Colwall NDP Regulation 16 Comments

Comments made by: Andrew Banks (Development Manager — North Team) and Josh Bailey
(Senior Planning Officer — North Team)

General Comment

As a general comment, it was felt that a contents page for policies would aid officers to find
policies.

It was also suggested that a good example of this can be found at the end of the Cradley NDP,
which sets aside a couple of pages and lists each policy individually.

Policy CSB1 — Colwall Settlement Boundary

Officers felt that if you decide to define a settlement boundary, then it should be somewhat
reasonable to build to the settlement boundary, albeit within. Confusion was raised given that
the last sentence of this particular policy seems to conflict with that of the first part of the
policy.

It was noted that the settlement boundary seems to exclude ‘Mill Lane’, to which it is
understood that there is a current application in for this site.

Questions as to whether there are there any realistic development opportunities at Orlin
Road. If not, officers question as to why is it being included as part of the settlement boundary,
and whether realistically, this should be omitted.

Policy CD1 — Protecting Exceptional Key Views

Whilst acknowledging the sensitivity of the Malvern Hills AONB, it seems somewhat far-
fetched/excessive for a LVIA to be undertaken for minor residential development (i.e. 1/2/3
new dwellings).

Officers feel that the level of information really should be proportionate to the type of
application proposed.

A suggestion to re-word the policy in that — ‘development proposals will need to consider the
landscape impacts and level of information is proportionate to development proposed’.

The way the policy works, seems like the whole village would need an LVIA?

Suggestion to simplify the map attached to this policy. Officers encourage to have a look at
Wellington Heath viewpoints and ridgelines policy (WH14) — which actually directs where the
viewpoints are identified.

Policy CD2 — General Design Principles for Development within Colwall Settlement Boundary

It is suggested to split up this policy, as it is, to put it simply, too much detail. It is suggested
that it can be broken up into individual policies, e.g. one for new residential development; one
for householders; one for heritage assets — generally it would be much easier and 5 or 6
policies can be made out of this one policy.

In relation to point 21. It is queried as to the use of steel as a material

In regards to point 23. settlement pattern should really apply to the conservation area and
perhaps reference should be made to the recent dismissed appeal at Mathon Road,
particularly given Colwall settlement, as a whole, has a variety of different settlement
patterns, particularly when you compare the conservation area and development
immediately adjacent. May be worth including this point as part of conservation area and built
environment.



Point 26 can be a separate policy
Less is more in truth.

Policy CD3 - Site 1 Former Primary School and adjacent land (approximately 9 houses)

Officers felt on first impression that it does seem somewhat restrictive to limit where built
development will take place, as the site plot is not to dissimilar to Elms Drive above, which
only has 5 houses and a completely different pattern of development on another part of the
site. A proposed layout is likely to look completely out of context. Doesn’t seem hugely
sensitive.

Indeed, when you viewed the indicative layout at the appendix, it seems confusing when you
read the policy. Namely, it says 9 in the policy but 14 dwellings are shown on the indicative
layout. If so, is affordable housing to be sought after?

Officers felt that points 2 thru 6 inclsuve seemed to say the same thing.

At point 7 officers queries as to how good design can really be achieved, if development is
being restricted, likely to end up as out-of-context or character.

Policy CD4 — Grovesend Farm (approximately 37 houses)

Officers have no comments to offer on this particular policy and felt it would defer to officers
in the Majors team to offer any input on this.

Policy CD5 — General Design Principles for Development in the Wider Countryside

A positive was felt that principle of development was comprehensively clear with outside the
settlement boundary being immediately RA3/RA4/RA5/RA6.

As a point of caution, at point B(12), it should be made clear that cabling is beyond the remit
of planning and is permitted development.

Policy CD6 - Farmsteads

Officers wish to make clear that a right to a view is not a material planning consideration.

If the policy is to do with conversion as a whole, then this is appropriate, but a conflict would
ensue if a farmstead is continued to be used as farmstead. For example, a new agricultural
building next to the farmstead, would not conflict with policy, but queried about the
continued viability of farmstead.

Clearly, a question would be raised if conflict would take place with the NDP on siting because
it's adjacent to the farmstead, but also alternative siting is isolated and remote, raising
concerns also.

