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Dear Sir,

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 — SECTION 78 6
APPEAL BY ALLASTON DEVELOPMENTS LTD - LAND OF FIELD ROAD,
ALLASTON ROAD AND COURT ROAD, LYDNEY, GLOU HIRE

APPLICATION REF: P1284/13/0UT

1. I 'am directed by the Secretary of State to say that%’deration has been given to
the report of the Inspector, Neil Pope BA (Hops)JMRTPI, who held a public local
inquiry on 19, 20, 25, 26 November 2014 and 6 and 10 February 2015 into
your client's appeal against a decision of Fof Dean District Council (the
Council) to refuse outline planning permigs or the delivery of up to 200
dwellings, including up to 20 serviced -Build plots and up to 37 retirement
apartments, community building (up§o*27000 sq ft) comprising flexible A1/D2

pace in accordance with application

2. On 18 November 2014, ta%eal was recovered for the Secretary of State's
determination, in p X of section 79 of, and paragraph 3 of Schedule 6 to, the
Town and Countr@ng Act 1990, because the appeal involves a proposal for
residential developmgnt of over 10 units in an area where a qualifying body has

submitted a neighbourhood plan proposal to the local planning authority or where a
neighbourhood plan has been made.

Inspector’s recommendation and summary of the decision

3. The Inspector recommended that the appeal be allowed and planning permission
granted. For the reasons given below, the Secretary of State disagrees with the
Inspector's recommendation. A copy of the Inspector’s report (IR) is enclosed. All
references to paragraph numbers, unless otherwise stated, are to that report.

Jean Nowak Tel 0303 44 41626

Planning Casework Division Email pcc@communities.gsi.gov.uk
Department for Communities and Local Government

3rd Floor SE Quarter

Fry Building

2 Marsham Street

London

SW1P 4DF



Procedural matters

4. The Council issued a position statement during the Inquiry stating that, as a robust

five year housing land supply (5 yr HLS) could not be demonstrated, they would
not be supporting their reasons for refusal of permission. Consequently, the
Council did not call any witnesses to give evidence at the Inquiry (IR14).

An application for costs was submitted by Rule 6 party, Stop Allaston
Developments (SAD), at the Inquiry (IR17). This application is the subject of a
separate decision letter.

For the reasons given at IR16 and IR158, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector that there were no grounds for adjourning proceedings to consider
allegations regarding the Council’s decision not to contest the appeal. He agrees
this is a separate matter beyond the remit of this appeal decision.

. For the reasons given at IR 9-11 and IR 157 the Secretary of State agrees with the

Inspector that the adjournment of the inquiry towards the end of November 2014

allowed for adequate consultation/notification to be undertaken in ct of the
access details shown on masterplan Rev B and the amendeq d ion of the
development set out in footnote 2 to the IR. He agrees with ector that no
party is therefore likely to be prejudiced if the appeal is ed on the basis of

the revised details (IR 157).

Events following the Close of the Inquiry @

8. On 30 April 2015, the Secretary of State wrot

o ¥e Council and Gloucestershire
planning obligations conform
ulations 2010, Regulation 123(3)
se of planning obligations in the
appeals. On 22 June 2015 the

County Council (GCC) to clarify that the pr
with the Community Infrastructure Levy
as amended, concerning limitations o
determination of planning applicati
Secretary of State wrote again t s to seek comments on the Woodcock
Holdings’ judgment, and an aterial matters that may have implications for
his decision in this appe presentations received in response to requests,
as well as other post InquiriscOrrespondence not seen by the Inspector, are listed
at Annex A. In reac 'ﬁ\; ecision on this appeal, the Secretary of State has

taken account of i rrespondence, copies of which may be obtained on
request to the addrégs at the foot of the first page of this letter.

Policy considerations

9.

In deciding this appeal, the Secretary of State has had regard to section 38(6) of
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which requires that proposals be
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. In this case the development plan is comprised
of the Core Strategy (CS) adopted in February 2012 and those ‘saved’ policies of
the Forest of Dean Local Plan Review 2005 (LP) which were not replaced by the
CS. Like the Inspector, the Secretary of State has had regard to the development
plan documents and policies identified at IR26.

10.0n 28 August 2015 the Council submitted the Allocations Plan Submission Draft

August 2015 (AP), supported by a revised objectively assessed need (OAN), to the

' Woodcock Holdings Limited v. Secretary of State CLG [2015] EWHC 1173 (Admin).



Secretary of State for independent examination. The Secretary of State considers
that the emerging AP has progressed since the inquiry. However, as the AP is at
examination and may still be subject to change, the Secretary of State gives it
moderate weight.

11.0n 23 September 2015, the Independent Examiner’s report into the Lydney
Neighbourhood Development Plan (LNDP) was published, recommending to the
Council that the LNDP should proceed to referendum, subject to the modifications
set out in that report. However, as it has not yet been subject to a referendum, the
Secretary of State gives it moderate weight.

12.Other material considerations which the Secretary of State has taken into account
include the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) and associated
planning practice guidance; and the CIL Regulations 2010 as amended. He has
also considered the other documents referred to by the Inspector at IR28-29 and
IR32-35.

Main Issues

13.The Secretary of State takes the view that, as well as the majn i
IR160, the emerging LNDP and emerging AP and any pote
should also be regarded as significant issues for conside;i' A

5 Year Housing Land Supply (5yr HLS) %@
0s

14.Though the AP has been progressed since the cl this appeal inquiry,
supported by a revised OAN, the Secretary oﬁ&e is unable to conclude for the
purposes of this appeal and on the basis of formation before him, that the
Council have a robust 5yr HLS. He ther§o§ ees with the Inspector that the
rt

dentified at
flict with them

relevant development plan policies fo pply of housing are out of date (IR
162). This includes the relevant poli he supply of housing in the emerging
LNDP (IR167). Therefore, the S of State considers that the presumption at
paragraph 14 of the Frame ies to this appeal and he gives limited weight

to the HLS figure in the A%

15. Within this context, t @ tary of State has carefully considered the Inspector’s
analysis of the pl hQ\olicy and other documents at IR161-168. In considering
the Inspector’'s asséssment at IR162 with regard to the proposal’s compliance with
CS policy CSP.4 (‘Development at Settlements’), he has noted that the Council has
already granted permission for housing development beyond the settlement
boundary and that the Inspector concludes that this shows some flexibility in its
approach. However, while acknowledging the Inspector’s position, the Secretary of
State considers each case needs to be considered on its own merits. He considers
that the appeal proposal conflicts with CS Policy CSP.4, in that the appeal site is
outside the settlement boundary. However, he considers that CS Policy CSP.4 is a
relevant policy for the supply of housing which, in the absence of a 5 year HLS, is
out-of-date. Therefore, he gives the proposal’s conflict with policy CSP.4 limited
weight.

16.The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that, for the reasons given at
IR162, the proposal also conflicts with CS policies CSP.5 (housing) and CSP.12
(development on land east of Lydney for the supply of housing). However, he also
agrees with the Inspector that, in the absence of a 5 yr HLS, these policies are out-



of-date (IR 162) and so he gives only limited weight to the proposal’s conflict with
these policies.

17.The Secretary of State has carefully considered the Inspector’s analysis of the
emerging AP at IR163 and, for the reasons given in paragraph 10 above and
noting that the appeal site does not lie within the settlement boundary, he gives it
moderate weight.

18.The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that, for the reasons given at
IR164, moderate weight can be given to the 2010 SPD and to the 2007 landscape
SPD. He also agrees with the Inspector for the reasons given that the SPG
referred to at IR165 is of limited weight in determining this appeal.

Neighbourhood Plan

19.The Secretary of State has carefully considered the Inspector’s analysis of the
LNDP at IR 167-168. He has also taken account of the fact that the LNDP has
progressed since the inquiry as explained in paragraph 11 above. The Secretary of
State therefore gives moderate weight to the LNDP as a whole.

20.However, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector th he purposes of
this appeal and on the basis of the information before hi ck of a 5 year
HLS, renders the relevant policies for the supply of ho the emerging LNDP
out-of date (IR167) and that, as LYD HOUS1 is a pdli the supply for housing,
it therefore attracts limited weight (IR167) whilst poti€ieg LYD ENV 2, LYD TRAN 1,
and LYD TRAN 3 are broadly consistent with Frafmework and can be given
moderate weight. As to the proposal’s confli it LYD ENV1, he notes that the
Independent Examiner recommended mo§i {ons which would bring the appeal

proposal into conflict with it, and he consj t this weighs against the
proposal. However, as he considers t icy LYD ENV 1 is a relevant policy for
the supply of housing which, in the ce of a 5 year HLS, is out of date, he
gives the proposal’s conflict with@c LYD ENV 1 limited weight.

Benefits Q

21.The Secretary of Sta ﬁges with the overall benefits of the scheme identified by
the Inspector at | but, as some of them are not site specific, he gives
them less weight t the Inspector (IR172) in the context of this appeal.

Character and Appearance

22.The Secretary of State has carefully considered the Inspector’s assessment of the
impact of the proposal on the character and appearance of the area at IR173-181
and, for the reasons given therein, he agrees that the proposed loss of
countryside, diminution of views from some sections of well used public footpaths
through the site, and the erosion of the pleasing unspoilt qualities of the site would
detract from the character and appearance of the area (IR181). He also agrees
with the Inspector that these elements of the scheme would result in conflict with
aspects of policy CSP.1 and that there would also be conflict with LNDP LYD ENV
2 and LNDP LYD TRAN 3, all of which weighs against the scheme. However,
against that, he agrees with the Inspector (IR181) that some harm is an almost
inevitable consequence of accommodating housing in the district and that the



adverse impact upon the qualities of the area should therefore be given only
moderate weight in the overall planning balance.

Traffic Conditions and highway issues

23.The Secretary of State has carefully considered the Inspector’s analysis of traffic
issues at IR182-193 and the parties’ submissions on these matters. He agrees with
the Inspector that the proposal is consistent with the broad thrust of the
growth/sustainability objectives for Lydney (IR182) and that the scheme accords
with LNDP policy LYD TRAN 1 (IR183). He also agrees (IR184-185) that there
would be a choice of transport modes available to incoming residents, who would
not be unduly reliant on travel by car.

24.The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that the proposed development
would increase the volume of traffic on the local network. He has carefully
considered the concerns of interested parties (IR100-110), but notes that the
Highways Agency are satisfied that there is no existing highway safety problem.
He has carefully considered the Inspector’s reasoning at IR186-193_and agrees
with the Inspector’s conclusion at IR190 that limited weight should ttached to
the impact of the appeal scheme on junction capacity and co@n.

Other matters 5@

25.The Secretary of State has carefully considered th n@tor’s analysis at IR 194
and his statutory duties with regard to ecology an@versity issues but, given
his decision to dismiss the appeal and refuse plannirg permission, he considers
that there are no likely impacts on the integrity"\Qf any site designated for nature
conservation purposes, habitat of ecologica rtance, or protected species. ..

26.With regard to drainage issues, (IR19 ecretary of State notes that the
Environment Agency did not object scheme, and he agrees with the

Inspector that surface and foul w rainage could be satisfactorily addressed by
way of appropriate planning s and that the scheme accords with the land

drainage provisions of C SP.1. With regard to air quality issues (IR196),
the Secretary of State a at, while the increase in town centre congestion
would add to the mqté e emissions within the Lydney AQMA, only limited
weight should be to this. He also agrees that, for the reasons given at

IR197, archaeologi®al interests could be adequately safeguarded by way of an
appropriate planning condition; and similarly, with regard to residential amenity
(IR198), he considers that, as the layout has yet to be finalised, there would seem
to be no reason why, at the reserved matters stage, the proposed buildings could
not be sited and designed so as not to result in any overbearing impact upon
neighbouring properties or any serious loss of outlook or privacy for existing
residents. He gives moderate weight to these considerations.

27.With regard to the loss of agricultural land (IR199), while the Secretary of State
agrees with the Inspector’s conclusion that the scheme would not result in the loss
of a significant area of the best and most versatile agricultural land and that the
proposals would be consistent with the agricultural provisions of the Framework
(IR199), he nevertheless gives moderate weight to the fact that there would be
some loss.. He also agrees with the Inspector’'s reasoning with regard to
healthcare access (IR200); access to the site from Windsor Drive (IR201); the



setting of the Church of St Mary (IR202); and representations made to the appeal
(IR203).

$106 Planning Obligations

28.The Secretary of State has carefully considered the s.106 planning obligations, the
Inspector’s analysis at IR205-209, national policy set out at paragraphs 204-205 of
the Framework; the relevant planning guidance; the CIL Regulations 2010 as
amended, and the post inquiry correspondence referred to in paragraph 8 above.
He is satisfied that the agreements with GCC and the Council both accord with the
provisions of paragraph 204 of the Framework and CIL Regulation 122. He also
agrees with the Inspector (IR208) that the infrastructure provisions within these
agreements would be consistent with the requirements of CS policy CSP.1.

29.The Secretary of State has also considered the Appellant’s unilateral undertaking
(IR209) and agrees with the Inspector for the reasons given that, as it would not be
necessary to make the proposed development acceptable in planning terms, it
does not meet the tests for a planning obligation set out in paragrgm of the

Framework and CIL Regulation 122. He has not, therefore, taken nilateral
undertaking into account in his decision. \
Planning Conditions @0

planning conditions at IR147-152. He is satisfied t conditions proposed by
the Inspector and set out at pages 47-51 of the the tests of Paragraph 206
in the Framework and comply with the pIanniS ctice guidance. However, he

30.The Secretary of State has considered the Inspectgs %ssment of the proposed
maet

does not consider that they would overcom easons for dismissing this appeal.

Planning Balance/ Overall Conclusions

31.1n deciding this appeal, the Secr f State has had regard to section 38(6) of
the Planning and Compulso se Act 2004 which requires that proposals be
determined in accordance wi development plan unless material
considerations indicate ot iSe.

L 4
32.For the reasons Qi éﬂ e, the Secretary of State considers that the proposal is
not in accordance@?he development plan as a whole and so has gone on to
consider whether thete are material considerations that indicate the proposal
should be determined other than in accordance with the development plan.

