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Summary 

The Neighbourhood Development Plan for the Pyons Group is undergoing a review. This is 

being undertaken to address issues identified in the community following recent housing 

development, to provide new residents an opportunity to express their views, and due to a 

reported shortage of development land in Herefordshire. To support the review of the 

Pyons Group Neighbourhood Development Plan a public drop-in consultation event was 

held on 14-15 March 2020. The event was held at the Canon Pyon Parish Hall and was 

supported by material posted on-line, as well as a questionnaire to record the views of 

residents.  

The content of the questionnaire was guided by input from members of the community, the 

steering group, and from feedback from Herefordshire Council. The questionnaire was 

divided into two areas: future development within each of the five villages in the Group, and 

community wide issues. 

A total of 70 residents attended the public consultation, with 52 questionnaires returned. It 

is assessed that attendance was to a degree affected by the COVID-19 pandemic (the event 

was held before the lockdown); however, this was offset through having all material used on 

line, and the ability to return the questionnaire electronically.  

Analysis of the returned questionnaires highlighted the following points: 

• Development: There is opposition across the Group to any further large-scale 

housing development, underpinned by support for tighter settlement boundaries. 

However, there is acceptance for small-scale housing development in the form of 

brownfield, conversion of existing building and 1-2 house infills including self-build 

and meeting the needs of home-working and micro-businesses. 

• Traffic: There was concern over the speed of traffic along the A4110, in particular 

through Canon Pyon and outside the village school. There was also concern 

expressed over the level of traffic, its speed, the general condition of the narrow 

rural lanes including lack of formal passing places, as well as road drainage and 

flooding within the parish boundary.  

• Public Transport: Although only Canon Pyon and Bush Bank are connected to a 

regular bus service, and that use is not high, many residents expressed the view that 

they would consider using public transport if the service ran latter into the evening. 

Moreover, there was indication that with retirement and an ageing population, use 

of this service would increase. The concept of a community bus for use by local 

organisations, and as a service for the communities not served by public transport 

was also raised.  

• Cycling: Just 1/3 of the respondents indicated that they used the local roads for 

cycling. In addition to the concerns expressed over the condition of the rural lane’s 

and their narrowness, residents also expressed a need for increased road safety 

awareness. 

• Walking: Walking as an activity was strongly supported, and similarly to cycling 

concern was expressed over the narrowness of the lanes and road safety. In 
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addition, many respondents raised the issues of footpaths not being signposted and 

access being blocked by cattle fences, crops etc. It was also felt that publicity/maps 

showing walking routes would be a benefit. 

• Tourism: There was not a strong response for tourism, 50% of those who 

commented were negative, the other half more or less supporting the status quo.  

• Agriculture: There was mixed support for polytunnels, with 20% of respondents 

opposing them, the remainder in support albeit with consideration given to careful 

sitting and to neighbours, plus 20% preferring small-scale projects. There was 

support for small-scale enterprises on farms and the conversion of redundant 

buildings. 

• Renewables and Energy Saving: There was a lack of support for large-scale solar 

farms. However, solar panels on new-builds as well as retro-fitting to existing 

buildings was supported. Members of the community also expressed support for 

group buying schemes for renewables and energy saving.  

• Flooding & Resilience: Whilst not raised in the questionnaire, in broad terms the 

issue of community resilience was raised, for example when discussing development 

and road conditions. This follows the impact of recent storms, floods, and 

subsequently, the coronavirus pandemic. It is recommended that the Group adopts a 

community-wide resilience and emergency response plan.  

• Community Website: There was considerable support for the idea of a community 

website acting as a portal for local organisations and businesses. However, this 

should not be in competition with the Pyonear community magazine. 
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Aim 

The aim of this report is to document the results and subsequent analysis of the public 

consultation. This is in order to reflect the current needs and aspirations of the community 

and to recommend courses of action and policy content for the Group’s Parish Council. 

Scope and Methodology  

The scope of this report is restricted to the public consultation, held in the Canon Pyon on 

14-15 March 2020, and subsequent discussion and analysis by the NDP Review Steering 

Group.  

The consultation was supported by a questionnaire which covered two areas, the first 

related to each specific community in the group, the second covered community wide 

issues.  When analysing each specific community, only the views of the resident from that 

individual community were considered. Analysis of the topics covered in the questionnaires 

was based on identifying common themes and key words. These were then collated into 

sets in order to gauge the depth of support (or lack thereof) for each subject area or theme.  

When each area was considered by the Steering Group, consideration was given to the scale 

and impact of recent development, as well as the objectives of Sustainable Development as 

identified by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF); economic, social and 

environment. 

Where this process has indicated recommendations, these are shown in the corresponding 

boxes. A consolidated list of these can be found at Annex A. 

Introduction 

In February 2020 the Pyons Group of Parishes established a steering group to review its 

neighbourhood plan published in 2017, with the intent of covering the period up to 2031.  

This review is being undertaken to address a number of issues identified in the community 

following recent housing development, in particular in Canon Pyon, as well as to provide 

new residents an opportunity to express their views.1  The need for a review was also 

influenced by Herefordshire’s Council’s shortage of development land as part of its 5 Year 

Land Supply.  

As part of the review process a drop-in public consultation was held on 14-15 March at the 

Canon Pyon Parish Hall. The event was supported by a questionnaire which was available in 

the Hall and on-line. The content of the questionnaire was guided by input from members of 

the community, the steering group, and Ms S Banks, the NDP Team Leader from 

 
1 The number of dwellings in the group has significantly increased in the past few years, especially in Canon 

Pyon, increasing by an estimated 25% since 2015, exceeding the 19% target set by Herefordshire Council in its 

Core Strategy, which was used to guide the original NDP. 
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Herefordshire Council. This followed their review of the original NDP. This input was 

presented to the review steering group at its first meeting on 22 January 2020.   

 The content of this report reflects the collated results from this process. 

Description of Area and Infrastructure 

 

Figure 1: Pyons Group Boundary 

The Pyons Group is located approximately 6 miles (10 km) north of Hereford. The parish 

boundary is approximately 7 km wide (east to west) by 5 km (south to north) with an 

estimated total area of 24.5km² (see figure 1 above). 

There are five main settlements within the Group; Canon Pyon, Westhope, Kings Pyon, 

Ledgemoor and (part of) Bush Bank, as well as outlying hamlets, farms and isolated homes. 

