North Kilworth Neighbourhood Plan

Summary of representations submitted by Harborough District Council to the independent
examiner pursuant to Regulation 17 of Part 5 of The Neighbourhood Planning (General)
Regulations 2012

Name Policy/ page | Full Representation
ref
Anglian Water Thank you for the notification relating to the North Kilworth Neighbourhood Plan. The following response
is submitted on behalf of Anglian Water.
It would appear that North Kilworth is located outside of our area of responsibility. Therefore we have no
comments relating to North Kilworth Neighbourhood Plan.
Berrys Our clients’ the Goodman Family are supportive of the Neighbourhood Plan and its objective to ensure that the
42 Headlands village of North Kilworth remains a traditional self-contained village with its own pub, shop, post office, leisure
Kettering facilities, school and church.
NN15 7HR Policy NK2 Draft Policy NK2 refers to housing provision and advises that a target of a minimum of 24 new dwellings should be
01536532388 provided in the village over the period 2015 to 2031. The policy goes on to advise that this should be met within the
preferred housing site identified in NK3 and by windfall development within the village as described in Policy NK4.
Our clients own the site identified at Policy NK3 ‘Land at the corner of Pincet Lane and Lutterworth Road’ and are
Policy NK3 committed to bringing the site forward for development to support the Neighbourhood Plan objective and policy

proposals. To this end the Goodman Family, at their personal expense, have submitted an outline planning
application for 20 dwellings to Harborough District Council. The application reference 16/10682/OUT is accompanied
by a topographical survey, an ecology survey, an archaeology assessment, a Flood Risk Assessment, a Landscape
and Visual Impact Assessment, a Transport Statement and an illustrative layout. The illustrative layout indicates a
scheme of 20 dwellings 40% of which are to be provided as affordable dwellings. A mix of housing types is proposed
together with an area of green space on the eastern edge of the site. The site is a policy compliant scheme in relation
to the requirements of Policy NK3. The site can make a relevant contribution to the provision of a pedestrian crossing
across Station Road which has been identified by the Neighbourhood Plan Group as a necessity for the village to
allow the existing villagers to cross Station Road in as safe a manner as possible to access the bus stop on the
northern side of Station Road.

Policy NK3 currently requires that the Land at the corner of Pincet Lane and Lutterworth Road proposal will be

January 2017




supported subject to a pedestrian crossing linking the site to the garage and White Lion Public House being provided
across the A4304. As stated above our clients are willing to make a contribution to such a crossing facility and
suggest the wording of the policy should reflect this. For example, “A financial contribution is made to a pedestrian
crossing linking the site to the garage and White Lion Pub across the A4304.”

Policy NK3 further advises that two reserve sites are identified for housing development if:

‘a) It is required to remediate a substantial shortfall in the supply of housing land due to the failure

of existing housing sites in North Kilworth to deliver the anticipated scale of development

required; or

b) It becomes necessary to provide for additional homes in the Parish in accordance with any new

development plan document that replaces the Harborough Local Plan.’

As the Neighbourhood Plan Group is aware one of the identified reserve sites has already been submitted as an
outline application and is currently recommended for approval at the forthcoming planning meeting by Harborough
District Council due to their poor 5 year land supply. Should the application be approved we consider that this
development should not be as a replacement to the preferred site. The preferred site has the opportunity to support
the delivery of a pedestrian crossing at Station Road. We therefore suggest that an additional clause is added to NK3
for example to state:-

‘c) should Harborough District Council’s housing land supply fall below 3 years deliverable supply the Neighbourhood
Plan directs development to the two reserve sites that can accommodate housing development, however if these are
both consented the village will have reached its environmental limit for new development within the plan period.’

This additional clause recognises the Written Ministerial Statement issued on 12 December 2016 which seeks to
protect the validity of Neighbourhood Plans from a District Council’s 5 year supply housing shortfall.

Harborough
District Council,
Development
Management

NK2

NK3

Where a policy is not listed, assume that we have no comments.

NK2

Permissions ref 16/01143/OUT (and 16/01323/OUT, duplicate application) are for 22 dwellings on reserve site 2
within NK3. NK2 restricts development to “the housing site” (by which | assume is meant the preferred site) and this
would only therefore give an additional 2 dwellings on the preferred site/windfall. Bearing in mind that reserve site 2
is actually much bigger than the approved application sites, and that HDC’s Options for housing distribution within the
emerging Local Plan are yet to be finalised, and that in principle all three sites within NK3 are acceptable to the
Neighbourhood, | wonder if they should allocate for more. Although maybe the “minimum” word means they don’t
need to do this?

NK3 (general and preferred site)

Regarding the three pedestrian crossing proposed within this policy, we have concerns that:

. the scale of development may not warrant such significant financial contributions to fund such crossings;

. the provision of crossing facilities without appropriate assessment, justification and wider consideration can
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NK3

NK3

NK4

lead to an decrease rather than increase in highway safety; and

. that, whilst the adopted Development Plan might require such crossings, any S106 contribution may not meet
the tests within the CIL Regulations.

We are aware that LCC Highways are due to discuss the desires of villages and Parishes for such crossings
(including these three proposed within North Kilworth) at a meeting early in the New Year and can then provide their
comments.

~ Should they also refer to the HEDNA, or “or any evidence updating or superseding it” rather than simply the
SHMA?

~ I'm very concerned about referring so directly to the crossing as there might be highway safety reasons why LCC
would not want this. | have emailed Harry to draw it to his attention, and requested that LCC do make formal
comments.

~ The Aquifer study seems very out of date and its recommendations may therefore not meet current standards over
the lifetime of the plan. Could they add to the end “...and in accordance with current legislation and policy”, or
something even more vague (!) like “..and the requirements of the Lead Local Flood Authority”

~ The ‘up to around 20 units’ sounds odd, would this be better as a minimum of 20 units? Or around 20 units?

NK3 cont (reserve site 1—- South Kilworth Road)

~ As above, plus

~ the “important views” weren’t mentioned as such by TLP in their review of the LVIA submitted for the planning
application for this site (16/00681), whereas views into/out of the adjacent Conservation Area along Dag Lane were

~ the car park seems like a nice idea, but can the “dual use” be controlled? Would such a condition be Enforceable?
This is likely to be very problematic for our colleagues in Planning Enforcement, and will likley lead to complaints
regarding use of the car park (who has preference, school users or residents? What about people using the
recreation ground?). Can this just simply be provision of a car park?

~ | note that they say the one-street lighting has to be consistent with the density and output of the lighting used in
surrounding areas...there are floodlights immediately adjacent...?

NK3 cont (reserve site 2 — South of Station Road

~ As above

~ We consider that it is better in planning terms to not have the open space adjacent to residential properties (noise
from children playing etc?). It is better placed in terms of visual impact and availability of use to the village, rather
than trying to separate Elmcroft Road if it was towards the east boundary maybe. Obviously, the two applications
approved did not relate to the whole of the Reserve Site

~ Is it possible to extend the Bogs nature reserve? By the nhame of it it suggests the nature reserve is a particular
area that is the ‘bogs’ rather than a line on a map.

NK4
Might they need the word ‘demonstrable’ be needed n some of the criteria? (eg parking/traffic generation, garden
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Nk5

NK6

NK7

NK9

NK10

NK11

space)

NK5

A restrictive policy which may not comply with the NPPF (particularly when the Council does not have a 5 year
supply). Does this need to add some circumstances when development outside Limits would be acceptable?
(agricultural development etc)

NK6

Have the Parish done any surveys or studies to show the “identified need”? Otherwise the LPA will be reliant on the
SHMA/HEDNA (or another up-to-date assessment of need), neither of which is specific to North Kilworth’s housing
needs

NK7

Makes no mention of the 1000+ square metres threshold that also applies nationally. Under this policy, a developer
could do 9 really big dwellings which don’t need AH contribution according to NK7 but do according to national
policy/guidance. No mention of viability in the “exceptional circumstances” sentence. Need to bear in mind that the
definition of AH may change (to include starter homes, for example). Do they need something about retaining the
housing as Affordable in perpetuity? Do they need to mention choice based letting?

NK9

By “in accordance with principles” | take it they will accept things which are slightly different (eg another type of brick)
if still generally in accordance with the principles. Need to also bear in mind that the policy can only control planning
permission, not works done under PD (obviously, this applies to the whole Plan).

NK10

What if the LPA and the Parish disagree? What if the Parish doesn’t have the expertise to say, or they are unable to
commission an expert to say? | think this could potentially hold up or delay development — should be one or the
other, not both. Or (better) the whole second paragraph should be removed and replaced with ‘subject to viability’ at
the end of the first paragraph. Should this mention that development should be in accordance with the relevant
building control requirements? Or are they seeking to go above the normal requirements?

NK11

Good to see a policy on signage. Bear in mind that some signs don’t need permission (including maybe those of
LCC highways) and that technology might change so that a sign which is currently digital illuminated (I assume digital
and illuminated, not digitally illuminated?) may have the same affect but work by a different method in x years time.

NK14
Should this be demonstrated to HDC rather than the Parish?
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Nk14

Nk15

Nk17

NK18

Nk19

NK20

NK21

Nk24

NK25

NK27 and
NK28

Nk29

Nk30

NK15
Maybe include the word ‘demonstrable’ in b) and ¢)?

NK17
“Viable or required”? So it could be required but no longer viable? Consider clarifying/re-wording.

NK18
Seems to be missing the start of the first sentence?

NK19
Sets the bar quite high for a householder who might have evidence of bats in their loft (‘enhance’?).

NK20
might need ‘demonstrably’ in first phrase?

NK21
Special landscape? Is this explained further in the explanation? Do they mean ‘valued’ landscape? Is there any
formal support for this, evidence from a landscape architect, for example?

NK24
This must have ‘demonstrate’ in otherwise how do we know what is ‘unacceptable’?

NK25
Nothing to say how large the parking spaces should be though — they need to be useable, surely?

NK 27 and NK28

Submitted to and approved by whom? Also, bear in mind that Planning Inspectors have not added conditions
requiring details of foul drainage as covered by other legislation (eg building regs) so not sure that the LPA can do
this lawfully.

NK29
Is this demonstrable?

NK30

Do the Parish/neighbourhood only want contributions for Highways improvements, not community facilities, play
areas, burial grounds, allotments, village hall, church etc? Bear in mind that this is for the life of the plan. See
comments on NK3 above on pedestrian crossings too.
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National Federation
of Gypsy Liaison
Groups

Ladygrove Mill
Two Dales

Matlock

DE4 FG
01629732744

| offer comment on the above consultation.

National planning policies require that provision should be made in planning policy documents to
ensure that sufficient sites to provide a five year supply of pitches are allocated for Gypsies and
Travellers, in a similar way that a supply of housing sites must be allocated.

National policy also requires that planning policies should set out criteria to deal with planning
applications which come forward for Traveller pitches.

These requirements are invariable dealt with in the Local Plans prepared by Local Planning
Authorities but it is clearly important that, in preparing Neighbourhood Plans, regard should be
given to these requirements and any Local Plan policies relating to Gypsy and Traveller
provision should be reflected in the Neighbourhood Plan.

Given that there is a 5- year requirement for 80 permanent Gypsy and Traveller pitches in
Harborough District, as established in the most recent Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation
Assessment, this is a particularly important consideration in Neighbourhood planning in
Harborough District.

Gladman
Gladman House
Alexandria Way
Congleton
Business Park
Congleton
Cheshire

This letter provides the response of Gladman Developments Ltd (hereafter referred to as ‘Gladman’ to the
current consultation held by Harborough District Council on the submission version of the North Kilworth Neighbourhood Plan
(NKNP) under Regulation 16 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012.

Through this response, Gladman seeks to clarify the relationship of the neighbourhood plan to both national and local policy
requirements highlighting areas in which we feel that the document currently lacks clarity. In this regard, we consider that the
Plan would benefit from modifications to several policies to ensure it can be found consistent with the Neighbourhood Plan Basic
Conditions.

Legal Requirements
Before a neighbourhood plan can proceed to referendum it must be tested against a set of basic conditions set out in paragraph

8(2) of Schedule 4b of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). The Basic Conditions that the NKNP must meet
are as follows:
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a) having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State, it is appropriate to
make the order,

b) having special regard to the desirability of preserving any listed building or its setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest that it possesses, it is appropriate to make the order,

C) having special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of any conservation
area, it is appropriate to make the order,

d) the making of the order contributes to the achievement of sustainable development,

e) the making of the order is in general conformity with the strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area
of the authority(or any part of that area),

f) the making of the order does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations, and
0) prescribed conditions are met in relation to the order and prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with
the proposal for the order.

National Planning Policy Framework & Planning Practice Guidance

National Planning Policy Framework
The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) sets out the Governments planning polices for

England and how these are expected to be applied. In doing so, it sets out the requirements for the preparation of
neighbourhood plans to be in conformity with the strategic priorities for the wider area and the role in which they play
in delivering sustainable development to meet identified development needs.

At the heart of the Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as a
golden thread running through both plan-making and decision-taking. For plan-making this means that plan makers
should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area and Local Plans should meet
Objectively Assessed Needs(OAN) for housing, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change. Thisrequirement is also

applicable to neighbourhood plans.

The application of the presumption in favour of sustainable development will have implications for how communities
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engage with neighbourhood planning. Paragraph 16 of the Framework makes clear that Qualifying Bodies preparing
neighbourhood plans should develop plans that support strategic development needs set out in Local Plans, including
policies for housing development and they should plan positively to support local development.

Paragraph 17 further makes clear that neighbourhood plans should set out a clear and positive vision for the future of
the area and policies contained in those plans should provide a practical framework within which decisions on
planning applications can be made with a high degree of predictability and efficiency. Neighbourhood Plans should
seek to proactively drive and support sustainable economic development to deliver the homes, jobs and thriving local
placesthat the country needs, whilst responding positively to the wider opportunitiesfor growth.

Paragraph 49 of the Framework is clear that ‘relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be considered up-to
date of the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites. This applies not
only to statutory Development Plan documents but is also applicable to both emerging and made neighbourhood
plansl

1 Woodcock Holdings Ltd v SoSCLG [2015] EWHC 1173 (Admin)
Planning Practice Guidance
The Government published its final suite of Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)on 6" March 2014, clarifying how specific

elements of the Framework should be interpreted when preparing Local and Neighbourhood Plans. Further updates to
the PPG have been made in the intervening period. The Neighbourhood Planning chapter in particular provides a clear
indication of how the Government expects qualifying bodies to take account of the requirements of the Framework
when preparing a Neighbourhood Plan.

On 11" February 2016, the Secretary of State published a series of updates to the neighbourhood planning chapter of
the PPG. In summary, these update a number of component parts of the evidence base that are required to support an
emerging neighbourhood plan. In particular, the changes to the PPG stress the importance of considering housing
reserve sites and providing indicative delivery timetables to ensure that emerging evidence of housing needs is
addressed in order to help minimise any potential conflicts that can arise so that these are not overridden by a new Local
Plan. In this circumstance, we refer to the emerging Harborough Local Plan. Whilst noting that the NKNP includes
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housing reserve sites, we believe that some policies may need to be revisited to allow for an additional degree of
flexibility due to the uncertainties over what direction the emerging Local Plan will take to meet identified housing needs.

