community Solies

Better local recreationa faciies.

Enhancing and utilsing green spaces across the Parish,

Poor access i heaith care Taciities.

Threats io the wider countryside.

Promaoting sustainanlity and emplioyment by encouraging appropriaie local bUSNEEses
Promaoting sater, more accessibie Tansport

Policies
& summany of how we want o 3cle aach of thess lssues s ghen below,

For fulier details please consLAt the Full Draft Nelghbourhood Plan, coples of which can
be downioaded oM Wi kempseytub.co.uk or obfained free of charpe from the Pansh

OfMice on 01005 B26783 (Bam — Jpm).

Tell us your views

The Publc Consufistion on the Drat Nedphhourhood Flan will fsst fiom 12 Memh Lndl

30 April 2078 There will be presentaions In St Mary's Chunch on Sahurday 12 March
at 11:am and 3pm, and on Wednestiay 16 March at 7-30pm.

Your feadback ls wary Important to usa.  Pleass write to the Pansh OfMce, Community
Centre, Main Road, Kempsey WRS 3LC or emal kempsey. naogbgmal com

How we will use your feedback

The results of the consultation wil be considersd very cansfully and used fo Tinallse the
Nelghbourhood Plan. A Consultation Statement wil be published Siongside he amentied
version of the Plan setting out how te representations received have been considered and
used %0 influence and Inform the content of the Pian.

The amendad Medghbourhood Pian, together Wit all SUpporting documentason wil be sub-
mitied to Malvern Hiis District Council. Foilowing thelr review, e Plan will be subjected b

Independent Examination by a jointly appointed Examiner, fo conskder whether he Pan
meets planning requirements and has been approfabely prepared.

Once the Examiner is satisfied, a local Referencum wil be held amongst panshioners on
the Electoral Reglster 10 accept of fo reject the Plan. A sirakght majonty vole (50% of bum-
out +1) Tor acceptance wil be reguired bafore the District Councl mus? adoot the Plan. The
Nelighbourhood Plan will then be used 1o defermine planning dedisions In the Parish Siong-
side County and Nabional Planning Poilcies.

2
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Summarised Policies
Pollcy 1 — Mew housing devalopment In Kempsay

Mew housing development wihin the Kempsey viliage settlement boundary wil be permitied It

- It Is on previousty developad land or |s the convession, re-Use of exiension
of an exising bulkdng; and

- Rdoes not kead o Te loss of community or recreation faciifes or local
empioyment opporiunities; and

- It acooms wilh other relevant policies of the Kempsey MNeighbourhood Plan and
the South Womestershire Development Plan,

Pollcy 2 — New housing devalopment In Kempsay Pariah cutsids of Kampsey Villags

Mew housing n Baynhail, Grean Sireet, Kerswell Grean, Stonehall Common and he
menmm:,.m be sirictly controied.

Policy 3 — Houslng mix

AN new housing developments over 5 units wil be expected ip provide 3 range o types, slzes and
tenures of housing.

Policy 4 — Development In the slgnifcant gap

Tre operness of the area wil be presenved 10 mantain 3 sgnificant gap of open land between
Kempsey and Wornesisr,

Pollcy 5 — Deslgnated haritage asseis

Development proposals that conserve enhance and resped the satiing of the Parish's lisied
bulidngs and corservation area wil be encouraged "

Policy & — Protecting local herttags

The local hentage assats identifiad In the plan should ba consenved, enhanced o their satting
respected where practical.

Policy 7 — Protecting the hiatoric landacaps

The histonc landscape of the parish will e probeched for 155 visual, cutural, hishorical,
anchasoioglcal and achieciural inb=est.

Pollcy 8 — Protection and Improvement of community facities
Many community facitties wil be profected 3s comimunity assets.

Proposals leading 10 Me l06s or change of use of community 3ssets to non-community uses will
not be permified uniess the following can be demonsiraied:

- The proposal Incluties abamatve provision, on 3 site willin the Parish, of
equivalent or enhanced facaiies. Such shes should be accessible by public ransport,
waiking and cycling and have adequate car panking; or
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- Salisfactony evidence |s produced that ther Is no longer a nead for the asset.

Proposals for the Improvement of exsting community assets wil be supported when
deah'u'na'aﬂmu'ewﬂmmt}t ey =

Pollcy 3 — Hew and extendad community Taciiitias

Proposals for new, of extensions o Improvements, 1o exsting community facitties wil be
penmitied provided that they are:

- Within or adjcining e sefiement boundary; and

- Of a scaie hat mests the neets of he local community and In Keeping wih the
eharacter of the area; and

Provided with adequate parking and operational space; and
Accessibie by walking, cycling or pubile transpon.