The A4110, (of which approximately 4 miles is within the Group) connects Canon Pyon and 

Bush Bank with Hereford (to the south) and Leominster (to the north). All others are either 

C Class rural lanes (two roads, one leading from Canon Pyon to Wellington, the other linking 

Canon Pyon to Weobley Marsh via Kings Pyon, and D (U) Class roads. These connecting 

roads make up approximately 20 miles of metalled roads and are all predominantly single 

track with few passing places and having negligible verges. All are prone to both fluvial and 

surface flooding.  

The group is well served with footpaths and bridleways covering a total distance of 

approximately 35km, offering local residents a variety of walking routes. The majority link 

into the rural lanes, however a number of routes need to cross the A4110. In this case, the 

routes entry and exit points are often staggered, requiring the walker to negotiate sections 

of the main road that do not benefit from a separated footpath or verge along the edge of 

the road. A long-distance path, the Wyche Way traverses the northern part of the area from 

just south of Ledgemoor, through Kings Pyon and Bush Bank, leaving the parish at Westhope 

Hill. 
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Road usage, including the rural lanes is varied, ranging from heavy goods vehicle, 

agricultural vehicles, vans and cars, as well as cyclists, walkers and horse riders. In the case 

of non-vehicle users, the narrowness of the rural lanes can represent a risk of accident.  

There are no national or other cycle ways in the group’s area.  

Canon Pyon and Bush Bank are served by a bus service connecting to Hereford (in the south) 

and Leominster (to the north-east). This service is limited, with no service in the evenings or 

on Sundays.  In addition, there is a market day service connecting Westhope to Hereford 

each Wednesday.  Moreover, there is no direct or adequate bus service linking Canon Pyon 

and Bush Bank with the main industrial sites in Hereford and Leominster. Kings Pyon and 

Ledgemoor do not have a bus service.  

In addition, from a community perspective there is a lack of full public transport connectivity 

between its constituent villages and hamlets, nor to the neighbouring communities of 

Wellington and Weobley. Wellington is part of the parochial group parish. Weobley is the 

location of the doctor and dental surgeries serving the area. These factors increase the need 

for access to private transport.  

There are limited utilities available to many of the residences, with no mains gas, and a 

somewhat patchy mobile phone coverage. This increases dependency on more expensive 

electricity, and on oil, propane and solid fuels for heating and cooking.2 Few houses in the 

community have solar panels.  

The villages are connected to mains sewerage with most of the community served by a 

Primary Sewerage Treatment Works located in Canon Pyon. This was built in the 1960’s and 

relies on settlement tanks from which oils, grease and solids are extracted and taken away 

by tankers. In addition, there is a sewerage pumping station in Kings Pyon. However, many 

properties within the community still rely on septic tanks. Electricity supplies are also of a 

low grade, using overhead cables which are vulnerable to outages during bad weather. 

Historically, there has been a relatively low building density per hectare within the Group. 

This is in keeping with a rural setting; Canon Pyon 26 per hectare, Kings Pyon 16 per hectare, 

and Westhope at approximately 12 per hectare. Prior to 2010, the housing density in Canon 

Pyon was estimated at 18-20 houses per hectare. More recent developments, primarily in 

Canon Pyon have a higher density; estimated at 26-28 houses per hectare. For many 

residents, this increased density as resulted in a loss of the much valued “rural feel” of the 

village. As one resident commented, “I used to walk the kids to the school bus past a field 

with sheep in it, now it is full of houses.” 

Sustainable Development 

Whilst there is no formal definition, the National Planning Policy Framework describes 

sustainable development as: 

 
2 A consideration is that many cheaper tariffs as well as automated supply systems rely on mobile phone 
connectivity to send data to the supplier. As a result of this patchy network, many residents are unable to take 
advantage of them.   
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“Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present 

without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” 

Sustainable development can be broken down into three overarching and mutually 

supportive objectives; social, environmental and economic: 

• Social: The development of strong, vibrant and healthy community that has a 

sufficient number and range of well-designed homes, meeting the needs of present 

and future generations. Having accessible services, open space that support a 

communities’ health, social and cultural well-being. 

• Environment: Contributing and enhancing the natural, built, and historic 

environment of a community. Making effective use of land, improving biodiversity, 

using natural resources prudently, minimising pollution and waste and adapting to 

climate change. 

• Economic: Supporting a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring 

the availability of sufficient land of the right type, in the right place and at the right 

time to support growth. In addition, identify and coordinate the provision of 

infrastructure. 

So that sustainable development is pursued positively in the community, each objective 

should be considered, providing a framework for planning decision making.  However, the 

objectives will need to be balanced against local circumstances, infrastructure, reflect the 

character, needs and opportunities of the community, without compromising those of 

future generations.  In addition, sustainability at a community level should consider the 

residents age profile/mix, housing mix, transport options, recreation and leisure facilities, 

biodiversity and climate change, including severe weather events. 

In considering future development in the group there should be a presumption for 

sustainability as described in the NPPF. In particular: 

• Social – the development should contribute to the social make-up of the 

community. 

• Environment – the development should enhance the environment. 

• Economic – the development should contribute to the local economy, 

underpinned by having the infrastructure to support it. 

Climate Change 

An additional factor that has been taken into consideration is Climate Change. Several 

respondents in the consultation expressed concern that as a rural community this will have 

a detrimental impact on the local economy and on biodiversity, in particular through habitat 

loss, as well as to local farming. In addition, there are risks linked to extreme weather events 

which are predicted to increase in frequency and severity. Several areas in the Group are 

historically at risk from both fluvial and surface flooding, as well as storm damage.  

Therefore, the increase in frequency of such events can only exacerbate this issue. 

Moreover, such events can put residents at risk, cause damage to property, and disrupt 
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power and road communications. Moreover, such events can lead to residents becoming 

isolated exacerbating the risk. This is a particular concern for disabled and the more elderly 

residents.  

Development proposals (including those where planning permission is required for 

renovations or conversions) should, where practicable take into consideration the effects of 

climate change. In particular, planning proposals should take measures to support effective 

and sustainable drainage and in addition, not exacerbate the conditions at known flooding 

hotspots. 

Publicity and Attendance 

A public consultation on the review of the Pyons Group Neighbourhood Plan was held at the 

Canon Pyon Parish Hall on 14-15 March 2020. The event was publicised on the Parish 

Council’s website (including notification sent via their email list), on local notice boards, the 

village shop in Canon Pyon, and by community-wide leafletting. The presentation material, 

as well as the accompanying questionnaire were also publicised on the Parish Council’s 

website.  

