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  PLEASE NOTE This consultation was to determine if any changes were needed to the 
proposed policies within the Neighbourhood Plan. The comment ‘No 
action required’ means no changes to the relevant proposed policy 
wording. 

 

1  
 

MrGr 7 
 
 

Object See page 4  - to meet government policy of 20 homes has been filled – the 
large estate of 25/8 homes at Albion Lodge are therefore not needed – 
particularly as there are too many elderly developments of this kind in 
Malvern. 

1 

Response  
 
 
 

 The Parish Council supports this scheme as it fulfils the need for housing the 
elderly within the Parish, an issue that was clearly identified in the 
questionnaire of 2014. Issues concerning the specific implications of the 
development are to be dealt with during the planning process and not the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

1  
 

BHN 7 Views 
 

Object No mention of the superb view from the backs of Roberts End – this will be 
gone for ever if the Albion Lodge estate is built. 

2 

Response  
 
 

 There will not be a policy about views within the Neighbourhood Plan 
because of a lack of clarity and specific justification. Again the potential 
impact of the development will be dealt with during the planning process. 

 

2  
 

General 
 
 

Comment First may I offer my congratulations to all those who have produced such a 
professional, comprehensive and logically laid out document. Well done and 
thank you. 

3 

Response   No action required.  

2  
 

Section 5/ Aim 
1/Housing Mix 
pp17/18 
 
 

Change The only comment I have is in relation to the optimum housing mix.  
 
Faced with the question "Should we have more luxury housing', respondents 
will automatically think of homes for football stars, hedge fund managers etc. 
so I am not surprised that there was overwhelming opposition.  
 
I am sure that if this question had been phrased "Should we have more 4/5 
bedroom houses' you would have had a very different and more positive 

4 
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response.  
 
I am therefore worried that the housing mix you propose, while it rightly 
prioritises smaller properties, is distorted. 

Response  
 
 
 

 The terminology may have been loose but there are a lot of 4/5 bed 
properties already in the pipeline which have received planning permission. 
The demand within the Parish, as set out within the results of the 2014 
questionnaire, is for smaller properties. 

 

3 
 

General Comment A very comprehensive task carried out very well! I think everything I read 
coincided with, or was very close to, my views.  
There was also a great deal of interesting background included. 

5 

Response   No action required.  

4 
 

General Comment At the Town Council meeting on the 23rd August, Councillors discussed the 
Hanley Castle neighbourhood plan.  
   
Councillors congratulated Hanley Castle for persevering with the plan. 

6 

Response   No action required.  

5 
 

  Content  
It was felt that the policies reflected the areas of concern of the community. 
From the Society’s point of view the policy justifications were convincing.  
We were pleasantly surprised to see the views on landscapes included. 
We question who has the power to change the settlement boundaries. 
Relationship of the Design Guide to the Neighbourhood plan was clear. 
Both the appendices & the glossary were helpful and needed nothing further. 
We have no further comments to make on improving the document. 
 

7 

Response   There will not be a policy about views within the Neighbourhood Plan 
because of a lack of clarity and specific justification.  
The settlement boundary is set by the planning authority, in our case MHDC. 
Discussions about our proposed sites are still for discussion with MHDC. 

 

5   Presentation 8 
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 We found the documents well structured & easy to read, and particularly liked 
the Building & Design Guide. 
We thought that the finished document should be available on the Village 
Website and that subject to cost ‘hard’ copies should be available to local 
organisations to borrow.  
 

Response   Comments noted re website and hard copies and we will try to action them 
when the documents are revised and ready for publication. 

 

5 
 

S10 
Implementation 

Change We would like to see mention of the importance of local heritage sites to 
include views & vista in Section 10. 
 

9 

Response   No action required.  

6 
 

P17. 
MnGr 1 

Support Concern about traffic 10 

Response   No action required.  

6 
 

P.24 
MnGr 7 

Support Hope this does not extend housing area at Site 6. 11 

Response   Planning permission has already been granted for development upon this 
site. Now the SWDP is in force any other proposed development would 
impinge upon open countryside and should be rejected. 
No action required. 