33.As set out in preceding paragraphs, the Secretary of State considers that the lack
of a 5 yr HLS and the contributions that the appeal proposal would make to
increasing the supply of market and affordable housing weigh substantively in
favour of the appeal. Also weighing in favour of the appeal are the social,
economic and environmental benefits identified by the Inspector at IR169-172.
However, weighing against the appeal, as set out above, is the conflict with the
emerging AP and emerging LNDP, to which he gives moderate weight; and the
adverse impact on landscape and character to which he also gives moderate
weight. He also gives limited weight to traffic impacts and the adverse effect upon
air quality in Lydney AQMA. Overall, and for the reasons given above, he
considers that the adverse impacts of the appeal proposal would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies in the



Framework taken as a whole. He therefore concludes that that there are no
material considerations that indicate that the proposal should be determined other
than in accordance with the development plan.

Public Sector Equality Duty

34. In making this decision, the Secretary of State has had due regard to the
requirements of Section 149 of the Public Sector Equality Act 2010, which
introduced a public sector equality duty that public bodies must, in the exercise of
their functions, have due regard to the need to (a) eliminate discrimination,
harassment, victimisation; (b) advance equality of opportunity between persons
who share a relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share it; and
(c) foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it. Protected characteristics are: age,
disability, gender reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and
maternity, race, religion or belief, sex and sexual orientation.

35. In this regard, and in coming to his decision, the Secretary of State considers that
the refusal of the appeal may have a detrimental effect or a dispropefjonate impact
on persons who share a relevant protected characteristic in t e the non-
provision of the proposed retirement apartments, and affor using. Having
considered the impacts, the Secretary of State is of the % t, in the

circumstances of this case, it would be appropriate to gi the appeal for the
reasons outlined in this decision letter. Q

Formal Decision Q
36. Accordingly, for the reasons given abov@ retary of State disagrees with the

Inspector’'s recommendation and hereby,d es your client’s appeal and
refuses outline planning permission f pplication as revised for up to 200
dwellings, including 40 self build pl 37 retirement apartments, affordable

housing, community building co g flexible A1/D2 ancillary space, new public
open space and new acces

Right to challenge the dec@?
*

37. A separate note i E;e setting out the circumstances in which the validity of
the Secretary of Stafe’s decision may be challenged. From 26 October 2015, this
must be done by making an application to the High Court within six weeks from the
date of this letter for leave to bring a statutory review under section 288 of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

38. Copies of this letter have been sent to Forest of Dean District Council,
Gloucestershire County Council and representatives of Stop Allaston
Development; and notification has been sent to all other parties who asked to be
informed.

Yours faithfully,

Jean Nowak,

Jean Nowak
Authorised by the Secretary of State to sign in that behalf



Annex A: Correspondence received after the Inquiry

Name Date |
Laura Edmonds 13/08/14
Mr K French 19/01/15
Mrs H Edmonds 26/03/15
Joseph Edmonds 19/05/15
Jamie Mattock, 03/06/15
Gloucestershire County

Council

Jonathan Medlin, 18/06/15
Gloucestershire County

Council

Derek Morrison 05/07/15

Mr A Waddington

28/06/15; 30/06/15; 01/07/15; 13/07/15 _

Mrs C Stickler

Martin Hillier, Forest of Dean
District Council

14/03/15; 20/07/15
11/05/15; 03/07/15; 21/07/15

Ben Read, Hunter Page

23/06/15; 08/07/15; 21/07/15%¢ * o




A3% The Planning Inspectorate

Report to the Secretary of State for
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by Neil Pope BA (Hons) MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government

Date: 13 April 2015
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TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING AC@O (AS AMENDED)
FOREST OF DEA@TRICT COUNCIL

&0\\’

APPEAL@LASTON DEVELOPMENTS LTD
Q’\O

Inquiry held on 19, 20, 25, 26 November 2014 and 4, 5, 6 and 10 February 2015
Site visits undertaken on 18 November 2014 and 3 and 9 February 2015

Land off Driffield Road, Allaston Road and Court Road, Lydney, Gloucestershire.

File Ref: APP/P1615/A/14/2218921
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Report APP/P1615/A/14/2218921

File Ref: APP/P1615/A/14/2218921
Land off Driffield Road, Allaston Road and Court Road, Lydney,
Gloucestershire.

The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against
a refusal to grant outline planning permission.

The appeal is made by Allaston Developments Ltd against the decision of Forest of Dean
District Council (LPA).

The application Ref. P1284/13/0UT, dated 22 August 2013, was refused by notice dated
22 January 2014.

The development proposed is the delivery of up to 200 dwellings, including up to 20
serviced self-build plots and up to 37 retirement apartments, community building (up to
2,000 sq ft) comprising flexible A1/D2 ancillary space and new public open space.

Summary of Recommendation: the appeal be allowed

Preliminary Matters

1.

Other than the means of access, all other matters of detail have been reserved
for subsequent consideration.

On 18 November 2014, the Secretary of State issuej@ection recovering the
appeal for his own determination. The reason for rection was because the
ts in areas where a

appeal involves residential development of ove

qualifying body has submitted a neighbourho proposal to the local
planning authority: or where a neighbour n has been made.

Having considered the proposal in accopdanCé with Regulation 12(1) of the Town

and Country Planning (Environmental¥ ct Assessment) Regulations 2011 (SI
2011/1824), on 23 July 2014, anot rection was issued on behalf of the

The following Statement
SoCG dated August
appellant and the
2014, betweerlt
Highway Au i

(0f}Common Ground (SoCG) have been submitted: i)
etting out matters of agreement between the

re Document [CD] CD1/5); ii) SoCG dated October
pellant and Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) as

A) (CD1/6); iii) ‘addendum’ SoCG dated November 2014,
agreed by ellant and the LPA in respect of the Lydney Neighbourhood
Developmen®Plan 2014-2024 Examiner’s Version (LNDP) (Document 12); iv)
SoCG dated November 2014, between the appellant and SAD (Document 2); v)
supplementary SoCG dated January 2015, agreed by the appellant and the HA
(flagged on the file) and; vi) SoCG dated February 2015, relating to transport
issues, between the appellant and SAD (Document 37).

Prior to the LPA’s determination of the application the appellant submitted a
revised masterplan for the development of the site (Fig 02 - Illustrative
Masterplan Rev A) (Appendix 1 Tab 2 to Mr Davies’s proof of evidence [PoE]).
This is the illustrative masterplan to which the LPA’s decision relates.

During the appeal a further amended masterplan (Revised Illustrative Masterplan
Rev B) was included as part of the appellant’s evidence. (Appendix 1, Tab 3 to
Mr Davies’s PoE.) Amongst other things, this revision shows alterations to the
internal access roads and green spaces within the site, as well as the relocation
and reconfiguration of some of the proposed dwellings.

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 2



Report APP/P1615/A/14/2218921

10.

11.

12.

13.

At the beginning of the Inquiry SAD requested that I make a ruling regarding the
admissibility of Revised Illustrative Masterplan Rev B. Having heard from the
appellant and the LPA, and mindful of the judgement in Bernard Wheatcroft Ltd v
SSE [JPL, 1982, P37], as well as the Interpretation of "access” in Part 1, 2 of the
Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England)
Order 2010 (SI 2010 No. 2184), I ruled that the submission of this amended plan
at a late stage in the proceedings could prejudice the delivery of a fair planning
system and could result in an adjournment to the proceedings which would be at
odds with the delivery of a more efficient planning system. (Document 19 is the
full text of my Ruling.)

On day 4 of the Inquiry and having heard evidence from a number of interested
parties, the witnhesses appearing on behalf of SAD, as well as the appellant’s
landscape witness, the appellant requested a ruling in respect of an adjournment.
This was sought to allow consultation to be undertaken in respect of Revision B to
the masterplan. This was not opposed, in principle, by the other main parties. I
therefore ruled that the Inquiry should be adjourned to afford interested parties

and SAD an adequate opportunity to consider and comm pon this latest
version of the masterplan. (Document 33 is the ful/ t y Ruling.) The
Inquiry was adjourned until February 2015.

On 28 November 2014, the appellant undertoo cess of consultation in
respect of Revised Illustrative Masterplan B sted parties were given until
29 December 2014 to make comments i of these revisions. SAD was
given until 14 January 2015 to make thelr esentatlons

On 15 January 2015, the appellant sybgpitted drawings showing the longitudinal
sections of the proposed highway @ CMR/2, CMR/3 and CMR/4) and swept
path assessments (CMR/5 and R or large refuse vehicles that would use
the proposed highways. On't e day, PINS sent copies of these drawings
onto the LPA and SAD. As 9%1 t in the supplementary SoCG on transportation
issues agreed by the HA e appellant, the HA has considered these
drawings. It has not ny concerns regarding the proposed development.
The LPA and SAD i me that no party would be likely to be prejudiced if
these plans were %into account in determining the appeal.

During the nd following a request by the LPA, the appellant agreed to
make a fin ontrlbutlon towards the cost of prowdlng 15 affordable

sheltered unit® of accommodation off-site and in lieu of on-site provision. (This
would reduce the number of on-site affordable dwellings to 65.) In addition, the
appellant proposed that the number of self-build plots be increased to 40. SAD
and the LPA agreed that these changes would be unlikely to cause any prejudice.
This was reflected in the amended description of the proposed development?
during the consultation exercise that commenced in November 2014.

The appellant has submitted several planning obligations under the provisions of
section 106 of the above Act. These comprise: an agreement with GCC relating
to highways (including a residential Travel Plan [TP]), education (pre-school) and

! Following a request from Lydney Town Council (LTC), an extension of time for LTC’s comments was given until
16/1/15, to allow for consideration of this matter by LTC’s Planning and Highway Committee on 12/1/15.

2 Proposed residential development of up to 200 dwellings including 40 self-build plots and 37 retirement apartments,
affordable housing, community building (186 square metres) comprising flexible A1/D2 ancillary space, new public
open space and new access roads.

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 3



Report APP/P1615/A/14/2218921

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

library contributions (Document 5); an agreement with the LPA relating to
affordable housing, adult recreation and air quality management (Document 6)
and; a unilateral undertaking for the delivery of the appeal scheme by developers
with a registered office in the administrative area of the Forest of Dean District
(Document 7).

On 8 October 2014, the LPA stated that having reviewed its 5 year housing land
supply (HLS) it would not be supporting its reasons for refusal. On 20 October
2014, it issued a Position Statement (CD1/8). Amongst other things, this
Statement refers to a previous planning appeal within the District (Ref.
APP/P1615/A/14/2220590)3. The LPA has commented that a robust 5 year HLS
cannot be demonstrated in accordance with the National Planning Policy
Framework (‘the Framework’). Furthermore, it has stated that paragraph 49 of
‘the Framework’ applies and that Core Strategy (CS) policies CSP.4, CSP.5 and
CSP.12 cannot be considered up-to-date. As a consequence, the LPA did not call
any witnesses to give evidence at the Inquiry.

was agreed that the appellant’s experts* who had each red detailed PoE on
these matters did not need to be called to present t idence to the Inquiry.
This evidence was taken as read and was unconte

As neither the LPA nor SAD contested HLS or the need fo?ffordable housing, it

An interested party has drawn attention to Th ’&a Authorities (Functions and
Responsibilities) (England) Regulations 2 y requested that the proceedings
be adjourned so that allegations concerni LPA’s handling of the application
and decision to not defend its reason refUsal be investigated (Document 1).
This matter has been passed onto th% constabulary.

At the Inquiry and application fo@ rd of costs was made by SAD against
the appellant. This applications subject of a separate Report.

Following the submission ocument 59 and with the agreement of the main
parties, I closed the Inqu n writing on 13 February 2015.

The Site and Surro i

19.

20.

The appeal site @) ises 14.16 ha of permanent grassland (approximately 11.6
ha is grade z?ggl ultural land and the remainder is grade 3b). It is situated on
the north edgleffi edge of the town of Lydney and is approximately 1.7 km north
of the town c@ntre®. The site comprises six fields of various sizes with
established trees and hedgerows. Generally, the land rises from south to north
before the northernmost field slopes downwards towards Windsor Drive. The
highest part of the site is about 120m Above Ordnance Datum (AOD) and the
lowest part is about 80m AOD.

The site forms part of the countryside around Lydney. It is adjacent to existing
housing and Primrose Hill Church of England Primary School. There is variation
in the mix and design of this housing. Windsor Drive and Allaston Road lie to the

3 This appeal for up to 110 homes on a site in Sedbury was allowed on 30 October 2014.

4 Messrs Donagh, Stacey and Read.

5 SI 2000 No. 2853

6 Part of the High Street, Hill Street and Newerne Street, as well as sections of Bream Road and Forest Road through
the town have been declared an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) for nitrogen dioxide.
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Planning Policy and Other
26.

27.

north, Driffield Road is to the east, Oak Meadow and Court Road are situated to
the west and Augustus Way and Highfield Lane lie to the south of the site.

Five public footpaths cross the site (Appendix 1 Tab 7 to Mr Davies’s PoE and
CD5/5). These run between the urban area of Lydney and the surrounding
countryside. From sections of some of these public rights of way there are views
across the site towards the town, as well as views of the countryside and distant
views of the Severn Estuary (PRV 14-20, and PRV 23-24 in Appendix 3 Tab 1 of
Mr Davies’s PoE). The spire of the Church of St. Mary’ features in some of these
views. Parts of the site can be seen from the town and the surrounding
countryside (PRV 1-12 & 25 in Mr Davies’s PoE).

Various overhead lines also bisect the site. These include power lines which cross
the two northern fields. These are supported by a tall pylon which is immediately
alongside the hedgerow that divides these fields.

Windsor Drive, which serves about 16 properties, terminates at the northern
edge of the appeal site. There are gated accesses from other parts of the site
onto Oak Meadow, Court Road, Augustus Way and Highfi ane.

The village of Yorkley is approximately 2km to the n f the site. This
settlement occupies higher ground and sits on t idge of land. As I saw
during my site visits, views of the Severn Estu the Cotswolds can also be
experienced from sections of the public rigjts ay that lead to/from this
village. (PRV 01 in Appendix 3 Tab 1 of @/es’s POE is taken from a section
of the footpath that runs to the north of theNd@ppeal site and south of Yorkley.)

