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1.0

Introduction and Background

1.1

This document has been prepared by Mrs Louise Kirkup, a Director of professional town
planning consultants Kirkwells Ltd, with the involvement of Mr John Stock (see below) on
behalf of Colwall Parish Council. Mrs Kirkup has over 25 years' experience of town planning
in the public and private sectors. She has a degree in Land Management (Development)
from the University of Reading, a Masters of Civic Design from the University of Liverpool
and has been a full member of the Royal Town Planning Institute (MRTPI) since 1996.

1.2

Mr John Stock is a parish councillor and leads the Neighbourhood Development Plan
Working Group in a voluntary capacity. In his professional life he is Chartered Civil Engineer
with over 45 years of highway planning experience including preparation of schemes under
the Highways Act 1984 and latterly via Development Consent Orders. He is a Technical
Director at WSP, a world-wide engineering consultancy where much of his work has been in
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, working closely with landscape architects to minimise
and mitigate the impact of infrastructure on the landscape. He also has significant
experience of writing highway design standards and guides including specifically for AONBs,
that recognises the importance of the landscape.

1.3

The parish council’s objection to this development is based on the LSCA prepared for the
Colwall Neighbourhood Development Plan by Carly Tinkler BA CMLI FRSA MIALE, who has
provided specialist landscape and colour advice to Colwall Parish Council since 2013. The
parish also liaised with the Malvern Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Unit with
whom they have a long-term working relationship. Carly Tinkler was also heavily involved in
the development of the new school which is adjacent to this development site, which
afforded further information on which to assess the sensitivity of the site.

1.4

This document has been prepared in response to the comments submitted by a number of
respondents to the Colwall NDP Regulation 16 public consultation, which set out their
support for a new planning proposal for 37 dwellings on land next to the new primary school
off Mill Lane. The representations included support for the proposal as an alternative site
allocation to the site included in the NDP at Grovesend Farm, Colwall.

1.5

The application site has not been included in the NDP as a proposed site allocation and the
Parish Council has objected to the planning application on the grounds it is within an area
identified as having the highest overall sensitivity and hence lowest capacity for
development in the LSCA (2019). Allowing development within the AONB on sites with the
lowest capacity would be contrary to the NPPF which requires ‘great weight’ to be given to
the protection of the AONB.
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1.6

This document sets out more information about the background evidence and reasoning
supporting the site allocation process in the NDP and the Parish Council's objections to the
proposed development at Mill Lane. It addresses the key points made in the representations
to Herefordshire Council during the Regulation 16 consultation process.

1.7

A second document setting out the rationale and evidence supporting the proposed site
allocation in the NDP at Grovesend Farm has also been prepared1 and should be read
alongside this document.

2.0

NDP Approach to Identifying Proposed Site Allocations

2.1

The housing requirement for Colwall NDP is set out in the adopted Herefordshire Council
Core Strategy, 2015. An indicative housing growth target of 14% is given for the Ledbury
rural Housing Market Assessment (HMA) (see Policy RA1) within which the NDP areas lies,
and Colwall village is identified as one of the settlements which are the main focus of
proportionate housing development (Figure 4.14 in the Core Strategy). The Colwall NDP
includes site allocations and an estimated windfall allowance to meet the up-to-date housing
requirement of 46 further dwellings over the plan period, taking account of recent
development and commitments.

2.2

Colwall NDP area is located entirely within the Malvern Hills AONB. The NDP has therefore
been prepared in accordance with NPPF 2019, paragraph 172 which sets out that 'great
weight should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic beauty in in
National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest
status of protection in relation to these issues.'

2.3

National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) goes on to provide more detail:
'How should development within National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty be approached?
The National Planning Policy Framework makes clear that the scale and extent of
development in these areas should be limited, in view of the importance of conserving and
enhancing their landscapes and scenic beauty.
Paragraph: 041 Reference ID: 8-041-20190721 Revision date: 21 07 2019.