Pollcy 10 — Recreatlon and sport

Local sports and recreation faciities, cumently at Plovers Rise will be protected. The expansion of
iother gporis Nieids and sporis Taciiies will b2 encouraged within the Parish

Policy 11 — Profecting local Green Space

The local green spaces, identified In the plan, wil be proteciad.
Pollcy 12 — Grean Infrastructurs

Development will b= encouraged o protect, exend and enhance the network of green
Infrastrucsure El:q:-m S0aces, WaAlSICIUrGSs, COMmOnS, rmq:-amaes {incuding quist [anes),
[zanks, ard diiches =iz ) In e Parish.

Development that wouid lead to an Intemupdon or severance of the exsting gresn
Infrasiruciure network will not e permitied.

Pollcy 13 a — Land for smployment uses within the Satflement Boundary

Resirictions wil o t adverse Impact on residential amentty, r=Mc Nlows and highway
a‘mmuﬁﬂaﬁmmmmmmmm.

Policy 13 b — Expansion of employment sites cutzids the Sattlement Boundary

The expansion of existing employment shes outsige the Kempsey Wilage settiement boundany will
EMMHMHMM|mmmwmmmmm
ar .

Pollcy 13 ¢ — Farm diversifcation

AgrHousness diverscation requirng approvals wil be permitied providing the undeying
agricuttural context ks not compromised. Conversion of famm buldng for residentlal use wil be
penmitizd only where all ofher options have been shown fo be unviadle.

Policy 14 — Transport
Developer contributions from new development wil be sought wherever possibie 1o support and
Improve net-

Improve public Franspor ks to Kempsey, Improve highway safety and routes and
works for walking and cycling.
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Appendix 5 — List of bodies, groups and businesses contacted at

Regulation 14

Kempsey Tennis Club
Sport England

TW Midlands

Vale Fire and Security
Ocean Blue Graphics
Barratt Homes

Linden Homes

Taylor Wimpey

McColls

Herbert Banks

Astons Coaches

Arc Surveyors

St Mary’s Church

HTE Solutions

Pollyanna Hammond Party Hire
Heritage Manor
Kempsey Cars

KJB Carpet Cleaning
Mark Holloway Windows
Sunnyside Garage

Hanley Castle High School
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Kempsey Primary School

Zain Shariff

Kempsey Guides

Kempsey Scouts

Sandra Raw Dogs

Kempsey Colts

Kempsey Cricket Club

Worcestershire County Council

CTI Worcestershire

Worcester LEP

Worcester Volunteer Centre

National Grid

Severn Trent

Western Power

NHS Worcestershire

Highways England

Network Rail

Historic England

Environment Agency

Natural England

DBWPCC

Coal Board

Homes and Communities Agency
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Powick Parish Council

Malvern Hills District Council

Severn Stoke Parish Council

Norton Juxta Kempsey Parish Council

Whittington Parish Council

Wychavon District Council

Hope Church

Haresfield Surgery

Draycott Villa Nurseries

FLAG

Edwards Motors

Magic AM Ltd

Magic Moments Day Nursery

Painters Cottage Day Nursery

The Lawns Nursing Home

Festival Housing

The Hair Gallery

Sunnyside Garage

Seabourne Leisure

The Anchor Inn

The Huntsman Inn

The Crown

The Talbot
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The Walter de Canteloupe Inn

The Original Stores

West Mercia Police
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Appendix 6 — Regulation 14 Response Form

e Ues niby
Consultcs MNo.
Rocproscntation Mo

Kempsey Neighbourhood Development
Plan

Pre-Submission Regulation 14 Consultation
12" March 2016 to 30™ April 2016

ALL RESPOMSES MUST BE RECEIVED By Saturday 3|]m April 2016

Representation Form

FLEASE COMFLETE AMD RETUEN ORNE FORM FOR EWERY COSASERNT MADE

B o

Zrganisahion

Addross

zrivanl

Tel P,

Plocosc statc fo which port of the Croft Meighbowrhood Flan your
reproscntation refere (Ploasc indicote belows

Pogs Mumbcr

Pobcy Wumber

Arc you supporting. objsding. or making a commicnt? (Ploocs indicotc with X;

Support
Ohjoct
Making a Commcnt

Plocose Turn Ower
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Flcasc vec the box below for any commcents.

Thank you for your fime and interest. Please return this
form to

Kempsey Parlsh Councll, Community Centre, Maln Road, Kempsey,
Worcester. WRS LG

Emall; kempasy.ndp@gmai.com by no later than midnight on Saturday 30™
April 2016,

The Kempecy Meighbourhood Devclopment Plan hos beon preparcd by the
MWcighbourhood Flon Stcenng Group and approved by Kompecy Panch Coundl.
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