Appendix 3 to Mr Davies’s PoE an ndix 6 to Mr Stuart’s PoE. These include
distant views from the south. R/1 to Mr Rawlinson’s PoE shows the site
in relation to various local s; s and amenities including bus routes.

Photographs of the appeal site and % nding area comprise Tabs 1 and 2 of

ments

The development pl Qudes the CS (CD3/1) which was adopted in February
%policies within the Forest of Dean Local Plan Review 2005

2012 and those ‘s

(LP) which wer@ placed by the CS. Attention has been drawn to CS policies
CSP.1 (desj environmental protection), CSP.4 (development at

settlement .5 (housing), CSP.9 (recreational and amenity land) and
CSP.12 (develbopment on land east of Lydney). Pages 76-80 in Section 7 of the
CS comprise the objectives and policies for Lydney. In paragraph 3.6 it is
accepted that the basic infrastructure is typical of many rural areas. (Copies of
these policies are included within the Appeal Questionnaire and at CD3/1.)

The Allocations Plan Draft (APD) was published by the LPA in mid 2014 (CD3/4).
This is intended to identify specific areas of land for development within the
district up to 2026. One of the proposed allocations (about 25 dwellings)
included part of the appeal site (0.85 ha of land off Augustus Way) (Document
25). However, at the end of February 20152 the LPA resolved to delete this

7 This is a Grade I listed building which dates from the 13" century. The church spire was rebuilt in the 19" century.
8 Although this occurred after the Inquiry had closed, the Inquiry was informed of the likelihood of this 0.85 ha site
being deleted from the Plan.
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

allocation and to undertake public consultation prior to the Plan being submitted
for Examination. The APD does not currently form part of the development plan.

In 2010 the LPA adopted its Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning
Document (SPD) (CD3/6). Amongst other things, this SPD states that the LPA
attaches high priority to the provision of affordable housing in balancing its
planning objectives. Affordable housing underpins one of the key priorities in the
LPA’s Corporate Plan and Housing Strategy Statement. This SPD is based on the
2009 Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) which revealed a net need
for 289 new affordable homes per annum.

The Forest of Dean Residential Design Guide was adopted by the LPA as
supplementary planning guidance (SPG) in 1998. It includes guidance in respect
of movement, access and development on sloping ground (CD5/6).

In April 2014, the LNDP was given to the LPA prior to submission to an Examiner
(CD3/5). This Plan has been prepared by LTC and a number of local community
groups. The Development Strategy is based on the CS. The appeal site is
outside the settlement boundary for the town. é

Attention has been drawn to LNDP policies LYD ENV’\’ servation of open
space), LYD ENV 2 (protecting the natural envirpn LYD HOUS 1 (housing
for elderly people), LYD TRAN 1 (improvement % hway infrastructure) and
LYD TRAN 3 (public rights of way and wildlj Q ors). The LPA has raised
concerns with the LTC regarding the ade(@ the Environmental Assessments
that have been undertaken during the prep

r tion of this Plan. The LNDP does
not currently form part of the develo plan.

Although not planning policy, atte as also been drawn to the document ‘A
Landscape Character Assessme e Forest of Dean’ (LCA) that was
undertaken in 2002. Amon er things, this identifies key environmental
features of the landscape. appeal site lies within the ‘Ridges and Valleys’
landscape character type ) which is subdivided into four character areas.
The site forms part oﬁ@ llaston Ridge’ character area. (CD5/1)

In 2004 the ‘For ean District Landscape Strategy’ (LS) was produced by
Landscape D eG&sociates. Amongst other things, it identifies the wooded
ridgelines ove noted LCT as being more visually sensitive than the
valleys and er ridge slopes. The landscape strategy for the expansion of
existing valley floor settlements includes avoiding siting new built development
on visually prominent ridge lines. (CD5/3)

In 2007 the LPA adopted its ‘Landscape Supplementary Planning Document’.

This SPD is intended to ensure that the profile and importance of environmental
and landscape issues are given due consideration in planning decisions. This SPD
also recognises that compromises will be required in balancing environmental,
social and economic objectives in the planning process. (CD5/2)

In addition to ‘the Framework’ the main parties have drawn attention to some
other documents. These include various Written Ministerial Statements (WMS),
the Government’s Planning Practice Guidance and Manual for Streets (MfS) which
was published in 2007.
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Planning History

36.

In February 2013, an appeal relating to the provision of a gate to provide field
access into part of the appeal site off Windsor Drive was dismissed (Ref.
APP/P1615/A/12/2184499) (Appendix 3 to Mr Stuart’s PoE).

The Proposals

37.

38.

39.

40.

The scheme considered by the LPA in January 2014 is the one described in the
last bullet point under the heading on page 2 of this report. Vehicular access into
the site would be off Windsor Drive, Court Road and Oak Meadow. The means of
accessibility within the site was also shown on masterplan Rev A. This included a
road linking two separate areas of development in the northern part of the site
and pedestrian and cycle access onto Highfield Lane and Augustus Way. The
existing public rights of way through the site would be retained.

40% of the total number of dwellings would be provided as affordable homes and
approximately 5.72 ha of public open space/green infrastructure would be
provided within the site. No buildings would exceed 2 st@s in height and the
proposed community building would be single storey. oss density of
development would be about 14 dwellings per ha (d he density net of
public open space and road infrastructure WOU|KJ rage, be about 24.5dph.

Further details are contained within the varj L%) ments that were submitted
in support of the application. This includ e Pfanning Design & Access
Statement (DAS) (CD2/7) and the Landsca nd Visual Assessment (LVA)
(CD2/10). As all the appellant’s PoE e to the revisions that were made after
the application was determined it is S and LVA which, in essence, set out
the justification for the scheme d vanced under masterplan Rev A. (Other
documents, including a detaile apsport Assessment [TA], Flood Risk
Assessment [FRA] and an Ai @//ty Assessment [AQA] were also submitted in
support of the application ese can also be found in CD2. Following the
determination of the ap jon the appellant submitted an Archaeological
Evaluation [AE], a coﬁé which can be found at CD2/14. )

As noted above, ppellant wishes the appeal to be determined on the basis of
the revised p x masterplan Rev B. The quantum of proposed housing
remains t . as do the access points into/out of the site®. 65 affordable
homes woultbe provided on site with a financial contribution for off-site
sheltered affordable housing. The number of self-build homes would increase to
40 and there would be alterations to the means of accessibility within the site.
The amount of public open space/green infrastructure would increase to 6.6ha
and the average density would be about 27.5dph. (A summary of the proposed
changes is set out in paragraph 4.1.7 of Mr Davies’s PoE.)

Agreed Matters

41.

The above noted SoCG’s set out matters of agreement between the main parties,
as well as the HA. With the exception of paragraph 12 (weight to be given to the
LNDP), SAD agree with the ‘addendum’ SoCG that was signed by the appellant
and the LPA. Amongst other things, this ‘addendum’ states that the CS policies

° Pedestrian access is still proposed onto Highfield Lane but the tarmac ‘link’ between the proposed estate road in the
lower field and Highfield Lane no longer appears on masterplan Rev B.
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in respect of housing land supply (CSP.4 and CSP.5) are not up-to-date, in the
absence of a 5 year HLS. It is also agreed that should additional land be required
in Lydney it may be necessary to reappraise and redraw the LNDP settlement
boundary to accommodate the town’s future growth requirement.

The Case for the Appellant (Allaston Developments Ltd) (Below is a summary
of the appellant’s case. The text in italics identifies relevant parts of the written
evidence or comprises matters dealt with in cross-examination or are matters upon
which I sought clarification.)

42. The proposed development would be truly unique. It is a genuine local
development by local people for local people!®. The proposals would provide:
deliverable housing by a small local building firm who have been unable to build
any houses for the last 5 years and in an area where the main housing allocation
in the town and district has stalled; 40 serviced self-build plots for which there is
a demand; a significant number of affordable housing units at no cost to the
public purse for the benefit of local people in need of housing; 37 modern
retirement apartments which would accord with the age file of the area and
could free-up family housing for others; 6.6ha of new pen space for the
benefit of all the people of Lydney; a modern, local & nity building built
entirely at the developers expense and offered to ~a local builders clause to
provide encouragement to small house buiIders’%e | labour force clause
requiring 50% of the workforce to be resident district and; a local
procurement clause.

Housing Supply Matters

43. Statements made by Government Qs, the Bank of England and reports
from some other organisations ac dge that there is a housing crisis in the
country. This causes misery Wons of citizens and is a lost opportunity to
create jobs and investment j UK. There is a clear and pressing requirement
to build more homes to he significant level of unmet need. Failure to do so
presents a risk to thef conomic stability of the UK. (Appendices 2-11 of

Mr Stacey’s PoE and f Document 57.) Evidence to support such concerns
also exists in nati | '8nd regional reports on housing issues®?.

agenda an irement for local planning authorities to approach decision-
taking in a pOsitive way, including a responsibility to boost significantly the
supply of housing. There is a presumption in favour of sustainable development.
If a development plan is not up-to-date there is an onerous test on local planning
authorities. Permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of so
doing would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.

L g
44, ‘The Frameglx| resents a radical change in planning policy with a pro-growth

45. The starting point for the determination of the appeal is the development plan.
Lydney is one of the main towns within the Forest of Dean. The CS was adopted
prior to ‘the Framework’ but identifies Lydney as the most accessible town with
the most potential for change. It offers a range of services, including access to
the rail network. However, very few of the 1,900 homes on land to the east of
the town, provided for under CS policy CSP.12, have been built. There are major

10 This is set out in more detail in ‘The Local Approach’ document which was submitted shortly before the Inquiry
opened (flagged on the file).
11 (CD4/2-CD4/7)
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46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

viability issues with this strategic housing provision for Lydney. The developer
for the land to the east of Lydney has sought'? to reduce the affordable housing
provision to zero and has informed the LPA that there is no interest from a
national builder in delivering houses on this land (Document 23).

The town is not growing as rapidly as intended by the development plan and the
LPA does not have 5 years HLS. The housing policies in the CS are therefore out-
of-date. The appellant’s uncontested assessment of housing provision is that,
having regard to ‘the Framework’, the Planning Practice Guidance and the ruling
in Hunston Properties Ltd v Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government [2014] EWHC 2678 (admin), the full objectively assessed housing
need (OAN) must therefore be determined. For the Forest of Dean this amounts
to 440 dwellings per annum®3. This quantum of housing would be sufficient to
meet projected labour demand and to exert some downward pressure on prices.

There has been a persistent undersupply of housing within the district. This
requires a 20% buffer to be applied to the supply of housing. The accumulated
shortfall of housing within the Forest of Dean equates to 3#6 dwellings against a
constrained CS requirement or 766 dwellings against t . There is no
dispute that the ‘Sedgefield” approach should be apg@ making good this
shortfall over the next five years. As a consequen% five year housing

requirement for the district amounts to 3,091 d s against the OAN'* and
2,311 dwellings against the constrained CS fi .

The extensive and uncontested evidence ead reveals that there are
pervasive problems and disproportiona sfow lead in times for housing delivery
within the Forest of Dean, including wA’s flagship strategic site on land to
the east of Lydney. The deliverab, @Iy of housing within the district amounts
to only 1344 dwellings. This is ashgr&fall of nearly 1,000 homes against the
constrained CS figure, or 2.9 LS. Against the OAN, the shortfall is 1,747
homes or 2.2 years HLS. In% instances, there is a very significant shortfall.

The size of the shortfall e significant and has been highlighted in appeals
elsewhere, including etermined by the Secretary of State'®.

The proposed dev\@nent would meet an identified need for open market
housing in a tow re major growth is planned. It would be deliverable within
five years d add to the mix and choice of housing within the area. The
scheme wo o deliver a significant number of serviced self-build plots. This
has been proposed in response to local demand for this type of housing and the
Government’s policy drive'” to deliver self-build sites and support small scale
developers, custom and self-builders. ‘The Framework’ is also supportive of
people wishing to build their own homes. The appellant is not required to
demonstrate viability and no tangible documentary evidence was presented by
any party to show that the self-build element of the scheme would be unviable.

(In response to my questions, the appellant’s planning witness informed me that
he was not anticipating any delays in delivering the scheme and the first dwelling

12 APP/P1615/Q/14/2215840 (Appendix 12 to Mr Stacey’s PoE)

3 The CS annual requirement is 310 dwellings/annum.

4 As set out in the fifth column of Table 3.6 on page 16 of Mr Read’s PoE.
15 As set out in the fourth column of Table 3.6 on page 16 of Mr Read’s PoE.
6 APP/H1705/A/13/2205929. (CD6/14)

7 *Right to Build: Supporting Custom Self Build’ DCLG October 2014.
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51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

to be built on the site would be expected about 18 months after any outline
permission was granted. The build-out period for the development would be 3-5
years. I was also informed that as the development would be undertaken by a
small group of local builders who were familiar with the local housing market and
there was a pent up demand for housing the dwellings would be provided in a
short period of time.)

The appellant’s uncontested affordable housing evidence reveals that since
2008/09 there has been a very significant shortfall of 2,652 affordable dwellings
within the district. The affordable housing needs of the district are acute and
continue to increase. The 2014 Gloucestershire and Districts SHMA identified an
annual net need for 814 new affordable homes in the Forest of Dean between
2011 and 2016. The LPA’s attempt to reduce this to 67 net affordable dwellings
per annum is an unrealistic requirement and would not even come close to
reducing the shortfall of need. Over the past 15 years applicants on the Housing
Register have increased dramatically from 1,106 in 1999 to 2,377 in 2014. In
excess of 400 households have a need for housing in the Parish of Lydney. This
is the highest level of need of the 40 settlements on the ing Register.

It is vital that there is a step change in the delivery @rdable housing within
the district. Based on the 2014 SHMA, the LPA is ?&.ble to demonstrate 0.2
year affordable HLS. It is failing to meet the deWo@Qgtrated affordable needs
across the district. This was recognised in e noted appeal decision at
Sedbury, where considerable weight was {iyen 46 the chronic crisis in the poor
delivery of new affordable homes within th&g#trict. Elsewhere'®, another
Inspector found that affordability wa risis point where the need for
affordable dwellings was much low that identified in the Forest of Dean.