2.4

At an early stage in the Plan's preparation, following advice from the Malvern Hills AONB
officers, and with their assistance, a landscape architect was commissioned to review the
areas immediately adjacent to the former UDP settlement boundary to assess their relative
importance in respect of landscape character and visual amenity. This resulted in the
published 'Preliminary Assessment of Settlement Boundary – Landscape Appraisal’, dated
March 2013. This assessment identified 8 sites which demonstrated the most obvious
potential [for development] based on a preliminary ‘rapid’ assessment of areas adjacent to
the settlement boundary. It was considered unlikely these sites alone would provide
sufficient development to satisfy the housing target due to other constraints, and so a more
detailed assessment was commissioned to establish whether further sites could accept
development and to grade their relative impact on the AONB.
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Parish Council Response to Regulation 16 Comments Objecting to Site Allocation Policy CD4 Site 2
Grovesend Farm (Approximately 37 houses)
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2.5

The purpose of the additional technical study, the Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity
Assessment (LSCA), was to identify areas on the outskirts of Colwall’s settlement where
future residential development potentially could be sited without giving rise to unacceptable
levels of adverse effects on landscape character and visual amenity. The Stage 2 Landscape
Sensitivity and Capacity Assessment (LSCA) was published in September 2013 and graded
parcels of land immediately outside the historic settlement boundary.

2.6

Over the following years the LSCA was updated several times, finally in October 2019, to
take account of the visual impacts of new development schemes which were built out over
the period, and to consider further information and assessment work prepared for
developers, including the new primary school. These updates had the following impact on
the LSCA rating of the Mill Lane and Grovesend sites:
Stage/ Area

Stage 1 LSCA
Stage 2 LSCA Sept
2013
Stage 2 LSCA Dec
2014
Stage 2 LSCA Oct
2016

Stage 2 LSCA March
2017

Stage 2 LSCA Oct
2019

LSCA Capacity Rating
Area 9A and Area 9 (Mill Lane)
Area 12 subsequently
Areas 12A, 12B(1) and 12B(2)
(Grovesend)
Area 9A (then referred to as site ‘H’)
Not identified
‘potential for development’
9A – High
12 – Medium/ Low to Medium
Remaining 9 – Low to Medium
9A- Reduced from High to Medium
No change
to High (because in AONB)
Remaining 9 – No change
9A – not assessed as built up by new No change
school
Remaining 9 – Low
(Reduced following reassessment
with additional data from work
commissioned for the school
development.)
No change
Following additional work, Area 12
split into 3 parts to protect specific
areas within the Area
12A – Medium/ Low to Medium
12B(1) – Low to Medium Low
12B(2) – Low to Medium Low
No change
No change

2.7

Throughout the development of the LSCA (Stages 1 and 2), the area behind the village hall,
latterly known as Area 9A, was rated as having the highest capacity for development. It is
now built out as it contains the new primary school.

2.8

Throughout the development of the Stage 2 LSCA (the Stage 1 did not identify the
Grovesend site) the Grovesend site has been rated as having a greater capacity for
development than the Mill Lane site, Area 9. The 2019 LSCA identified Area 9 as having a
‘Low’ capacity. This is the lowest rating out of the nine levels available and it would be
entirely inappropriate to consider areas rated ‘Low’ for development given the NPPF
requirement to give ‘great weight’ to the AONB. The LSCA assessment is set out below
(p29):
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AREA 9
Location: West edge of settlement, north of Mill Lane.
General Description: Flat,
open arable land with slight
slope to watercourse to north.
Bounded by mature trees and
hedges. New Colwall primary
school, village hall and car
park to SE (beyond Area
boundary. Roadside hedge
with mature escaped oak.
Mature tree belts, ornamental
hedges. Houses with gardens
on S side of Mill Lane.
Key Baseline Features:
Important
watercourse
running along N of sector.
Setting limited by vegetation
and Hills to N and E. 20th C
influences.
Strong
edge
pattern. Public fps crossing
Area.
Landscape Sensitivity:
High to Moderate. High
vulnerability to loss and high
landscape character
sensitivity. Some loss of
condition and eroded edges
but historic boundary hedge
reinstated 2018.