 

6 
 

P26 
MnGr 8 

Support Encourage Incinerator site to be developed for commercial use. 12 

Response   No action required.  

6 
 

P47 
BNN 7 

Support Keep Vistas as signposted. 13 

Response   There will not be a policy about views within the Neighbourhood Plan 
because of a lack of clarity and specific justification.  

 

6 
 

P53 
Policy Des. 

Support very 
strongly 

Important to build footpaths to integrate in village life. 14 

Response   No action required.  
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6 
 

P57 
Policy Trf 1. 

Support strongly we would like to see mini roundabout at Cross Hands Junction plus flashing 
30 signs. 

15 

Response   Specific measures are subject to investigation and agreement with WCC 
Highways, we have already suggested a mini roundabout without any 
success. An additional flashing VAS is being acquired by the Parish. 
No action required. 

 

6 
 

Trf 4 Support Concerned about HCHS and the shop - would like to see the parking 
bays at both the shop in HS and at the school. 

16 

Response   This is included within the implementation plan as an action upon the Parish 
Council. No action required. 

 

6 
 

 Object Member felt very strongly that with the planning permissions already granted, 
no further housing should be built in the villages. 

17 

Response   We are trying to influence the volume of building within the Parish but cannot 
control it. The SWDP will allow building subject to planning permission within 
the development boundary. 
No action required. 

 

6 
 

 Object very strongly 1 Member felt that the plan for Senior Housing at Albion Lodge was not 
needed, was not in the original numbers, would create lots more traffic and 
should not be allowed. 

18 

Response   Issues concerning the specific implications of the development are to be dealt 
with during the planning process and not the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

7 
 

General Comment We commend the document an excellent plan noting the details that make 
our villages such pleasant places to live in. 

19 

Response   No action required.  

7 
 

 Support We request that affordable housing is provided to keep young people in the 
village.  

20 

Response   The provision of affordable housing is governed by the policies within the 
SWDP. We acknowledge the need for affordable housing and for lower cost 
market housing. The policies within the Neighbourhood Plan are trying to 
achieve this.  
No action required. 
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7 
 

 Support Encourage new businesses within the existing parameters. 21 

Response   No action required.  

7 
 

 Support / Comment We commend the commitment to provide affordable housing but are 
concerned that by the time the neighbourhood is implemented that many 
more luxury homes will have filled the available space 

22 

Response   The provision of affordable housing is governed by the policies within the 
SWDP. We acknowledge the need for affordable housing and for lower cost 
market housing. The policies within the Neighbourhood Plan are trying to 
achieve this. The Welland Rd site may provide some affordable homes, but 
we have also provided for a potential Rural Exception Site which could only 
be used for affordable homes. 
No action required. 

 

7 
 

 Comment There is a need to ensure that our Schools, Doctors GP Surgery can 
accommodate an influx of new people 

23 

Response   Agreed that this is an issue but out of our control and not an issue for the 
Neighbourhood Plan. There is a South Worcestershire Infrastructure 
Development Plan (SWIDP) which covers development of roads, schools etc. 
No action required. 

 

7 
 

 ? Increase in the traffic highlighted in the plan, page 56 road traffic issues / 
vehicle increase section 9 

24 

Response   No action required.  

7 
 

 Comment Tranquility in our village. Several years ago the PC recommended quiet days 
when residents were requested to avoid using power tools, mowers, hedge 
cutters, chainsaws etc. This was not well supported but perhaps we may 
need to re visit this idea. 

25 

Response   This is not an issue for a Neighbourhood Plan. 
No action required. 

 

8 
 

 Comment On behalf of Hanley Castle PCC I wish to say that a group of us have read 
the Neighbourhood Plan and find nothing that we would wish to add. The only 
comment we would make is the reference to the Glebe Land being 

26 
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earmarked for possible development. Should that occur then it would be for 
further discussion.  
We wish to thank and congratulate you for what you have all produced and 
your hard work in doing it. 