Attendance across both days was proportionately low when compared with the total 

population of the Group. Unfortunately, the event coincided with the start of the 

coronavirus pandemic, albeit before the implementation of the lockdown. Notwithstanding 

this, the total attendees over both days was 70 residents. In addition, 51 residents from 

across the community returned the consultation questionnaire. 

By being held over two days it was felt that this allowed a greater opportunity to attend. 

The format was also open, consisting of a number of stands covering community wide 

issues, as well as stands for each individual community within the Group. 

Attendance by gender was fairly evenly matched with slightly more female attendees on the 

Sunday (see figure 2 below).  Attendance by age was noticeably higher for the older age 

ranges (see figure 3 below). This can be attributed to an estimated 25% of the population 

being over 65 (and increasing), as well as rural communities and their quieter way of life 

being particularly attractive to retirees (anecdotally this is considered to be an especial 

feature in Kings Pyon and Westhope). Moreover, it is considered that rural communities 

have little to offer to younger adults (18 to 35), who are more likely to be single, 

compounded by a shortage of affordable accommodation to meet their needs, and their 

ability to afford private transport.3 

 
3 According to a 2018 ONS survey the average number of vehicles per household in the rural parts of the West 
Midlands is 1.7.   
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Figure 2: Public Consultation – Attendance by Gender 

 

 

Figure 3: Public Consultation - Attendance by Age Group 

As the community that acts as a service hub, as well as having the larger population 

following recent housing developments, Canon Pyon not surprisingly contributed the 

highest number of attendees on both days (41 total) see also figure 4 below)). This is 

followed by Kings Pyon and Westhope (13 and 11 in total respectively). Attendance from 

Ledgemoor was low (a total of 5), but proportionate considering the size of the hamlet. 

Another factor in the case of Ledgemoor is their proximity to Weobley which provides shops 

and other community facilities. Unfortunately, no residents from Bush Bank attended on 

either day. This can be attributed to only a small proportion of Bush Bank being within the 

Pyons Group boundary; the larger part coming under Upper Hill. 
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Figure 4: Public Consultation – Attendance by Community 

Consultation – Questionnaire 

As part of the public consultation residents were asked to complete a questionnaire. This 

was made available at the public event, as well as being made available online. A total of 51 

questionnaires were completed. These were, completed at the consultation event, 

completed and returned via the village shop in Canon Pyon, or sent electronically (via the 

Parish Clerk (just 11 (20%) were returned by this method)). Their breakdown by individual 

community is shown below (see figure 5): 

 

Figure 5: Returned Questionnaires by Community 

Similarly, to the breakdown of attendees at the public event, the number of questionnaires 

completed by residents of Canon Pyon exceeded those for other communities within the 

Group. This can be attributed to its larger population as well as the level of concern in this 

community over the scale of recent development in the village.  

Similar to the attendance of the public consultation, the low numbers returned 

questionnaires for Bush Bank and Ledgemoor are assessed to reflect their orientation 
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towards Weobley and Upper Hill respectively. The number of questionnaires returned for 

Kings Pyon being just below that of that community’s attendance at the open event.  

In terms of questionnaires completed by age groups, 50% are from those of retirement age 

and above (65 and over), and 50% from those of working age (see figure 6 below). 

Otherwise, and notwithstanding the absence of formal census figures, the age range 

probably reflects that of the five communities that make up the Group, including its bias 

towards those 34 and over. 

 

Figure 6: Questionnaire Completion by Age Group 

The questionnaire can broadly be broken into two areas; issues related to the settlement 

boundary and development in each constituent community, and those that affect the Group 

as a whole. 

Settlement Boundary and Development 

In addition to the views of the residents expressed in the questionnaire, hand-drawn maps 

provided by residents as part of the consultation. These were used to support the 

deliberations of the Steering Group. In particular, both have been used to help determine 

settlement boundaries for each community with consideration given to the wider 

community concerns. These included:  

• Traffic levels, including increasing traffic flows on the A4110, and the increased 

number of vehicles using the lanes that connect the communities in the Group. 

• The narrowness of the rural lanes, including their use by cars, agricultural vehicles, 

trade vehicles, cyclists, walkers and horse riders. 

• Flooding, both river and surface, and the increasing vulnerability of properties and 

the disruption to road movement in the community this can cause. 

• The capacity of the local water treatment plant. 

Taking each community in turn, from the comments recorded in the questionnaires, and 

from hand drawn maps presented at the consultation (these are shown at Annex B), it is 

concluded that: 

Bush Bank: Notwithstanding the low return (just two residents), in reflecting their 

comments, it is considered that the settlement boundary should be defined along the road 
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(C1094) from the Bush Bank PH towards Weobley, ending at the junction with Lower Bush 

Road which leads to Kings Pyon.  The outer property boundary being along the line of the 

existing rear gardens. This would restrict future development to a few single-depth infills, 

reflecting the views of the other communities in the Group. This would also ensure that 

there are no property entrances directly onto the A4110 with the 40mph speed limit and 

visibility restricted by the brow of the hill. Moreover, there is no pedestrian walkway along 

the A4110 or C1094, raising an additional consideration over road safety. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that the Bush Bank boundary follows the C1094 from 

the junction with the A4110 to the junction with Lower Bush Road. The boundary should be 

restricted to a single property depth, thereby only allowing 1-2 “infill” developments, and 

subject to planning considerations. 

 

Figure 7: Bush Bank Settlement Boundary 

Canon Pyon: From the drop-in consultation and completed questionnaires it is concluded 

that the majority of respondents (62%) do not support further development in the village. 

The exception to this being acceptance of development on redundant brownfield sites and 

1-2 house infills (49% of respondents).  

In addition, the Steering Group believe that the village “hub”, currently defined as the shop, 

pub, village hall and playing field is too elongated (approximately 440m, or 40% of the 

length of the settlement). This has led to confusion over where the centre of village life is, 

especially in social terms. In order to better define the hub, and to reflect pattern of life 

activity, it is recommended that the “hub” is redefined as the Village Hall, Playing Field and 
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adjacent Car Park and Bus Stops.4  These are seen as natural areas where members of the 

community meet as groups. In the case of the bus stop, this is also the pick-up and drop-off 

point for the school bus, and therefore represents a natural point for social inter-action for 

those parents with school-age children. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that the village hub is redefined as the Village Hall, 

Playing Field and adjacent Car Park and Bus Stops. 

There was a common theme that following recent developments, the village has grown 

enough. Just under a half of respondents do not want to see changes to the boundary, 

although this sometimes conflicts with the same respondent not wanting any further 

development.  This could be due to seeing further changes to the boundary being linked to 

further enlargement, rather than “tighter” managed control. Approximately 40% of 

respondents specifically expressed that they would like to see the boundary being tightened 

including not wanting to see development on the side roads, including Site D (an issue 

raised by 6 respondents (18%).  

