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ADDENDUM to Representation on Green Infrastructure: Item 9 on 9.10.2017 

(for addition to Mr Taylor’s ‘GB Boundary in Hampton’ Representation dated 14.2.2017) 

The following subsequent evidence is submitted for consideration to be read with the 
previous submissions noted above:- 

1/ Planning Application.   

As advised in my barrister’s Opinion dated 13.2.17 (emailed), a planning application 
for residential development of my land was validated by LBRUT on 6/6/17 (LPA Ref: 
17/1178). Consultation has been completed. I have been advised that ‘the site’s current 
designation…. is clearly identified as within the Green Belt’ – see email dated 15.8.17 
(attached). 

2/ Liaising with LBRUT over my Representation  

• Following receipt of the Examination Guidelines recommending establishing a 
dialogue with LBRUT Council in advance of the hearings, I asked local Cllr Martin 
Elengorn to consider my representation document dated 14.2.17. In 1995 Cllr 
Elengorn was rotating Chair of LB Richmond planning committee and signatory 
author of the 1995 Local Plan (that contains the erroneous and contradictory GB 
Plans in Hampton). 

• In direct response to Cllr Elengorn’s investigation, the LBRUT senior planning 
office for Hampton (Simon Graham-Smith) confirmed that my land had been 
omitted from the 1996 LP Green Belt proposed additions and that such omission 
‘was a mistake’ – see email dated 8.8.17 (attached). 

• On 18.8.17 Cllr Elengorn recommended to the Planning Policy & Design Team 
Manager (Ms Kitzberger-Smith) that the council should ‘seriously consider’ Mr 
Taylor’s arguments (in order to correct their historic error) (email attached). 

Richmond planning officers have not accepted Cllr Elengorn’s recommendation  
‘because all the operational Thames Water Land adjacent and in the vicinity is also 
designated Green Belt  and this site was formally operated by Thames Water. It therefore 
must have been considered that this land met the criteria for Green Belt designation’ – see 
email dated 21.8.17 (attached). Spelthorne BC never considered that this pocket of TW land 
justified GB designation criteria whilst in their council’s custody. The reasoning of Mr Cronin 
is fatally flawed because he has failed to appreciate the error that my submissions to the 
inquiry clearly explained in February this year. The 1996 map that contains the error also 
shows that some settlement beds owned by Thames Water in Station Road, Hampton, were 
not washed over with GB designation (ringed on extract attached). Mr Cronin appears to 
conflate land erroneously being shown as GB thereby requiring the development plan to be 
corrected with an application to remove land from GB designation. My submissions of 
course are aimed at the former. Nonetheless as the council continues to treat this topic as 
one requiring justification for removing the land from GB, I have added to these submissions 
(without prejudice to my main argument) further submissions that deal with removing the 
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site from the GB if for some reason I do not succeed in showing that the land was never 
within the GB in the first place. 
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3/ LP Examination documents  

Despite hard evidence to the contrary, LBRUT’s planning department 
continue to claim that my land is designated as Green Belt notwithstanding it now 
admits – see above – that it was omitted from the 1996 Plan GB expansion 
consultation. Nonetheless, the Council has included for the 2017 LP Examination a 
‘Green Infrastructure in Hampton’ map on page 12 of the ‘Village Plan’ for Hampton 
SPD (dated March 2017) – see inquiry document Ref PS-030. This was produced after 
public consultation beginning in February 2016. This map clearly shows Richmond 
Council considers my land is NOT designated as Green Belt. 

4/ Removing land from Green Belt 

Notwithstanding submissions on the correctness of the local plan map of 
1996 (and its successors) showing my land within GB designation, I would make the 
following submissions as to why the land should come out of the GB:- 

• The pocket (55m x 30m) of land does not harm the purposes of GB land in NPPF 
80: 

- The land is completely constrained by the operational Thames Water 
reservoirs immediately to the east and north, and the long-established 
residential property to the south and west. There will therefore be no 
encroachment of the countryside.  

- There is zero risk of facilitating potential future urban sprawl or the 
merger of the neighbouring Hampton and Lower Sunbury villages. 

- The land is effectively part of the group of 12 long-established houses to 
the east of Lower Sunbury;  

- It is nowhere near any historic town or settlement. 
• The land is a previously developed brown-field site, currently containing both 

derelict storage sheds and garages and concrete hardstanding covering 209 sq 
metres of the site. Without the claimed Green Belt designation, the land could 
assist re-regeneration of the adjacent settlement through recycling the land for 
housing. 

• Physically my pocket of land reads more naturally as part of the immediately 
adjacent existing residential settlement. 

• Restoration of the Green Belt boundary as designated when the site was part of 
Spelthorne BC would satisfy the requirement of NPPF 85 by ‘not including land 
which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open’ (my land has never been 
‘open’) AND ensure that LBRUT/ Hampton Village’s western Green Belt boundary 
is again defined ‘using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to 
be permanent’ (ie reservoir embankments). 

• NPPF sets out an overall presumption in favour of sustainable development in 
economic, social and environmental terms: 
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- The land is highly sustainable for residential development with 
comprehensive social facilities (shops, restaurants, libraries) available 
within 2 kilometres at both Lower Sunbury and Hampton. 

- There is a high-frequency bus service stop to Staines & Kingston less than 
500 metres away; Hampton railway station, with half-hourly trains to 
London, is only a kilometre away. 

- The current land has virtually zero bio-diversity (having been used to 
graze goats in recent years). Providing above-average size gardens for any 
residential development will substantially improve bio-diversity. 

- Low energy use by new-build property can be ensured through 
appropriate planning conditions.  

- The use of local labour in the construction of any housing would be 
economically beneficial and once occupied residents would add through 
spending to the local economy.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(4 copy emails & 2x maps attached)          David Taylor. 8.9.2017 
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