Response   The relevant glebe is outside of the development boundary and would be a 
Rural Exception Site if it were to be developed. It would still be subject to 
planning control through the granting of planning permission. 
No action required. 

 

9 
 

Policy 8 
Page 26 

Comment Consider potential for limited expansion of existing business centres to grow 
outside their current boundaries , We have grown four times over the last 30 
years 

27 
 

Response   The problem is that most of these business centres are outside of the 
development boundary and therefore in open countryside which we prefer not 
to be developed. However the SWDP does provide for outward expansion in 
exceptional circumstances where intensification of the existing site is not 
viable or practical. 
Blackmore Park has further allocated space for development.  

 

9 
 

Policy 9 
Page 27 

Comment Agree in principle hard to achieve when comparing to showground & steam 
fair traffic?  

28 

Response   The proposed policy applies to change of use and new developments. We 
have no control over passing traffic. 
No action required. 

 

9 
 

Policy 10 
Page 29 

No Comment  29 

Response   No action required.  

10 
 

Policy 8 
Page 26 

Recommend 
Change 

Consider potential for limited expansion of existing business centres outside 
their current boundaries. This could be limited to those businesses identified 
as being preferred in the 2014 questionnaire. 

30 

Response   See 27  

10 
 

Policy 9 
Page 28 

Comment Too woolly. Always an ideal but hard to achieve. How do you define 
‘unacceptable traffic impact’? 

31 
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Response   The policy is attempting to pre-empt but not prevent businesses that may 
have a large volume of HGV movements. We can determine this at the 
planning stage through the use of a Transport Statement which will enable 
the consideration of mitigation measures. A potential definition of 
unacceptable traffic impact is; ‘HGV traffic has affected the quality of life of 
residents through the generation of increased noise, vibration and pollution’. 

 

10 
 

Policy 10 
Page 29 

No Comment  32 

Response   No action required.  

10 
 

Policy 11 
Page 31 

No Comment  33 

Response   No action required.  

10 
 

 
General  
Observation 

 Opportunity to promote and enhance dominance of IT / Tech / Science 
businesses in the area, particularly at Blackmore Park. Note the success of 
Malvern Hills Science Park. There is no doubt like breeds like and there is 
demand in this general area. Broadband infrastructure is key to this however.   

34 

Response   The SWDP proposes an economic development approach for South 
Worcestershire including the development of Blackmore Park. (SWDP 54) 
There is nothing stopping tech businesses developing within the Parish other 
than slow broadband (being addressed) and the poor mobile signal.  
No action needed. 

 

11 
 

MnGr 8  Comment This policy is quite restrictive for businesses seeking to develop outside of 
the existing industrial estates 

35 

Response   See 27.  

11 
 

MnGr 9 
 

Support Sensible proposal 36 

Response   No action needed.  

11 
 

MnGr 10 Recommend 
Change 

Why is conversion of existing buildings into business premises limited to 
disused buildings? Conversion of some residential buildings such as garages 
into office space would be sensible.  

37 

Response   Policy MnGr 10 is specifically about bringing disused or redundant buildings  
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back into use. Conversions relating to residential buildings are already 
covered by planning regulations. 
No action needed. 

11 
 

MnGr 11 Support Again sensible but is there evidence that the recommendation have worked. 
 

38 

Response   No action required but the Parish Council needs to be more proactive in 
implementation. 

 

12  
 

All Support Parish Councillors are very impressed by the quality and scope of the 
document and congratulate the NHP Committee and particularly its Chairman 
on the many hours of hard work in getting the Plan to this stage. The 
Chairman of the NHP’s presence at the Councillors’ meeting to discuss the 
Plan should inform the comments below. 

39 

Response   No action required.  

12  
 

MnGr 6 and 7 Comment Discussions around the siting of new development focussed on total number 
of dwellings within the NPP period and the maximum of 50 was thought 
appropriate with all the provisos attached to each of the sites. 

40 

Response   No action required.  

12  
 

MnGr 6 Support The potential to spread development over the years of the Plan to allow 
development to be assimilated into the Parish was supported. 