There was some very limited support for the possibility of limited small scale, single depth 

houses along the C1092 (Church Road) as far as Shire Glat (where the road narrows). This 

view was restricted to two hand-drawn maps (see Annex B) and one questionnaire. 

However, development here would be outside the current boundary, thereby contradicting 

the desire for it to be drawn in more tightly, as well as outside areas supported by street 

lighting and raised footpaths. In addition, this area is considered to be habitat rich, including 

some well-established Badger Setts and the presence of bats, the disturbance of which 

could prevent development. It was therefore concluded that this area would be unsuitable. 

In addition, a few residents identified the land opposite Watling Meadow (three maps and 

two questionnaires) for possible single-depth development with one suggesting a mini-

roundabout opposite Watling Meadow as a traffic calming measure. Once again, this 

suggestion would be outside the current boundary, and thereby contradicting the aim of 

“tighter” management of development, as well as being even further away from the Village 

Hall “hub”.  Therefore, this area is not seen as suitable for development. 

It was noted that Site C from the original NDP is still available for development, and for 

which planning permission has been granted for 10 dwellings. During the consultation this 

development of this site was welcomed by residents; the site being regarded as somewhat 

of an eyesore. In addition, as a brownfield site and development here would represent a 

positive environmental benefit. It is also adjacent to the Village Hall centred hub. In 

addition, this area is covered by streetlighting, and its development would presumably 

include a new raised pavement, thereby overcoming a current shortfall.  It has also been 

observed that this potential development would increase the number of dwellings in the 

Group by a further 2.5% (and 10% for Canon Pyon).  This should be added to the estimated 

25% increase across the Group and the Core Strategy of an 18% minimum target and set 

 
4 In addition, to the north of the car park, and opposite the Village Hall is the War Memorial providing another 
focal point. This area is also immediately adjacent to the proposed location of the new school, giving further 
weight to this area as a community hub. 
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against future housing need. It is felt that with this site, the Group, and in particular Canon 

Pyon will have more than met any obligation under the Core Strategy, including its aim of 

proportionate growth. 

When deciding on future development, the Steering Group also took into consideration 

infrastructure issues. As covered elsewhere, there are concerns over traffic levels, the state 

of roads in the area of Canon Pyon, as well as drainage; both foul and surface water.  

With increasing traffic levels, combined with a lack of separated pedestrian footways to the 

north and south of the village,5 as well as a lack of street lighting, the Steering Group 

concluded that this supported drawing in the Settlement Boundary.  

Flooding, whilst a concern across the whole Group, is a historical problem in Canon Pyon 

with several properties being inundated on a regular basis. Moreover, the number of areas, 

and thereby properties, at risk is, according to data from the Environment Agency 

increasing, including areas covered by the two recent developments, and an increasing 

spread elsewhere. This surface flooding includes flash flooding when the drainage to the 

(upstream) west fails. 

Recommendation: Due to the lack of support for any further substantive house building, as 

well as concerns over the supporting infrastructure, the boundary is tightened and future 

development is restricted to 1-2 house infills and brownfield. This includes the former 

Yeomans (brownfield) site for which planning permission for a 10-house development has 

been granted and is taken into consideration when addressing future housing need. Due to 

concerns over traffic, the narrowness of the lanes leading off the A4110, as well as the 

increased risk of flooding, as well as light-pollution, development on these rural lanes is 

avoided.  

 

 

 
5 To the north of the village (from the Village Hall to Redlands) there isn’t even a verge for residents to avoid 
traffic (a distance of some 240m) when walking to/from their homes. In addition, this area is not covered by 
street lighting.  
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Figure 8: Canon Pyon Settlement Boundary 

Kings Pyon: Of the eleven returned questionnaires for Kings Pyon eight indicated a “tight” 

boundary (plus two indicating no-further development, and one no-comment). A single 

hand drawn map was also returned. Taking this into consideration, it is felt that the road 

structure, especially their narrowness, the lack of supporting infrastructure and community 

facilities would not support large scale development in the village. Comments from 

residents indicated that the boundary should be centred on St Mary's Church, and be road 

facing in order to maintain single depth (accepting that due to the road layout, the village is 

not as linear as Canon Pyon). It is also considered that the use of brownfield and conversion 

of redundant buildings would be acceptable as a way of meeting local needs. 

Recommendation: Due to the lack of supporting infrastructure that there are no large-scale 

developments in the village. That the village boundary is defined tightly in order to maintain 

single depth road facing development. Brownfield, conversions and single house “infills” to 

meet local needs are accepted, subject to appropriate planning.  
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Figure 9: Kings Pyon Boundary 

Ledgemoor: There were conflicting views on boundary, albeit with only two questionnaires 

returned. Access into Ledgemoor is via narrow single-track roads, and in addition, the 

hamlet has limited facilities. It is also low-lying and in an area of glacial ponds (former/filled 

in and existing) indicating that the area is vulnerable to surface flooding which could be 

exacerbated if over-developed. This would play against any large (multi-house) 

developments. Allowing an open boundary could potentially allow multi-house 

developments outside the current limits including the two-lane C class road to the west 

(Hereford Road). This would also move the community centre of gravity to the west, away 

from the current one based on the meeting hall/single track road leading to the Fishpools 

PH. Drawing it more tightly would restrict future development to 1-2 house in-fills allowing 

these to meet local needs.  This would also correspond to the limited facilities in the 

community. 

Recommendation: The boundary is drawn tightly along Ledgemoor Road. Single depth 

development and infills are accepted to meet local needs and subject to planning 

considerations. 
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Figure 10: Ledgemoor Boundary 

Westhope: As the second largest community within the Group, at present, Westhope does 

not have a defined boundary. From the returned questionnaires and maps, it is concluded 

that a defined boundary is preferred. From the returns, there was no support for large scale 

development, which due to the narrowness of the roads leading to, or through the hamlet, 

would be seen as untenable. A major consideration is the narrowness of the road leading up 

West Hope Hill, including the lack of passing places. Due to this, development above the 

start of the hill (before the junction with Chapel Lane) is seen as impractical. The feedback 

showed (three out of eight questionnaires, and the three returned maps) support a defined 

boundary on the line from the Fullbridge Road junction and then north to the junction with 

Chapel Lane. This will restrict development to small scale infill capable of meeting local 

needs. Such small-scale development will also reflect the lack of facilities; restricted to the 

Chapel, which is also used as a community meeting place.  Moreover, as the outer 

boundaries are defined by common land, commercial orchards and farmland, which would 

restrict any future house building to small scale developments. 