Visual
Sensitivity:
High.
Visible from Hills ridges (incl.
Beacon) and slopes. Visible
from
roads,
public
fps,
residential properties / school /
village hall. Upper Mill Farm
visible to NW.

Overall Sensitivity: High to
Moderate. Area forms integral part
of good quality rural, open
countryside and development here
would be inappropriate.

Landscape Value: High to Moderate.
Function / Context / Comment: At important village gateway on Mill Lane marking clear point where
W side of village ends, site forms integral part of good quality rural, open countryside beyond. Strong
tree-lined hedged boundary at W edge settlement (new primary school). Well-used local public footpaths
and visual amenity. [Note that a public footpath is shown S of the village hall in old maps but presumably
since diverted to E?] Development of this area would give rise to significant adverse effects on the
character of the village and landscape, and on visual amenity especially in terms of views from the
Malvern Hills. Capacity level decreased to Low to link Low capacity Areas 11 and 8 and reinforce belt
along W side of village.
Overall Capacity: Low
LANDSCAPE
SENSITIVITY

VISUAL
SENSITIVITY

OVERALL
SENSITIVITY

LANDSCAPE
VALUE

OVERALL CAPACITY

HIGH TO
MODERATE

HIGH

HIGH

HIGH TO
MODERATE

LOW

2.9

It is worth noting that the assessment sets out that 'Development of this area would give rise
to significant adverse effects on the character of the village and landscape, and on visual
amenity especially in terms of views from the Malvern Hills.'
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2.10

LSCA Figure 1: Landscape Capacity is reproduced as Map 3 in the NDP. The planning
application site is identified as Area 9, with ‘Low’ capacity for development. See Map 1
below.
Map 1 LSCA Figure 1: Landscape Capacity

2.11

At the same time a Capacity Table was developed which graded the potential sites in order
of their ability to accept development, in landscape terms. The Table was then populated
with the other constraints, including whether the landowner wished to develop in the Plan
period, and taking account of technical constraints such as access, flood risk and impacts on
built and natural heritage assets.
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2.12

The Capacity Table is provided as Table 1 in the NDP (on p24) and is reproduced below. This
was used to guide decisions about proposed site allocations in the NDP. Plots identified as
Low Capacity, including Area (Plot) 9 were not considered suitable for development and
were not taken forward in the NDP.
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3.0

Key Points raised in Regulation 16 Responses

3.1

'Broad Public Support for the Site in 2015'

3.1.1

An emerging Draft Plan was published for informal, local consultation in late 2015. At
around this time there was also a proposal for a new primary school in the village, and the
consultation process for the new school proposal was combined with the consultation on
the emerging NDP. The planning application site adjoins Area 3 (see Map 2 below). Area 3
was included in the NDP as an option for new houses in Draft Policy CD5 - Area 3 Adjacent to
village hall, and as Option 2 Draft Policy CS1 – Site Allocation for a New Primary School for a
mixed-use development including a new school, community / recreational facilities and
housing.
Map 2 Former UDP Settlement Boundary and Proposed Extensions, 2015

3.1.2

The Questionnaire included Q8 Draft Policy CD5 - Area 3 Adjacent to village hall (Approx 21
houses, note Plan has error, says 16) with a box for respondents to record whether they
supported, objected, or didn't know, and a box for comments / suggested changes.
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3.1.3

The questionnaire also included Q17 Draft Policy CS1 – Site allocation for a New Primary
School:
Support

Object

Don’t
Know

Comments / Suggested Changes

Option 1 The
Existing School Site
Option 2 – Adjacent
to the Village Hall
(incl approx. 16
houses under CD4)
Option 3 –
Grovesend Farm

3.1.4 In addition there was a further question, Q19 Proposal by landowner adjacent to village hall.
This set out that 'the landowners have offered to negotiate a viable and acceptable scheme to
them, Herefordshire Council and Colwall Parish Council to support the provision of a school,
community facilities, nature and housing on about 9 acres, see plan.'
Map 3 (Q19)

Support

Object

Don’t Know

3.1.5

The map in the Questionnaire included the area for the planning application, as well as the
area proposed for the new school (Map 3 above).