Policy CD7 — Protecting Archaeology

No comments to make

Policy CD8 — New Agricultural Buildings

Firstly, officers felt to draw attention to policy CD6, which needs clarification on point 2,
particularly the appropriate location of farm buildings.

Point 4 and 5 raises a question as to what is the operational need of the farmstead? This seems
unnecessarily limited in terms of scope.

An agricultural building is a simple rectangular form, compromising use by features.



e Officers felt that this policy is unduly restrictive and needs a comprehensive review. Its aims
in reality are unrealistic.

Policy CD9 — Poly-tunnels
e No comments to offer
Policy CH1 — Range and Mix of Housing
e No comments to offer on this policy
Policy CF1 Supporting A Range of Goods and Services in the Village Centre

e Officers felt that the policy needs the inclusion of appropriate marketing for at least a
continuous period of 12 months as a minimum, particularly in relation to community and
social facilities such as public houses and the village shop, in line with supporting background
information to Policy SC1 of Herefordshire Council’s Core Strategy.

Policy CF2 Recreation Facilities and Open Spaces
e No comments to make

Policy CF3 Local Green Space
e No comments to make

Policy CRE1 - Renewable Energy Schemes

e Officers noted that no mentioned of biomass proposals or ground source heat pumps has
been made, bearing in mind that the Neighbourhood Area as received certain application
types within recent times e.g. Barton Court.

Other comments by officers

e Officers felt that some aspects of planning were not evident within the NDP and thoughts
should be given to potentially including this aspects. This encompassed:
0 Tourism — particularly given Colwall’s relation to the Malvern Hills AONB
O Rural Economy — for the same reason as above
0 Full Householders policy — many NDP tend to focus predominately towards residential
development when 70/75% of applications are full householder applications.

e Officers noted the potential of a new highways policy, which was located in appendix 1, and
cannot be considered as a policy in its current location. It was suggested that this could be a
policy on its own.

e As a matter of closing, Policy CD2 needs to be split up clearly into residential/full householder
applications.



Latham, James

From: donotreply@herefordshire.gov.uk

Sent: 27 March 2020 19:56

To: Neighbourhood Planning Team

Subject: A comment on a proposed Neighbourhood Area was submitted

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise

the sender and know the content is safe.

Comment on a proposed neighbourhood plan form submitted fields

Caption

Address

Postcode

First name

Last name

Which plan are you commenting on?
Comment type

Your comments

Value

Andrew

Downs

Colwall Neighbourhood Development Plan
Obijection

I would like to register my objection to the
Colwall 2020 NDP. The plan seems to have
taken decisions that don't reflect the views of
villagers, nor result in a plan that is best for
the village. The proposal of Grovesend Farm
for development would put more traffic on
roads that are not suited such as a narrow
road in Old Church Road and Stone Drive
which already has many parked cars and
awkward junctions. The proposal does not
identify a separate pedestrian access where
there is currently none to the site The plan to
have a new school and housing off Mill Lane
in 2015 had broad suppor. That site has many
benefits, including not being part of the
Colwall Conservation Area, which
Grovesend Field is an important part of.
There is also far better vehicular and
pedestrian access, with links directly to
existing footpaths towards the village. The
unexpected change of land allocation in 2018
was not broadly supported, and comments in
the subsequent consultation seem to have
been ignored before this submission.



Latham, James

From: donotreply@herefordshire.gov.uk

Sent: 26 March 2020 15:09

To: Neighbourhood Planning Team

Subject: A comment on a proposed Neighbourhood Area was submitted

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise
the sender and know the content is safe.

Comment on a proposed neighbourhood plan form submitted fields

Caption Value

Address

Postcode

First name Anne

Last name Easthope
Which plan are you commenting on? Grovesend Field
Comment type Obijection

This proposed development at Grovesend
Field is not the right place for building
purposes. The surrounding roads are very
narrow with no pavements in Old Church

Your comments Road thereby making it extremely dangerous
for pedestrians and virtually impossible to
access. Please rethink this proposal and
transfer it to the site in Mill Lane which is a
much safer and sustainable option.



Latham, James

From: Andrzej Kowal

Sent: 27 March 2020 21:06

To: Neighbourhood Planning Team
Subject: Colwall 2020 NDP

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise
the sender and know the content is safe.

| object to the 2020 version of the Colwall NDP as | believe the Grovesend Farm as being a part of the
Colwall Conversation Area should be protected at any cost.