The CS and the 2010 SPD ackn that there is a shortage of affordable
homes in the district and the g on of such housing is a priority. The proposal

would deliver the equivalen®o affordable housing units (65 of which would be
on-site). This would be of the average annual delivery achieved by the
CS. This would result in significant social benefits

LPA since the adopti
in an area whereé"% are failing to deliver such housing. A locally based

active Registered ider has already expressed an interest in acquiring the
proposed aff Y:LR homes (Appendix 21 to Mr Stacey’s PoE).

The propos Id assist in creating inclusive and mixed communities as
required by ‘the Framework’. The social need for affordable housing is a material
planning consideration and making social progress in tackling such needs is an
important element of the golden thread of sustainable development running
through ‘the Framework’. In delivering the optimum affordable housing
contribution of 40% the proposal would accord with the provisions of CSP.5 and
the 2010 SPD. This element of the scheme can be given very substantial weight.
It was not properly evaluated within the LPA’s committee report and those who
oppose the development have given it little consideration. In reconsideration,
the LPA concluded that it could no longer support its refusal of permission.

In recognition of the lack of a 5 year HLS within the district, the LPA has recently
granted outline permission for up to 110 residential units with associated

8 para 8.125 on page 111 of the Inspector’s Report — APP/H1840/A/13/2199085 and 2199426 - Land at Pulley Lane,
Droitwich Spa (Appendix 19 to Mr Stacey’s PoE).
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56.

infrastructure on another site in Lydney®®. This also lies outside the settlement
boundary as defined in the CS and LNDP. Additional sites, such as the one that is
the subject of this appeal, will have to be released for housing if Lydney is to
accommodate necessary growth and to ensure that the housing needs and
requirements of the local community are met. The LNDP does not allocate
housing sites or engage with the present problems with the CS strategic sites.
This Plan has a long way to travel and has only limited weight at this stage.

(In response to my questions the appellant’s planning witness informed me that
the appeal scheme would conflict with LNDP policy LYD ENV1. This witness also
informed me that as the housing provisions of the CS had already been found
wanting the appeal scheme would not undermine the development plan. Whilst
the appellant was sympathetic to the Government’s localism agenda there was a
silent majority of people who were desperate for a house or affordable home.
Housing problems were becoming more severe in the district. It was argued that
the Inquiry had heard clear evidence of the need for additional housing and
elsewhere this had been accepted by the Secretary of State as sufficient grounds

for granting permission.) 6

Landscape and Visual Matters @

57.

58.

59.

and Valleys LCT and about
strongly representative of

The appeal site represents about 0.16% of the
0.7% of the Allaston Ridge character area. It}
either the LCT or the character area, whi the whole of north east
Lydney. The site is also contained by exist evelopment on three sides. Itis
not deeply rural or tranquil and is degraged by overhead lines, tall pylons, fly
tipping and discordant fences which typical of urban fringe sites.

This 14.16 ha site lacks the sce% y, cultural, physical and sensory
characteristics that would war ditional designation and protection. It
cannot be deemed a valued cape in terms of ‘the Framework’. The LS
supports the appellant’s hat larger scale development could be successfully
integrated into this par; e landscape. (In cross-examination the appellant’s
landscape witness i d me that: there are extensive views from the appeal
site; the site was asset; the site was not highly valuable but would have
some value tod, | community and; visual amenity was gained from the site.
In respons uestions this witness informed me that: although the site
was pleasa as unremarkable and; certain parts made a positive contribution
to the character and appearance of the area but it was typical of the urban
fringe.)

There are long views from sections of the public rights of way that traverse the
site. The most panoramic and sensitive lie in the east upper field. It is not
unique in this regard and long panoramic views looking over Lydney and the
Severn Estuary occur across extensive parts of the LCT and the character area.
These include circular walks identified by the local Ramblers Association and
forming part of the Lydney Walks booklet. The most panoramic and open views
lie in the more prominent and elevated parts of the ridge around Yorkley.
(Extracts from this booklet are flagged in the blue folder attached to the file and
marked "Comments on Masterplan etc..” I was informed that this booklet was
produced by the Lydney Area in Partnership.)

19 Land at Highfield Road, Lydney (Ref.P1829/13/0UT).
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60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

The scheme has been landscape led. The appellant’s landscape architect has
been instrumental in shaping the illustrative layout to ensure that the proposal
would be assimilated into the landscape and landscape and visual harm would be
minimised. A key design principle involves taking advantage of the sloping
topography and establishing clusters of development separated by strategic open
space corridors. In effect, the whole development would not be seen from any
one single viewpoint and each development parcel would have its own character.
The SPG recognises that development on slopes is a feature of the area. Itis a
major feature of Lydney.

The LVA established that the most elevated and visually conspicuous part of the
east upper field would be the most sensitive to change. The illustrative layout
was refined to keep much of this area free from development. Another key open
space would be established in the lower field. This would act as the heart of the
proposal around a criss-cross of existing paths. It would provide for a
community facility to facilitate social interaction and building a community.

the submission of the
s to prevent existing
ucture. Whilst only

Masterplan Rev A was updated prior to the appeal followi
LNDP and in response to policy LYD TRAN 3. This poli
public rights of way being integrated with highway i
illustrative, it was felt important to show how the could be accommodated
in green corridors separate from the highway CNR . This would be achieved
on all but the short stretch of path that wouyld om the site entrance off
Court road past Allaston Court, where it unfeasible to accommodate the
full width of 6m green corridor once the exi§tifig highway had been upgraded.
The conflict with LYD TRAN3 would b t to a minimum.

The key benefits of masterplan R v%zmpared with Rev A would be: an
increase in open space from 5. 7% ha and a reduction in the overall
development area from 8.26 a; increased width of green corridor to the
southeast of the lower field} ased public open space and the removal of all
houses from the east up i1&ld; reduced amount of road and new link from
Windsor Drive to Oa w resulting in a reduced landscape impact on
existing hedgero l%ncreased habitats including a small copse and orchard
in the west uppe% (The appellant’s landscape witness informed me that 44
linear metre Qt/ng hedgerow would be lost and 725 linear metres of new
hedgerow @ e planted.)

The proposal Would significantly change the landscape character of the site.
However, adverse impacts would be minimised by the proposed comprehensive
landscape strategy. Added to which, the proposal would be development on the
edge of a main town. The housing crisis is unlikely to be successfully addressed
if landscape and visual impact objections win out when greenfield sites are
promoted. The presumption in favour of sustainable development means that
approach is no longer correct. In other decisions elsewhere, significant landscape
harm to an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and seriously degrading harm
have been outweighed by substantial shortfalls in the 5 year HLS.

The proposal would not involve the diversion of any public right of way. The
existing paths are not of district value as a resource for walking. If the scheme
was permitted the paths would meet the built edge of the town earlier than they
do at present. However, by the time the middle field is reached, users would
already be well within the influence of suburban development.
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66.

67.

68.

69.

Some existing views from the middle and lower fields would be permanently lost.
However, the degree of harm would be reduced and managed by: developing
small blocks of development separated by open spaces and hedgerows;
preserving key panoramas from the east upper field and retaining views of the
estuary, the Severn Bridge, St. Marys church spire, wooded ridges and the
Cotswold hills; providing reduced panoramas towards the estuary and the
Cotswolds from the proposed green corridors and looking over the tops of
buildings; keeping building heights between 7.5 and 8.3m; reducing building
density in the most prominent parts of the site; increasing pedestrian access and
permeability offering up new views from proposed open spaces and; creating
visual interest within the development by observing the design principles of the
SPG and creating a strong sense of place.

(In cross-examination the appellant’s landscape witness informed me that framed
views would exist from some the footpaths through the site. In response to my
questions this witness informed me that the scheme would result in the following
impacts: Viewpoint 1 in the LVIA - a sliver of the appeal scheme would be seen
by the pylon, there would not be much existing vegetati filter the view and
the viewer would look down on elements of the schem ever, these views
would be filtered in time and the scheme would not usive; Viewpoint 3 in
the LVIA - there would be no harmful change of v the development would
be over 2km away and the scheme would not ge change, there would be
a massive change to this view if the devel on the land to the east of
Lydney came forward; Viewpoint 4 - the oyld be no harm to an appreciation
or understanding of the ridges that form paNfof the back-drop to the town as the
site and the proposal lie below the grégn‘erest, the development would not be
conspicuous,; Viewpoint 15 - under -examination it was accepted that there
would be a major permanent ad pact on views from this public footpath
and the change would be maj uding some loss of view of the river,
however there would be no gi cant harm as views would remain over the top
of the buildings and to th s, a gap between the buildings would afford a view
of St. Mary’s church gpj ewpoint 16 - in response to my questions, this
witness informed m the view of the church spire would change but it may
be possible to see deMNthe top of the buildings.)

The harm w i imited to the immediate environs and not the wider
character . e scheme would not conflict with CS policy CSP.9 and was not
refused on that basis. None of the site is designated as an ‘important open area’
or any other specified category of open space/recreation land. It is not of
considerable visual importance and the proposals would not cause a severe loss
of amenity. The Inspector at the LP review commented that development in the
lower and middle fields ...”"could be adequately mitigated and would not in itself
warrant the exclusion of this site * (Appendix 1 of Mr Stuart’s POE comprises an
extract from the LP Inspector’s Report.) (In response to my questions, the
appellant’s planning witness informed me that the harm to the character and
appearance of the area should be given moderate weight [3 out of 10] in the
overall planning balance.)

The proposed cut and fill would not cause material harm and would accord with
LNDP policy LYD ENV2. The SPG states that positive outcomes can be achieved
through small scale cut and fill to create local distinctiveness and a varied
roofscape. Unlike the appellant’s detailed wireline drawings, the ones produced
by SAD are inaccurate, misleading and unrepresentative. (SAD’s wireline
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drawings are attached to Mr Stuart’s supplementary PoE dated January 2015 and
at a larger scale in Document 59. Document 41 is Mr Davies’s wireline drawings.
Documents 45, 47, 48, 50, 51 and 63 set out the methodology used, details of
possible floor heights and ridge heights, as well as comparisons/criticisms of the
different approaches.) (Under cross-examination the appellant’s landscape
witness accepted that: it was necessary to know that an acceptable design could
achieved at outline stage; in assessing visual impact topography was critical and
cross-section drawings could be important; whilst floor levels and cross-sections
were crucial the appellant had never been asked to produce these; the
topography was not that steep and; it was possible to assess visual impact. In
response to my questions this witness informed me that: the proposal would be
based on good urban design principles and,; whilst there would be a loss of
grazed fields on the edge of the town there would be no harm to the setting of
Lydney.)

Highway Matters

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

Lydney is agreed with the HA to be the most accessible ofsthe four towns in the
district. It has a wide range of services and facilities. ginclude schools,
shops, a major foodstore, employment and industrizﬂ@s, a bus station and the
only main line railway station in the district. This j ajor advantage and is
very significant in the context of this rural distri&\'r il use is growing and the
train station is subject to forthcoming inve his includes reopening an
underpass, extending the car park and a to the town centre.

Lydney could encourage some short

jourheys as part of a wider journey by
bus or rail. Cycling to the station is i

tly possible and driving to the station
is very beneficial as most of the j would be made on public transport. The
trains from Lydney take passen ajor employment centres including
Gloucester, Cheltenham, New d Cardiff. Grammar schools at Gloucester,
Cheltenham and Stroud canﬁ e accessed by train.

The pedestrian route n the town centre and the site are reasonable.
They can be walked, e who rely on their car a lot, especially more elderly
people may not fie@ tractive. But that is not everyone, especially those
without constant{acgess to a car. Even as a car journey, it is a short distance to
travel. Peq alk and the local footway gradients are not a significant
deterrent f ting residents and school children in the adjacent residential
areas. Even Some elderly people cycle. There is no reason why this should be
any different for the new residents. (Table 3.1 in the TA sets out the
distances/walking times between the site and various services/facilities.)

There is a range of traditional bus services in the town. Some of these pass
along Highfield Road which is accessible from the site. These may be more than
400m away but this is not unrealistic for those looking for a good regular
commuter service, such as that which exists on Highfield Road. These are
supplemented by an extensive (15 buses) and successful dial-a-ride service.
These can be booked the day before and deliver residents to their door-steps.
(Figure 2.1 in the TA shows the location of bus stops. Appendix CMR E to Mr
Rawlinson’s PoE is an extract from the Lydney Dial-A-Ride & Forest Community
Transport website. Table 3.2 in the TA is a summary of the local bus services.)

The north east side of Lydney is on an escarpment. People in the town expect to
traverse gradients. There is a 100 m level difference between the town centre
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and the site. However, this is not a deterrent. The proportions of modes of
travel are not much different from typical TRICS sites and which are flat.

75. The town centre is about 1.6km from the site and is within reasonable walking
distance. Cycling from the train station uphill to the site would take about 20
minutes. The proposals include the provision of a robust TP. This would
encourage sustainable travel and would be bonded to ensure performance.
Travel vouchers would be provided and could be used towards the part-purchase
of electric bikes or for rail or bus discounts.

76. The trip impact of the scheme has been critically assessed and agreed as
acceptable with the HA. The trip generation would be reflective of a mixed
scheme of open market, affordable and retirement homes. As requested by the
HA, the appellant has looked at donor sites. The ones selected were agreed with
the HA. A sensitivity test was also undertaken. Reliance on TRICS data would
not reflect local circumstances. Using the trip rates for the scheme approved at
Highfield Road would also be inappropriate. That site is not as well integrated
and is not near a primary school. (The TA identifies that phe proposed residential
development could generate approximately 63 and 88 ay vehicular
movements in both the AM and PM peak hours. Thagb’ eneration from the
proposed community building would be 1 addition icle in the AM peak and 3
in the PM peak hour.) %

77. The HA is bringing forward various local inapr; %ent schemes in the town as

part of the Lydney Highway Strategy (LH ch works will enhance highway
safety and accessibility, as well as re ing Congestion. The appeal scheme
would benefit from them and the ap has agreed to provide a
commensurate level of contributio would be wholly unreasonable to refuse
permission until all these works Ra en undertaken. The contributions are
based on all the committed d ment. The trip assignment shows dispersal

on the network and no matﬂ pact on the wider highway network. The
appellant would have bee@ ed to assess wider junctions when the scoping was
agreed if it was conc Is is @ matter of professional judgment. The
response from th Q@es that the development on its own would not affect
junctions on Hig . Trip impact in the town centre would be de minimus if
the scheme me forward by itself, particularly on junctions in the
western e High Street. (In response to my questions the appellant’s
highways witgess informed me that the proposals would not result in any

perceptible increase in congestion around Primrose Hill Church of England
Primary School.)