The PPG also makes clear that up-to-date housing needs evidence is relevant to the question of whether a housing

supply policy in a neighbourhood plan or Order contributes to the achievement of sustainable development?.

Furthermore, the PPGmakes clear that all settlements can play a role in delivering sustainable development in rural areas,
and so blanket policies restricting housing development in some settlements and preventing other settlements from

expanding should be avoided unless their use can be supported by robust evidence?.
2PPG Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 41-009-20160211
3 PPG Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 50-001-20160519

Relationship to Local Plans

Adopted Development Plan

The adopted Development Plan relevant to the preparation of the NKNP consists of the adopted Harborough Core
Strategy covering the period from 2006 2028. This plan was adopted in November 2011 and therefore is out of date
against the requirements of the Framework which requires local planning authoritiesto identify and meet full Objectively
Assessed Needs (OAN) for housing. Whilst this is the Development Plan that the NKNP will be tested against it is
important that sufficient flexibility is included within the Plan so that its contents are not superseded by the provisions

of s38(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

Emerging Local Plan

To meet the requirements of the Framework, the Council has commenced work on a new Local Plan. At its meeting on
315 October 2016 the Council s Executive Committee approved a new timetable for the preparation of the Local Plan.
The approved timetable confirms that the Council expect to consult on a pre- submission version of the Local Plan in
July 2017. As such, given that the Plan is in the early stages of preparation, there remains considerable uncertainty
over what level of development that North Kilworth may need to accommodate to assist the Council in meeting its OAN

for housing. Accordingly, the Plan will need to ensure that it allows for sufficient flexibility to ensurethat it is able to react
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to changes that may arise through the emerging Local Plan Examination.
North Kilworth Neighbourhood Plan

This section highlights the key issues that Gladman would like to raise with regards to the content of the NKNP as
currently proposed. It is considered that some policies do not reflect the requirements of national policy and guidance
nor are they supported by the necessary evidence to justify their inclusion within the Plan. In response to these policies,
Gladman has sought to recommend a series of alternative options that should be explored prior to submitting the Plan
for Independent Examination.

Neighbourhood Plan Policies

Policy NK5: Housing and other development outside the village of North Kilworth

Gladman would object to the use of settlement limits if these would preclude the delivery of otherwise sustainable
growth opportunities from coming forward. Whilst noting that the Plan seeks to allocate land for housing, the
Framework is clear that development that is sustainable should go ahead without delay in accordance with the
presumption in favour of sustainable development. The Framework does not prevent the delivery of sustainable
growth opportunities being delivered adjacent to existing settlements so long as the adverse impacts of a development
proposal do not significant and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.

In light of the above, the following wording is put forward for the Parish Councils consideration:

When considering development proposals, the North Kilworth Neighbourhood Plan will take a positive approach to new
development that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the National Planning Policy
Framework. Applications that accord with the policies of the Development Plan and the North Kilworth Neighbourhood
Planwill be supported particularly where they provide:

- Newhomes including market and affordable housingto meet identified housing needs;or

- Opportunities for new business facilities through new or expanded premises; or
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- Infrastructure to ensure the continued vitality and viability of the neighbourhood area.

Development adjacent to the existing settlement will be permitted provided that any adverse impacts do not significantly

anddemonstrably outweigh the benfits of development

Policy NK6 Housing Mix

In principle, Gladman support the general thrust of this policy. However, housing mix will inevitably change over a
period of time and therefore this policy needsto secure a greater degree of flexibility going forward. As currently set out,
Policy NK6 requires development proposals to meet both current and future housing needs. It would be more
appropriate if this policy included a reference to ‘latest housing needs assessment’ available in the policy wording.

Policy NK7 Affordable Housing
Gladman support the principle of this policy, however, through the emerging Local Plan affordable housing

requirements for the local authority area may change. A such reference to ‘at least 40% affordable housing should
be removed’. In the event that the emerging policy requirement for affordable housing is different to that currently
identified in the adopted Core Strategy then this will ensure that Policy NK7remains up-to-date over the NKNPs lifetime

Policy NK18 Local Green Spaces

This policy seeks to designate parcels of land as Local Green Space (LGS). In order to designate land as LGS the Parish
Council must ensure that it is able to demonstrate robust evidence to meet national policy requirements as set out in
the Framework. The Framework makes clear at 8§76 that the role of local communities seeking to designate land as
LGS should be consistent with the local planning of sustainable development. Paragraph 76 states that:

Local communities through local and neighbourhood plans should be able to identify for special

protection green areas of particular importance to them. By designating land as Local Green Space local
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communities will be able to rule out new development other than in very special circumstances. ldentifying land
as Local Green Space should therefore be consistent with the local planning of sustainable development and

complement investment in_sufficient homes, jobs and other essential services. Local Green Spaces should only be

designated when a plan is prepared or reviewed, and be capable of enduringbeyondthe end ofthe plan’

Further guidance is provided at 877 which sets out three tests that must be met for the designation of LGS and states

that:

The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open space. The designation

should only be used:

- Where the green space is inreasonably close proximity to the community it serves;

- Wherethe green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local significance,

for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreation value (including as a playing field),

tranquility orrichness ofits wildlife; and

- Where the green areaconcerned is local in character andis not an extensive tract of land .”

Gladman further note paragraph 015 of the PPG (ID37-(ID37-015) which states, ‘Paragraph 77 of the National
Planning Policy Framework is clear that Local Green Space designation should only be used where the green area
concerned is not an extensive tract of land. Consequently blanket designation of open countryside adjacent to
settlements will not be appropriate. In_particular, designation should not be proposed as a ‘back door way to try to
achieve what would amount to a new area of Green Belt by another name’

The issue of whether LGS meets the criteria for designation has been explored in a number of Examiner’s

Reports across the country and we highlight the following decisions:
- The Seldescombe Neighbourhood Plan Examiners Report4 recommended the deletion of a

LGS measuring approximately 4.5ha as it was found to be an extensive tract of land.

- The Oakley and Deane Neighbourhood Plan Examiners Report ®> recommended the deletion of a LGS

measuring approximately 5ha and also found this area to be not local in character. Thereby failing to
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meet 2 of the 3 tests for LGS designation.

- The Alrewas Neighbourhood Plan Examiners Report6identifies that both sites proposed as LGS in the

neighbourhood plan ‘in relation to the overall size of the Alrewas Village’

to be extensive tracts of land. The Examiner in this instance recommended the deletion of the proposed
LGSs which measured approximately 2.4haand 3.7ha.

In light of the decisions above, Gladman does not consider that some of the proposed designations are able to meet the
three tests required by national policy. Accordingly, the evidence base should be revisited prior to the Plan being
submitted for Examination and sites that are unable to meet all of the three tests required by the Framework should be
deleted.

Policy NK20: Important trees and hedges

Thispolicy states that damage or loss of trees and hedges of good arboriculture, ecological and amenity value will not
normally be permitted. Gladman recommend that this policy be modified asthe loss of some trees and hedges may be
necessary to ensure the delivery of the Plans wider aspirations i.e. the loss of some natural assetsto ensure safe
access can be achieved. The loss of these assets will often be replaced as part of a development proposal.

Policy NK21: Landscape

Gladman submit that new development can often be located on the edge of settlements without resulting in the loss of
openness, character or views considered to be important by the local community. Quite often the delivery of
sustainable development proposals can enhance an existing landscape setting and provide new vistas and views to

the surrounding area.

Not withstanding the above , Gladman raise concerns with this policy in relation to the reference to significant effect
on the landscapgef North Kilworth. The Plan provides no clarity over what would amount to a significant effect on the
landscape on the area and how this policy will be applied in a consistent manner through the development
management process. Opinions on landscape are highly subjective, therefore, without further clarity, this policy will
likely lead to in consistencies in the decision making process.
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Paragraph 113 of the Framework refers to the need for criteria based policies in relation to proposals affecting protected
wildlife or geodiversity sites or landscape areas, and that that protection should be commensurate with their status and
givesthe appropriate weight to their importance and contribution to wider networks.
*http://www.rother.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=22996&p=0

S https://www.basingstoke.gov.uk/content/doclib/1382.pdf

5 https://www.lichfielddc.gov.uk/Council/Planning/The-local-plan-and-planning-policy/Neighbourhood-
plans/Downloads/Alrewas/Alrewas-Neighbourhood-Plan-Examiners-Report.pdf

Gladman believe the landscape policy needs to be revisited to ensure that is consistent with the approach set out within

the Framework.

Policy NK22: Important Open Views and Vistas

In addition to the comments raised in response to Policy NK22, this policy identifies views that are considered to be
important to the local community.

Noting the justification for this policy and reference to locally important views and vistas, Gladman consider that robust
evidence is required to justify the inclusion of any such policy. Indeed, to be considered valued the site should be able
to show some demonstrably special physical attributes rather than just popularity.

Strategic Environmental Assessment

The preparation of Neighbourhood Plans falls under the scope of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and
Programmes Regulations 2004 (SEA Regulations) that require a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) to be
undertaken where a Plan’s proposals would be likely to have a significant environmental effects. The need
for an SEA should be established early in the Neighbourhood Plan preparation process though the completion of a
screening assessment, ensuring that a Neighbourhood Plan’s proposals have been fully considered against all

reasonable alternatives where an SEA would be required’.
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Gladman note section 4.4 of the basic conditions statement which states that HDC will screen the NKNP to determine

whether an SEAis required. It is currently unclear from the consultation documents and the

Information available on the Steering groups website whether the draft NKNP has undergone an SEA or received a
Screening Assessment

The PPG specifically states that a SEA may be required where:

- Aneighbourhood plan allocates sites for development

- Theneighbourhood plan area contains sensitive natural or heritage assetsthat may be affected by the
proposals in the plan

- The neighbourhood planis likelyto have significant environmental effects that havenot already been
considered and dealt with through a sustainability appraisal of the Local Plan.?

Gladman consider that without the Screening Assessment being made available it is difficult to establish whether an
SEAis required. We therefore take this opportunity to inform the Parish Council that any failure to comply with the
requirements of the SEARegulations would result in the Plan being found contrary to basic condition (f).

If it is identified that an SEAis required then the Parish Council will need-to ensure that the NKNP is compatible with the
SEAregulations. The SEA Regulations make it clear at section 12(2) that ‘the report shall identify, describe and evaluate
the likely significant effects on environment of (a) implementing the plan or programme; and (b) reasonable alternatives

taking into account the objectives and geographical scope ofthe planor programme’

7PPG Paragraph: 037 Reference ID: 11-037-20150209
8 PPG Paragraph:046 Reference ID: 11-046-20150209

The Parish Council should ensure that it assesses each reasonable alternative in a consistent and transparent manner

detailing the reasonswhy some alternatives have progressed and others have been rejected.
Conclusion

Gladman recognise the role of neighbourhood plans as a tool for local people to shape the development of their local
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community. However, it is clear from national guidance that these must be consistent with national policy and the up-to-
date strategic requirements for the wider local authority area.

Through this consultation response, Gladman have sought to clarify the relationship of the NKNP as currently
proposed with the requirements of national planning policy. However, we are concerned that the use of specific
policies detailed in this result are not consistent with the requirements established by national policy and therefore
require modifications to ensure their consistency with the basic conditions. Further, the Parish Council will need to
ensure that its proposals have been properly tested through an adequate SEA should the screening determination
identify one is required. Accordingly, we recommend that this issues are investigated and addressed prior to the Plan
being submitted for Independent Examination.

Francis Jackson Policy NK3: Policy NK3 refers to the development of proposed Housing Allocation site at Pincet Lane/Lutterworth Road (Site ‘A’
Homes Housing on the Proposals Map) for “up to around 20 units”.
6 High Street Provision
Olney (page 26) It is not stated within said policy, nor shown on the proposals map if any regard has been had to the gas pipeline and
Bucks and Figure 4 | associated HSE safeguarding area that runs through the northern part of the site. As this is a key statutory matter
MK46 4BB Proposals covered by national legislation, and potentially having an impact on important infrastructure, the reference and
Map (page inclusion of this information may be necessary to ensure that the Basic Conditions are met with regard to wider
61) policy/safeguarding considerations over the deliverability of this site (in safety and national infrastructure terms).
The safeguarding area running through that site may well have some impact on the scale of that site — can all the
land shown on the Proposals Map be developed given the location of the pipeline and safeguarding areas?
It is not clear from the information submitted if the HSE has been consulted on the proposed Neighbourhood Plan
(NP), nor if, as a result, the size of site shown on the Proposals Map could ever be developable, and the deliverability
of Site ‘A’ is therefore questioned.
Policy NK3 refers to the development of proposed Housing Allocation Site ‘A’ for “up to around 20 units”.
Policy NK3: Notwithstanding the above comments, the spatial extent of the site as shown on the Proposals Map would appear to
Housing be significantly larger than the policy expectation of the “up to around 20 units” as set out in the NP.
Provision
(page 26)
and Figure 4
Proposals
Map (page
61)

January 2017




Policy NK3:
Housing
Provision
(page 26),

Policy NK22:
Important
Open Views
and Vistas
(page 51),
Figure 2
(Conservatio
n Area plan)
and Figure 4
Proposals
Map (page
61)

The national Planning Practice Guidance, at Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 18a-002-20140306 confirms the statutory
requirements of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 — in particular sections 16, 66 and
72 — as well as the requirements of the relevant policies of the Framework and Local Plan.

There is no reference in the NP whatsoever to these statutory requirements, nor Basic Conditions Statement, and so
it is unclear if these statutory provision have been had regard to in the drawing up of the NP.

In particular, proposed Housing Allocation site A and Reserve site 1 (land off South Kilworth Road) — shown as the
western ‘B’ Reserve Site on the Proposals Map, make no reference on either the Proposals Map, nor within the policy
text to the potential impact on the Conservation Area, nor nearby Listed Buildings. We consider such an assessment
is necessary so as to not prejudice or compromise the requirements of these statutory provisions.

This is very pertinent as if the information shown on Figure 2 were overlaid on to Figure 4, there is the potential for
significant impact and harm, that at present, it is unclear if the NP has considered in relation to these sites.

With regard to the proposed Housing Allocation (Site A on the Proposals Map), the site abuts the edge of the
Conservation Area over the width of its frontage, abuts important Green Spaces and there are a number of key views
past and through it (also shown on the Proposals Map and as covered by draft policy NK22).

The potential development of Site A would undoubtedly have an impact on the character, appearance and setting of
the Conservation Area given the views through, across and adjacent to it (as set out above), and it is therefore
unclear if this legal duty to protect these heritage assets has been evidenced, assessed or supported as part of the
current NP submission.

This is also pertinent as a Public Footpath crosses through site A and so provides views form the Public Domain
across the site to the village and Conservation Area beyond.