The original plan to build off Mill Lane was by far more accepted by the people from the village then
Grovesend Farm which now seems to be simply ignored.

Building on Grovesend Farm will mean that the Old Church Road and Stone Drive both will result in
greater traffic which is unsafe because of the narrow and parked-up roads. Unfortunately the new plan does
not give you any reassurance what so ever that there will be a safe pedestrian link to Grovesend field. Right
now when | leave my own house | have to cross the street to get to the pedestrian walk way just before a
sharp bend. If the traffic on Stone Drive will be impacted by the Newley build site which it will be this
means less safety for my family in the upcoming future.

Best regards,

Andrzej Kowal



Latham, James

From: Martin

Sent: 18 March 2020 18:21

To: Neighbourhood Planning Team

Subject: Colwall Neighbourhood Development Plan - Grovesend Field

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise
the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Sirs,

Having studied the above plan | wish to make an objection to the current consideration to develop Grovesend Field
for housing.

This site is totally unsuitable from a number of viewpoints - from pedestrian safety with no pavement facility on
what would be the very narrow traffic outlet of Old Church Road, and also from the impact of increased traffic in the
narrow lanes of the immediate surrounding area — Stone Drive, Oak Drive and Old Church Road.

Of particular concern should be the awkward junctions of Old Church Road/ Mathon Road, and Old Church
Road/Walwyn Road. The latter now being already seriously congested by the large amount of cars, coaches, mini
busses etc., using this junction, on a daily basis, to service the increasing intake at the The Downs School in Brockhill
Road.

| do not see the reasoning behind the selection of Grovesend Field, rather than the alternative development
considered at Mill Lane, which offers a much safer option for pedestrians, a good, clear and direct vehicle exit to the
main road and provides close access to the main village amenities- school, village hall, shops, station etc.

| believe the overall impact of the incorrect sighting selection of this development will not benefit the existing village
community, but will result in animosity, and dismay of residents, who do not feel they are being listened to but are

fully aware of the impact the Grovesend development will inflict.

Regards
Alan Martin

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



Latham, James

From: donotreply@herefordshire.gov.uk

Sent: 27 March 2020 12:59

To: Neighbourhood Planning Team

Subject: A comment on a proposed Neighbourhood Area was submitted

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise
the sender and know the content is safe.

Comment on a proposed neighbourhood plan form submitted fields

Caption Value

Address

Postcode

First name Andy

Last name Meany

Which plan are you commenting on? Colwall Neighbourhood Development Plan
Comment type Comment

Please add Mill Lane site to the plan instead
of Grovesend Field. The Mill lane site has
previously been well supported (2015 ) when
the new school was being approved. The Mill
lane site has much safer access and egress
especially for pedestrians but also for

Your comments vehicles. Grovesend Field would add
considerable pedestrian and vehicle traffic
during and post construction along Old
Church Rd which even now is inadequately
and only intermittently paved with a narrow
road width for vehicles. Thank you for your
consideration



ANN RICHARDSON

20 March 2020

Regulation 16 Colwall NDP Response

Dear Sir/Madam,

| wish to make clear my objections to the Colwall NDP in its current form as submitted for
Regulation 16.

* The current draft includes development of Grovesend Farm for 37 Houses. The
2012 SHLAA concluded that this site was unsuitable since the road network would not
sustain intensification of use.

* The draft plan also prevents building on the land adjacent to the new school in Mill
Lane, a site well supported by villagers in the only full consultation with 82 voting in
favour of this site for both the school and housing development. It is unclear as to why
this prevention has occurred.

* A developer has submitted an application to build in Mill Lane, but despite the
wishes of the community to use this site, this is being opposed by Parish Council on the
grounds that it is not in the NDP. NDP’s can be changed at this stage.

* Both sites are within an area of outstanding beauty and both can be seen clearly
from the top of the Malvern Hills. The significant difference is that Grovesend Farm is
designated both as Conservation Land, and a “Green Lung” for the village. HCC have
acknowledged that Conservation Land should be given protection and therefore given
more weight in regard to landscape value.