Recommendation: The boundary for development is limited to single depth/infills from the 

junction with Fullbridge Road to the start of Westhope Hill before the junction with Chapel 

Lane. 
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Figure 11: Westhope Boundary 

Meeting Local Housing Need 

Whilst recent housing development in the Group has exceeded the minimum target set by 

Herefordshire Council’s Core Strategy (71% over target), and notwithstanding the concerns 

expressed over infrastructure, it is envisaged that there will be need for new dwellings 

across the Group, although some will be met by the development of Site C.  

This will be in order to meet local needs, for example those of disabled or elderly residents, 

the need for agricultural housing etc. In addition, it is envisaged that building 

improvements, extension and the like, may be required to assist home working and other 
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micro-businesses.  The Steering Group believe that these should be supported in principle 

on a case by case basis, and subject to normal planning considerations.  

Linking in with the views expressed above over accepting 1-2 house infills, as well as the use 

of brownfield, and conversion of otherwise redundant buildings, these can be expected to 

meet local housing needs until at least 2031; the end of the period covered by the current 

NDP. Whilst forecasting the scale of such small-scale development is difficult, subject as it is 

to individual circumstances, it is concluded that, and given the scale and pace of current 

small-scale development,6 this could see a further 20-30 houses in the Group over the time-

span of the plan. Moreover, as these will more likely be outside the defined settlement 

boundaries, such applications should be considered on a case by case basis, provided that 

they meet a recognised local need, are of benefit to the community, and subject to normal 

planning considerations. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that in order to meet housing needs up to 2031, this 

is restricted to the 1-2 house “infill” approach, including converting redundant buildings and 

utilising brownfield sites. This should be considered on a case by case basis, in order to meet 

a specific local requirement and subject to normal planning requirements. For example, 

meeting the needs of the disabled, elderly, agricultural housing, as well consideration given 

to support home-working and micro-businesses. 

Community Issues 

The questionnaire addressed a number of issues shared across the Group, the majority of 

which reflecting feedback on the original Neighbourhood Plan from the Herefordshire 

Council Planning Office.  The questionnaire had a deliberately open format as it was 

designed to capture the views and wishes of members of the community which now include 

established residents, and importantly, those who have moved into the community more 

recently. Whilst this approach is more free-roaming, albeit within a number of identified 

“themes”, it is an approach which can present challenges when quantifying the responses. 

Moreover, as these responses were more free-roaming it is felt that all ideas expressed will 

have some validity, regardless of the number of responders expressing the same or broadly 

similar views.   

Public Transport 

There is no bus service for Kings Pyon and Ledgemoor, this having been withdrawn several 

years ago for both communities. However, one respondent from Kings Pyon indicated that 

they would use it if it was restored. Otherwise, for both communities their nearest bus 

service would be Bush Bank (1.9 km) and Weobley (2.3 km) respectively.  

 
6 Of the 117 new houses built in the Group since 2017, as at April 2020 (Source: Herefordshire Council), 51% 
have been outside formal large-scale developments. Moreover, there are several building plots across the area 
currently on hold due to a moratorium on new buildings. This moratorium is due to phosphate contamination 
in the Lugg valley catchment, in which the Pyons Group is located.  
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In the case of West Hope there is a very limited service on market day each week where 

services connecting Hereford, Canon Pyon and Leominster divert through the village. On 

other days of the week residents have to walk to Bush Bank (just over 1 km). A 

compounding factor in the delivery of a public transport service is the narrowness of the 

lanes serving these communities, making their use by public transport difficult. 

Canon Pyon and Bush Bank are connected by bus services that link Hereford and 

Leominster. From the consultation there is some indication that the current service meets 

the needs of residents (regular and occasional users 21%). However, 47% of respondents 

indicated that they would consider using the service more if it ran more frequently, and if 

there was a better service in the evening. Currently the last bus from Hereford on weekdays 

leaves the city at 17:49, a service that, for example, would not meet the needs of anyone 

working until 18:00 or later, or making use of leisure facilities in the evening. Another 

restriction with the current service is that it does not directly connect to the main industrial 

estates in Hereford (Rotherwas) and Leominster. This further restricts their utility as a 

means of commuting to work. 

Another supporting theme from respondents at a personal level was that with 

retirement/approaching retirement the need for a bus service as an essential service would 

increase.7 Linked to this is the fact that within the area covered by the group there are no 

supported care or retirement homes. This would increase the importance of having a bus 

service as the population ages in order to reach services in either Hereford or Leominster.  

Recommendation 

Taking into consideration the views expressed by residents, the ageing population and the 

desire to reduce traffic, it is recommended that the Parish Council: 

• Given the apparent support, explores with service providers the viability of a service 

through Canon Pyon and Bush Bank that better match work patterns and ran later 

into the evening. 

• In order to provide a service to the smaller communities, the possibility of a 

community bus is considered. This service could for example provide a school 

service, matching timings to those of before and after school activities helping to link 

in the outlying communities. This could help to reduce traffic outside the school, as 

well as a provide a link for residents to services such as the surgeries in Weobley, as 

well as nearby retail outlets, and help support for local organisations. 

Cycling 

Some 33% of the respondents indicated that they used the local roads for cycling, either on 

a regular basis or occasionally. However, this group also stated that they found cycling in the 

area hazardous due to the narrowness and condition of local lanes, the amount of traffic 

 
7 By 2030, an estimated 33% of residents in rural communities will be aged over 65.  
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and lack of passing places. Of those that did not cycle, 65% of these also mentioned the 

same reasons as why they did not take part in such activity.  

Recommendations 

Respondents (cyclist and non-cyclists) suggested that cycling as an activity in the community 

could be improved by: 

• Putting pressure on the local authority to improve the physical condition of the 

roads. 

• Mount road safety programmes and awareness campaigns. 

• Use signage (i.e. beware of cyclists) to increase the awareness of drivers. 

• Ensure that new dwellings in the community include storage space for cycles. 

Walking 

Walking is an activity enjoyed by a large majority of local residents; 97% of respondents 

across the Group’s area indicating that they walked on a regular or daily basis. This response 

reflects one of the most popular attractions of living in a rural community. Moreover, with 

an increasing population, including those age 65 and over, it is an activity that can be 

expected to increase in popularity.  