Similar considerations application for Reserve Site 1 — land off South Kilworth Road - (the western site B on the
Proposals Map), whose frontage lies within the Conservation Area.

Until such time as a detailed assessment of these 2 potential allocations demonstrates with evidence that the NP
meets the statutory requirements of Sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas)
Act 1990 with regard to both the Conservation Area and Listed Building impacts, it is unclear that the NP meets the
Basic Conditions test.

With regard the Pincet Lane site (Site ‘A’), the text notes that the site has not been subject to SHLAA testing. As
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Section 7.2.2
(Housing
Provision) —
page 25

such, notwithstanding all of the above points, the availability, suitability, deliverability and achievability has not been
assessed or tested. In the absence of this, given the short remaining plan timeframe (14 years as of 1st January
2017) it is not clear if the NP has been positively prepared with regard to the actual delivery of housing on this site.

Highways England

Highways England welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Submission draft of the North
Kilworth Neighbourhood Development Plan which covers the period 2015-2031. It is noted that the
document provides a vision for the future of the Parish of North Kilworth and sets out a number of key
objectives and planning policies which will be used to help determine planning applications.

Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as strategic highway
company under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway authority, traffic
authority and street authority for the Strategic Road Network (SRN). It is the role of Highways England
to maintain the safe and efficient operation of the SRN whilst acting as a delivery partner to national
economic growth. In relation to the North Kilworth Neighbourhood Plan, Highways England’s principal
interest is safeguarding the operation of the M1, specifically M1 J20, which routes approximately 3
miles west of the Neighbourhood Plan area.

Highways England understands that a Neighbourhood Plan is required to be in conformity with
relevant national and Borough-wide planning policies. Accordingly, the Neighbourhood Plan for North
Kilworth is required to be in conformity with the emerging Harborough Local Plan and this is
acknowledged as a requirement within the document.

It is noted that minimal development growth is planned to come forward across the North Kilworth
Neighbourhood Development Plan area, with a minimum target of 24 dwellings being set as part of
this consultation and stated in Policy NK2: Housing Provision. Highways England does not consider
that this level of growth will impact on the operation of the M1.

Highways England has no further comments to provide and trusts that the above is useful in the
progression of the North Kilworth Neighbourhood Plan.

Resident

| WISH TO GIVE MY FULL SUPPORT TO THE NORTH KILWORTH NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN(NP). THIS IS ON
THE BASIS THAT IF IT IS NOT PASSED PROMPTLY THERE IS LIKELY TO BE AN EXTREMELY HARMFUL
EFFEECT ON OUR SELECTED RURAL VILLAGE FROM ALL THREE CURRENT PLANNING APPLICATIONS
BEING APPROVED DUE TO PRESSURE AT DISTRICT (HDC) LEVEL TO ACHIEVE THE 5 YEAR SUPPLY.
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I, THEREFORE, OFFER THE FOLLOWING NOT TO UNDERMINE, DELAY OR PREVENT THE PASSING OF
THE PLAN AS IT STANDS BUT AS AN OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN FROM THE EXPERIENCE - FOR
OURSELVES AND OTHER VILLAGES TO BENEFIT IN THE FUTURE.

N.B. MY REPRESENTATIONS FOCUS ON THE IMPACT OF THE WHOLE PLAN AND THE IMPACT ON
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND HUMAN RIGHTS. MY POINTS ARE ONLY VALID AND COMPLETE WITH
THE INCLUSION OF:APPENDIX A - FACTUAL TIMELINE OF EVENTS/LEARNING POINTS, APPENDIX B - THE
MAP FROM THE ORIGINAL CONSULTATION DOCUMENT IN RELATION TO THE LAST PAGE OF THE
SUBMITTED NP PROPOSAL MAP. OTHER DOCUMENTS REFERRED TO CAN BE SUPPLIED.

The main learning for me has been that the costly Neighbourhood Planning consultation process in North
Kilworth was based largely on individual contributions (data) being collected in note books, post it notes and
dots on maps and then collated by a small steering group. There has not been an opportunity for villagers to
come together for a wider ranging discussion, to share understanding and co-create a collectively held
vision. | have worked for over 20 years in the field of Community and Large group engagement. | know that
effective participation invariably leads to greater “buy in”, when everyone has the chance to see the bigger
picture and the complexity involved. Collective approaches taken by villages elsewhere have led to people
feeling joint ownership for their NP from the start, signing up to it and then co-creating and actively
supporting themed workshops according to their interests and experience. Diverse groups work in parallel
on developing more substantial and sustainable policy areas of the plan. They then come back together to
integrate and reality check their proposals - the whole becomes more than the sum of the parts.

What happened for us was more piecemeal, managed by a well-meaning small group who edited and shaped
the content but, by taking full responsibility, effectively limited the direct involvement of the wider
community particularly in the later stages. No one denies that a lot of work has gone on behind the scenes
but the NP still lacks a sense of community ownership and has suffered some loss of accuracy, alignment
and substance on a range of material considerations. | understand my page by page detailed assessment of
content is not relevant to the basic conditions. This has been documented separately for the PC to consider.

It is hoped that these gaps and inaccuracies can be picked up in the process of updating and consolidating
the plan at a later date - perhaps in line with the provisions of the new Neighbourhood planning Bill which
allows for some review of approved plans in light of strategic and national policy changes. The aim would
be to ensure a further enhanced plan at least protects the village from developers being able to cut corners
and “find ways round” the important aspects of sustaining the character, heritage and street scene.

A factual timeline has been included (Appendix A) to support my representation and assist the Independent
Examiner in understanding the evolving process of the NP and how it nearly derailed back in February 2016
due to the sudden inclusion of a new site - South Station road . This site had been previously ruled out by
Highways for reasons of road safety and transport and then reclassified in the SHLAA based on Abingdon
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Consultants’ opinion based brief letter about traffic and access issues written on behalf of Francis Jackson
developers. Even so, surely HDC’s resultant reclassification of the land as “ immediately available” did not
mean it had to be suddenly included in the NK NP as the preferred site - replacing the previously agreed
preferred site South Kilworth road without any further consultation or notice given to villagers. Several
letters, 130 signature petition and subsequent votes were clear evidence of the weight of feeling against the
imposition of this site and by June 2016 a decisive second round of voting resoundingly echoed the
previously expressed preferences of the village as a whole putting the South Station road site back in third
place behind the two favoured sites. Many still felt it should not have been included in the NP at all.

The community as a whole have been aware of the importance of the plan being progressed with some
speed and through the summer letters and questions were raised, in the absence of any PC meeting, out of
desperation and concern about the delay. This frustration stretched from the voting in June 2016 until the
October submission of the NP. The content has not changed that significantly from the original draft plan
presented in February 2016. We are told that the delay was due to “extensive discussions” between HDC
and the Parish Council.

These extensive discussions inexplicably delayed the Neighbourhood plan being examined and put to
referendum , something that could have been achieved between July and November 2016. The lack of a
“made” plan was compounded by unsupportive comments made by HDC at the Planning Committee on 6th
December. The submitted NP was introduced as not carrying any weight at this stage, not having had a
“smooth” passage (without giving the reason for this being in part HDC’s own doing by reclassifying south
Station road) and, therefore, offered “no guarantees” of being supported in the referendum .This led to
unanimous approval of the outline application for South Station road. Francis Jackson’s application for the
first 22 houses on their site was thus supported by the decision makers, against the will of the majority in the
community, jumping the queue of the other two applications. The village has been devastated by this news,
particularly as this developer and landowner have made it clear that they “reserve the right” to add
significantly to this number - increasing to 80 - 100 houses using both designated fields.

Throughout the process, the village have been misinformed. We were told by Steven Pointer HDC in May that
even a submitted plan would be “a material consideration” and “afford some protection”. We have been
given various numbers relating to required housing allocations but the latest information in October was that
for the period of the plan our allocation had been reduced and we would be only required to accommodate
another 24 houses. No previous development in the village has been bigger than 10 -11at any time. An HDC
declaration in response to a FOI request in August was that “North Kilworth has had a total of 42 dwellings
completed or committed by virtue of planning permission since April 2011”. The majority vote in June was
for a limit of 20 houses per site -so a 20 house site would be adequate plus 4 infill.

On 6th December the goal posts had clearly moved yet again which wrong footed those who had prepared to
speak. It was stated in summary by one Planning Committee Councillor that all three sites (a total of 60 plus
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houses )are likely to be progressed quickly through planning approval (possibly before this Neighbourhood
plan is in place). This would suddenly increase the village in size by 25% which for a Selected Rural village is
completely unrealistic and seems to invalidate the whole purpose of the Neighbourhood planning process.

My request to the Independent Examiner is to consider the events that have unfolded and propose a way for
the village to achieve a robust NP as protection from unwanted and harmful development, in particular:

1. How far is majority support able to influence interim development? At the Planning Committee
meeting on 6th December | defended our NP and presented documented evidence over the course of 2 years
of consistent majority support in the village for the two main sites ahead of South Station road. | raised the
national policy and advice given. Paragraph 126 of the NPPF states “decision makers should respect
evidence of local support prior to the referendum when seeking to apply weight to an emerging
neighbourhood plan”. There was no discussion or consideration of the NPPF in this regard. The outline
application was quickly approved . What can we do now?

2. What needs to happen to achieve sustainable development? The undermining of the NP by Council
driven delays and positioning has further removed any sense of community ownership, undermined the
spirit of localism and contradicted the whole rationale behind Neighbourhood planning. Far from being
community led our fate has been patently District housing and developer/landowner driven. Surely in this
way the NP’s contribution to sustainable development has been compromised. There is now a belief that
even when passed it will not be afforded sufficient weight by HDC planners. It was not intended that all three
sites would be available immediately. The Plan is dated until 2031. In addition, Francis Jackson, by reserving
their right to continue development to ¢80 - 100 houses, will potentially push numbers to 160 plus houses -
increasing the village by 2/3rds! Surely this is against all principles of sustainable development and has to
be stopped. What reassurance or conditions can be put in place alongside the recent Parliamentary bill to
ensure that planners and developers do not take advantage of the delay and grab every inch of the land has
been included in the Plan without due consideration for the unique conservation character of this village? If
all three sites are developed in short succession they are likely to become separate annexes rather than part
of one integrated community. A selected rural village does not, by definition, have the infrastructure to
sustainably support such overwhelming, uncontrolled expansion.

3. What freedom do we have to speak out safely without legal action being taken? We need to know
more about the validity of Highways acceptance of the traffic appraisal and speed reports given by the
developer’s own consultants. We need to have the ability to raise further questions about material content
and process in the Neighbourhood planning process in a safe and open way at both Parish and District
council level. Does the examination process allow for this to happen prior to referendum? In future we want
to receive clear and consistent messages from HDC and Parish Council not mixed and contradictory
messages particularly over critical data e.g. FOl requests. People are both wary and disillusioned by the
uncertainty that the process has caused and some of us have been chastised for speaking out publicly, if
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only to ask questions of clarification to fill a communication void. There is such untapped wisdom and
diversity of perspective in our village that can be shared for collective benefit. Sadly, we may now have to
oppose our 2 most favoured sites as the third choice goes forward first- just to protect the village in terms of
numbers.

4, Finally, how can we reunite as a village to implement our NP effectively? There is much ground to
cover in the implementation phase of the NP from opening up dialogue to heal the rifts, recapturing hearts,
minds and energies and enabling unity through community engagement and participation. | am sure people
will vote positively in the referendum if there is a collective opportunity to further influence our future path
and co-create a vision we can all work towards. United we stand firmer.

Appendix A has been submitted as a separate document as it does not work with this formatting.

Appendix B An example of lost information through editing from consultation to submitted NP.

The picture below shows data collected 28th November 2014 by Your Locale from the NP drop in event -
green stickers indicating good or important views. See page 14 of consultation document. Compare this with
the Proposals Map on the last page of the submitted Neighbourhood plan. This has been edited to omit
arrows showing the important views voted for on South Kilworth road and South Station road. At the time
only the road side fields of Station road were thought to be of any concern.
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Appendix A - Factual Timeline of key events in the North Kilw:

‘ Copyright. Al rights reserved. Harborough District Council 100023843 2014
lll AT T

Yool

T T N

orth Nghbourhood planning

process.
WITHOUT PREJUDICE
Date Key event Questions,
Comments
Learning points
2013 Second North Kilworth Parish Plan published by Steering Group from Overall general
2013 - 2020. community acceptance
The Neighbourhood Plan process commenced in December 2013 with initial phase.
May 2014 | A questionnaire was circulated and got a low response initially. The 80 responses were
deadline was extended. received eventually
13.5% of the population
November | A drop in meeting held and information collated from by Your Locale Why were meetings just
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2014

offering the opportunity for residents to individually comment and put
stickers on topics and issues raised. The data collected is self
explanatory but the issue is that it may not get transferred accurately
into the Neighbourhood plan. There is no opportunity for people to
discuss themes and issues together, understand different perspectives
and reach some alignment and understanding.

52 people out of c600 residents attended.

For example people were asked to write comments in different note
books and place green dots on the village views they most wanted to
keep - the results were clearly shown by a photograph on p14 of the
Your Locale document NP Appendix K - 28th November 2014
Consultation response paper.

This photograph illustrated higher levels of voting for retaining “good or
important view(s)” on Station Road south (17 votes) and South Kilworth
road (19 votes). South Kilworth road developers subsequently took this
into account when the plans were drawn up.

held using this drop in
format and not offering
open collective discussion
opportunities? You cannot
build a shared vision
without people working it
through together. People
support what they help to
create.

Appendix B of NP
representation notes

Why are these votes for
Station Road and South
Kilworth road not shown by
arrows in the final version
of the plan “Proposals map”
which is indicating
important views? All other
views are detailed.

March
2015

A site selection took place and in March 2015 a village meeting
identified 3 sites Pincet Lane (Opp White Lion), South Kilworth Road,
First field nearest the road South of Station road.

Voting took place enabling people to place a first, second and third
preference and out of 30 people who attended the Pincet Lane site was
overwhelmingly voted for 22 out of 30 votes.

March/Apri
| 2015

It was then reported that the owner was not in a position to sell the land
for Pincet Lane site at present and so these votes and the consultation
process were declared as no longer valid.

However, given the length of the neighbourhood plan up to 2031 and
the central proximity of the land it is still not clear why this option was so
suddenly and completely discounted.

It was raised in the North
Kilworth news that there
was to be no subsequent
opportunity to recast these
votes.