3.1.6

The summary of the consultation responses showed that for Q8, 65 respondents supported
the option for housing, 7 objected and 13 didn't know. In response to Q17, 82 respondents
supported Option 2 (the site adjacent to the village hall) for a new school, 8 objected and 2
didn't know. In response to Q19, the Land Owner Proposal for Provision of School,
Community Facilities, Nature and Housing - Adjacent to the Village Hall, 67 supported the
proposal, 14 objected and 10 didn't know.

3.1.7

It is worth noting that at this early stage of the NDP's preparation, Grovesend Farm was not
consulted upon as an option for housing development, but it was considered as an option
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for a site for the new school (with 6 supporting this, 56 objecting and 9 not knowing). The
other areas identified as options for housing, (Area 1 Adjacent to the Village Green, Area 2
Adjacent to (former) Primary School, Area 3 Adjacent to Village Hall, Area 4 Picton Gardens,
and Area 5 Cowl Barn Lane, Redland Drive, North of Cowl Barn Lane) were all assessed in the
most recent LSCA study at that time as being of medium to high and medium to
high/medium and medium landscape capacity, and therefore acceptable for housing
development.
3.1.8

Following the informal public consultation, Herefordshire Council made the decision to
develop Area 3 for the new school and this development has been completed.

3.1.9

Other areas identified as options for new housing were not progressed in the NDP for
various reasons - see Table 1 Capacity Table above.

3.1.10 The planning application site, adjacent to Area 3, was not considered suitable due to its low
capacity. The LSCA concluded that development would extend built form into the sensitive
open countryside of the Malvern Hills AONB, beyond the strong edge of the settlement. In
views from the Hills’ summits in particular, this would be very noticeable, and overall, would
result in a significant adverse impact on the landscape character and visual amenity of the
AONB. Therefore, the site was not taken forward in the NDP, along with a number of other
areas.
3.1.11 Over the following few years, discussions with landowners, consideration of further evidence
and technical studies, development of the new school and new housing, and results of other
consultation processes, were all used to inform the policies and proposals in later iterations
of the NDP. Therefore, although stakeholders' responses to the options for new housing and
also the proposed additional site put forward by the landowner in 2015 were carefully
considered at that time, the 2015 consultation process results contributed to just one of
many elements in the decision-making process, cumulating in the Submission version of the
NDP.
3.2

'Not in the Conservation Area'

3.2.1

A number of objections set out that the Mill Lane site is preferable to the Grovesend Farm
site because it does not lie within the Conservation Area.

3.2.2

Development is permitted within Conservation Areas. The NPPF explains in section 16.
Conserving and enhancing the historic environment, paragraph 192. That, 'In determining
applications, local planning authorities should take account of: a) the desirability of
sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses
consistent with their conservation; b) the positive contribution that conservation of heritage
assets can make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and c) the
desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and
distinctiveness.' Herefordshire Council Core Strategy Policy LD4 – Historic environment and
heritage assets sets out that, amongst other things, 'Development proposals affecting
heritage assets and the wider historic environment should: 1. Protect, conserve, and where
possible enhance heritage assets and their settings in a manner appropriate to their
significance through appropriate management, uses and sympathetic design, in particular
emphasising the original form and function where possible.' Any future proposals coming
forward for Grovesend Farm will be required to address national, Herefordshire and NDP
planning policies in relation to conservation and design.
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3.2.3

As set out in Section 2 above in more detail, development of the Mill Lane site would have a
significant adverse landscape and visual impact on the AONB. The site is not within the
Conservation Area but development would be contrary to Core Strategy Policy LD1 –
Landscape and townscape which sets out that ' Development proposals should: •
demonstrate that character of the landscape and townscape has positively influenced the
design, scale, nature and site selection, protection and enhancement of the setting of
settlements and designated areas; • conserve and enhance the natural, historic and scenic
beauty of important landscapes and features, including Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty, nationally and locally designated parks and gardens and conservation areas; through
the protection of the area’s character and by enabling appropriate uses, design and
management.'