However, several respondents raised concerns over access to footpaths commenting on 

paths being obstructed by crops, electric fences, cultivation right up to the edge of fields 

etc. In addition, several also commented on the desire to have stiles replaced by gates, 

reflecting on the increasing issue of mobility in an ageing population.  

Respondents also commented on the level of traffic on the side lanes, including their 

narrowness, lack of space to allow vehicles to pass, and their state of repair. This reflects 

similar comments over safety made by those who cycled.  

There was also comment on extending the pavement from Canon Pyon to the school. This 

would be attractive not only to those with children, but would also help open up some 

longer circular walking routes which need to negotiate this section of the A4110. 

Recommendation 

It is considered that there are a number of common themes from the questionnaire that 

could be adopted by the Parish Council: 

• Carryout a survey of footpaths and bridleways in the Group’s area in order to 

identify missing signs, stiles, gates etc. This is in order to identify a plan of action to 

address any shortcomings. 

• Liaison with local landowners to ensure that footpaths are kept clear, for example 

ensuring that paths are not blocked by crops, stock fence/electric fences, cultivation 

up to the edge of the field etc. 

• Improving access by adopting a programme of replacing stiles with gates where 

practicable. In this, it would be recommended that this programme radiates 
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outwards from the five main centres of population, thus covering the more popular 

routes first.  

• Encourage more walkers through publicity; maps, guides, better signage, way-

marking, and information on places of interest and local history. 

• Extend the paved footpath from the village hall to the school in order to allow pupils 

and their parents to walk to school (approx. 775m). This would have the added 

benefits of helping improve health, as well as reduce the number of vehicles 

conducting the school-run. 

Note: Publicity material to encourage walkers in the Group would also support local 

tourism. 

Tourism 

Tourism did not attract much attention in the consultation questionnaire; 20 responses out 
of 52. Of these, half were negative, citing issues such as traffic and poor infrastructure 
(roads, public transport) as reasons why tourism would not be seen as a viable prospect. 
The other half ranged from continuing with the current mix of B&B and holiday lets, to more 
positive comments. These comments ranged from ideas such as promoting camping 
including glamping, having craft-based workshops to attract visitors, and advertising the 
area with promotional material. 
 
Recommendation 

Given the lack of a strong response it would be recommended that the Parish Council adopt 

a policy of supporting tourism on an as and when basis through the planning process. This 

should take into consideration issues such as the potential impact on traffic, and on other 

residents. 

Agriculture 

The question on agriculture suggested three main areas for residents to comment on: 
 

• Polytunnels. 

• Small-scale commercial enterprises on farms (diversity). 

• Conversion of redundant farm building. 
 
The use of polytunnels offers several advantages for the farmer including providing an 
extended growing season, a controlled environment and reducing food miles. This would 
bring an economic benefit to the community. 
 
However, polytunnels have faced criticism due to their visual impact and impact on 
biodiversity if not properly managed. From the consultation just over 20% of the 
respondents stated their opposition to polytunnels, principally due to their visual impact. 
Some 60% indicated support for polytunnels, albeit that this was typically qualified by being 
subject to careful sitting and with full consideration given to neighbours, with the remainder 
preferring small-scale projects. 
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In the case of small-scale enterprises on local farms there was fairly strong support (68%) to 
encourage this form of diversification. A majority of respondents also supported the 
conversion of redundant farm buildings for housing. However, several respondents voiced 
concern over the potential for increased traffic, noise and other pollution.  
 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Parish Council adopts a policy of encouraging small-scale 

enterprises on local farms, as well as barn conversions through the planning process, taking 

into consideration the potential impact on the local community.  

Recommendation 

In order to manage the use of polytunnels each application will be considered on an 

individual basis taking into consideration its merits, as well as the views of local residents. In 

particular attention will be given to: 

• The potential visual impact and screening. 

• The overall scale of the proposal, including supporting infrastructure. 

• Drainage and flood risk, including protecting local watercourse against pollution. 

• The impact on the local ecology and measures to mitigate habitat loss including 

replacement of hedging and trees. 

• The preservation of existing rights of way. 

• Measures to mitigate potential nuisance such as noise, artificial lighting and traffic. 

A suggested policy on polytunnels is set out at Appendix 1 to Annex A. 

Renewable Energy and Energy Saving 

The consultation indicated that there was very low support in the community for large scale 

solar farms (6%), although smaller scale carefully sighted installations had slightly more 

support (7%). Domestic use of solar panels, including being part of any new-build had has 

stronger support (38%).  Just under one third of the respondents indicated support for 

group buying and information schemes for both renewables, and energy saving schemes. 

This included information on grants and other financial support. 

Recommendation 

Following the comments from the consultation it is recommended that: 

• The design of new developments should encompass energy saving and renewable 

technology, use sustainable materials and be appropriate to the locality. 

• Due to the lack of support it would be recommended that the building of large-scale 

solar farms within the group is not supported. 

• As a principle, the installation of solar panels on new-builds, and as retro-fits to 

existing buildings should be encouraged, subject to planning regulations. 



 
 

26 
 

• Given the indicated support, the possibility of group buying schemes for renewables 

and energy saving, as well as the provision of information is explored. 

Biodiversity 

Some 71% of respondents expressed support for maintaining biodiversity and habitats in 
the community in order to protect the Group’s rural feel. This includes using brownfield 
sites in preference to the further loss of greenfield. This view also ties in with comments 
describing the former Yeomans site in Canon Pyon as an eyesore, as well as support for the 
conversion of redundant buildings on farms.  Concern was also expressed over light 
pollution, both current and any increase that any new builds would bring. This concern was 
also reflected in support for reducing, or controlling, external security and flood lighting. 
 
Several residents also expressed the view that any off-set should be kept within the 
community, as well as insisting that developers plant trees and hedgerows as compensation 
for habitat loss. A desire for additional tree planting throughout the community was also 
expressed, as well as the wilding of green space to improve habitat. In the case of Canon 
Pyon, the two new developments faced some criticism for the lack of "greenery," (trees and 
lack of substantive gardens) and in addition for Watling Meadow, the loss of the hay 
meadow on which it was built. 
 

Recommendation 

Linking into the lack of support for further large-scale development (especially in Canon 

Pyon), it is recommended that the Parish Council adopts policies that: 

• Protect the rural character of the communities and habitats in the Group. 

• Preference is given to the development of brownfield sites. 

• Insist that new developments include hedge and tree planting.  

• Hedgerows and trees removed during development should be replaced. 

• Any offset is kept within the community. 

• Encourage the concept of “wilding” of green spaces.  