May 2015

The HDC Strategic Housing and Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)
quotes alternative land South of Station road as “not suitable due to
access issues”

May 2015

Parish Council meeting in May 2015 resulted in the South Kilworth
Road site becoming the “preferred site” - this was then put into the 2
draft of the Neighbourhood plan in July 2015.
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21% May

The Annual Parish Council/Assembly meeting took place and 18

Attendance was lower due
to an incorrect date of 28"

2015 organisations gave reports. This meeting agenda is intended to be for (
the village to determine. The high number of presentations left little May having been
time for discussion and missed the opportunity to discuss the advertised.
Neighbourhood plan and the £50,000 Whelan legacy left to the village
in February 2014.
June/July Gary Kirk met with local residents Gill and Mick Howkins to discuss the
2015 development of South Kilworth road as this was favoured and the only
site developable at that stage. Station Road was classified in the
SHLAA as not immediately developable. Apparently, at this point,
unbeknown to anyone in the village the owner of the Pincet Lane site
had sadly died. This information and the fact that his family were willing
to sell part of the land did not come to the notice of the majority of
villagers until exactly a year later just before the village ballot.
August Frances Jackson homes undertook through their own consultants, It is unclear how this
2015 Abingdon consultants, a Traffic Appraisal of the Station road site. consultants letter led to
HDC reclassifying land that
This information was not made publicly available at the time. The gad previously been
. . . eclared by Highways
appraisal was in the form of a one page letter which was clearly stated Agency as totally
as just giving a professional opinion not on any site based survey or unsuitable due to access
analysis. issues - see the initial
response from CHA
Work was undertaken to develop a draft proposal for the South Kilworth | repeated on South of
road site. Station road planning
application in August 2016.
September | 24™ September Parish Council meeting took place (Minutes appeared 5™ October 2015 was the
2015 in November NK news) last set of available minutes
Point 8. reported the draft Neighbourhood plan was in the final stages | from this Neighbourhood
and a meeting of the “sub committee” will be held on 5" October 2015 | Planningsub
to finalise it. commlttee_/steerlng
. . . . group/advisory group.
Point 1 - Councillor Lawrence had been in touch with Robert Belgrave
about purchasing the Millennium Green land for the Village bequest.
The suggested sale price was £50,000 - £75,000. The Parish council
agreed that they are not interested in purchasing the land at this price
and Councillor Lawrence was to go back with an offer of £10,000.
October 29™ October - Parish Council meeting (Minutes appeared in December
2015 NK News)
Item 7 - stated “The Neighbourhood plan had now been approved by
HDC. The final version will be included in the next issue of the village
newsletter”
November | North Kilworth news carried a supplement p9-12 which confirmed the This was a helpful
2015 NK Neighbourhood Plan Policies which stated very clearly: summary of the position

e NK3 Housing Allocation was for a development of a minimum

and most residents were
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of 20 dwellings west of South Kilworth Road.

e NK4 - Windfall Sites - small infill and redevelopment sites to be
supported within the existing built up area of the village.

¢ NK5 Housing and Other development sites outside of the
Village of North Kilworth - outside of the settlement boundary
“there will be a strong presumption against new housing”

South Kilworth Road applicants were encouraged to proceed with
their application, following a positive meeting, (which included being
shown detailed suggested layout and access designs) between their
agent and members of the Parish Council and the North Kilworth
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group.

25" November Parish Council meeting - minutes appear in January NK
Newsletter

Item 2 - Question time for Parishioners - a number of parishioners
attended to discuss the bequest and potential purchase of the land
adjacent to the Millennium Green by the PC. “There was strong feeling
by those present at the meeting that the bequest money should be used
in full to purchase the land and there is great disappointment that the
village have been advised that the land has been sold to a third party. It
was resolved that representatives of the Millennium Green would
approach the vendor to discuss”

Iltem 7 - “The NP is approaching completion.The map with HDC is
being finalised. There has been a slight set-back as one of the
proposed SHLAA sites was not shown on the map. Your Locale advised

that the site has been withdrawn from the plan as it is not deliverable in
the next 15-20 years. However, HDC has approved the site and it
should be included”

comfortable with this way
forward.

The Millennium Green was
deemed by many villagers
to be an ideal use of the
£50,000 bequest left by a
former resident of the
village. The PC had offered
10K for the land and been
outbid by a householder
who lived next to the land.

No one was clear what this
meant or what site it was -
but the word “slight” did not

signal any cause for
concern.

The site turned out to be
south of Station Road.

10th
December

South of Station Road site was reclassified by HDC based on the
developer’s traffic appraisal as immediately available and HDC changed
the SHLAA to this effect on 15" December 2015.

South Kilworth road developers were told by the Chair of the PC that
their land had been taken off SHLAA. When contacting HDC this was
not the case but Station Road had been brought forward suddenly.
HDC told them that both sites would be made equal in consideration.
However, this did not happen in practice. Station Road suddenly
replaced South Kilworth as preferred site.

Discussions also took place with Mr. Belgrave the landowner of Station
road to agree (at a substantially lower price than an alternative offer to
use the Kath Whelan legacy to purchase the Millennium Green in her

Why did this so suddenly
lead to the Parish Council
changing the
Neighbourhood plan to
promote the newly
reclassified site?
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memory and for the benefit of the village.

15" Parish Council hold a PC meeting on 15" December (reported in NK
December | News in February 2016 - this included an announcement that the E .
. . . . . xempt Business was an
2015 purchase of the Millennium Green was going forward item 7 and item 6 | .\ amera session
of the minutes “To approve amendments to the Neighbourhood Plan” (excluding public) of the PC
was “postponed until Part 2 of the meeting - Exempt Business” meeting to discuss the
Neighbourhood plan.
22™ 3" draft of the NK neighbourhood plan was produced and the January | Why didn't a summary of
January Newsletter carried the November Parish Council minutes mentioning the revised situation -and a
2016 that the Neighbourhood plan is approaching completion and one of the | fationale for switching from
proposed SHLAA sites previously withdrawn has now been approved South Kilworth Road to
’ Station Road get drafted for
. . . . . the NK news along the
January Parish Council meeting - minutes in March NK l}jlews refers to lines of the November
the consultation period having begun and open from 22" January until edition?
28" 4™ March. Hard copies of the draft plan are available. The next meeting | At this stage residents were
January of the Steering Group will take place on 3™ February. still unaware of the change
to the draft plan.
February There was an invitation letter printed in the NK News saying that the There still has been no
2016 draft plan was now available for comments to be made by 4™ March. It direct response as yetto
emerged - causing much shock and consternation that the site now the issues raised or specific
approved as preferred site in the plan was the one South of Station rSeSp.O”ses o the letters.
. . - . ection 7.2.2. that was the
road and now not just one but both fields were included stretching from subject of such great
the road to the bottom of Cranmer Lane. This provides for a site of ¢80 - | concern. Specific issues in
100 houses. letters submitted relating to
each piece of land - e.g.
There was a deadline for villagers to respond by 4™ March and 7 letters | with Station road relating to
plus a number of emails and a 130 signature petition were submitted by | the plan for the bridleway
this date against the south of Station road proposal section 7.2.2. (plus ?r]nedbdoeg;lseftgr\?virr];tro;ivsaggs
a further 35 signatures from people outside of the village). but still have not been
. addressed.
One resident commented - Those who took forward
It is extremely sad that having taken up the invitation to respond in a the petition and wrote
democratic way, this response has been seen by some in the parish letters have been labelled
council and steering committee as attacking and divisive. It is however | as trouble makers!
a straight forward lobby to stop the proposal in 7.2.2. We don’t Individual letters submitted
understand why there has been a move to rule out the South Kilworth as objections to the Parish
Rd site completely and instead allow two beautiful fields of medieval Council ahout soutth Station
. . . . S Road contained important
agrlcultur_al land to become |mmed_|ately avqllable for pundlng -a 4.2_ points relating to character,
hectare site that Harborough District Council has confirmed will provide | acquifer, nature reserve
space for at least 76 houses”. and medieval ridge and
furrow
18th These points were not
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February responded to by the Parish
2016 Leicester Mercury ran an article about the Fire that destroyed a barn at | Council and the detailed
the end of Cranmer lane which stood on part of the originally proposed | character and
South of Station road site link to village via the bogs and proposed environmental
. s considerations raised have
children’s play area. not been reflected in the
Neighbourhood Plan.
22" March | A Steering group meeting on 22" March and Parish Council meeting on | At last there was an
2016 24" March led to a plan to arrange for a public meeting to take place on | upcoming opportunity in
13" May with HDC, Gary Kirk and 2 Developers presenting in 30 minute | May for residents and
slots plus a limited time for villagers to then have a Q&A session. This others from across the
. village who were against
wou]d be foIIo.wed by an elect(_)ral roll bage_d ballot t.he following wee!< the South of Station road
“voting on a single preferred site or both jointly subject to our allocation | sjte to speak out and put
up to 2031. Voting for neither will not be presented as an option”. their case to the rest of the
Interested and concerned residents have been asking for more time for | village.
the village voice to be heard at this meeting but if this is not possible. A | Sadly this did not work out
village group considered calling a separate meeting in advance of 13" as planned.
May in order for villagers as a whole to have the opportunity to catch up
with what has been happening and be fully informed of the issues and
facts so that everyone is at a similar point of understanding and better
prepared on 13" May.
As a concession the Parish Council agreed to a representative from
Elmcroft Road to have sufficient time to speak on behalf of a large
number of residents. A group of residents gathered to help prepare a
short presentation.
April 2016 | A flyer appeared in the Swift Flash asking for an indication from
villagers of For or Against relating to the South Kilworth Road site
issued by Mr and Mrs Howkins. Voting took place with a sealed ballot
box for the South Kilworth road site. The results were 60 votes FOR
and 6 AGAINST
May 2016 | 125 people attended the village hall meeting on 13™ May. This meeting the only “well

The speaker representing residents in EImcroft Road against the
Station Road development had received prior permission to have a bit
longer than the 3 minutes to speak on behalf of a number of residents.
This had been agreed by the PC - but no mention was made of this
“concession” when he was introduced - and after 2 minutes he was
rudely heckled by 2-3 people who were against the South Kilworth road
site and he was told he had his time. He was stopped in his tracks and
unable to put the case properly on behalf of EImcroft road residents and
other supporters in the village.

At this meeting Mr. Pointer (HDC Policy planning team) emphasised
that the Neighbourhood plan would carry some weight once submitted

attended” one of the whole
process whilst helpful as an
update and information
giving session at the end
veered towards an attempt
to get a show of hands
mandate for south Station
road as a the preferred site
when this did not represent
the overall tenor of
discussion.

There was also a strong
message of the need for
concensus as the NP
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16" May

18" May

“You need to undertake the process as swiftly as possible now - and the
sooner the District Council has even a draft plan before it - it becomes a
material consideration”.

Mr. Pointer also said (captured verbatim but not all recorded in the
minutes”:

“When we look at our plans we take into account what has been
committed already and our planning period is 2011 to 2031. So we have
to take into account what has been committed and built. To date - well
actually at September 2015 - we had 32 dwellings having consent or
completed - majority on Gandy’s site - quite a substantial amount of
development so far.

The rest of the housing growth for NK is likely to be in the same order”.

“You do have to think about the future. Other parishes have looked at
the District plan and future proofed their plans”.

“We are also updating our 5 year supply assessment and the District
Council is doing quite well at achieving this - we have 4.5 years supply”

Francis Jackson homes presented their plan for Station road - but
people were keen to make comparisons with the other site.

A comment was made by the facilitator that representatives from South
Kilworth road had decided not to come to the meeting. This was
corrected by a resident on the basis that out of the three dates offered
they had indicated this date was not possible for the owners or their
agent.

Individuals did subsequently try to speak at this meeting - but there was
no opportunity for a connecting discussion that would lead towards a
joined up solution - just a series of individual questions and comments.
Advice about including the first choice Pincet Lane in the mix and for
voting purposes was requested and Mr. Pointer HDC clarified that it
could be included but with an elderly owner (90) there was no
guarantee that it could come forward.

Inspite of many people proposing viable alternative ways to address the
housing allocation, there was still an attempt to conclude with a show of
hands with the Parish Councillor (facilitating) suggesting a vote for
Station road as the preferred site. Fortunately this was not responded to
by the audience.

16" May - A notice was circulated announcing ballot voting for future
proofing the allocation by 20% (discussed at the meeting) and offering 3
options: Option 1. No site specified Option 2. Station road up to 40
houses, Option 3. Partial development of 20 houses on Station Road

needed to be submitted
within the next month for it
to be a material
consideration.

All voting options in the first
draft ballot were all
weighted in favour of South
Station road getting
approval - so there was no
option to exclude this
choice.

We were told at this
meeting (see recorded
minutes) that “the owner
was not willing to sell”.

As a result of contact being
made by a resident before
the ballot it became evident
that the elderly owner of
the favoured Pincet Lane
site had actually died a
year ago (June 2015) and
that his family were willing
to proceed with sale of a
portion of the land.

A parishioner had formally
requested by letter for the
Neighbourhood plan to be
on the Assembly agenda
(this meeting is technically
supposed to be village led)
but it was not included - so
no collective discussion
could take place on key
(non land allocation) NP
elements.
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and 20 on South Kilworth road

Annual Parish Council meeting/Assembly co-opted two replacement
councillors who along with the all but one of the PC live in the historic
centre of the village not so directly impacted by the larger site based
land allocation issues.

At this meeting some villagers raised very briefly in questions the need
for more consideration of parking issues in the NP and the need for
greater protection of the acquifer and springs plus a recognition and
rejuvination of the Wash pit, spinney, copse and pathways.

June 2016 | 10" June Ballot The terms of the ballot
The ballot paper offered 4 boxes and an additional question. were changed at the last
The whole scoring process seemed to the majority of residents to be minute - Pincet Lane was
rather complicated. added as another option
Many people were confused about completing the form. An advance plus an additional question

. ' about site size was
request was made by a resident to the PC clerk to put a clear introduced.
instruction up in the Village hall about the need to put a rank order The requirement for
number against each of the 4 option boxes. People were unclear about | numbering all four boxes
the consequences of only putting 1 and 2 and leaving the other boxes was somewhat ambiguous.
blank. It was later explained that blank boxes would be the worst option | 10% of voters got it wrong
indicating a preference (not a disregard) for those sites. Basically, the | DY leaving blanks.
way the boxes are counted as votes were put in rank order with the The reaction to this led to
. . - . the employment by the PC
lowest points (or no points) emerging as first preference. The votes for of “an independent”
Pincet Lane were once again significantly convincing. mathematician to calibrate
the results.
This ballot added a question about whether people wanted sites to be
above or below 20. The result was 69 saying Yes to “not greater than
20" and 52 No.

July 2016 10™ July - Gary Kirk put forward a paper from a resident relating to how
a “Sharing the vision” participative large scale meeting could be
designed and arranged to heal divisions and allow a cross section of
residents come together to co-create a shared vision. The details of
how this can work in practical terms were also shared by the resident
with a Parish Councillor.

Parish Council meeting was brought forward from its usual monthly slot
to 14™ July. This was not advertised and so at a critical point in the
process public consultation and attendance was further limited. Meeting
minutes make no reference to above paper having been discussed.
Francis Jackson put forward their plan for Station Road site on the HDC
Planning portal and received significant volume of objections(22)
August There was no PC meeting this month. With regard to Highways -.
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2016 The developer was given
31 August 2016 Highways Agency added a response to the Station Road the opportunity to resubmit
planning portal as follows a speed survey that they
When responding to the, albeit larger, site as part of the SHLAA the CHA organised and paid for
commented that:- themselves.