78. About 20 vehicles per hour (one every 3 minutes) could be accommodated with
no material effect on Driffield Road. This road is subject to a 30mph speed limit
and weight restriction. Drivers are aware of the characteristics of this road and
give-way. Comparing this road with guidance for the design of new roads would
be inappropriate. Local accident records show only one accident. This was in
2009 and is outside of the recognised five year period for assessing accident
data. The HA has not sought improvements to this lane but would have done so
if necessary. The Highfield Road junction with the A48 does not have a highway
safety problem. There have been only two accidents in five years. A construction
management plan could suitably control vehicle sizes and times of arrival. The
letter from Monmouthshire County Council is not from the highway department.
The impact from development in Lydney would be much lower than development
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79.

80.

81.

82.

in Sedbury, which is effectively part of Chepstow. (Appendix B to the TA contains
the accident data in respect of the local road network.)

(Under cross-examination the appellant’s highways witness informed me that the
proposals would have a low impact on junction capacity and a small cumulative
impact on traffic conditions in the town. The scheme would make a fair share of
the overall contribution towards addressing traffic issues in Lydney. The HA had
never asked the appellant to provide information on many of the matters raised
by SAD. The HA was content with the proposals and there would be no severe
residual cumulative impact. The appellant believed the HA to be a competent
authority.)

The proposed Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) on Springfield Road could be to
enhance safety, but may not be necessarily rectifying an existing problem. In all
likelihood, this TRO will be confirmed. The HA did not request double yellow lines
as part of the appeal scheme.

internal access arrangements at this stage. The HA has ed that the
information that has been provided would be safe a ropriate. Gradients on
the internal layout would all be within typical maxi > There are many
existing properties in and around the town on s round. Fixing accesses

within the site at this stage would be unneces he level of highway detail
d matter.

sought by SAD is unjustified as layout is @
The appellant and the HA have agreed that ®fe increase in trip movements would

not be so severe as to prejudice the enjty of the occupiers of existing

It is not necessary to look in detail (e.g visibility splays, wgths etc..,) at the

residents adjacent to the highway surrounding road network (CD1/6).
The appellant has obtained counsé\ nion which confirms the deliverability of
the proposed access onto Win rive (Appendix 11 to Mr Fong’s POE).

Other Matters

83.

84.

85.

86.

The proposed develo@ould involve the loss of some grade 3a and 3b

agricultural land. r, as set out in the appellant’s agricultural evidence
(Appendix 6 to M, ‘s PoE) it would not involve a significant area of the best
and most ve B% nd and would not offend any development plan policy.
Moreover, the east of Lydney which forms part of the CS strategic
requiremen higher quality agricultural land. The appeal site represents the
poorest quality land available for residential development.

The AQA that was submitted in support of the application makes it clear that a
scheme for 250 homes would have a minimal impact upon air quality in the town.
The appeal scheme is for a lower quantum of housing. (CD2/24) Permission was
not refused on air quality grounds and there was no objection from any statutory
consultee. No such concerns were set out in the Statement of Case by SAD.
(Under cross-examination the appellant’s highways witness informed me that he
was not an air quality specialist but accepted that mitigation would be needed to
avoid exacerbating existing impacts in the town. Such mitigation had been
agreed with the HA as part of the appeal scheme.)

The FRA demonstrates that the proposal would not increase the risk of flooding
and could improve local drainage conditions. (CD2/20)

The proposal would not obtrude on its neighbours nor cause a loss of privacy.
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87. The site does not have a significant conservation interest. The scheme would
include new planting with native species and hedgerows, drainage ponds, as well
as the provision of bat and bird boxes. It would enhance biodiversity. (CD2/17)

Conclusion

88. The nature of the development is precisely in line with what Government
Ministers have been seeking to encourage. This is a local housing solution to a
local housing problem. The proposal would deliver a number of important
benefits and it would be extraordinary if the Secretary of State refused
permission. The appeal should be allowed. (Under cross-examination the
appellant’s planning witness informed me that whilst the loss of some greenfield
land weighed against an approval this was outweighed by the package of benefits
that would be provided. I was also informed that this was a very difficult
balancing exercise.)

The Case for the LPA (Position Statement flagged on file, Document 15 and e-mail
message dated 22/12/14 also flagged on the file. The text in jtalics below are
matters upon which I sought clarification.)

@amework’ in relation to
e APD and LNDP the LPA,
s reluctantly decided that it

89. In summary, owing to the onerous requirements of
HLS and the limited weight that could be attachgd
having taken advice from its barrister and offic

cannot support its refusal of permission. is ision was not taken lightly and
it is acknowledged that there is significan opposition to the scheme.

90. In the context of SI 2000 No. 2853, cision not to defend the appeal does
not constitute a planning decision n es it stand in place of the original

decision of refusal. The LPA has% ay acted illegally.

91. The access details on the revi sterplan Rev B lack technical specification,
level details, gradients, cro ions, detailed surface finishes, street lighting
and drainage details. Th@/ ut appears over-engineered in places and is not
very economical to by ere is no footpath link onto Highfield Lane. There
are some reserva% r certain aspects of the layout but the details are

illustrative at t‘hi and could be addressed through reserved matters.

92. The LPA’s S in respect of Masterplan Rev B were made without feedback
from the H. e LPA informed me that: it had not changed its stance and was
maintaining it8 position of not contesting the appeal,; there had been no changes
regarding the status of the APD or the LNDP during the adjournment of the
Inquiry (I have noted above the latest position regarding the APD) and; it had
notified and consulted all relevant parties of the planning application.

The Case for the Rule 6 Party (SAD) (Below is a summary of the Rule 6 party’s
case. The text in italics identifies relevant parts of the written evidence or comprises
matters dealt with in cross-examination or are matters upon which I sought
clarification.)

93. SAD represent a large group of local residents. The LPA decided not to defend its
reasons for refusal at a late stage and is still considering how to meet its 5 year
HLS. Whilst the 5 year HLS position is not disputed the proposal would result in
significant harms and is not sustainable development. The need for additional
housing should not be met at all costs. The proposal would result in
development taking place in the wrong place at the wrong time. (The Rule 6
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94,

party’s landscape/planning witness informed me that SAD represented about 200
people/households.)

In assessing whether the proposals are sustainable it is necessary to consider the
benefits and dis-benefits having regard to the three dimensions of sustainable
development. The Courts®® have been consistent that it would contrary to the
fundamental principles of ‘the Framework’ if the presumption in favour of
development applied equally to sustainable and non-sustainable development.

Landscape and Visual Matters

95.

96.

97.

98.

The appeal site is of very considerable visual importance and recreational value.
It is an enclave of farmland that helps to define the urban fringe and maintains
continuity with the surrounding countryside. This ridge top location and the
extensive views are representative of two key characteristics of the Allaston
Ridge landscape character area. The site is of medium to high sensitivity due to
its height and differing levels. It is challenging in terms of constraints. Although
the site may well contain urbanising influences this does ngt render it
unrepresentative of the landscape character area. The %sals would result in
permanent, major, adverse and significant harm to r@ape character. This
was also the view of the LPA’s landscape officer. T, ould be clear conflict
with CS policy CSP.1. (The Rule 6 party’s land. lanning witness informed
me that the appeal scheme would: harm the S,sg& and 6" bullet points/key
landscape qualities of the Allaston Ridge 7 area as set out in paragraph
3.3.9 on page 19 of the LVA and; have noSQagérial impact upon long distance
views towards the site.)

The wireline drawings that have be Qduced reveal that the scheme would
result in major to moderate cha% ensitive receptors. There would be
significant adverse impacts fr e footpaths and a loss of amenity for
recreational users. This wo t be addressed by mitigation. (The Rule 6
party’s landscape/planni ess informed me that the most harmful landscape
and visual impact woyl, xperiences from viewpoint 15 in the LVA. New
buildings would ap front of the viewer blocking out views of the river and
the estuary. Ther d be glimpsed views but the panoramic view would be
lost. In cross-e ation this witness accepted that those walking the existing
footpaths a@. € site would be aware of urban influences, including the

existing hodgfng and pylons. )

The design of the proposed development would be highly related to its visual
impact. However, there was no assessment of site levels and sufficient
information was needed at this stage to demonstrate that landscape impacts
would be acceptable. The appellant’s finished floor heights plan provides
information for only part of the site. The information available is woefully
inadequate. The limited information reveals that ground levels would need to be
filled in by 1.67 m to achieve acceptable road levels and there is no explanation
of the extent of cut-and-fill. This is a serious omission.

There is a mismatch between the information provided by the appellant in
respect of road levels and the finished floor level plan. (Document 47) The
finished floor level assumed by the appellant would be 2.8m lower than the

20 Lang J in William Davis v SoS for DCLG [2013] EWHC 3058 (Admin) (Part of Document 57)
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99.

height of the existing access road. There is nothing to show whether this would
be achievable or satisfactory. These assumptions undermine the appellant’s
assessment of the visual impact of the scheme. This has been grossly under-
estimated. The ridge heights would be substantially higher than shown on the
appellant’s wireline drawings. The impact on key visual receptors would be
greater than predicted by the appellant and would result in a significant
landscape impact.

Details should have been provided regarding likely level changes within the site.
These would be necessary to assess landscape impact. The proposal would
involve substantial level changes across the site with existing levels having to be
lowered to accommodate the buildings and achieve the required road gradients.
As a consequence of these changes the scheme would offend LNDP policy LYD
ENV2. Landscape harm would be significant and unacceptable. The proposal
would be at odds with the environmental dimension of sustainable development.
This weighs heavily in the planning balance. (The Rule 6 party’s
landscape/planning witness informed me that in meeting the housing needs and
requirements of the district it was inevitable that some g field land would
need to be released and that this would result in some@ .)

Highway Matters

100. The LP Inspector’'s comments regarding theé&ssibility of the site remain

101.

true. (Appendix 1 to Mr Stuart’s POE) Thg’sj not well served by facilities.

Most services, facilities and employment ak€ ip?the centre or to the south of the
town. Unlike the appeal site these a t 80-100m above sea level. A return
journey on foot or bicycle to these sgrW and facilities from the site would
entail a stiff climb. This would be aldiSiicentive.

Survey data of Windsor Dri le 2 page 11 of Mr Rayers’s PoE) reveals
very high car usage by exiség‘ sidents. There is a pervasive use of cars which

is supported in the repre ions from local residents. The site is poorly served
by public transport a provements are proposed. Whilst some residents

h Id have to traverse steep inclines. This would act as a
|-&-ride service would do little to address this. Modal shift

would not be e and future residents would be heavily reliant on the use of
the private a%‘ r. The site is in the wrong place to make best use of
sustainable ort modes. The proposals are contrary to paragraph 34 of ‘the

Framework’.

may use the bus,
disincentive. The

102. In cross-examination the Rule 6 party’s highways witness accepted that: the

appeal site was closer to the town centre supermarkets than housing in villages
in the Forest of Dean; the appeal site was exceedingly well located to a primary
school and that most settlements in the Forest of Dean do not have a secondary
school; some children living at the site would cycle to the secondary school;
there was no community building in this part of the town at present; the
proposed pedestrian accesses would be closer to the town centre than the
vehicular accesses; it would be appropriate to have a TP, Gloucester provided a
main source of jobs and there were good high frequency bus services from
Lydney,; there was an increase in use of train services in Lydney and it was a
quick journey to Gloucester; there were also regular services to Newport and
Cardiff; the site was highly permeable with footpath links and people could walk
through the development to access bus stops. In response to my questions this
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witness informed me that in transport terms Windsor Drive was not in a
sustainable location.

103. The appeal scheme would increase emissions of nitrogen dioxide in the Lydney
AQMA, as well as congestion on the B4231. The LPA’s Environmental Health
Officer has referred to congestion on this road and the proforma for the Lydney
Transport Strategy refers to excessive traffic at peak times which results in
elevated levels of nitrogen dioxide concentrations. There is no prospect of
effective mitigation over the next five years. The proposal would make a poor
environmental situation worse. This would be contrary to the principles of
sustainable development.

104. The appellant has not assessed the impact of the scheme upon junctions that
are already congested in Lydney town centre, including those along Highfield
Road, Newerne Street, Hill Street and High Street. This is a serious omission.
With or without committed development the appeal scheme would increase traffic
movements at key junctions which are already at capacity. This increase could
have a serious effect. (In cross-examination the Rule 6 ty’s highways witness

informed me that traffic using the junction of the A48 bypass and
Highfield Road would be unacceptable. The appea/ would make queuing
at this junction slightly worse. This witness also i d me that the Driffield
Road junction was a concern and that in h/ghw s the proposal would not

breach any CS or LP policies.)
105. The appellant has considerably underes%c&d the proposed number of trips

that would be generated by the deve nt. As a consequence, the impact on
junction capacity has been underesti et as well as the highway safety
implications along Primrose Hill/S icld Road and Driffield Road. The TRO
proposed by the HA for Springﬁ@n indicates that the operation of this road
is a safety concern at the pre e. The proposal would increase traffic along
this street and there is no cﬁ ty the TRO would take effect. Local residents
who frequently use this r ave identified their road safety concerns.

106. (In cross-examin \@he Rule 6 party’s highways witness acknowledged that;
the HA had accep appellant’s traffic generation figures, sensitivity testing
had been undert. by the appellant’s highways witness; there would probably
be lower trij ?&5 or the retirement flats than private housing but this would be
higher tha ip rates for affordable housing; the appellant had used a larger
data set thanthose who just relied upon Windsor Drive for predicting trip rates.)

107. The appellant has not used the traffic data from Windsor Drive in calculating
trip rates. Some of the data that has been used is unfeasibly low. This has
reduced the average trip rate. The appellant has also applied very low trip rates
for the proposed ‘retirement flats’. Those living in the flats may not have retired
and are just as likely to drive. They are more likely to rely on cars due to the
gradient and the distance from services and facilities. There is no sound basis for
the low trip rates applied by the appellant. In contrast, SAD’s evidence does not
rely on the worst case scenario. Without a full assessment of the local highway
network it is not possible to fully understand the likely impacts of the proposals.