• Avoid developments that extends light pollution in order to preserve the dark night 

skies around each community. 

Community Website 

The questionnaire indicated strong support for the concept of a community website (91% of 

those who commented supported this), albeit several respondents indicated that this 

should not be in competition with the Pyonear community magazine.  There was also 

comment on who would actually manage and maintain the site. 

Notwithstanding this, the suggested potential purposes of such a site ranged from support 

to local organisations and businesses and resilience. In the case of resilience this reflects 

concern over recent flooding, as well as the coronavirus pandemic. 
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Recommendation 

Whilst there is strong support for the concept of a community website, the comments that 

this should not be in competition with the Pyonear and the service this provides should be 

noted. 

• It is recommended that the concept of a community website is explored with the 

aim of this acting as a portal for local organisations and businesses. In addition, the 

site can be used for wider community information, for example home security, flood 

mitigation, community resilience, information on new services etc. 

Note: Some respondents made reference to having a community social media site. 

However, this would require a higher level of maintenance than a website acting as a portal 

or depository of community information.  
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Annex A – Consolidated List of Recommendations 

Sustainable Development 

Recommendations: In considering future development in the group there should be a 
presumption for sustainability as described in the NPPF. In particular: 

• Social – the development should contribute to the social make-up of the 
community. 

• Environment – the development should enhance the local environment. 

• Economic – the development should contribute to the local economy, 
underpinned by having the infrastructure to support it. 

Climate Change 

Recommendation: Development proposals (including those where planning permission is 
required for renovations or conversions) should, where practicable take into 
consideration the effects of climate change. In particular, planning proposals should take 
measures to support effective and sustainable drainage and in addition, not exacerbate 
the conditions at known flooding hotspots. 

Development and Settlement Boundaries 

Bush Bank 
 
Recommendation: It is recommended that the Bush Bank boundary follows the C1094 
from the junction with the A4110 to the junction with Lower Bush Road. The boundary 
should be restricted to a single property depth, thereby only allowing 1-2 “infill” 
developments, and subject to planning considerations. 

Canon Pyon 
 
Recommendation: It is recommended that the village hub is redefined as the Village Hall, 
Playing Field and adjacent Car Park and Bus Stops. 
 
Recommendation: Due to the lack of support for any further substantive house building, 
as well as concerns over the supporting infrastructure, the boundary is tightened and 
future development is restricted to 1-2 house infills and brownfield. This includes the 
former Yeomans (brownfield) site for which planning permission for a 10-house 
development has been granted and is taken into consideration when addressing future 
housing need. Due to concerns over traffic, the narrowness of the lanes leading off the 
A4110, as well as the increased risk of flooding, as well as light-pollution, development on 
these rural lanes is avoided.  

Kings Pyon 
 
Recommendation: Due to the lack of supporting infrastructure that there are no large-
scale developments in the village. That the village boundary is defined tightly in order to 
maintain single depth road facing development. Brownfield, conversions and single house 
“infills” to meet local needs are accepted, subject to appropriate planning.  
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Ledgemoor 
 
Recommendation: The boundary is drawn tightly along Ledgemoor Road. Single depth 
development and infills are accepted to meet local needs and subject to planning 
considerations. 

Westhope 
 
Recommendation: The boundary for development is limited to single depth/infills from 
the junction with Fullbridge Road to the start of Westhope Hill before the junction with 
Chapel Lane. 

Meeting Local Housing Need 

Recommendation: It is recommended that in order to meet housing needs up to 2031, 
this is restricted to the 1-2 house “infill” approach, including converting redundant 
buildings and utilising brownfield sites. This should be considered on a case by case basis, 
in order to meet a specific local requirement and subject to normal planning 
requirements. For example, meeting the needs of the disabled, elderly, agricultural 
housing, as well consideration given to support home-working and micro-businesses.  

Community Issues 

Public Transport 
 
Taking into consideration the views expressed by residents, the ageing population and the 
desire to reduce traffic, it is recommended that the Parish Council: 

• Given the apparent support, explores with service providers the viability of a 
service through Canon Pyon and Bush Bank that better match work patterns and 
ran later into the evening. 

• In order to provide a service to the smaller communities, the possibility of a 
community bus is considered. This service could for example provide a school 
service, matching timings to those of before and after school activities helping to 
link in the outlying communities. This could help to reduce traffic outside the 
school, as well as a provide a link for residents to services such as the surgeries in 
Weobley, as well as nearby retail outlets, and help support for local organisations. 
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Cycling 
 
Respondents (cyclist and non-cyclists) suggested that cycling as an activity in the 
community could be improved by: 

• Putting pressure on the local authority to improve the physical condition of the 
roads. 

• Mount road safety programmes and awareness campaigns. 

• Use signage (i.e. beware of cyclists) to increase the awareness of drivers. 

• Ensure that new dwellings in the community include storage space for cycles. 

Walking 
 
It is considered that there are a number of common themes from the questionnaire that 
could be adopted by the Parish Council: 

• Carryout a survey of footpaths and bridleways in the Group’s area in order to 
identify missing signs, stiles, gates etc. This is in order to identify a plan of action 
to address any shortcomings. 

• Liaison with local landowners to ensure that footpaths are kept clear, for example 
ensuring that paths are not blocked by crops, stock fence/electric fences, 
cultivation up to the edge of the field etc. 

• Improving access by adopting a programme of replacing stiles with gates where 
practicable. In this, it would be recommended that this programme radiates 
outwards from the five main centres of population, thus covering the more 
popular routes first.  

• Encourage more walkers through publicity; maps, guides, better signage, way-
marking, and information on places of interest and local history. 

• Extend the paved footpath from the village hall to the school in order to allow 
pupils and their parents to walk to school (approx. 775m). This would have the 
added benefits of helping improve health, as well as reduce the number of 
vehicles conducting the school-run. 

Tourism 
 
Given the lack of a strong response it would be recommended that the Parish Council 
adopt a policy of supporting tourism on an as and when basis through the planning 
process. This should take into consideration issues such as the potential impact on traffic, 
and on other residents. 
 

Agriculture 
 
It is recommended that the Parish Council adopts a policy of encouraging small-scale 
enterprises on local farms, as well as barn conversions through the planning process, 
taking into consideration the potential impact on the local community. 
 

Polytunnels 
 
In order to manage the use of polytunnels each application will be considered on an 
individual basis taking into consideration its merits, as well as the views of local residents. 
In particular attention will be given to: 
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• The potential visual impact and screening. 

• The overall scale of the proposal, including supporting infrastructure. 