* Grovesend Farm is of historical importance to Colwall with the remains of industrial
heritage , and also bordered by listed buildings.

* The poor access to Grovesend Farm and the narrow Old Church Road with no
footpaths is contrasted with the excellent access and footpaths for the Mill Lane site.

Conclusion

My objections are concerned with the way in which housing sites have been allocated
without proper consultation and contrary to the wishes of the community, and the
identification of Grovesend Farm as a housing allocation when a far more appropriate site
should be available. | wish to support changing the current Colwall NDP to include
building on the land adjacent to the new school in Mill Lane, and the removal of the
building allocation on Conservation Land at Grovesend Farm.



Latham, James

From: donotreply@herefordshire.gov.uk

Sent: 22 March 2020 11:59

To: Neighbourhood Planning Team

Subject: A comment on a proposed Neighbourhood Area was submitted

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise
the sender and know the content is safe.

Comment on a proposed neighbourhood plan form submitted fields

Caption Value
Address

Postcode

First name Ann

Last name Roberson
Which plan are you commenting on? Colwall
Comment type Obijection

I do not support the currently proposed NDP
because the site proposed for 37 of the
additional houses is Grovesend Farm.
Instead, the Mill Lane site (for instance)
adjacent to the Colwall C of E School would
be far more suitable. My reasons are: 1.
Grovesend Farm is in a Conservation Area
(one of only a few in Herefordshire), and
therefore we must care for and protect it. It
also has historical importance with industrial
heritage on one side and listed buildings on
another. 2. Grovesend Farm is also unsuitable
because it has very poor road (and
pedestrian) access — the road network giving
access to the site from the main Walwyn

Your comments Road runs through narrow twisty roads with
poor visibility and there would be serious
safety concerns. 3. Unlike Grovesend, the
Mill Lane site provides a much safer option,
and much more convenient solution for
young families with easy access to school
and hall, and also better for older people with
easy access to all the community activity
associated with the Village Hall. 4. The Mill
Lane site has far better and safe pedestrian
access to all village facilities via the new
paths created for the school, and vehicular
access off the upgraded Mill Lane. 5. These
views were reflected in the past in both the
2012 SHLAA and in the 2015 version of the
Colwall NDP.



Latham, James

From: donotreply@herefordshire.gov.uk

Sent: 15 March 2020 12:47

To: Neighbourhood Planning Team

Subject: A comment on a proposed Neighbourhood Area was submitted

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise
the sender and know the content is safe.

Comment on a proposed neighbourhood plan form submitted fields

Caption Value

Address

Postcode

First name Alan

Last name Seddon

Which plan are you commenting on? Colwall Neighbourhood Plan
Comment type Obijection

The plan currently envisages the
development of houses on Grovesend Field.
This area is of major significance in the
history of Colwall especially during the
industrial revolution . Building on it would
destroy the matters which need conservation
rather than preserving them. In addition I fail
to see how traffic could safely access this site
as Church Road is narrow and largely
without pavements. It is already somewhat
hazardous to walk or drive down but is
acceptable due to the Lanes current limited
use by traffic. Any increase in traffic would
render it dangerous and prevent it from being
a public asset as it is a popular walk and also
the major pedestrian access to the Village
Allotments and Village Garden which
contains the Village orchards. Surely we
should be encouraging walking and exercise
rather than forcing people to use cars or
preventing access to amenities. A better
solution would be to continue the develop the
area around Mill Lane with the now splendid
access to the school and village hall. This
will better balance the village as over the
years the Colwall Green end of the village
has lost its services which would regenerate
with more new property development.

Your comments



Dear Neighbourhood Planning Team,

Please find my individual commentary regarding the request for feedback on the latest draft of the
Colwall NDP.

Whilst | am agreement with the concept of having an NDP and the need to meet the minimum
housing growth targets — as we are in a protected AONB, | am objecting to the current
recommendations of the latest draft plan.

In particular | do not believe the process in the selection of sites for housing development reflects
the strength of evidence and majority of consultation respondent feedback is not reflected in the
draft plan.

| have followed and supported the preferred process of attending and listening to plan authors and
contributors and provided appropriate evidence, feedback and challenge in a timely fashion and
when requested through the various development stages since 2013.

However, | have been frustrated that my comments and those of the majority of respondents has
not been considered and acted upon during these consultation process and stages.