108. The impact upon Driffield Road would be unacceptable due to the deficiencies
in this road, including its sub-standard geometry. The proposal would have a
significant and severe impact upon highway safety. (In cross-examination the
Rule 6 party’s highways witness informed me that he did not know how many
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residents would use Driffield Road. In response to my question this witness
informed me that Driffield Road had not got a poor record for road safety
injuries.)

109. Access is not reserved and care must therefore be taken to ensure that the
details being considered are sufficient. The proposal must provide suitable and
safe for vehicles, cycles and pedestrians. Given the definition of ‘access’ in SI
2010 No. 2184, the absence of necessary information cannot be left to reserved
matters. There can be overlap between the issues of layout and access. It was
open to the appellant to reserve only part of access and it is common practice for
descriptions of development to limit approval to main access points only. This
has not been done in this case. Significant information, such as gradients of
internal roads, road safety audits, visibility splays for internal roads, remain
unspecified. There is material risk that should permission be granted an approval
would exist for a detailed scheme which has not been properly examined.

110. In cross-examination the Rule 6 party’s highways witness informed me that:
the HA had not been as robust in their assessment of thegcheme as they should
have been; the position of routes within the scheme w. served matter and
layout includes routes; no road safety audit had bee& ested by the HA. In
response to my questions, this witness informed t he could not say that
the HA were not a competent authority. @

Planning Policy/Balance @

111. The appellant has argued that the landscage and highways harm are not
significant and do not outweigh the b&gef{s. However, there would be a breach
of CS policies CSP.1 and CSP.9. Th re not policies for the supply of housing
and they should be given full wejgh{® e site has amenity value and should be
protected. The quality of vie the site would be lost if permission was
granted. The loss of the sit e local community would be a harm in the
context of the social dim to sustainable development. This has significant
weight. The proposals onflict with LNDP policies LYD TRAN3, LYD ENV1 and
LYD ENV2. This a er weight to the case for withholding permission.
Whilst CS policies ¥ and LYD ENV1 are policies for the supply of housing the
scheme would ingconflict with them. This can also be afforded weight. The
recent decQw7 almesbury (Ref. APP/Y3940/A/13/2200503) and the WMS of

10/7/14 un e the importance the SoS attaches to neighbourhood planning.

112. In cross-examination the Rule 6 party’s landscape/planning witness accepted
that: none of the constraints to which footnote 9 of 'the Framework’ related
applied; his evidence did not set out the benefits of the scheme or undertake the
overall planning balance; the shortfall in HLS could be given substantial weight;
increasing housing supply was a benefit to be weighed in the balance,; substantial
weight could be given to the affordable housing benefits of the scheme; a
substantial area of green space and hedgerows would remain and would be a
benefit as green infrastructure; if delivery of the community building could be
guaranteed it should be given substantial weight; the proposed retirement flats
were a benefit; the proposals would deliver economic benefits; it was not
disputed that the infrastructure could be provided; the LPA had not questioned
the deliverability of the scheme; in principle the self-build element of the scheme
was innovative and sensible; the proposal was a novel and innovative scheme;
the delivery of housing in the LNDP was heavily reliant on the CS strategic
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allocations; permission had been granted for another housing scheme on land not
allocated for housing in the LNDP and SAD had not objected to this.

113. The Rule 6 party’s landscape/planning witness also informed me that: the lack
of a five year HLS was a material consideration that overrides development plan
policies for the supply of housing; the proposal would not conflict with CS policy
CSP.5; the ADP could be given limited weight; having regard to Ministerial
Statements and recent appeal decisions the LNDP could be given considerable
weight; a referendum on the LNDP was likely towards the end of 2015.

114. For the claimed benefits to be given significant weight they must be delivered.
The appellant’s evidence on this is limited. No viability information has been
provided. A layout without dwellings on one side of the roads is commercially
suspect and is unlikely to be viable. The Local Approach document relied on by
the appellant is aspirational and can only be afforded limited weight. There are
no agreements in place to deliver the housing within the next five years. The
reserved matters would be complex and it is unrealistic to expect these matters
to be resolved within 18 months.

115. The housing market in Lydney is depressed. The reason why local
builders would offer higher prices than national ho ders. The proposal is
also for a scheme for up to 200 dwellings. The Q certainty this would be the
final number or that all of the self-build units e delivered. If the numbers
of dwellings reduces it would reduce the at can be afforded to both the
self-build and affordable housing element s would change the planning
balance. No material weight should jvert to the self-build units coming
forward within five years. %

116. If the market and affordable ho ome forward within five years this would
be in accordance with the soci economic dimension of sustainability.
However, this would not ou the conflict with the development plan, the
loss of the site to the loc munity and the significant landscape and traffic
related harm. The s ould not amount to sustainable development.
Permission should n ranted.

The Case for Lydn
2014 in the red

wn Council (Documents 9 and 35 and letter dated 18 July
tached to the file)

117. In summadly, the development would be outside the defined settlement
boundary and would be contrary to the CS, the APD and the LDNP. Access to the
site is wholly inappropriate and there is insufficient capacity on the local highway
network. The proposed access off Windsor Drive was considered in a previous
appeal and is now the subject of enforcement action. The appellant does not
hold the title to a ransom strip off Windsor Drive.

118. The development would increase surface water discharge from the site and
this would need to be controlled to avoid any adverse impact on neighbouring
areas.

119. Adequate housing has already been allocated for Lydney. The housing figures
for the town indicate a 26.2% increase above the CS. If the appeal scheme were
permitted this would increase to 38.3% above the base figure. Whilst the TC is
pro-growth this must be balanced with local investment in social and
environmental infrastructure. The proposal is purely speculative and would not
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benefit the local community. The appellant has no prior history of bringing
forward developments of this type

120. The Secretary of State (SoS) has recently stated that the 5 year land supply
should not be the overriding factor when making planning decisions. The
proposal flies in the face of legislation, policy and common sense. Much time and
effort has been spent in producing the LNDP. The SoS has advised that such
plans should be considered as part of the planning process even before adoption.

121. LTC's concerns have previously been conveyed to the SoS and The Hon. Ms
Justice Lang QC. (A copy of the letter dated 5 November 2014 to The Hon. Ms
Justice Lang QC is attached to ClIr Preest’s Statement.)

122. LTC maintains its stance in respect of the revised Masterplan Revision B. It
reserves its right to comment further when the final number of dwellings is
known. The LNDP was pro-growth for the right kind of development. LTC is
willing to negotiate with the appellant if the appeal is allowed.

123. In cross-examination LTC’s witness accepted that the
people who had built houses in Lydney and the Forest
proposed affordable housing would be welcomed and¥
the scheme, although not in this location. It w ed that the LPA was not
able to demonstrate a five year HLS and there roblems in releasing
housing sites in the CS. The appeal site h lopment around it and was
suitable for housing but fell outside the d%ment boundary. The self-build

I

plots were welcomed and the scheme WEU rovide some local employment.

llant comprised local
n. In addition, the
inciple, was a benefit of

These were relevant considerations. roposed community building, public
rights of way and open space provi ere broadly in accordance with the

LNDP. Lydney was an appropria on for growth.
124. LTC’s witness also inform that if the LPA did not have a 5 year HLS
brownfield sites could be Ithough no specific site could be identified. I

was informed that the LP d not addressed the LNDP in a timely manner.
The Case for Counci reest (Document 8)

125. In summar, @ gh the LPA’s decision was lawful it appeared to be
worthless. a§§ umber of people who represent Lydney were deeply unhappy
about the el0pment. The Localism Bill 2011 appeared to make the planning
system more 8emocratic and effective by placing more influence in the hands of
local people and reducing red tape. Communities would also be able to set

policies for the development and use of land in their neighbourhoods. However,
this appears to have been frustrated by ‘the Framework’.

126. In 2012, the Prime Minister pledged to protect the countryside from large
housing estates by allowing local communities to decide where building should
go. In addition, the local MP has stated that the appeal site should not be
developed. The LNDP was submitted in good faith to the LPA but had yet to be
ratified. This delay had denied a stronger democracy. On highway issues GCC
appeared to work on a tick box exercise. However, GCC was prepared to work
with the LNDP as it stands.

127. Rural Britain does not hold the key to housing policy but is an easy means of
profit for developers. It is not selfish or nimbyism to defend rural Britain and our
heritage, identity, landscape and amenity. There are countless existing

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 23



Report APP/P1615/A/14/2218921

opportunities in the district to develop brownfield sites. Only when all these have
been developed should future development be considered on greenfields.

128. In response to my questions ClIr Preest informed me that the appeal scheme
would not provide any benefits.

The Case for Mr Timbrell (Document 1)

129. In summary, the LPA’s decision-making process was illegal and in conflict with
the provisions of The Local Authorities (Functions and Responsibilities) (England)
Regulations 2000. The rug had been pulled from under the local community and
the proceedings should be halted whilst the matter was passed to the police for
investigation. It was alleged that the LPA was run in a corrupt manner.

The Case for Mr Bevan (Documents 36 and 38)

130. In summary, the development would exacerbate traffic problems along the
local road network. There was very limited visibility at the access junctions,
including those on Highfield Lane and Driffield Road. Accjeents occur every day
along Driffield Road which is a very sub-standard high he proposals would
increase pedestrian and cycle traffic along Highfield nd Driffield Road.

131. Due to the gradient of the highways chiIdren@cycle to school along
Allaston Road or Primrose Hill. Only one pers nown to regularly cycle along
these roads. Negotiating these highways j€ |j slalom course with parked
vehicles effectively making them single tr ads. There is no space to pass
pedestrians or cyclists. The journey fosbe bottom of the hill is stressful. There
is limited public transport and peoplggmaiitly use the car not the bus. People
would use Driffield Road as an alt e means of accessing the A48.

132. At present, stormwater fro
excessive rainfall water run
only a small drain and th

ite is absorbed into the ground. During
e site into a gully in Centurion Road. This is
lopment could increase the risk of flooding.

133. It was argued ther

d be an adverse impact on Mr Bevan’s living
conditions.

ga)ion it was accepted that neither the LPA nor the Environment
Agency ha ed on land drainage grounds and there was no objection from
the HA. TheNLPA was considering deleting the proposed housing allocation off
Augustus Way in the ADP but this had first to be considered by a meeting of the
LPA’s Cabinet and then the Full Council. These meetings were due to be held on
26/2/15.

134. 1In cross-examg

The Case for Mr Williamson

135. In summary, the proposal would result in an increase in on-street car parking
and exacerbate traffic problems along the local highway network.

The Case for Mrs Parry (Document 20)

136. In summary, Driffield Road is just a lane. It is very narrow with a gradient.
There have been numerous accidents along this road, some of which have
resulted in emergency vehicles being called to the road traffic incidents. The
proposal would increase traffic along this road with drivers making their way to
Gloucester. There is a risk of a fatality. The road has also suffered a partial
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collapse in the past. When cars park along the highways they obstruct traffic
flows. Driffield Road is extremely dangerous and incoming residents would not
be aware of the problems.

The Case for Mr Lewis

137.

In summary, Highfield Lane is already dangerous. It is a single track road with
a blind corner. The walls either side of the lane are frequently damaged by traffic
and the proposed increased use of this lane would be likely to result in a serious
accident. Service vehicles already have difficulty negotiating the lane and the
proposal would exacerbate existing problems. There are very many objectors to
the scheme including LTC, the local MP and the CPRE. There should be
democracy for local people.

The Case for Mr W L Owen

138.

In summary, the site is outside the settlement and housing allocation
boundary. The only way to guarantee a 5 year housing supply is for the LPA to
use its compulsory purchase powers. There is ho necessify4o change the
boundary. The benefits put forward by the appellant to utopia. Itis an
attempt to please all people and will not work. Com ense has to be applied.
Drainage in the area is also inadequate. The sc es not amount to
sustainable development. There would be har nsequences of the scheme
and there are already sites with plannlng on for housing, including
affordable housing. The scheme is not a commercial venture. Common
sense had to be used in considering and int retlng the evidence of experts.

The Case for Mr Kear (See also Docu 2, 28 and 29)

139.

In summary, sections of the I d network are hazardous, including
Primrose Hill, Springfield Roa bert Street. The traffic implications of the
scheme have not considered(t ecreation area along Primrose Hill or the
community rooms which ed by children and the elderly. The development
would result in a los space, good agricultural land and Green Belt.
Glimpsed views o oofs of the proposed buildings would be inadequate.
The CPRE were ¢ rified over the loss of green land. There are many homes
for sale and ydney but there are few jobs and there is a severe shortage
of employ oung people commute to Gloucester or Bristol and additional
housing sho be provided near these areas to reduce carbon footprints. The
local community and its elected representatives at all levels had opposed the
scheme. Votes seem to count for nothing and democracy was being eroded.

The Case for Cllr Davis (Document 34)

140.

In summary, whilst it is important to support local industry and enterprise,
having considered the views of the majority of the electorate, officers and LTC
permission should be withheld. The proposals do not accord with the CS, LNDP
or the ADP and would have a detrimental impact on the community and
infrastructure. It is completely unsustainable. It would increase traffic problems
and air quality issues in the town. There would also be flooding issues. There
are already an agreed number of housing developments in Lydney and any more
schemes would be a disaster for the town. There is strong local opposition.
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The Case for Mrs Stickler (Written representations are included amongst the
bundle of interested party representations on the file. Below is a summary of Mrs
Stickler’s oral evidence.)

141. On 23/1/15, a lorry negotiating the junction of Primrose Hill and Court Road
hit overhead power lines causing live cables to fall onto the highway. The police
were called. If the appeal scheme was permitted it would be a disaster. The
appellant had objected to a planning application for a dwelling on land owned by
me and adjacent to the appeal site.

142. In cross-examination, it was accepted that the DAS (Document 39) submitted
in support of Mrs Stickler’s planning application described that site as being in a
sustainable location.

The Case for Mr S Edwards (Document 42)

143. In summary, the proposal would continue to allow many walks and fields to be
enjoyed. It would also provide self-build plots in Lydney, including family-sized
plots. The scheme would afford an opportunity for Mr Ed ds to reside near his
family. (In response to my question, Mr Edwards info e that it took him
between 8-9 months to complete a self-build dwe/lirg\' site at Chepstow.)