• Drainage and flood risk, including protecting local watercourse against pollution. 

• The impact on the local ecology and measures to mitigate habitat loss including 
replacement of hedging and trees. 

• The preservation of existing rights of way. 

• Measures to mitigate potential nuisance such as noise, artificial lighting and traffic. 
 

Renewable Energy and Energy Saving 
 
Following the comments from the consultation it is recommended that: 

• The design of new developments should encompass energy saving and renewable 
technology, use sustainable materials and be appropriate to the locality. 

• Due to the lack of support it would be recommended that the building of large-
scale solar farms within the group is not supported. 

• As a principle, the installation of solar panels on new-builds, and as retro-fits to 
existing buildings should be encouraged, subject to planning regulations. 

• Given the indicated support, the possibility of group buying schemes for 
renewables and energy saving, as well as the provision of information is explored. 

 

Biodiversity 
 
Linking into the lack of support for further large-scale development (especially in Canon 
Pyon), it is recommended that the Parish Council adopts policies that: 

• Protect the rural character of the communities and habitats in the Group. 

• Preference is given to the development of brownfield sites. 

• Insist that new developments include hedge and tree planting.  

• Hedgerows and trees removed during development should be replaced. 

• Any offset is kept within the community. 

• Encourage the concept of “wilding” of green spaces.  

• Avoid developments that extends light pollution in order to preserve the dark 
night skies around each community. 

Community Website  
 
Whilst there is strong support for the concept of a community website, the comments 
that this should not be in competition with the Pyonear and service this provides should 
be noted. 
 
It is recommended that the concept of a community website is explored with the aim of 
this acting as a portal for local organisations and businesses. In addition, the site can be 
used for wider community information, for example home security, flood mitigation, 
community resilience, information on new services etc.. 
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Appendix 1 to Annex A – Polytunnels 

Polytunnels 

It is recognised that polytunnels offers benefits to agriculture in terms of crop protection, 

the ability to grow a wider variety of crops and for extended periods, and some protection 

against pests and diseases. Their use can also lead to less use of fungicides, insecticides and 

other chemicals, as well as a creating a more controlled growing environment, along with 

cutting food miles by reducing the need to import out of season crops; factors that have 

wider benefits in managing the impact of climate change. 

Whilst the use of polytunnels for food production is accepted, their use can result in 

increased levels of noise, the use of artificial lighting, increased labour, as well as their visual 

impact. Un-managed use of polytunnels also has the potential for causing an unwanted 

ecological and environmental impact, including the loss of habitat. This can lead to local 

opposition which requires management in order to mitigate against the more unwanted 

impact.  

In order to manage the use of polytunnels each application will be considered on an 

individual basis taking into consideration its merits, as well as the views of local residents. In 

particular attention will be given to: 

• The potential visual impact and screening. 

• The overall scale of the proposal, including supporting infrastructure. 

• Drainage and flood risk, including protecting local watercourse against pollution. 

• The impact on the local ecology and measures to mitigate habitat loss including 

replacement of hedging and trees. 

• The preservation of existing rights of way. 

• Measures to mitigate potential nuisance such as noise, artificial lighting and traffic. 

The policy applies to polytunnels sites of significant size and used for commercial growing, 

and which have a substantial degree of permanence and physical attachment to the ground. 

The measures are not seen as applicable to domestic use. 
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Annex B – Public Consultation - Settlement Boundaries  

As part of the public consultation printed maps were provided to allow residents to draw 

their view of a revised settlement boundary. Their breakdown by community was: 

• Canon Pyon (CP) – 7 

• Kings Pyon (KP) – 1 

• Westhope (WH) – 3 

No drawn maps were produced by residents of Bush Bank or Ledgemoor. 

The maps, with a description are shown below: 

Canon Pyon – Public Consultation Maps 

 

Figure 12: Public Consultation CP Map 1 

• Due to absence of pavement, draw-in northern settlement boundary to the parish 
hall. 

• Amend line of playing field. 

• Retain reserved site for new school. 

• Remove traditional orchards (would be protected). 

• Remove site D (access, road flooding, vis impact and light pollution. 

• Consider linear development opposite Watling Meadow and Meadow Drive if 
required. 
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Figure 13: Public Consultation CP Map 2 

Extension of settlement boundary by: 

• Allow 10 dwelling in linear development along Church Road (corresponds to wider 
part of road). 

• Extend boundary behind Nag Head – this would require destruction of traditional 
orchard. 

• Small plot behind Corner Cottage & West View (note: West View is listed). 

• 5/6 dwellings to south of Meadow Drive 

 

Figure 14: Public Consultation CP Map 3 

• Allow self-build along first part of Church Road. 

• Remove Site D 

• Remove site south of Meadow Drive 
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• Don’t allow development behind village shop 

 

Figure 15: Public Consultation CP Map 4 

• Extend settlement boundary by allowing development opposite Village Shop/Watling 

Meadow (with access onto A4110 and Wellington Road. This would also allow a 

roundabout which would help slow down traffic. 

 

Figure 16: Public Consultation CP Map 5 

• No development to west or south of current boundary. 

• Remove Site D. 

• Amend boundary at playing field. 

• Possible development in Orchard east of Nags Head/Orchard View (development to 
west. As a traditional orchard this would be protected. 

• Possible development opposite village shop and Watling Meadow. 
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Figure 17: Public Consultation CP Map 6 

• Amend boundary west of playing field. 

• No site D. 

• No development south of Meadow Drive. 
 

 

Figure 18: Public Consultation CP Map 7 

• Amend boundary west of playing field. 

• Remove Site D. 
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Kings Pyon – Public Consultation Maps 

 

Figure 19: Public Consultation KP Map 1 

Westhope – Public Consultation Maps 

 

Figure 20: Public Consultation WH Map 1 
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• Boundary follows current settlement line but restricted to southern portion of hamlet. 

• No development north of Chapel Lane or east of Dove Cottage. 

 

 

Figure 21: Public Consultation WH Map 2 

• Boundary tightly follows current settlement line but restricted to southern portion of 

hamlet. 

• No development north of junction Lower Derndale Lane/Westhope Lane. 

• No development behind Holy Lodge/Dove Cottage or just north of Westhope Nurseries.  
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Figure 22: Public Consultation WH Map 3 

• Boundary follows current settlement line but restricted to southern portion of hamlet. 

• No development north of Chapel Lane or east of the Weedlands. 

• Extends boundary around Westhope Nurseries. However, in the case of the bungalows 

at the bottom of the village, this could infringe on land used as soakaways.  

 