‘Access from the A4304 would be contrary to policy IN5 of the 6C's Design Guide. Cranmer In October/November a
Lane is also unlikely to be appropriate to deal with an increase in traffic. North Kilworth is not | survey was undertaken by
considered to be a sustainable location in transport terms and would rely heavily on car their own agent showing
travel. This site is therefore unlikely to be acceptable t? the Highway Authority.’ ) much reduced speeds.
“The CHA have recorded speeds of 43/45mph in and around the location of the
proposed access; however these are dated 2000, so in order to judge if the Residents have enquired
access WOUld be contrary to IN5 we would need up-to-date speed surveys from about commissioning an
the Applicant/Agent”. independent study to
challenge or validate this
In August, 20 questions were submitted by 20 villagers to the drop in historically recorded
September edition of the North Kilworth newsletter out of frustration at speeds for this segment of
delays and desperation for some answers about what was happening road but were told by HDC
on key Neighbourhood planning and related issues. The newsletter not to waste their money.
editors, funded by the Parish Council, were asked not to publish until
answers could be given to these questions in the October edition.

September | A resident writes a letter in the NK news asking the Parish Council to Why does the system allow

2016 put forward comments to HDC and insist on a holding position on the for reissue of planning
Station road application prior to the Neighbourhood plan being agreed - | @pplications that contained
in line with similar holding action taken previously by PC on the South no material changes
Kilworth road planning application without notifying objectors

: that if they are still not
satisfied they need to
Francis Jackson reissue their planning application and residents find resubmit their objections?
out - luckily through word of mouth - that our previous objections are no
longer valid and will need to be resubmitted on the new application.
There was no official communication or support on this from HDC or the
Parish Council. A resident spent their own money on printing and
passing round a leaflet to let people know about the need to resubmit
objections.
The Parish Council were approached once again via emails and letter
to ask if they would be submitting an objection/holding position on
Station road subject to the Neighbourhood plan being signed off.
October 20 questions were printed and answered in full but positioned with a Itis hoped that the PC will
2016 public rebuke in the NK news about people not being prepared to reflect on the reasons for

submit their names with these questions. Sadly, there has not been an
open forum opportunity for questions to be raised safely and effectively
on a collective basis to put rumours to bed and gain greater awareness
of the latest developments. The 20 questions document was designed

for people to “speak their concerns” and allow the PC to help to diffuse
tensions based on misunderstandings and unhelpful “gossip”.

people being reluctant to
give their names for fear of
reprisals. The one person
who submitted the 20
guestions article was
visited at home and told
that people (unnamed)
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Parish Council meetings allow individuals to raise brief questions but
due to packed agendas these matters are rarely discussed in any detalil
and may not be answered directly at the time.

3" October 2016 is the date the NK NP submission version was
received by HDC subject to a validation check prior to consultation

Francis Jackson satisfy the Highways Agency by their consultants
conducting a speed survey returning much lower than previously
recorded speeds on the A4304. There was no evidence of a digital
cross road speed counter having been installed for up to 7 days as
would have been expected. The only recent speed survey in that
section of road was conducted on one day by a visible mobile police
speed camera unit.

were talking to solicitors
and considering legal
action.

PC finally place a request
with HDC for the Station
Road site to also be put on
hold pending the outcome
of the NP process.

With the submission of the
NP more documents
relating to past meetings
other than the PC meetings
appear on the NK website.

November
2016

10™ November - there was a public notification by letter from HDC of
commencement of the NP consultation period up to 22" December.
Villagers including directly interested parties discovered, via a letter in
the NK news, that “the land adjacent to the Village HALL (known as the
Millennium Green) is now subject to a higher offer” this is nearly a year
after the original offer had been accepted! This land is owned by Mr.
Belgrave landowner for South Station road site. A further proposal
suggested “a continued approach to Mr. Belgrave for the farmyard land
at the end of Spring Lane and that it come under the management of
the Millennium Green charity in perpetuity. Mr. Belgrave has tried for
planning and failed”. This is with reference to the area next to the
second field on South Station road site. “Itis a damp area full of
springs. Village ownership would go part way to assuaging the fears of
Elmcroft residents with regard to encroachment of housing from the
South. Finally it would form a potential role for a new bridleway from
Elmcroft into the conservation area en route to the school”

There is some confusion
about this land
arrangement. The NP P27
outlines detail about a
footpath, bridlepath and
extension to the bogs
which was not supported
by those who objected to
the South Station Road
development. People are
not aware of Mr. Belgrave’s
planning having failed - it is
understood that the first
field has just been put
forward separately to
facilitate easier progress of
the planning application for
the first 22 houses.

December
2016

6" December - 6 residents attended the Planning Committee meeting -
most objectors having given up or were attending the Village School
play. The District Councillor for NK and Parish Council members were
unable to attend. 3 people spoke their 3 minutes against the proposal
but no questions were asked and no discussion took place. It went
straight to proposer and seconder for approval.

16™ December one resident attended Sir Edward Garnier's surgery to
raise the concern that there has been insufficient consideration or
scrutiny applied to the road safety and access issues by HDC and it
appears that the current pressure on housing targets is pushing HDC
and Highways to cut corners. Our MP, who has recently received a
number of letters from NK residents also agreed to make enquiries with

The Parish Council have
been asked to
communicate something
urgently to the village about
the latest position and have
compiled a statement in
response to this meeting
which will appear in the
January Newsletter.
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Highways and talk to HDC about timings and pressure on certain
villages when there could be an option to spread the allocation more
widely. The main problem the area faces is land banking where it
seems that numbers could be met if developers were not sitting on
large amounts of already approved land.

Leicestershire
County Council

Leicestershire County Council is supportive of the Neighbourhood plan process. Due to the current
resources available, we are only able to provide general comments at this stage:-

Highways

General Comments

The County Council recognises that residents may have concerns about traffic conditions in their local area,
which they feel may be exacerbated by increased traffic due to population, economic and development
growth.

Like very many local authorities, the County Council’s budgets are under severe pressure. It must therefore
prioritise where it focuses its reducing resources and increasingly limited funds. In practice, this means that
the County Highway Authority (CHA), in general, prioritises its resources on measures that deliver the
greatest benefit to Leicestershire’s residents, businesses and road users in terms of road safety, network
management and maintenance. Given this, it is likely that highway measures associated with any new
development would need to be fully funded from third party funding, such as via Section 278 or 106 (S106)
developer contributions. I should emphasise that the CHA is generally no longer in a position to accept any
financial risk relating to/make good any possible shortfall in developer funding.

To be eligible for S106 contributions proposals must fulfil various legal criteria. Measures must also directly
mitigate the impact of the development e.g. they should ensure that the development does not make the
existing highway conditions any worse if considered to have a severe residual impact. They cannot
unfortunately be sought to address existing problems.

Where potential S106 measures would require future maintenance, which would be paid for from the County
Council’s funds, the measures would also need to be assessed against the County Council’s other priorities
and as such may not be maintained by the County Council or will require maintenance funding to be provide
as a commuted sum.

With regard to public transport, securing S106 contributions for public transport services will normally focus
on larger developments, where there is a more realistic prospect of services being commercially viable once
the contributions have stopped i.e. they would be able to operate without being supported from public
funding.

The current financial climate means that the CHA has extremely limited funding available to undertake minor
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highway improvements. Where there may be the prospect of third party funding to deliver a scheme, the
County Council will still normally expect the scheme to comply with prevailing relevant national and local
policies and guidance, both in terms of its justification and its design; the Council will also expect future
maintenance costs to be covered by the third party funding. Where any measures are proposed that would
affect speed limits, on-street parking restrictions or other Traffic Regulation Orders (be that to address
existing problems or in connection with a development proposal), their implementation would be subject to
available resources, the availability of full funding and the satisfactory completion of all necessary Statutory
Procedures.

Flood Risk Management

The County Council are fully aware of flooding that has occurred within Leicestershire and its impact on
residential properties resulting in concerns relating to new developments. LCC in our role as the Lead Local
Flood Authority (LLFA) undertake investigations into flooding, review consent applications to undertake
works on ordinary watercourses and carry out enforcement where lack of maintenance or unconsented
works has resulted in a flood risk. In April 2015 the LLFA also became a statutory consultee on major
planning applications in relation to surface water drainage and have a duty to review planning applications to
ensure that the onsite drainage systems are designed in accordance with current legislation and guidance.
The LLFA also ensures that flood risk to the site is accounted for when designing a drainage solution.

The LLFA is not able to:

J Prevent development where development sites are at low risk of flooding or can demonstrate
appropriate flood risk mitigation.

. Use existing flood risk to adjacent land to prevent development.

. Require development to resolve existing flood risk.

When considering flood risk within the development of a neighbourhood plan, the LLFA would recommend
consideration of the following points:

J Locating development outside of river (fluvial) flood risk (Flood Map for Planning (Rivers and Sea)).

J Locating development outside of surface water (pluvial) flood risk (Risk of Flooding from Surface
Water map).

J Locating development outside of any groundwater flood risk by considering any local knowledge of
groundwater flooding.

J How potential SuDS features may be incorporated into the development to enhance the local amenity,
water quality and biodiversity of the site as well as manage surface water runoff.

. Watercourses and land drainage should be protected within new developments to prevent an

increase in flood risk.

All development will be required to restrict the discharge and retain surface water on site in line with current
government policies. This should be undertaken through the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS).
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Appropriate space allocation for SuDS features should be included within development sites when
considering the housing density to ensure that the potential site will not limit the ability for good SuDS
design to be carried out. Consideration should also be given to blue green corridors and how they could be
used to improve the bio-diversity and amenity of new developments, including benefits to surrounding areas.

Often ordinary watercourses and land drainage features (including streams, culverts and ditches) form part
of development sites. The LLFA recommend that existing watercourses and land drainage (including
watercourses that form the site boundary) are retained as open features along their original flow path, and
are retained in public open space to ensure that access for maintenance can be achieved. This should also
be considered when looking at housing densities within the plan to ensure that these features can be
retained.

LCCin our role as LLFA will object to anything contrary to LCC policies.

For further information it is suggested reference is made to the National Planning Policy Framework (March
2012), Sustainable drainage systems: Written statement - HCWS161 (December 2014) and the Planning
Practice Guidance webpage.

Planning

Developer Contributions

If there is no specific policy on Section 106 developer contributions/planning obligations within the draft
Neighbourhood Plan, it would be prudent to consider the inclusion of a developer contributions/planning
obligations policy, along similar lines to those shown in your draft North Kilworth NP and the draft Great
Glen NP albeit adapted to the circumstances of your community. This would in general be consistent with
the relevant District Council’s local plan or its policy on planning obligations in order to mitigate the impacts
of new development and enable appropriate local infrastructure and service provision in accordance with
the relevant legislation and regulations, where applicable.
www.leicestershirecommunities.org.uk/uploads/draft-plan-18.pdf
www.leicestershirecommunities.org.uk/uploads/draft-plan-13.pdf

Mineral & Waste Planning

The County Council is the Minerals and Waste Planning Authority; this means the council prepares the
planning policy for minerals and waste development and also makes decisions on mineral and waste
development.

Although neighbourhood plans cannot include policies that cover minerals and waste development, it may
be the case that your neighbourhood contains an existing or planned minerals or waste site. The County
Council can provide information on these operations or any future development planned for your
neighbourhood.
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You should also be aware of Mineral Consultation Areas, contained within the adopted Minerals Local Plan
and Mineral and Waste Safeguarding proposed in the new Leicestershire Minerals and Waste Plan. These
proposed safeguarding areas and existing Mineral Consultation Areas are there to ensure that non-waste
and non-minerals development takes place in a way that does not negatively affect mineral resources or
waste operations. The County Council can provide guidance on this if your neighbourhood plan is allocating
development in these areas or if any proposed neighbourhood plan policies may impact on minerals and
waste provision.

Education

Whereby housing allocations or preferred housing developments form part of a Neighbourhood Plan the
Local Authority will look to the availability of school places within a two mile (primary) and three mile
(secondary) distance from the development. If there are not sufficient places then a claim for Section 106
funding will be requested to provide those places.

It is recognised that it may not always be possible or appropriate to extend a local school to meet the needs
of a development, or the size of a development would yield a new school. However, in the changing
educational landscape, the Council retains a statutory duty to ensure that sufficient places are available in
good schools within its area, for every child of school age whose parents wish them to have one.

Property
Strategic Property Services
No comment at this time.

Adult Social Care

Suggest reference is made to recognising a significant growth in the older population and look for
developments to include bungalows etc of differing tenures. This would be in line with the draft Adult Social
Care Accommodation Strategy for older people which promotes that people should plan ahead for their later
life, including considering downsizing, but recognising that people’s choices are often limited by the lack of
suitable local options.

Environment
No comment at this time.

Communities

Consideration of community facilities in the draft Plan would be welcomed. We would suggest where
possible to include a review of community facilities, groups and allotments and their importance with your
community. Consideration could also be given to policies that seek to protect and retain these existing
facilities more generally, support the independent development of new facilities and relate to the protection
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of Assets of Community Value and provide support for any existing or future designations.
The identification of potential community projects that could be progressed would be a positive initiative.

Economic Development
We would recommend including economic development aspirations with your Plan, outlining what the
community currently values and whether they are open to new development of small businesses etc.

Superfast Broadband

High speed broadband is critical for businesses and for access to services, many of which are now online by
default. Having a superfast broadband connection is no longer merely desirable, but is an essential
requirement in ordinary daily life.

All new developments (including community facilities) should have access to superfast broadband (of at
least 30Mbps) Developers should take active steps to incorporate superfast broadband at the pre-planning
phase and should engage with telecoms providers to ensure superfast broadband is available as soon as
build on the development is complete.

Economic Development
We would recommend including economic development aspirations with your Plan, outlining what the
community currently values and whether they are open to new development of small businesses etc.

Superfast Broadband

High speed broadband is critical for businesses and for access to services, many of which are now online by
default. Having a superfast broadband connection is no longer merely desirable, but is an essential
requirement in ordinary daily life.

All new developments (including community facilities) should have access to superfast broadband (of at
least 30Mbps) Developers should take active steps to incorporate superfast broadband at the pre-planning
phase and should engage with telecoms providers to ensure superfast broadband is available as soon as
build on the development is complete.

NK14 or NK30 - Suggest including that broadband is a requirement for any new development and that
developers are required to put in the infrastructure within smaller developments. By doing this it will ensure
that housing is more desirable to buyers, leading to quicker sales, whilst ensuring essential services are
available for residents.

Along similar lines as Houghton-on-the-Hill’s Draft Plan broadband policy:-
www.leicestershirecommunities.org.uk/uploads/draft-plan-9.pdf
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Resident

HOW THE PLAN WAS PREPARED

During 2015 the SHLAA categorised land on station Road as only being developable if highways
Constraints could be addressed. The land on South Kilworth Road was categorised as developable in 0-5
years and highlighted no highways constraints.