The Case for M F Freeman \

144. In summary, this building company emypfo proximately 100 people and
provides work for a number of sub-contracrgf It has worked with the appellant
over a number of years and is excite the’plans for developing the appeal site
and providing housing in Lydney. It be a major project for the company
and would involve employment fo people. The development would also
have spin-offs for the local econ increasing buying power within the town.

ntained in the red folder in the file were in
response to the LPA’s notific f the appeal. The representations in the separate
blue folder, marked by the case officer as "Comments on Masterplan etc...” are
in response to the notjfi that was undertaken between November 2014 and
December 2014 in rf&\vf the masterplan rev B. The Appeal Questionnaire

includes the repres&a ns that were made at application stage - the HA comments

Written Representations (7h

are flagged.) Q‘

145. Many repr@sentations and a petition objecting to the proposals were made
when the LPA considered the application. (Pages 86-87 of the officer’s report to
committee, which is included as part of the Appeal Questionnaire, states that 452
individual letters of representation were received at that time and a petition with
1124 signatures. The officer’s report also summarises the representations
made.) Over 90 representations were made following the LPA’s notification of
the appeal and a larger number, including a petition objecting to the scheme,
were made following the notification that took place in November 2014. The
majority of representations are made in opposition to the proposals. However,
there are some letters of support.

146. This report would be extremely lengthy if the individual written representations
that were made at appeal stage were summarised here. The following are
additional matters to those set out in pages 86-87 of the officer’s report to
committee: i) the LPA ignored the England and Wales cross-border protocol and
Ministerial agreement in respect of local healthcare services and failed to consult
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the appropriate Health Authority, as a consequence, its decision is flawed; ii) the
proposal could increase congestion and have an adverse effect on the Chepstow
AQMA (Document 44); iii) there would be a loss of agricultural land; iv) the
proposals would be contrary to the Government’s localism agenda; v) there
would be a loss of important community open space; vi) water mains traverse
the site; vii) there is a demand for self-build housing.

Suggested Planning Conditions

147. Section 6 of the SoCG agreed by the appellant and the LPA (CD1/5) includes a
number of suggested planning conditions in the event of the appeal being
allowed. These and other conditions, including one relating to a sustainable
urban drainage scheme (SUDS) (Document 55) and the highway conditions
suggested by SAD (Document 54) were all discussed at the Inquiry.

148. The appellant informed me that a condition requiring an application for the
approval of the reserved matters within one year of outline permission being
granted would be necessary to ensure the expeditious deliyery of the
development for the purpose of addressing the exceptionéﬂortfall in the 5 year

HLS and the need for affordable housing.
149. The LPA and the appellant agreed that it would s¥cessary to modify
suggested condition 2 to require details of site sections at a scale of not

heights of the buildings and the inclusion condition set out in Document 55

less than 1:500. It was also agreed that% s specifying the maximum
(drainage) as part of/in lieu of suggested c ition 4 would also be necessary.

150. There was agreement amongst t
necessary specifying the approve
would not be necessary to incl
were submitted in January
being specified if this was

in parties that a condition would be

. The LPA and appellant consider that it
ongitudinal sections of the highways that
ut neither party had an objection to these plans
ed necessary.

151. The LPA and the a agreed that the conditions suggested in respect of
play areas and op s within the site (Nos. 14 and 15) duplicated the
provisions of the % 106 Agreement with the LPA and would therefore be

unnecessary main parties also agreed that the figure specified in
condition arbon energy) should be 15%. All three main parties agreed
that as sepafgte legislation exists to address any obstructions to the public rights
of way within the site suggested condition 21 would be unnecessary.

152. The appellant and the LPA agreed that a condition requiring the provision of
the proposed access onto Windsor Drive would be unnecessary. Those
representing SAD pointed out that access was not a reserved matter and
commented that there could be safety issues if all construction traffic to this part
of the site had to use the proposed road link between the self-build plots and Oak
Meadow. The LPA and SAD argued that a condition would be necessary
specifying the width of this road link.

Planning Obligations

153. The LPA and the appellant agreed that the above noted planning obligations
were in accordance with paragraph 204 of ‘the Framework’ and Regulation 122 of
the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulations 2010.
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154. The Note prepared by the LPA (Document 53) identifies the supporting
evidence in respect of the various financial contributions sought by the LPA and
GCC. The LPA and the appellant agreed that there was a shortfall in the supply
of affordable housing within the district and that a TP would be necessary to help
secure a modal shift in travel by occupiers of the proposed housing.

155. The LPA and appellant informed me that the air quality contribution was
calculated on the basis of £100/dwelling or £44/bedspace. I was also informed
that the off-site contribution for affordable sheltered housing was sought by the
LPA as it would be more effective to provide this type of accommodation on
another site elsewhere within the district.

156. Although the LPA queried whether the unilateral undertaking would be
enforceable or necessary it did not argue against the provisions of this
undertaking. The appellant informed me that a search of Companies House
would reveal where a house builder had its registered office and it was argued
that such an undertaking would ensure local builders benefitted from the scheme.
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Inspector’s Conclusions
The numbers in brackets [] below refer to preceding paragraphs in this report.

Preliminary Matters

157. The adjournment of the Inquiry towards the end of November 2014 allowed for
adequate consultation/notification to be undertaken in respect of the access
details shown on masterplan Rev B and the amended description of the
development set out in footnote 2 above. No party is therefore likely to be
prejudiced if the appeal was to be determined on the basis of the revised details.
However, if the Secretary of State was to disagree and consider that the appeal
should be determined on the basis of the drawings to which the LPA’s decision
notice relates (masterplan Rev A) the text in jtalics below comprise my
conclusions in respect of masterplan Rev A where these differ from those in
respect of masterplan Rev B. [8, 9, 10, 11]

parties that on the basis of the information before the there were no
grounds for adjourning the proceedings to consider & ions regarding the
LPA’s decision to not contest the appeal. Any unl onduct or
maladministration by the LPA would be separat a‘%&rs for others. [16, 90,
129]

158. Having heard from the LPA, the appellant and SAD, I cgﬁurred with the main

159. The appellant is not required to demons¥ate the viability of the scheme. The
LPA and the appellant agree that the elopment could be deliverable within five
years. There is no cogent evidence %te this. [5(i), 42, 49, 50, 112, 114,
119, 138] @

Main Issue 0

160. Given all of the above, gnsider the main issue is whether, in the absence of
a five year HLS within th trict, any adverse impacts of the proposed
development, having jcular regard to the effect upon: the character and
appearance of the nd; traffic conditions (including any undue reliance on
travel by car) gn way safety along the local road network, would
significantly onstrably outweigh the benefits of the scheme.

gd

Planning Policy Other Documents

161. The development plan is the starting point for the determination of the appeal.
However, in this instance, there are no provisions within the LP that are
determinative to the outcome of this appeal. [26, 45, 145]

162. The site lies outside the settlement boundary defined in the development plan.
As a consequence, the proposals would be at odds with that part of CS policy
CSP.4 which expects most changes to take place within existing settlement
boundaries. However, in recognition of the lack of 5 years HLS within the
district, the LPA has already granted permission for housing development beyond
the settlement boundary. This demonstrates that the LPA has shown some
flexibility in its approach to the settlement boundary for Lydney. I have
approached this appeal in the same manner. The proposals would also conflict
with CS policies CSP.5 and CSP.12 for the supply of housing. Given the HLS
position within the district, these policies cannot be considered up-to-date. The
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provisions of paragraph 49 of ‘the Framework’ are therefore engaged. Although
adopted prior to the publication of ‘the Framework’, CS policies CSP.1, CSP.4 and
CSP.9 are broadly consistent with sections 11, 1 and 8 respectively of ‘the
Framework’. [5, 14, 26, 41, 46, 48, 55, 89, 93, 111, 117, 138, 140]

163. The APD has not reached an advanced stage towards adoption. Much could
change as a result of the public consultation exercise. It is very far from certain
that this Plan would provide 5 years HLS and be found sound following its
Examination. The Plan is not relied upon by the LPA and can only be given very
limited weight in the determination of this appeal. [5(i), 27, 48, 51, 52, 92, 113]

164. The district continues to experience a shortfall in the provision of affordable
housing and ‘the Framework’ recognises the importance of delivering affordable
housing and inclusive and mixed communities. Nevertheless, the 2010 SPD is
based on an earlier SHMA and is somewhat dated. As a consequence, it can only
be given moderate weight. The 2007 landscape SPD is broadly consistent with
‘the Framework’ and can also be given moderate weight. [28, 34, 52, 53]

165. The SPG pre-dates ‘the Framework’, MfS and the deve ent plan. Although
it contains some helpful advice regarding the desig residential
development it is of limited weight in determining eal. [29, 60]

166. The Government attaches great importance hbourhood plans and the
s of local communities.

extent to which they reflect the needs and#ri

However, responsibility comes in putting % ack in the hands of
communities: a responsibility to meet their M€eds for development and growth
and to deal quickly and effectively with ppgposals that will deliver homes, jobs
and facilities. Whilst much local eff d resources have already been put into

preparing the LNDP it is evident t re work needs to be undertaken before it
can progress towards a refere  [5(iii), 30, 31, 55, 120]

167. The LNDP is based upo ousing provisions of the CS. As with the CS, the
lack of 5 years HLS withi district also renders those policies for the supply of
housing within the L Q ut-of-date. This includes LYD HOUS 1, which has
limited weight. I@g D ENV 2, LYD TRAN 1 and LYD TRAN 3 are broadly

consistent with s s 11, 4 and 8 of ‘the Framework’ and can be given
moderate wgi I\ etermining the appeal. [5, 41, 55, 89, 112, 113, 123]

168. The settléigent boundary in the LNDP is the same as the one defined in the
CS. It is based upon the housing provisions of the development plan and does
not reflect the scheme permitted on land off Highfield Road. It would be
surprising therefore if this boundary was not reappraised/redrawn as part of the
LNDP to meet the housing needs of the local community. The proposal would
conflict with LNDP policy LYD ENV 1. This weighs against an approval. However,
if permission was withheld because of this conflict it would frustrate necessary
growth. [41, 55,56, 112, 117, 126, 138, 145]

Benefits

169. The proposed development would assist in addressing the considerable
shortfall in HLS within the Forest of Dean and in a part of the district where
major growth is envisaged but has stalled. It would also make an important and
valuable contribution towards meeting the needs of those who are unable to
access the local housing market. There is an acute shortage of affordable
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housing within Lydney and the developer of the main strategic housing site is
unable to deliver the quantum of affordable housing originally envisaged. The
proposals would not undermine the provisions of CS policy CSP.12 and would add
to the mix and choice of housing within the town, including the provision of a
sizeable number of self-build plots in an area where there is a demand for such
housing. This would be consistent with the Government’s efforts to stimulate this
sector of the house building industry. The development would also emphasise
the role and importance of Lydney as required by CS policy CSP.4 and accord
with the provisions of ‘the Framework’ that are aimed at creating inclusive and
mixed communities, as well as boosting significantly the supply of housing. It
would be consistent with the affordable housing provisions of CS policy CSP.5 and
the 2010 SPD. The proposed retirement apartments would also accord with the
thrust of LNDP policy LYD HOUS 1. A new community building would also be
provided which would allow for interaction between the residents. The proposals
would satisfy the social dimension to sustainable development. These matters
weigh substantially in favour of an approval. [5(ii) and (iii), 14, 15, 40, 43-45,
48, 49, 51-54, 56, 89, 94, 113, 114, 116, 117, 124, 143,%6]

170. The development would create employment during struction phase and
incoming residents would provide some support for ervices and facilities.
The proposals would help strengthen the local eco . The scheme would
satisfy the economic dimension to sustainable ment. This can be given
moderate weight in the overall planning b n% 39, 42, 43, 114, 144, 145]

171. The proposed 3.81 ha of public open sp nd the opportunities for footpath
and cycle links would benefit existingf@ ents and occupiers of the proposed
dwellings. In addition, there would net increase in the length of hedgerow
provision within the site. New Ian% planting would be undertaken, including
restocking and increasing the depthfof*hedgerows, planting with indigenous trees
and a range of connected S l@ atures. These areas would also be managed.
This would provide enviropg¥ntal benefits and enhance biodiversity interests in
and around the site. Th spects of the scheme would contribute to the
environmental dimen 0 sustainable development. They can be given
moderate-high w ¥ the overall planning balance. Fewer environmental
benefits would,b ived under the scheme that was advanced under
masterplan hey could be given moderate weight. [38-40, 42, 63, 88,
112]

172. The range of social, economic and environmental benefits that would be
derived from the appeal scheme can be given very considerable weight. This
would be considerable weight for the scheme advanced under masterplan Rev A.

Character and Appearance

173. The appeal site adjoins the built-up edge of Lydney and its character, in part,
is influenced by the neighbouring residential development. Notwithstanding this
and the pylons/overhead lines, the largely unspoilt open qualities of this 14.16 ha
of countryside, including the hedgerows within and around the site, make a
pleasing contribution to the character and appearance of this part of Lydney.