So | would like to formally challenge the current NDP process and design finalisation
recommendations in a number of areas:

e | do not believe the LSCA has been developed consistently and it should not be the only
consideration in determining sites for Housing development. It has also changed over time
without detailed explanation or in consultation with village residents. As a consequence
Grovesend Field is included as a site for development in the latest plan even though it was
excluded in earlier versions and the Mill Lane site area which was considered suitable for
development in earlier plans has now has been excluded.

e Arecent application for appropriate development on Mill Lane has been very strongly
supported by a clear majority of village respondents — yet the Parish Council have rejected
the application and excluded it as an option in the NDP. This happened even though a well
constructed and appropriately designed proposal was formally submitted before the draft
NDP was finalised and within 2days of the Draft NDP being formally shared at the Colwall
Village Hall.

e Other key studies and documents such as Herefordshire Council’s own SHLAA
recommendations and the English Heritage confirmation of the Colwall Conservation Area
which highlighted Grovesend Field as a protected open space and the ‘green lung’ of the
village do not seem to have been given the same consideration.

e No landscape impact assessment has been completed for the Grovesend field development
e Inall village NDP discussion meetings and feedback the vast majority of respondents have
provided feedback regarding the importance of highways, access and infrastructure in
choosing sites for development. This does not seem to be considered in the draft plan
recommendations with particular regard to the lack of suitability of Old Church Road to

support future development

e The draft plan does not offer alternative housing development options and sites for the
village residents to provide feedback on and ultimately vote upon. During the process there
have always been options available including

A. The Mill Lane site, location near to services and highways links has much greater
suitability for potential development



B. A higher assumption on infill development. Recent average new house infill
developments have been significantly higher than the projected average included in
the plan. These developments are spread across the village and with appropriate
planning could ensure diverse development and less pressure on particular locations
and roads of bigger housing developments. A number of these 1 or few house
development applications have been rejected by the PC when they could have
contributed to the Plans housing targets.

Both sites are fields within the AONB, and both are clearly visible from the Malvern Hills. However:

o Grovesend Field is within the Colwall Conservation Area and should be awarded greater
protection;

o Grovesend Field is of historical importance to Colwall with the remains of Colwall’s industrial
heritage in the southern section and is bordered by listed buildings to the north;

o Grovesend Field has poor access, meaning increased traffic will impact on Stone Drive, Old
Church Road, Oak Drive, and the awkward junctions with Mathon Road and Walwyn Road. Old
Church Road is narrow and lacks a pavement, making future residents of any development less likely
to walk to the village, and the ongoing safety of current pedestrian users is also a concern.

. The Mill Lane site provides a safer and more sustainable option, with excellent pedestrian
access to key amenities including the school, village hall, scout hut, village shops and public
transport on Walwyn Road / the station. Any vehicle traffic accesses Walwyn Road directly, via a well
designed junction with excellent sight lines.

| would be very happy to provide any additional info on request
Regards

Mrs Arielle Stephens



Latham, James

From: Turner, Andrew

Sent: 18 February 2020 15:51

To: Neighbourhood Planning Team

Subject: RE: Colwall Regulation 16 submission neighbourhood development plan

consultation

RE: Colwall Regulation 16 submission neighbourhood development plan consultation

Dear Neighbourhood Planning Team,

| refer to the above and would make the following comments with regard to the proposed development areas
identified in the ‘Colwall Regulation 16 submission neighbourhood development plan’:

It is my understanding that you do not require comment on Core Strategy proposals as part of this consultation or
comment on sites which are awaiting or have already been granted planning approval.

Having reviewed Ordnance survey historical plans, | would advise the folowing regarding the two sites (Policy CD3
Site 1 and Policy CD4 Site 2 indicated in yellow on map 5) that have been proposed for housing development:

Policy CD3 Site 1 Former Primary School and Adjacent Land (Target - approximately 9 houses)

e Areview of Ordnance survey historical plans indicate the proposed site appears to have had no previous
historic potentially contaminative uses.

Policy CD4 Site 2 Grovesend Farm (Approximately 37 houses)

e A review of Ordnance survey historical plans indicate the western section of the site has historically been
used as an orchard and the majority of the site has historically been used as a farm and therefore potentially
subject to a variety of agricultural practices.

