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The following is a comment on application P233688/F by James Shotton

Nature of feedback: Objecting to the application

Comment: We own Lyne Down Farm and have a shared border with the agricultural field that is the location for
this proposed change of use. 

We object to the planned change of use for a number of reasons, all outlined in the herewith Pdf document. They
broadly fall into issues relating to Amenity, Access, Ecology and Foul Water Proposal.

Attachment:

Their contact details are as follows:

First name: James

Last name: Shotton

Email:  

Postcode: HR8 2NT

Address: Lyne Down Farm

Ledbury

Herefordshire

Infrastructure from section 106 to consider: I refer you to the attachment and detail therein.

Link ID:  https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/info/200142/planning_services/planning_application_search/details?
id=233688

Form reference: FS Case 581379355





Each of the proposed shepherd huts has a window facing our joint boundary and thus into our garden.  
While the field was used for grazing, which it has been for the  years we have lived here, we have 
had no concerns for our privacy and security.  However, to site up to 4 huts, each with a window looking 
into our property, is a significant concern.  To have up to 8 unknown adults staying in that field, with new 
people arriving several times a week, gives us significant cause for concern over our privacy/safety. 
 
These fields have historically been used for grazing animals as far back as anyone can recall.  I do not 
feel that this application is an example of true agricultural diversification as the current owners had 
owned the land for less than  before starting this change of use process and have not used 
the land for any visible agricultural purpose during this time. 
 
Policy RA6 – Rural Economy, states that applications will be permitted if they do not cause unacceptable 
adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents, by virtue of design and mass, noise and dust, 
lighting and smell.   
 
We are concerned in the lack of design detail in the proposal, along with the density of the planned 
siting.  As it is so close to our existing dwelling and those of our neighbours.  Further, the light pollution 
from up to 4 cabins with internal and external lights along with pathway lights.  There is the potential for 
up to 4 internal log stoves plus the inevitable external bbqs, campfires etc and the associated smells 
and smoke.  All of these will have an adverse impact on all the neighbouring properties.  The potential 
for late night noise/music from holiday makers cannot be underestimated. 
 
We feel at the very least there should be restrictions and conditions placed to limit the light and noise 
pollution to neighbours along with the line of sight that all visitors will have into our property.   There is 
no visible planting scheme to prevent users watching our garden and the occupants and there are other 
locations on the applicant’s property that would be less invasive and more private than the current plan. 
 
The proposal states the huts will have walls of stained timber.  There is a hut already on site that appears 
to have walls of a corrugated metal/composite material.  If this is the first hut to be used, it would appear 
contrary to the details noted in the application.  There is also a visible chimney for an internal stove of 
some description which is also not mentioned on the applications, nor in the architects supporting 
drawings. 
 
There is a wider topic relating to the suitability of the proposed location within the Much Marcle Parish. 
 
Policy SS7 of the Hereford Core Strategy requires that proposals focus development to the most 
sustainable locations and reduce the need to travel by private car.    
 
Policy SS4 of the HCS also requires that proposals should facilitate a genuine choice of travel modes. 
 
The proposed site is a small rural hamlet, remote from services and facilities, where the users would 
have full dependency on a private vehicle.  The surrounding lanes are single track, with no streetlights 
and no footpaths.  There is no regular bus within 2 miles.  All of these issues mean the potential users 
will understandably be forced to use their private cars.   
 
I appreciate that the applicants state their desire to provide electric bikes for people staying but that 
appears a wish, not a commitment or formal requirement.  Indeed, due to the nature of the surrounding 
lanes (single track, poor surface condition etc) I would suggest it is highly likely that bikes would not be 
used.  There is no nearby cycling infrastructure to tap into nor is there a national cycle route close by, 
so I cannot see bike usage being a viable offset. 
 
For the above reasons the proposal would conflict with policies SS4 and SS7 of the framework.   
 
I suggest the business need for such a site remains unproven.  The applicant’s business plan lacks any 
detail on Market Appraisal, Risk Analysis or Competitor Analysis.  Indeed, outside of the proposed 
income, the rest of the Business Plan is a list of topics that it is suggested needs completing.   I venture 
that these topics, and the essential research they require, should have been completed prior to the 
decision of whether to proceed with an application to change the usage of any agricultural land on the 
hope of making a sustainable business venture. 
 