The Statement of Consultation dated September 2016 which forms part of the NP submission fails to
include the events between March 2015 and May 2016 which turned the previous "preferred location for
housing" upside down and introduced a new "preferred site" (just 1 hour before the date of the village
ballot on 18th May 2016 which was hurriedly cancelled) on Pincet Lane which was not at that point, to the
best of our knowledge, even included on the SHLAA. ** With regard to consultation with residents during
that period, it also does not include reference to the written wishes of a large selection of residents,
COMPRISING 130 SIGNATURES against development on the second of the original 2 sites, i.e. station Road.
Furthermore, the owner of the original "preferred site" on South Kilworth Road (as documented in the North
Kilworth Parish Council Minutes dated 18th May 2015, copy attached **) was not kept informed of this
sudden shift of preference and had therefore already, given the tacit approval of the Parish Council,
employed an architect to draw up sensitive designs, (based upon the information and guidance in the 2nd
Draft of the Neighbourhood Plan), which were shared with the NP Steering Group/Parish Council at an
evening meeting in November/December 2015 and had gained their general approval. The landowners of
South Kilworth Road were surprised to learn third hand and verbally only that their site had been replaced
and were left to find out why by contacting firstly the Parish Council and then the Planning Department of
Harborough District Council. Furthermore, the landowners were subsequently invited to a village meeting
arranged by the Parish Council/NP steering Group, alongside developers of Station Road/Elmcroft Road
site. At that point the Pincet Lane site was not even considered either suitable or deliverable. The Parish
Council/NP Steering Group were advised in writing by the South Kilworth Road landowners' agent that
regrettably neither were able to attend due to pre-arranged holidays and was there another date possible.
No alternative date was provided and the meeting went ahead, with only the Station Road's developer
present, on a date which could not be accommodated due to the reasons given. Given the importance of
such ameeting it is felt that an alternative date could and should have been offered and sensitive
arrangements made to avoid any type of conflict of interests by any of the parties involved.

POLICY NK2 HOUSING PROVISION 7.2.2
See comments above

DESIGN SIGNAGE
As business owners of a village business which has been in existence for over 80 years as a petrol filling
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station, we were not consulted on why "internally illuminated signs of any type are unacceptable”. In our
case they are, in fact a requirement and as such we should have been consulted and given reasons, or the
words "....except those currently in existence" being inserted into the policy. To deem it unacceptable to
advertise a petrol station price during the hours of

darkness when they are open and trading would discourage customers resulting in a drop in sales and
risking tipping the business into being unviable. This leads to the following point:-

EMPLOYMENT -POLICY NK14 AND NK15

It is a business owner's human right, based upon sound business judgement and economics, to make
decisions on whether their land or business would be more advantageously utilised by re- developing it
into an alternative use, be that business or residential orientated. It is completely unjust to require a
business owner to justify that it..... " is not viable for employment uses and has been marketed for at least.
ayear". We voiced our concern to Your Locale, on these policies in both the 1st and 2nd Drafts and asked
for the condition to be removed. It has not been removed in the final version. We call into question what
right the Neighbourhood Plan has to expect or force a small, family owned rural business to continue or to
be placed on the market for a whole year in a loss-making situation if and when the time comes whereby it
becomes unviable due to market conditions over which they have no control. We question how the
inclusion of such a condition can be legally and reasonably enforceable. Please refer to the Statement of
Basic Conditions accompanying the North Kilworth Neighbourhood Plan submission, page 14 paragraph 1.

PAGE 9 TIMELINE

The Village Public Meeting of 13th May 2016 was a very unsettled meeting. ** The voting system, and the
analysis of same apparently did not meet with the approval of a large selection of those present, although
we were not there. A subsequent unpleasant rift has developed within this previously amicable and
peaceful village and therefore it is doubtable whether the North Kilworth Neighbourhood Plan as submitted
complies with the legal requirements for (a) proper consultation with and (b) respecting the reasonable
requests and wishes of both residents, landowners and business proprietors within the village. It is
appreciated that you cannot please all of the people all of the time, but for a rift such as this to result is
regrettable, not in the best overall interests of the village and needs addressing by someone independent.

GENERAL COMMENTS REGARDING HOUSING

The original proposal to build a small sensitive development on the land on South Kilworth Road offered
the reassurance that no huge housing estate would be built, by the very virtue of its position and
surroundings. It would remain small enough not to enlarge the village by an unacceptable amount and has
no potential nor intention to be extended either sideways or backwards. Furthermore, as stated in the
SHLAA, itis close to all of the village amenities and is served by existing pedestrian access to both the
school, the sports club, the all weather facilities, the Church, the village hall and the golf club, as well as
already having a convenient bus stop adjacent. As the general wishes of the village are, understandably, to
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avoid too much additional housing in the village as a result of small developments becoming larger ones,
we are at a loss to know why the South Kilworth Road site has been relegated in favour of sites with more
potential to extend and which are further away from the centre of the village, thus entailing a constant battle
to dodge the traffic on the busy A4304 and Pincet Lane itself. Views have been put forward by many as to
the disadvantages and safety concerns of residents having to cross the busy and HGV congested main
A4304 to access village facilities. Therefore, we wish to question the reasoning behind and substantiation
of those reasons for the Neighbourhood Plan's preferred and promoted site on Pincet Lane/A4304 land for
development.

It is for all of these reasons that we are seeking independent advice.
** = supporting documents attached

January 2017




Minutes of the North Kilworth Parish Council Nejghba d Plan Steering
Group Mesting, Church Rooms, Monday 18 I @

in sttondanco B
Peter Lawrence NKPC
Peter Jones NKPC

Chris Knight NKPC
Katherine Clarke, Parish Clerk
Gary Kirk YourLocale

1. Weleames and apologies

All were present,

2. Declarations of interest

There ware none.

3. Action points from the mesting heid on 12 Fobruary 2015

nmwmamwmmumwmnwms
hed been taken forward.

nmagraedmmwwdemmdupbdmewuwuhbeinwpm
mmewmdmd%whﬁseMmMM&m

Page 14 — doors can be 2 wooden panelied ‘appesrance’
Page 21 the bullet point ‘White Lion Public House' should be changed to ‘White Lion
Public House complex’.

nmmdmhreﬁnmwwaznouskinmmhviendeumy
mbtﬂm«wﬂﬁmnmbsdlmadewbpmsnsite.ﬂdswﬂlbesijb
mbwlnSmT}emadjamwmmmsunershfor
hmtgdevebpmmtandeetyayaedtommhndmbdbwssmeseab
of proposed development (Subsequently amanged for Jme),‘ﬂg;%ﬂ*n)

effordable houses s the least favoured option.

4. To discuss and agroe $he consullstion anslysis from 20 Marsh 2018

The eonsultation analysis was discussed and the consultation responses were
considered in detail. The response to each query is recorded in the document ‘North
mmmmm-mwmmmmmw
fo take the comments into account where necessary.

mmﬁbm@wmmwm“mmg
/6,4‘(? 3, To sonfirm amangements for finalising the green spaco dasignations;

AsuvhivmmdfmsmdayﬁmmAMMTmmd
10:00 am. Congregate outside the White Lion pub.

6. Any other business
None
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13" May 2016

Notes from the Public Meeting held on 13™ May@at 6.30pm
Belgrave Village Hall, North Kilworth

Attendees: Stephen O’Hara (ParishCouncillor / Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group)
John Green (Parish Councillor / Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group)
Stephen Bettles {Parish Councillor)
Stephen Sandercock {Parish Councillor)
Peter Jones {Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group)
Katherine Clarke {Parish Clerk}
Gary Kirk {(Managing Director, Your Locale)
Stephen Pointer (Strategic Planning and Housing Manager, HDC)
Members of the public

The meeting was chaired by Councilior Stephen O'Hara.

Abbreviations: Harborough District Council (HDC)
Leicestershire City Councif (LCC)
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)
Neighbourhood Plan (NP)

1. INTRODUCTION - Councilior Stephen O'Hara

The implementation of a NP for North Kilworth has been in process for two years. The consultation
period for the draft plan generated a vast amount of feedback regarding the development sites. North
Kilworth has 2 Parish Plan and the NP is the evolution of this document to meet current guidelines.
There is no conflict of interest from the Parish Councll, the Parish Council want to implement the NP
to safeguard the future of the village. There has to be development in the village, the alternative to
the NP is not no development. The NP should dictate how development should evolve. The NP will
be valid until 2031, we need to think of the long-term. The Parish Council will try to get options form
this meeting to incorporate into a ballot and ultimately feed into the revised draft.

. 2. YOUR LOCALE - Gary Kirk

Your Locale were appointed two and a half years ago to support the Parish Council in the
implementation of a NP. It is pleasing to see so many people attend this meeting, it is a shame that 2
negative point has given rise to the meeting but the cutcome of the meseting should have a positive
impact an the final plan.

In its simplast form a NP is the transfer of power from the Local Authority to the Parish. It is an
opportunity for planning policies to be shaped specifically to North Kilworth. It is not just housing
policy but heritage, environment, employment and transport. The NP when finally made will sit
against HDC's Local Plan, The NP has to conform to strategic policies and the existing Core Strategy.
The NP cannot propose a target for housing which is less than the requirement stated by the district
council. HDC will previde 2 minimum housing requirement that North Kilworth will hava to meet. At
present, HDC is reassessing and updating housing requirement numbers, it is understood that the
requirement for North Kitworth could range between 17 and 31. it is a good idea to try and future
proof by accepting a higher number than required in case housing need increases. North Kilworth is

1]
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at 2 eritical point in the development of the NP, to move forward and avoid rejection at referendum,
some form of consensus needs to be achieved. The implicatidn of no plan does not mean no
development, it means no control over development.

QUEs

3. HARBOURGH DISTRICT COUNCIL - Steven Pointer

At present, there are 20 iocalities undertaking neighbourhood plans in the Harboraugh District. 3
localities in the district have had their NP adopted. HOC welcome the work done by North Kilworth
to date to prepare their NP. The Local Plan is at the stage of rationalising options, in the previous Core
Strategy most development was committed to Market Harborough, now other options are being
explored for the future. Mest people are supportive of a focused approach to development in the
district plan settlement hierarchy. Nerth Kilworth is classed as a Selected Rural Village in the Core
Strategy. The current planning period is 2011 — 2031, As at September 2015, 32 dwellings are
reported as consented or completed in North Kilworth. The rate of future growth is likely to be similar.
A new assessment of housing needs is taking place and there is a probabllity of between 30 - 40
dwellings required. It is important to note, the number is a starting point, things can change, and
other parishes have looked at the possible district requirement and increased it.

The purpose of SHLAA is to identify potential development sites. it is 2 fairly high level assessment to
find out if the proposed site is physically capable of undertaking development. It was di d in the

" 2015 SHULAA that the site to the south of Station Road was not deliverable due to access issues. The
site owner appealed the decision with further information regarding the site, the informaticn
submitted to LCC was accepted as sufficient and the site deemed as deliverable. The final SHLAA has
not yet been published but has been shared with the NP Steering Group. There are sites that are at
this time considered undeliverable. The South Kilworth Road site is viewed as a possible 22 site
capacity and the Station Road site as a possible 70-80 site capacity. It is important that these figures
are viewed as a starting point for consideration.

2]
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4. POSSIBLE SITES - Councillor Stephen O'Hara:

The sites currently being discussed are South Kilworth Road and Station Road. A further option is to
decide on no site at all. 1tis not mandatory to allocate sites, planning criteria could be set but no site
named. This sets a benchmark for development but doesn’t designate sites, ultimately pushing the
responsibility to HDC and market forces.

NP s

cking

COMMENT: Mick Vincent [Parishioner)~ Standir
with scale d o]
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for an entrance to a development. !f Station Road site goes ahead it will keep developing / evolving.
If the village is not careful housing development will continue to gfbw,

COMMENT: Gill Malkin (Parishioner) — isn't it clear that the development would have to be split
acrass the proposed sites.

COMMENT: PaulJoh {Francis Jackgon) - LCC approved the report deeming Station Road suitable
for a site entrance:

COMMENT: Gaye Duncombe (Parishioner) ~ Concerns regarding traffic spesds of up to 100mph
reported on Station Road.

COMMENT: Chris Knight {Parishioner) - The marina development wili bring traffic calming measures.

COMMENT: tan Duncombe (Parishioner) — Tried te implement speed controls around marina but
HDC has stated that it does not want to slow traffic,

€Ol NT: R y Gandy (Parishi ) = On the former Gandy site there are six hcusing
association houses and a number of large, private devalopments. The village neads to ensure smaller
housing is developed. Everything needs to be in place to ensure HDC do not get out of what they
agree.

COMMENT: Gary Kirk (Your Locale) — The need for @ mix of housing Is recognised, the NP can
influence what is provided.

COMMENT: Norman Byrd {Parishioner) - The village shouid embrace the opportunity for decisions
rather than oppose it. This is @ big opportunity to express reped for a pedestrian crossing esc, The
Station Road site is not a satellite site. Is there any scope for future development an the allotment
site?

COMMENT: Colin Haynes (Parishioner) — The Station Road site would be a sateliite site, the South

Kilworth Road sire would be central.

QUESTION

w

COMMENT: Stephen Sandercock {Parish Councillor) - The two main sites are at opposite ends of the
village, both sites could grow and grow. it seems ludicrous land is idle when development can take
place. Until we get something in place the goalposts can be moved.

COMMENT: Grzham Sidorowicz (Parishioner) — As the village grows facilities need to add valua in
line with neads. How do we negotiate with the developers?

4]
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COMMENT: Rosemary Gandy {Parishioner} — Station Road access is ok, there is one private residence
that is going to access from this point. -

COMMENT: John Poole {Parishioner} — Main concern is access onthe main road. A roundabout would
cause more problems. A development of 80 houses would eventuzlly need a by-pass.

5. CONCLUSION = Councillor Stephen O'Hara:

CURRENT HOUSING REQUIREMENT: 17-31

COULD BE REVISED TO: 30-40

Need buffer on top of these numbers to future proofthe NP.

The proposed ballot will need to decide if development is to be proposed at:

1. South Kilworth Road site

2. Station Road site

3. Shared between the two sites

4. Mo site is designated in the NP

Details of the ballot and the voting options will be released as soon as possible.

Councillor O’Hara thanked Gary Kirk and Stephen Pointer for their time and thanked all present for
attending and their contributions to the meeting.

The meeting closed at 2.00pm.
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KEEPING YOU INEFORMED

. . - |
Our Parish Council Meeting of the 25th April 2016  (bitiad Jas,
S ——— L g ——

1. TO RECENE AN UPDATE umt:::'n the High Strest has smmmuy rear extension  wall spread that the sessions

ON THE PARI!