41 

Response   No action required.  

12  
 

MnGr 7 Comment i) The numbers supporting (or not) various sites was noted in particular with 
reference to the potential Rural Exception Site adjacent to St Gabriel’s 
Church. 
ii) There was a preference for development within the development 
boundaries before any consideration of that outside. 
iii) There was no discussion on the potential to alter the development 
boundary to include sites currently just outside. 

42 

Response   i) No action required. 
ii) Noted, until discussions are held with MHDC we will not know if this is 
practicable or not. 
iii) It is commented upon in the introduction to the policy and the principle will 
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be discussed with MHDC as part of the review of the proposed plan.  

12  
 

MnGr 12 Comment There was support for registering ACV’s before they became threatened. 43 

Response   This is included within the implementation plan.  

12  
 

2.3 page 7 Comment It was noted that the Conservation Area map showed all the buildings at 
HCHS as being listed. 

44 

Response   This has been corrected.  

12  
 

Appendices Comment Councillors undertook to study the appendices and comment, if appropriate, 
on the views, local heritage list etc. 

45 

12  
 

TO NOTE  The PC Chairman also provided separate sheets with comments / 
corrections. 

46 

13 General Comment We recognise that some development may be needed to accommodate a 
growing population which in itself, may be good for the long term 
development and sustainability of our currently thriving primary school, and in 
line with that, there may be the need for some form of traffic management. At 
the moment the school is oversubscribed without difficulty, but as governors 
we recognise that demographics can change. We do also appreciate that in 
order to maintain the character and feel of the village, it is important not to 
over-develop as has happened and is happening further in the neighbouring 
village of Welland. We therefore appreciate the efforts of the steering group 
in forming this neighbourhood plan, so thank you to you and your team for 
your hard work in putting it together. 

47 

Response   No action required.  

14 
 

MN GR2 Comment Not clear on meaning espec ‘abnormal site prep works, 48 

Response   It means high cost which may make affordable homes uneconomic upon that 
site. 

 

14 Mn Gr 4 & 
Objective 4 

Comment Lacks strength when put against a policy which is to discourage 49 

Response   We cannot prevent such developments. The policy seeks to put some 
conditions / constraints around such developments so that the neighbours 
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and the locality are not harmed. 

14 
 

MnGr12 Comment Why are the churches not included? 50 

Response   The three churches in the Parish are all listed buildings and subject to 
considerable protection anyway. It was considered that they were not in 
danger of being disused or sold. 

 

14 
 

BHN 1  Concern /Objection May evoke concern  -  should be encouraged not asked, or invited not 
enforced 
 

51 

Response   The Local List is proposed at this stage and has not yet been put forward to 
MHDC. As part of the implementation it would be good practice to inform 
property owners of the implications. 

 

14 
 

MN GR 7  
site 3 

Comment  Goes against Aim 2 Objective 1  52 

Response   This site is within Hanley Swan therefore it does not conflict with the objective 
which relates to countryside between villages. 

 

14 
 

Page44 Comment  Direction should be given to BHN7 after 6  ie on page 47! 
 

53 

Response   BHN 7 was separated because of doubts about its viability. We have decided 
to dispense with it. 

 

14 
 

Pg30 MNGr 10 comment Does it make senseI(live work units)   
 

54 

Response   Live / work is the terminology used for this type of building.  

14 
 

P32  MNGR 12 comment Should fencing museum be included? 55 

Response   The owner of the museum is a member of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering 
Committee and he does not think so. It should also be noted that the 
museum is not open to the general public. 

 

14 
 

Pg 56 COMMENT Road from Welland to Hanley Swan goes from 60-30mph not 40 as stated.  56 

Response   We will amend the text accordingly.  
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14 
 

Pg 57  traffic 
congestion 

Comment Future work could be under taken to make better useageI..maybe add ‘at 
shows not directly run by TCAS’ 

57 

Response   The comment as it stands relates to all shows as there is room for 
improvement across the board. Policy Trf 3 sets out our position. 

 

     

     

* Please note that respondents will not be identified within any published information. 