By way of general advice | would mention that orchards can be subject to agricultural spraying practices
which may, in some circumstances, lead to a legacy of contamination. Agricultural practices such as
uncontrolled burial of wastes or excessive pesticide or herbicide application may be thought of as
potentially contaminative. Any development should consider both the above former uses.

e Ordnance survey historical plans also indicate that a tramline (a historic potentially contaminative use) ran
along the sothern site boundary. The site’s potentially contaminative use would therefore require
consideration prior to any development.

Any future redevelopment of the site would be considered by the Planning Services Division of the Council however,
if consulted it is likely this division would recommend any application that is submitted should include, as a
minimum, a ‘desk top study’ considering risk from contamination in accordance with BS10175:2011 so that the
proposal can be fully considered. With adequate information it is likely a condition would be recommended such as
that included below:

1. No development shall take place until the following has been submitted to and approved in writing by the
local planning authority:



2.

a) a 'desk study' report including previous site and adjacent site uses, potential contaminants arising from
those uses, possible sources, pathways, and receptors, a conceptual model and a risk assessment in
accordance with current best practice

b) if the risk assessment in (a) confirms the possibility of a significant pollutant linkage(s), a site investigation
should be undertaken to characterise fully the nature and extent and severity of contamination,
incorporating a conceptual model of all the potential pollutant linkages and an assessment of risk to
identified receptors

c) if the risk assessment in (b) identifies unacceptable risk(s) a detailed scheme specifying remedial works
and measures necessary to avoid risk from contaminants/or gases when the site is developed. The
Remediation Scheme shall include consideration of and proposals to deal with situations where, during
works on site, contamination is encountered which has not previously been identified. Any further
contamination encountered shall be fully assessed and an appropriate remediation scheme submitted to
the local planning authority for written approval.

Reason: In the interests of human health and to ensure that the proposed development will not cause
pollution to controlled waters or the wider environment.

The Remediation Scheme, as approved pursuant to condition no. (1) above, shall be fully implemented before
the development is first occupied. On completion of the remediation scheme the developer shall provide a
validation report to confirm that all works were completed in accordance with the agreed details, which must
be submitted before the development is first occupied. Any variation to the scheme including the validation
reporting shall be agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority in advance of works being undertaken.

Reason: In the interests of human health and to ensure that the proposed development will not cause
pollution to controlled waters or the wider environment.

If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be present at the site then no
further development (unless otherwise agreed in writing with the local planning authority) shall be carried
out until the developer has submitted, and obtained written approval from the local planning authority for,
an amendment to the Method Statement detailing how this unsuspected contamination shall be dealt with.

Reason: In the interests of human health and to ensure that the proposed development will not cause
pollution to controlled waters or the wider environment.

Technical notes about the condition

1.

| would also mention that the assessment is required to be undertaken in accordance with good practice
guidance and needs to be carried out by a suitably competent person as defined within the National Planning
Policy Framework 2012.

And as a final technical point, we require all investigations of potentially contaminated sites to undertake
asbestos sampling and analysis as a matter of routine and this should be included with any submission.

General comments:

Developments such as hospitals, homes and schools may be considered ‘sensitive’ and as such consideration should
be given to risk from contamination notwithstanding any comments. Please note that the above does not constitute a
detailed investigation or desk study to consider risk from contamination. Should any information about the former uses
of the proposed development areas be available | would recommend they be submitted for consideration as they may
change the comments provided.



It should be recognised that contamination is a material planning consideration and is referred to within the NPPF. |
would recommend applicants and those involved in the parish plan refer to the pertinent parts of the NPPF and be
familiar with the requirements and meanings given when considering risk from contamination during development.

Finally it is also worth bearing in mind that the NPPF makes clear that the developer and/or landowner is responsible
for securing safe development where a site is affected by contamination.

These comments are provided on the basis that any other developments would be subject to application through the
normal planning process.

Kind regards

Andrew

Heref®&rdshire.gov.uk

Andrew Turner

Technical Officer (Air, Land & Water Protection)
Economy and Place Directorate,

Herefordshire Council

8 St Owens Street,

Hereford.

HR1 2PJ

Direct Tel: 01432 260159
Email: aturner@herefordshire.gov.uk
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