CASUAL VACANCES

Clir Sandercock advised the
meeting that sinca the last
meeting Clir Lswranca and

Clearance of footpath from
Wash Pit Lane tp the Golf
Club ~ The Parich Councl ie
sﬂwelmgiura responsa

Clir Knight have both rasigned  from LCC

from the PaMlCounulmv-
ing two cas: cancios. Clir
Smdemodﬂhankud Clr Law-
rence and Clir Knight on ba-
half of the Parish Council for
umrmdwmkwhe

ra they have held office,
Ihuywnllboﬁ:beaadlymlesed

no call for election, therefare,
the Parigh Council is abe to
co-opt two new councillors. At
prasent only one expression of
interest has beon recaived,
from John Green.  Ciir O'Hara

John Green ac CDum:IIor and

thmrwblcaﬁnndahs
= The newsletter have advised
that the reason the currant cut
-off times are used is to get
the Church information out in
time. Tha Clerik vl continue
to kaise with the newslstter
ediors to ry and reach a selu-

A Parishicner expressed con-
cem about the high kevels of
raserves hald by the Parish
Council. The Parish Councii
edvisad that the funds zre in
reserve to halp with the pur-
chass of the land adjacant to
the Millennium Green, possi-

John The pti
of a second coundilor will be
postponed untd the Annual

e speeding
the Parish Council. Once a
batch of data has been collect-
ed the Clerk will distribute it to
the relevent parties. ltwas
2150 noted thet the speed

biy toa
crossing and te ensure com-
pwmmm Neighbourhood

Parshmas raised the issue

trees (fell) — 24 Elmeroft
Road - RESOLVED: The
Parish Council supports the
appacation.

5 Briar Rose Close — The
Pansh Caouncil supports the
applicafion.
16/00465/TCA — Works h
trees (fell) - The Pines, 12
Cranmer Lane ~ RESOLVED:
The Pansh Coundil supports

ihe appiicstion.

16/00623/FUL ~ Demolition

of existing conservatory and

erection of two storey rear
Elmcroft

extension - 13
Road ~ RESOLVED: The
Perish (:mm‘u il supports the

4. PLANNING TO RECEIVE
THE FOLLOWING DECI-

SIONS

16/000209/FUL - Erection of
two dwellings with associat-
ed parking -Evergreen Fleld
Farm, Pincet Lane - AP-
PROVED (C) - RESOLVED
To note r2ceipt of the deci-

son.

5. FINANCIAL MATTERS
Current Account — Balanca
at 08/03/16 £21,384.52. Re- |
zarve

tennis courts and the algae
the The FSA have start-
=d Sunday evening tennis |
sessions 6pm to 8pm, |
tha tumout for the first s
wasn't great but thay are go-

UL~ ion of a

mbra-advtfhsembeuay
and hopefuly news

AD-
JM:ENT 'I'O THE MILLENNI-

m;xm progressing
but thera is nd further update
3t this time.
8. The date of the next meet-
lﬂuhi&“lbylﬂ‘lﬁl
‘Iwnu the Sports Club,
Nerth KGiwortn, It wil be the
Annual Meeting of the Parish
Counci foliowed by the Annu-
al Parish Meeting. The Public
andPrssearama?y
1o be present.

COUNCILLOR - Sue Otter
COUNCILLOR $Stephen
Q'Hara

Clerk to Council - Wirs,
Kstherine Clarke

Email: northkilworthpc@ ;|
hotmail.co.uk

DISTRICT COUNCILLOR -

COUNTY COUNCILLOR -
Graham Hart /

\
Neighbourhood Plan Update E

‘You may by now be aware that the Neighbourhood Plan Ballot due to take place on
Weadnesday 18th May 2016 and Friday 20th May 2018 was cancelled.

At 5.30pm on the 18th May, just bafore the first balot session was due to commance, the Parish

Council were contacted by the Managing Agents of the Pincst Lane site cpposita the White

Lion. A change in creumstances has maant that the Agents would now e ta meet with tha

Parish Council to discuss the site further. In the light of this development the decision was taken

nat to procaed with the proposed baliot to avoid further confusion.

Onea further information is available the Parish Council will communicate this to the

Village. Please accept our apologies for the last minute changes and bear with us while we

mesﬂgmmedevemxn ents further,
Mwurmmeﬂwmrmdnnghsmm

Plenningy.bt &

North Kilworth Parish Council
1.01788 369 007 <
e
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Resident

| wish to draw to the attention of the Examiner issues regarding the HOUSING PROPOSALS section of the
Neighbourhood Plan and the misrepresentation of village resident’s decisions regarding new building in the village of
North Kilworth.

At consultations and at Ballots in 2015 and 2016 the village were given three sites for possible new housing at Pincet
Lane, South Kilworth Road and Station Road. On both occasions the village voted in favour of Pincet Lane being the
preferred site by a considerable majority. South Kilworth was second and the land off Station Road third and last.

This democratic vote by village residents has been totally ignored by the Parish Council and they have submitted
Station Road as the site in the Development Plan presented to the Harborough District Council. This is totally against
the wishes of the majority of village residents including 127 residents who signed a Petition and presented it to the
Parish Council.

Secondly, in the June 2016 vote by villagers in answer to the question, “do village residents wish to restrict new
builds to sites of 20 houses”, there was a significant majority who wished to do so. Again the Parish Council have
ignored local democracy and suggest in the Housing Proposals that 35 to 40 houses could be built on the Station
Road site. Very much against the wishes of the people of North Kilworth village.

The decisions by the Parish Council concerning Housing Proposals fly in the face of the Localism Act encouraging
local communities to take responsibility for decisions in a local democratic way. It also has divided the village and
brings great sadness to many people who feel their opinions and votes have not been truly represented and left
feeling powerless..

| ask the Examiner to refer this section of an otherwise admirable document to the Parish Council asking that re-
submit reflecting the democratic votes and wishes of the residents in the section concerning Housing Proposals.

Thank you for taking the time to read and note my comments.

Amec Foster
Wheeler E&I UK
Gables House
Kenilworth Road
Leamington Spa
Warwickshire
CV32 6JX

National Grid has appointed Amec Foster Wheeler to review and respond to development plan consultations on its
behalf. We are instructed by our client to submit the following representation with regards to the above
Neighbourhood Plan consultation.

About National Grid

National Grid owns and operates the high voltage electricity transmission system in England and Wales and operate
the Scottish high voltage transmission system. National Grid also owns and operates the gas transmission system. In
the UK, gas leaves the transmission system and enters the distribution networks at high pressure. It is then
transported through a number of reducing pressure tiers until it is finally delivered to our customer. National Grid own
four of the UK’s gas distribution networks and transport gas to 11 million homes, schools and businesses through
81,000 miles of gas pipelines within North West, East of England, West Midlands and North London.

To help ensure the continued safe operation of existing sites and equipment and to facilitate future infrastructure
investment, National Grid wishes to be involved in the preparation, alteration and review of plans and strategies
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which may affect our assets.

Specific Comments

An assessment has been carried out with respect to National Grid’s electricity and gas transmission apparatus which
includes high voltage electricity assets and high pressure gas pipelines and also National Grid Gas Distribution’s
Intermediate / High Pressure apparatus.

National Grid has identified the following high pressure gas transmission as falling within the Neighbourhood area
boundary:

[1 FMO2 - Duddington to Churchover

From the consultation information provided, the above gas transmission pipeline does not interact with any of the
proposed development sites.

Gas Distribution — Low / Medium Pressure

Whilst there is no implications for National Grid Gas Distribution’s Intermediate / High Pressure apparatus, there may
however be Low Pressure (LP) / Medium Pressure (MP) Gas Distribution pipes present within proposed
development sites. If further information is required in relation to the Gas Distribution network please contact
plantprotection@nationalgrid.com

Resident

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

| am supportive of the statements in relation to overall strategy

| am supportive of the statements in relation to housing. It has been disappointing for villagers that Harborough have
granted consent(s) for at least 1 of the SHLAA sites knowing that the Plan is submitted but not yet accepted. There
was an open village meeting with the Head of Planning at which it was made clear that as a community we were
open to proposals on at least 2 sites of around 22 dwellings each yet despite this formal consent ahead of
finalisation of the Plan process (for Station Road) has dented community faith in the veracity of promises that the
Parish Council could control development more effectively once the Plan is accepted. As a selected rural village this
has created much animosity in terms of the clarity of process which has been levelled unfairly at the Parish Council.
Delays in the process mainly reflected the difficulties within Harborough DC( in relation to achieving Committee
agreement on how best to achieve their allocated targets) running in parallel with our village consultative process
regarding sites and housing numbers. Hopefully the Inspector will take that into account when trying to evaluate
comments that the process has been unduly lengthy or opaque. My understanding has been that our PC has been at
the mercy of the Harborough Planning Committee prevarications.

| am supportive of the Plan comments. These reflect a 15 year history of consultation in relation to design which were
incorporated in earlier publications in 2004 and 2012, the latter being formally adopted by HDC. Regrettably, even
within the Conservation area, there have been instances of these being ignored by opportunistic developers in
relation to housing density, parking, design features and brick colouration. These have reflected poor enforcement on
the part of the HDC Planning department and/or a reluctance to take legal steps to restrict builders when in course of
construction.

1 am supportive of this policy. Again this village has been the victim of poor enforcement, in particular in relation to
the Industrial estate allowed to emerge via retrospective and other consents on what was agricultural land.In addition
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housing has been permitted in the midst of that industrial type area which is perplexing. No doubt this reflects the
reluctance of Harborough DC to resort to law due to the associated financial risks — but that has reduced the
credibility of the Parish Council as well, powerless though the latter has been.

7.5 | am supportive of this policy. Controlled housing growth is a positive move to support the viability of our extensive
community services.

7.6 | am supportive of this policy. As a community we have an established track record of environmental protection

7.7 | am supportive of this policy. Off street parking requirements on new developments need to be rigorous- particularly
in the conservation area.

7.8 | am supportive of this policy .After more than a year of dialogue with the County Council Flood officer, Severn Trent
and Harborough DC Planners we have written assurances that (although identified as one of a small number of
villages in south Leicestershire at elevated risk) those risks
are manageable. | urge the Inspector to refer to the capacity of the current foul water pumping capacity from the
sewerage station near The Bogs and the impact of any storm water overflow run
off to fields on the eastern boundary .The key impact of flooding in my view lies with toilet back up rather than
surface water run off. In particular | urge the Inspector to note our comments in relation to the substantial forward
risks of climate change and attendant unusually peak rainfall flow events which have characterised at least 3
significant flood events in the conservation area in the last decade (which are evidenced by photographs in the Plan
).

The identified SHLAA site analysis by the Parish Council seem fair. | would draw the Inspector’s observations to the

7.9 impact of pedestrian traffic if site(s) north of the main road are consented ,given the failure of Leics. County Council
to agree any funding support for a pedestrian crossing to DfT specifications.

Statement

of | believe this plan meets all the requirements of basic conditions.

Conditions

NPPF | believe this plan is compliant but refer the Inspector to the unsatisfactory process of retrospective consents allowed

Themes on the Pincet Lane industrial site.

paras 18-

22/28

Paras 56-68 | believe this Plan is compliant but the issue has lain with poor enforcement in the past.

Resident | support all the comments . However, it is extremely disappointing that in the last few weeks, no regard for this plan

7.2 has been given by HDC. At an open meeting at the village hall, the Head of Planning from HDC led us to believe that
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7.3/7.4

it we as a village agreed in the new neighbourhood plan to approx. 40 new dwellings, that would protect us from any
attempt by developers for any future large scale developments. This seemed a sensible approach — and was widely
accepted by those present. To try and stop any new development was obviously not an option, but if we could control
the scale of development that would be the better option. However despite the Neighbourhood Plan having been
written and lodged with HDC, and | understand an assurance that decision could be deferred until the plan had been
accepted, it appears that already planning applications for more than 40 dwellings have been granted in principle. It
does seem to make a mockery of the whole system.

New developments within the village during the last 18 years have included no less than 6 new cul-de-sacs,
completely out of character with the existing street scene, and creating small enclaves, making integration within the
village difficult. These new developments have been granted permission by HDC often with little regard to the
recommendations f our previous village/parish plans., particularly with regard to style, materials and carparking
space. | hope the Neighbourhood plan will have some influence over the granting of future planning applications. In
addition, there has been little or no enforcement of planning conditions by HDC in the past.

| support all the comments made in the plan.

| fully support the plan, which has been diligently prepared

Resident

North Kilworth
Neighbourhoo
d plan.
Proposal to
build houses
on Pincet
lane site

7.7 (p53)
Traffic
parking and
transport

7.9 (p59)
Developer
contributions

Part of the North Kilworth Neighbourhood plan is to build 24 houses on the Pincet Lane site. Whereas this is not a
favourable location to many (for example this will replace our current pleasant view of fields with building sites and
thereafter housing). However, | am understanding that there has to be a growth of the community and houses need
to be built somewhere.. If a developer builds a new plot of houses, it is important that the village infrastructure is able
to support this and the developer contributes accordingly.

A safe crossing on the main road opposite the garage is of urgent nature now. This is an item that has been
discussed several times at Parish meetings and agreed as a priority, yet there has not been any tangible progress to
date. The busy main road is a hazard to a growing population on the north side of the village including several
children and elderly residents seeking to access the facilities in the main village. My concern is that it is a matter of
when and not if there is a serious accident here. Cars and many lorries have been identified as doubling the speed
limit in areas where there are blind spots when crossing the road. A pedestrian crossing would be a simple solution
and considerably improve the safety of the residents, but also control the speed and safety of road users (many
villagers cycle through this area).

The village already has several people (around 100) on the North side of the village over the road including children
and elderly who have difficulty crossing the dangerous road to access the main village. Equally, the villagers form the
South side of the main road require access to the North side. With the population growing by around another 100, it
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should be a non-negotiable stipulation for a crossing to be included as part of the development.

Sport England
Planning
Administration
Team

Thank you for consulting Sport England on the above Neighbourhood Consultation.

Planning Policy in the National Planning Policy Framework identifies how the planning system can play an important
role in facilitating social interaction and creating healthy, inclusive communities. Encouraging communities to become
more physically active through walking, cycling, informal recreation and formal sport plays an important part in this
process and providing enough sports facilities of the right quality and type and in the right places is vital to achieving
this aim. This means positive planning for sport, protection from unnecessary loss of sports facilities and an
integrated approach to providing new housing and employment land and community facilities provision is important.

It is important therefore that the Neighbourhood Plan reflects national policy for sport as set out in the above
document with particular reference to Pars 73 and 74 to ensure proposals comply with National Planning Policy. It is
also important to be aware of Sport England’s role in protecting playing fields and the presumption against the loss of
playing fields (see link below), as set out in our national guide, ‘A Sporting Future for the Playing Fields of England —
Planning Policy Statement'.
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/development-management/planning-
applications/playing-field-land/

Sport England provides guidance on developing policy for sport and further information can be found following the
link below:
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/forward-planning/

Sport England works with Local Authorities to ensure Local Plan policy is underpinned by robust and up to date
assessments and strategies for indoor and outdoor sports delivery. If local authorities have prepared a Playing Pitch
Strategy or other indoor/outdoor sports strategy it will be important that the Neighbourhood Plan reflects the
recommendations set out in that document and that any local investment opportunities, such as the Community
Infrastructure Levy, are utilised to support the delivery of those recommendations.
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/

If new sports facilities are being proposed Sport England recommend you ensure such facilities are fit for purpose
and designed in accordance with our design guidance notes.
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/

Resident

Para 7.22
Policy NK3

| do not support the North Kilworth Neighbourhood Plan and in particular the statements on “reserve sites”. The
community identified the Pincet Lane area as an identifiable area for housing and therefore reservre sites should not
be allocated. Pincet Lane would be consistent with a need to develop along the main arterial route A4304 and help
the design and character of the village.