3.2.4

The LSCA demonstrates that the character of the landscape has positively influenced site
selection and this process has not led to the identification of the Mill lane site as a site
allocation for new housing. The Grovesend site LSCA capacity rating of ‘Between Low to
Medium and Medium’ is 3 levels less sensitive than the Mill Lane site which has the lowest
possible rating of ‘Low’. It is this stark difference in impact on the AONB that justifies the
possible impacts on the Conservation Area.

3.3

'Better vehicular and pedestrian access, with links directly to existing footpaths towards
the village and local amenities'

3.3.1

Respondents to the Regulation 16 consultation suggested that Mill Lane provided better
vehicular and pedestrian access to local facilities than the site at Grovesend Farm.

3.3.2

The proposed site adjoins the site of the new village school and village hall with obviously
very short distances to these facilities. However, local shops, the library and rail station and
the main village centre are closer to the proposed site at Grovesend Farm, as tabulated
below.
Walking distances in metres
Shortest highlighted
To/ From

Difference Mill Lane
less Grovesend
(negative = saving)

Grovesend

Mill Lane

1176

163

-1013

745

163

-582

1196

152

-1044

V Hall (incl some field footpaths)

765

152

-613

Butchers
Library
Pharmacy
Surgery
Rail station
Colwall Park
Café Morso
Community church
Peter's Fruit & Veg
Provisions of Colwall

715
621
466
345
590
510
591
591
626
703

763
857
1012
1133
1094
1014
1095
1095
1130
1207

48
236
546
788
504
504
504
504
504
504

School ( by road/ paved
pedestrian routes)
School (incl some field
footpaths)
V Hall (by road/ paved
pedestrian routes)
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3.3.3

Other respondents set out concerns about increased traffic on Mill Lane from the
development proposal. One concerned resident advised 'how busy the lane currently is, not
just with cars and agricultural traffic, but also large lorries, including articulated lorries which
pass through on a daily basis. Safety issues are also a concern; 'The junction of Mill Lane to
Walwyn Road is very busy, particularly at school times. With the traffic lights at the bridge,
many parents accessing the Elms school, park Mill Lane side and walk their children over the
bridge and then return turning in the entrance to Mill Lane. Cars are often parked in Stowe
Lane for both schools, and often people stop and park opposite the T-junction to Mill Lane
creating dangerous driving conditions, particularly when there are so many young children
about. A further consideration is that there is no pavement beyond, school side, beyond the
vehicular exit of the village hall, which already creates a significant risk to safety. The
suggestion that approximately 40 houses could be built next to the school could only increase
an already unsatisfactory situation. If only half the homes had only 2 cars that would be an
increase of 60 vehicles.'

3.3.4

The Parish Council was involved in the discussions regarding Mill Lane and its junction with
Walwyn Road as part of the mixed school and housing development and were content it
could provide safe access for the school and additional housing, such as the proposed 37
homes.

4.0

Conclusion

4.1

The Parish Council maintains its objection to the proposed development of new housing on
the site next to the new school, off Mill Lane.

4.2

The site is in area identified as of low landscape capacity in the LSCA, where development
should be considered unacceptable due to adverse impacts on the AONB. Consequently, the
area has not been included in the proposed Settlement Boundary.

4.3

Although the proposals for a school and housing in the area received significant public
support in an early informal consultation in 2015, it was on the basis of providing a new
school and housing in an integrated development. The developer then chose to omit the
housing and developed the site purely on the basis of the school. As a result of the
landscape studies carried out for the school, Area 9 was reassessed and rated ‘low’.

4.4

Although the LSCA capacity rating for Area 9 has changed its rating, it has always been lower
than the Grovesend site and consequently the Grovesend site should be considered as the
preferred site for development. Whilst the Mill Lane application has the advantage of not
being in a Conservation Area and its access to Walwyn Road has some public support, it is
less accessible to most of the village centre services.

4.5

The fact remains that major housing development at Mill Lane would have a far greater
adverse impact on the highly sensitive landscape character and visual amenity of the AONB
compared to the Grovesend site. Proposing development on an area rated as having the
lowest capacity effectively negates the purpose of the LSCA and implies a development freefor-all in the AONB.
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