· The proposed sites(CFS0905sc and CFS0407sc land south of Madresfield road  ) are both outside the Development boundary and lie in open countryside. The proposals are contrary to the Neighbourhood plan adopted  June 2019, in which they were identified as a Key Gateway to Malvern and a special viewpoint respectively, with the picturesque view of the Hills in the background. 
· Development of these sites is likely to open the door to all adjacent fields being developed. This could go right to Sherrards Green in one direction and even Guarlford in another. If they change the boundaries of Malvern this time, what’s to stop them moving closer and closer to Guarlford and The Rhydd?

· Sustainable development is about not continuing to use current resources at the same rate, otherwise there will be none left for future generations, this includes not building over all our open countryside, destroying what makes Malvern special. The ends in no way justify the means.

· The Malvern Hills and the Commons in particular are unique and need protection. The Commons especially are what makes Malvern so unusual.
· Drainage & flooding issues, e g On 14th Nov, Chance Lane flooded in both directions at its junction with Hall Green.

· The land under question is often waterlogged during the winter months

· Severn Trent has identified a “potential impact on sewerage infrastructure” plus “Hydraulic flooding issues’ immediately upstream of the site and Hall Green SPS to the Eastern boundary of the site. This site has a history of pollution issues; development in this area could lead to increased risk of flooding.
· SWDPR emphasises the need for suitable infrastructure, “There would have to be good access routes for active travel.”  This is clearly not the case for either site.  Surrounding roads are inadequate, eg  Chance Lane is narrow, winding and prone to flooding, with a  particularly dangerous junction where Chance Lane meets Hall Green.  There have been serious accidents on both the Guarlford Road and along Hall Green resulting in loss of life. There are no footpaths or cycleways along Hall Green or Chance Lane and indeed no cycleway.
· There is a pressing need for more doctor’s surgeries, schools and other local services. -  Great Malvern, Madresfield, Malvern Parish andother local primary schools are full to capacity. is the nearest primary school and that’s full, as are Madresfield & the Parish. Play areas for more children, local shop nearer than The Green?  - There is spare capacity, however, in the school near North Site and there is already a Sainsburys Local there (plus hall??), plus easier access to Worcester - makes this a better location for more homes. 
· By virtue of the locations of these sites away from urban areas, there is a narrow range of local facilities and no local public transport available. It is also a difficult environment for the pedestrian/cyclist travel due to the heavy traffic already in the area.  The residents of the dwellings would be highly reliant on the private car for trips to and from the proposed developments. As such the proposals would not help minimise the need for travel and would be unable to maximise the opportunity to travel by sustainable modes. For this reason the proposal would be contrary to the policy of the South Worcestershire Development Plan. The proposed developments would not:

1. enhance or safeguard the countryside or

2.  encourage the re-use of accessible brownfield land or
3.  focus development on urban areas where both housing needs and accessibility to lower cost public services are greatest.
 As such it would go against the principles upon which the development strategy of the South Worcestershire Development Plan is based. To allow permission would go against one of the core principles as set out under para. 15 of the NPPF that planning should be genuinely plan-led.
Furthermore, to allow the proposals is a direct contravention to SWDPR 35:

Development which would result in unacceptably adverse impacts on amenity,  including during the construction phase of any development,  on neighbouring uses, in terms of both individual and cumulative impacts will not be supported.

· Air, noise and light pollution. The increase in air pollution from the vast increase in traffic would reduce the air quality in the locality, vastly increased noise and light pollution. This would have a serious effect on the views from the AONB as seen from the Beacon.
· It is a Greenfield site and the developments would have a huge impact on the biodiversity of the area. 
· Impact of on increased traffic and footfall through neighbouring estates, due to new residents supposedly walking to the station.
· No public transport available, nearest bus stop approx. 0.75 mile away, railway station approx. 1.5 mile away, car needed to access it, then a parking problem

· Some available brownfield sites have not been included in the plan. They should be used up first. 
· At the MHTC meeting on 29th October 2019, it was stated that some villages would welcome further development, but these had been overlooked in the plan. 

Historic links: Proposals are close to site of ancient manor of Baldenhall, most historic area of Malvern.
SWDP expresses importance of open space for mental health and well being; for whom? What about the well-being of the existing residents? 
Climate change: Covering farmland in houses is only going to exacerbate the climate change scenario, no mitigation measures can replace 20 hectares of land covered in housing. Flooding of the new properties or existing ones would be more likely as the rainwater has nowhere to go to drain away. Felling mature trees will add to the problem; mature trees are a vital component in the fight against climate change. New trees are not much use in the short term, it is the mature ones that matter.