North Kilworth is a conservation Village and any addition to building potential at Pincet Lane through “reserve sites”
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NK 10

NK 13

NK 22

would not be proportionate an in contravention of Cs policy 1 Countryside Rural Centres and Rural Villages, CS
Policy 1: Spatial Strategy as it would not meet the North Kilworth community needs, would certainly not meet CCS
Policy 9: Addressing Climate Change as there is not a clause that further development will be carbon neutral, and
would not meet CCS Policy 8: Protecting and Enhancing the Green Infrastructure; as development on the reserve
sites would significantly detract from village views. Protection of village views and areas such as South Kilworth Road
and Stoney were highlighted in consultations that the village wanted to protect. As a conservation village this should
take a precedence to protect local requirement views and therefore reserve sites should not be included in the plan.
As they would not be “promoting policies to protect locally important landscape”.

North Kilworth has had significant development over the last 10 years or so and the current marina is likely to have
boats that will require village services. The plan does not address the infrastructure requirements for school, health
services, water and green space with all the additional developments.

There is not a defined requirement to mitigate any carbon in any construction and this is an opportunity lost. New
developments should be imposed to have green space within them to allow desirable places to live, improve health
and well being through access to green space to the development, whilst also in provision of green space enable
mitigation to offset any embedded carbon during development.

There is no plan for the development of additional business opportunities in the community. In this plan only providing
more housing creates even more communiting and a higher carbon economy. Addressing the community needs
through generating and offering stimuli to employment locally is an essential element that is missing from the plan.

The views from South Kilworth Rd outward west from the village were deemed important in a village consultation and
these are not reflected in the plan. (ie the very area marked as reserve site “B”)

The language in the document is in places very “loose”, non-specific allowing interpretation along a number of
options that could be taken. Therefore, this could create significant problems and render the plan to only have
minimal benefit. The consultation document aimed to set up a specific criteria but regrettably | do not believe it does
meet the criteria of —

. in favour of sustainable development, or seeks to manage development pressures to ensure that, in addition
to economic considerations, reasonable environmental and social considerations are taken into account.

. contributing to building a strong and competitive economy by supporting small businesses, the retention of
the designated employment site in the Parish and by supporting small scale economic development in appropriate
locations as sites are being identified all around the village.

. features and biodiversity, which contribute toward the sense of community and quality of life in the area.
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It should be noted that whilst | have highlighted areas | do not support, there can be no doubt the Parish Council, as
volunteers, have clearly done a huge amount of work in compilation of the document and should be thanked for their
work.
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Wells McFarlane
Devonshire House
26 BankStreet
Lutterworth

NK2 - Nk5

Nk13

Nk11

This representation relates to the land on Station Road, North Kilworth, opposite North Kilworth
Marina as edged red on the plan attached.

Wells McFarlane would like to draw the land to the attention of the Parish, as it does not appear to
have been referred to in any of the current Neighbourhood Plan proposals and we believe that it
could offer a very useful source of sustainable residential or commercial development which
provides for the needs of North Kilworth’s local residents and the residents of the wider District.

The property is located within walking distance (just 750 metres) from the village centre and has a
bus stop adjacent to the yard entrance. The land at Station Road currently comprises an industrial
brownfield site which has a number of commercial occupiers using the site for B1, B2 and B8
purposes (industrial, storage and distribution uses).

Given that the land is situated in a sustainable location and has brownfield land status, we
consider the site to be suitable for residential development and affordable housing provision in the
future, whether this be as part of a Reserve Development or future Windfall Development. Whilst |
the alternatives provided in Figure 4 of the Neighbourhood Plan are more closely related to the |
built form of the village, these sites would require development on greenfield land. By contrast, the |
land at Station Road is previously developed, much like the development which has recently come |
forward on the site nearby which was formerly Gandy’s Roses. !
|
Policy NK13 supports employment uses which are ‘compatible with the local character and |
surrounding uses and where appropriate protect residential amenity’. Given that the land is
located opposite an expanding Marina we consider that in the future it will be suitable for a range
of A Class uses (e.g. retail, food and drink etc.) and some D Class uses (e.g. leisure activities).
Indeed, we believe that the use of the land for these purposes could materially benefit the Marina
and its customers, providing them with a number of amenities and making the location more
attractive to visit. The increase in employment uses on the site will also contribute to the number
of services available to the local residents and augment the local multiplier.

Development of the land from industrial uses to residential or commercial uses would also help to
enhance the character and integrity of the setting, which is particularly relevant given its situation
opposite the Marina.

In light of the above, Wells McFarlane would like the Parish to recognise that the land at Station
Road is available for alternative uses in the future which will benefit the local community more so
than the existing use and that this therefore warrants its inclusion in the final version of the North
Kilworth Neighbourhood Plan.
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Resident

Unfortunately, your past record on consultation does not show the Planning department in a very good
light.

1. The Airfield Development whereby local residents voted for option A with a massive 97% in
favour was completely ignored. Obviously the more houses that are built in the town, the
fewer houses that need to be built in the surrounding villages.

The final nail in the coffin was the recommendation in the report stating that the SDA
comprises the highest possible amount of houses in order to maximise its ability to meet
the majority of Market Harborough’s future housing land requirement. That was a
combination of options B, C and D which totally ignored option A, preferred by local
residents.

2. The recommendations from the “Community and Town Partnership group” were included
as an addendum to the report but no action was taken on any of the points and concerns

raised by local residents.

What is the point in consultations if Harborough District Council as an Authority does not take the views
and concerns of residents into account, in most instances concerns are ignored.

In my experience, It is simply a” tick box” exercise.

Leicestershire
Footpaths
Association

NK26

The LFA welcomes the recognition of the importance of footpaths and bridleways for both residents and visitors to
the village, and the need to protect the existing network and seek opportunities for enhancement by developer
contributions (Policy NK30).

We would like to point out that it may be possible to enhance the network by other means.:

Landowners should be encouraged to dedicate new rights of way across their land, particularly where a route has
been used formally for many years, and leads to a historic or natural feature, including viewpoints.

Local residents should be encouraged to claim routes not currently on the Definitive Map but which they have used
without express permission or challenge for a total of 20 years or more, thus protecting them for future generations.
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Local residents should also be encouraged to research or bring to the attention of organisations such as ourselves or
the Ramblers’ Association any routes which they believe on historical evidence to exist but which have fallen into
disuse, as these will be lost for ever if not claimed before 31* December 2015, under the Deregulation Act 2015
Section 21.

Leicestershire and
Rutland Sport
SportPark

3 Oakwood Drive
Loughborough
Leics, LE11 3QF

Please see below a few comments with regards to the North Kilworth Neighbourhood Plan consultation.

In the ‘North Kilworth Neighbourhood Plan Submission Version’ on page 43, we would certainly support ‘Policy NK15:
Key Community Services, Facilities and Shops’ with regards to any loss of sports provision being ‘replaced by an
equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality’

With regards to this it would also be useful to see what the plans are for enhancement to existing provision or plans
for new sports provision within the period up to 2031.

The wording in the opening sentence of ‘Policy NK18: Protection of Local Green Spaces’ has confused me slightly.
Should this be similar to the wording of Policy NK16 ‘The loss of....identified local green space will only be
permitted....

Possibly just be my interpretation.

Harborough Playing Pitch Strategy (PPS) — it might be appropriate to reference the PPS that is currently being
undertaken. The work incorporate an assessment of need for sports pitch provision throughout the Borough.

An assessment of indoor sports facilities has also been undertaken across the Borough. There are no signficant
indoor sports facilities that fit within the scope of the work identified within North Kilworth.

Lastly to mention that with any new developments we would try to encourage planning authorities to make use of
Sport England’s Active Design Guidance as a starting point for planning for places that allow people to be more
active and healthy.
https://www.sportengland.org/media/3426/spe003-active-design-published-october-2015-email-2.pdf

Resident

P14

NK2

NK3

This plan has been many years in the making and has seen a lot of hard work undertaken by past and present parish
councillors, members of the steering committee and villagers. It should be supported but only if the policies as
outlined in the document are adhered to.

The number of houses outlined in the policy is in accordance with the ballot held in the village

The sites named as suitable for development together with the criteria under which they will be

Natural England

Thank you for consulting Natural England on the North Kilworth Neighbourhood Development
Plan which has now been submitted to Harborough District Council for Examination.
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Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.

Natural England has already commented on the North Kilworth Draft Neighbourhood Plan in
response to a consultation from North Kilworth Parish Council. A copy of our response to that
consultation is attached.

Natural England does not consider that the plan will have any likely significant effects on any
internationally or nationally designated nature conservation sites and welcomes the broad
principles of the plan and some of the specific policy proposals. It is consistent with the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and set within the context of Harborough District Council’s
existing Core Strategy and emerging Local Plan. It also considers the potential impact of new
development on the natural environment since it aims to protect and enhance green space and
support biodiversity.

We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have
any queries please do not hesitate to contact us.

For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact me on
02080261940. For any new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation
please send your correspondences to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.

Northampton
Borough Council

Thank you very much for consulting us on the above plan. We do not have any observations to
make.

| would be very grateful if you could remove us from your database with regards to the
preparation of this specific neighbourhood plan as it is unlikely that we will have any comments to
make in the future.

The Theatre Trust
22 Charing Cross
Road

Policy NK15

The Theatres welcomes and supports policy NK15 relating to community services. The policy clearly reflects
guidance in Para 70 of the National Planning Policy Framework, which states that valued community and cultural
facilities, such as theatres, should be safeguarded and developed for the benefit of the local community.
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London
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North Kilworth Neighbourhood Plan
Figure 4: PROPOSALS MAP
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LFEAAR Mo 1

Our Parish Council Meeting of the 15th December 2015

1. ITEMS HELD OVER
FROM THE MEETING HELD
ON 25" NOVEMBER 2015
Traffic speeding concams in
Morth Kilworth - Clir Betiles
is in the process of gelting the
speed Monioning davice up
and renning.  The Parzh
Council has recelved the in-
yoice from LCC for E1.5K for
the preliminary design and
safety audit report for & pedes-
trign crossing site.
Instaflation of solar lights on
the footpath to the White

Clulby — The clearance work
has started,

Security at the affordable
homes site — Tha door manu-
facturer is visiting the sie this
weak, following this visit
MCHA wit update the Parish
Council,

2. PLANMING TO CONSID-
ER THE FOLLOWING APPLE-
CATIONS:

15/09 T54/FUL = Erection of a
single storey sids and front
axtengion — Foxhaven, 28
Rose Dale — RESOLVED:
The Parish Councll suppois
the application.

15/01812/FUL — Erection of a
two storey rear sxtension
and eanopy porch on side
elevation — Sparrow Lodge,
Pincet Lame — RESOLVED:

The Parish Council supports
the application.
1SDMB18TCA — Works to
trees (fall) = 38 Elmoroft
Rioad — RESOIVED: The
Parizh Council support the
application.
1SOTR24/TCA = Works to
trees — 28 Eimeroft Road —
RESOLVED: The Parish
Councl suppors the applica-
fion,

15/01828/LBC - Installation
of Hike for like replacement
roof slates on eastern,
southsrn and part of the
western elevations; instalka-
tion of internal insulation
and replacemant roof bat-
tens — vy House, Back
Street - RESOLVED: The
Parish Council supports tha

application.

3. PLANNING TO RECEIWVE
THE FOLLOWING DECI-
SH0OMS:

15/0188TIFUL — Erection of a
detached two storey dwell-
ing and detached garage —
Land Rear of Western Cot-

{C) - RESOLVED: To note
receipt of the decskon.

4. FINAMNCIAL MATTERS.
Current Account — Balance
as at 081115 E22, 946 40,
Reserve Account = Balance
a% al 08M1M5 B6.470.13

5. REPORT ON THE
FLOODLIT SPORTS AREA
SUB COMMITTEE

The FSA Committes have
purchased moss freatment for
the flaodlit spors area. They
are now waiting for the righl
weather conditions to apphy
thie trestment, this may now
bee in the spring.

7. TO DISCUSS THE PUR-
CHASE OF THE LAND AD-
JACENT TO THE MILLENNI-
UM GREEN

The purchase of the land has
been agread and i In the pro-
cass of mowing forward.

g. TO DISCUSS THE GRASS
CLUTTING CONTRACT FOR
2018

The Clerk will advertiss for
invitations to tender for the
contract towards the end of
January 2018, The Vilage
Green neads to be added to
the: list of waorks along with an
additional tidy-up in early No-
vember for Remembrance
Sunday.

9. TO SET THE PRECEPT
FOR 2016-17
1 was resoheed to sef the Pre-

copt amount for 2016-17 at
£14,315.00 with a lax base of
£230.00. Thes gives an in-
creasa in the Precept of 3.6%
and an increase in Council
Tax of 2% The Clens will sub-
mit the precept request to Har-
borough District Council priar
to the deadine of 20 January
2016,

10. DATE OF NEXT
MEETING

The date aof the next meeting
iz 28" January 2016 st
7.45pm in the Belgrave Village
Hall, Morth Kisvortn. Members
of the public are welcome.

T ST e~ IR - ETRE A

* North Kilworth Parish
! Gouncil

| CHAIRMAM - Councilor Pater *

Lawrand

WVICE CHAIRMAN - Councillor

Stephen Sandercock
¢ COUNCILLOR - Stephen
¢ Batties
; COUNCILLOR - Chris Knight
i COUNCILLOR Stephan
P O'Hara
1 Clerk to Council - Mrs.
i Katherine Clarke
4 Emall: northkilworthpe@h
¢ otmail.co.uk

! DISTRICT COUMCILLOR -
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{ COUNTY COUNCILLOR -
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Your letter is sound and you could add weilght to it by referring to the relevant policy dacuments
below — copy extracts enclosed. Key ones are the retention of H5/& and H5/9 in the current Core
Strategy, in accordance with National policy as set out in the NPPF 2012

Relevant Documents

National Planning Policy Framewark (NPPF)

Policy 12 relevant - Conserving and en hancing the historic environment

HDC Adopted Local Plan

Policies H5/8 and HS/9 have been retained in the recently Adopted Core Strategy, and are still
reievant. North Kilworth inset attached.

HDC Core Strategy 2011

Policy C511; and C517 relevant.

North Kilworth Parish Plan

Reaffirmed village status and character. Fed into Core Strategy above as a selected Rural Village ie.
no change of status from way back.
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