[19, 20, 22, 23, 57, 58, 96, 145]

174. From some sections of the footpaths that cross the site there are attractive
views to the south west across the town. These include views of the spire of the
Church of St. Mary, the Severn Estuary and the Cotswolds. There are also other
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views across the countryside to the north and east. Whilst not a ridge top
location, the gradient of the site, the pattern of hedgerows and the above noted
extensive views reflect some key characteristics of the Ridges and Valleys LCT.
[21, 24, 25, 32, 57, 59, 95]

175. From the evidence and what I saw during my site visits, the footpaths that
cross the site are well used. A local booklet of walks extols the scenic qualities
that are available from some sections of these public rights of way. When viewed
from the wider surroundings, including land to the south of the town, the appeal
site appears as part of the settlement with development around the edges and
against the back-drop of a green ridge. [21, 25, 57, 59, 145]

176. The appeal site does not form part of any designated landscape but its
countryside qualities and the views afforded from the footpaths across the site
are of value to some residents. However, all landscapes have value and very
many public rights of way offer opportunities for recreation and/or an
appreciation of visual amenity. I concur with the appellant that the site does not
form part of a “valued landscape” to which the first bulle int of paragraph 109
of ‘the Framework’ applies or “open space” to which p h 74 of ‘the
Framework’ applies. No such claims were made by x A. Moreover, the LNDP
is ‘silent’ on the landscape qualities of the site as the Allaston Ridge
character area. Any walkers deviating from the %ths across the site are not
authorised to do so by the landowner. LND, [% ENV 1 treats all land outside
the settlement boundary as ‘Open Space’ ¥ was synonymous with the
definition in ‘the Framework’ it would have unintentional effect of conveying
recreational and/or amenity value on?f the countryside around Lydney,
including the land off Highfield Roa e appeal site is not identified as being of
recreational or amenity value und olicy CSP.9. It is of medium sensitivity
to residential development. [a » 35, 58, 68, 95, 111, 145, 146]

177. The scheme has been langs®ape-led. The illustrative layout indicates that the
proposed residential dev ent could comprise small, low density blocks of
dwellings separated lay #Scape corridors. These could be designed to reflect
local distinctivene majority of the uppermost field would be retained and

e“as public open space. There would also be considerable

made available f
new Iandscaé’zmedgerow planting. The density of the proposed development

would stri propriate balance between securing the most efficient use of
land and théQgeed to safeguard the quality of the environment. [38, 40, 60, 63]

178. Some neighbouring properties have been built on sloping ground. Whilst
noting the arguments regarding the likely change in levels to accommodate the
appeal scheme and the adequacy of the information submitted in support of the
proposals, including the accuracy of the wireline drawings, layout has been
reserved. Moreover, details regarding levels were not requested by the LPA and
the wireline drawings are only a tool to aid decision-making. Although my
recommendation does not turn on this matter, given the resources available to
the appellant and having studied the wirelines on site, those prepared on behalf
of the appellant are a more accurate indication of the potential impact of the
scheme. [1, 69, 70, 97-99]

179. The proposal would avoid housing development in the most visually sensitive
upper field. From this part of the site pleasing views would be retained across
the Severn Estuary. From some other sections of the footpaths there would be
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glimpsed views between and around the new buildings in the lower fields. These
buildings would be limited in height and would be set into the slope of the land to
reflect the advice in the SPG. When looking back at the site from the south and
west of the town, the proposed buildings would not be unduly prominent or
project above the top of the ridgeline. The development would not harm the
setting of Lydney and would accord with the 2004 LS. It would be designed to
take into account the most important characteristics of the site as required by CS
policy CSP.1. [26, 29, 33, 60, 61, 66, 67, 96]

180. Notwithstanding the above, the proposals would entail the loss of several fields
and the removal of some hedgerows. The new buildings, roads and other
infrastructure would considerably change the character and appearance of the
site. Some cut-and-fill would be undertaken and, in places, there would be a
marked change in levels, including the access onto Windsor Drive. These
changes would be readily apparent from the existing properties alongside as well
as the public footpaths through the site. The proposals would detract from the
pleasing attributes of the site and would erode the quality of views from the
footpaths, including the loss of some views of the church , Severn Estuary
and the Cotswolds. This would diminish the amenit publlc rights of
way. In addition, a section of one of the footpaths the site would be
integrated into one of the proposed internal roads r detracting from the
attractiveness of this path. [19, 39, 62, 64, 6 6, 139, 140, 146] (The
scheme advanced under masterplan Rev /nvolve the loss of more
greenfield land, and more footpaths Woul / Ccluded as part of the proposed
internal roads.)

181. The proposed loss of countrysid inution of views from some sections of
footpaths through the site and th n of the pleasing unspoilt qualities of the
site would detract from the ch t d appearance of the area. These
elements of the scheme wo éult in some conflict with aspects of CS policy
CSP.1. There would also bg lict with LNDP policies LYD ENV 2 and LYD TRAN
3. This weighs against a G. proval. However, the loss of some greenfield
land/countryside and nsuing harm is an almost inevitable consequence of
accommodating n ary housing in the district and where 5 years HLS cannot
be demonstral;ed@reover, panoramic views across Lydney towards the Severn

Estuary and ds would remain from some sections of the network of local
footpaths. oposal would also be located away from the wooded ridgeline
and would bekgclearly separated from neighbouring settlements. It would be

unlikely to cause any significant harm to the key landscape qualities of the
‘Ridges and Valleys’ LCT or the ‘Allaston Ridge’ character area. In the
circumstances, the adverse impact upon the qualities of the area should be given
moderate weight in the overall planning balance. This would be moderate-high
weight in respect of masterplan Rev A. [26, 31, 41, 62, 64, 67, 68, 96, 99, 111]

Traffic Conditions

182. The proposed development would enlarge the sustainable settlement of
Lydney. This is identified in the development plan as the most accessible town in
the district and with the greatest opportunity for change. The proposals would be
accessible to a range of services, including some employment facilities, a bus
station and the railway network. The CS recognises that these services can be
supported and improved by new housing. The appeal scheme would be
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consistent with the broad thrust of the growth/sustainability objectives for
Lydney. [5, 26, 41, 45, 70]

183. The proposed access arrangements would ensure that the scheme was
permeable and the new housing would relate well to the existing network of
roads and footpaths, including bus stops. Although there are infrequent bus
services along Primrose Hill/Allaston Road and an hourly service along Highfield
Road, an established and extensive dial-a-ride service also operates in the area.
These bus services are likely to be used by some occupiers of the proposed
scheme and for some people would be an alternative to the car. Adequate car
parking could be provided and congestion along the estate roads is unlikely. The
scheme would accord with LNDP policy LYD TRAN 1. [5, 31, 41, 72-74, 102]

184. A combination of distance from the town centre and gradient would
undoubtedly deter some incoming residents from walking or cycling.
Nevertheless, pedestrians and cyclists living in Lydney expect to traverse
footways and carriageways with gradients. In this regard, the HA recognises that
gradients are not a significant deterrent for local residentgswho walk to and from
existing shops. Whilst many incoming residents, especi ose undertaking
bulky shopping trips, would be likely to travel by ca rs could choose to walk
or cycle, including those intending to take advant the good rail
links/services and the planned |mprovements otpath/cycle route near the
train station. A choice of transport modes available to incoming
residents. [5(ii), 72, 75, 76, 100, 101, 1

other housing site is deliverable o @u d be any less dependent on travel by car.
Moreover, the CS which post-dat
must be realistic in accepting asic infrastructure as typical of many rural
areas. In addition, the prop& TP would include measures to encourage a
modal shift away from th ate car. The section 106 agreement with GCC
incorporates a subst ancial deposit to achieve this objective. The
proposed develop uld accord with established national and local policies
that are aimed a ng development in locations which are or can be made
sustainable. iIs content with the sustainability credentials of the scheme
and the LP. t identify any such concerns when it refused permission.
Occupiers of§he scheme would not be unduly reliant on travel by car. [13, 26,
76, 101, 125, 143]

186. The proposed development would increase the volume of traffic on the local
highway network. I have given careful consideration to the concerns of
interested parties (many of whom are very familiar with local traffic conditions) in
respect of the perceived impact upon the safety and free-flow of traffic in and
around Lydney. During my visits I walked and drove along various sections of
the highway network, including Allaston Road, Primrose Hill Road, Springfield
Road, Driffield Road, Oak Meadow, Court Road and Highfield Road. I noted the
width and alignment of these highways and experienced traffic negotiating
parked vehicles along some sections of the roads. I would expect there to be a
greater incidence of on-street parking during the late evening and early morning
when residents are more likely to be at home. From what I saw, in many
instances, the on-street parking had the effect of reducing traffic speeds. [5(ii),
39,117, 130-131, 136-138, 140-142, 145-146]
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187. The TA was prepared following discussions with the HA. It includes a forecast
of trip generation derived from bespoke surveys of cul-de-sacs adjacent to the
site but does not include the survey data from Windsor Drive. Whilst the Trip
Rate Information Computer System (TRICS) national database for developments
is widely used in assessing the highway impact of schemes, in all probability, the
survey data from Lydney is likely to be more representative of trip rates that
could reasonably be expected from the appeal scheme. This approach and the
decision not to use the data from Windsor Drive was agreed with the HA. No
criticisms were raised by the LPA and there is nothing of substance to support the
inferences of some interested parties that the HA is not a competent authority.
No two schemes are exactly the same and it would be surprising if there was not
some variation between the survey data and the actual trip generation from the
appeal scheme. However, the appellant’s sensitivity test indicates that the local
data provides a sound basis against which to consider the proposals. [39, 76,
101, 106-107, 110, 126, 135, 145-146]

188. With consideration to traffic growth factors and committed development
elsewhere within Lydney, the TA reveals that the appeal me would have a
small impact on the local highway network and the All oad/Windsor Drive
junction would operate within capacity. The appella not required by the
HA to assess the capacities of other junctions. Th nd its officers are
familiar with the operation of the local highwa rk. It is therefore
reasonable to assume that if the proposals be likely to have a significant
effect upon other junctions the HA would %e/equired the appellant to
undertake further analysis/assessment. [5(W, 77, 79, 104-106, 145-146]

189. In Lydney access is generally go ough the main road through the centre
of the town is often congested at imes. To alleviate this new highway
works and environmental impr s form part of the LHS. New development
is expected to contribute to with the key elements intended to be
delivered as part of the st housing and employment development to the
east of the town. [26, 7(@, 78, 146]

190. The appeal sch Id contribute to queuing at some junctions in Lydney,
including theA48/ eld Road, and would add to the existing peak hour
congestion i ﬂz&’/n centre. This weighs against granting planning permission.
However, imted additional traffic generated by the proposals would be likely
to have only&g very small effect on overall traffic flows through the town. The HA
has estimated increases of between 1-9% at some junctions. The section 106
agreement with GCC includes financial contributions aimed at addressing this.
Whilst the delivery of the strategic development to the east of the town has
stalled, the appeal scheme includes a proportionate contribution towards the cost
of undertaking identified highway improvement works in Lydney. If the HA had
considered the scheme would result in @ more significant impact there is no
doubt in my mind that it would either have recommended refusal or sought a
greater contribution from the appellant. I attach limited weight to the impact
upon junction capacity and congestion. [5(i), 5(ii), 13, 78, 105, 106, 146]

191. The HA has confirmed that safe and suitable access would be provided to serve
the proposed development from the accesses off Windsor Drive, Court Road and
Oak Meadow. The existing highway infrastructure including road junctions are
appropriate to accommodate existing trips and the forecast trips by all modes of
travel associated with the development. The HA has also confirmed that: the
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longitudinal sections of the proposed highways and the swept path assessments
for a large refuse vehicle would be suitable; the masterplan is appropriate for
assessing the highway implications of the scheme and; it is satisfied that Road
Safety Audits are not required at this stage. The appellant and SAD agree that
the access strategy for the appeal scheme would be appropriate in terms of
safety and operation. [5(ii), 5(v), 5(vi), 145]

192. Whilst access is not a reserved matter, the HA, which is very familiar with
assessing development proposals, having considered the concerns expressed by
SAD, remains content with the scheme. When considering the application the
LPA also felt no need to require the submission of further access details. There is
some scope for overlap between access and layout and, as a consequence, when
considering the reserved matters the LPA and HA would be able to request details
regarding gradients of the internal roads, visibility splays for internal roads, as
well as any road safety audits if these were not provided at that time. Requiring
the submission of such details at this stage would be unnecessary and could pre-
determine the eventual layout. [1, 5(v), 81, 145]

193. Some existing residents have witnessed road traffic nts and/or near
misses along sections of the local road network. I erstand that some
others have experienced other traffic hazards wit ers having to negotiate
on-street parking along Primrose Hill. Whilst th%el’% genuine concerns no
development or highway is free from risk. r, the recorded personal
injury accidents do not indicate that there(s or road safety record along the
local highway network. The HA has exami hese records and has satisfied
itself that there is no existing highw ety problem. Within its consultation
response, the HA advised that the ive impact of the residual additional
vehicle movements generated by * pposed development would not be severe
and the impact would not justifyNg mendation of refusal. Furthermore, if
implemented, the proposed @: ong Primrose Hill could alleviate parking issues
on a bend in this section etoad. Whilst the drivers of some vehicles could
choose to travel along D Road, there is no cogent evidence to demonstrate

that this would pose 3 'ous risk to highway safety interests. There is greater

force in the appell drguments on these matters. [5(ii), 78-80, 105, 108,
131, 135-141,,145- 6]

Other Matters < :

194. The appellaht’s Ecological Assessment (including the Appendix in respect of
badgers) and Addendum reveal that the proposed development would not harm
the integrity of any site designated for nature conservation purposes or habitat of
ecological importance. Moreover, protected species are unlikely to be harmed
and the proposed planting and mitigation measures would enhance the
biodiversity of the site. Following the submission of the Addendum, Natural
England withdrew its objection. The LPA’s Biodiversity and Countryside Officer
did not object to the proposals and permission was not withheld on ecological
grounds. The LPA, appellant and SAD agree that ecological matters could be
dealt with by way of appropriate planning conditions. The scheme would accord
with the provisions of CS policy CSP.1 that are aimed at avoiding harm to
protected sites and the Government’s objective of providing net gains in
biodiversity. [5(i), 5(iv), 26, 39, 87, 145]
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195. Whilst noting the concerns of some interested parties regarding drainage,
there is no technical or cogent evidence to refute the contents of the FRA that
was submitted in support of the scheme. This Assessment concluded that the
proposed development, which would include a sustainable drainage scheme and
the foul water connection to the existing public sewer, would not increase the risk
of flooding within the locality. The Environment Agency did not object to the
scheme and the LPA and the appellant agree that surface and foul water drainage
could be satisfactorily addressed by way of appropriate planning conditions. The
scheme would accord with the land drainage provisions of CS policy CSP.1. [5(i),
26, 39, 118, 132, 138, 140, 145, 149]

196. The increase in town centre congestion during the peak hours would add to the
motor vehicle emissions within the AQMA. At its highest, and for a development
of around 250 dwellings, this has been assessed as likely to result in a ‘slight
adverse’ or ‘minor adverse’ effect upon air quality. This weighs against granting
planning permission. However, having reviewed the appellant’s AQA the LPA’s
Environmental Protection Officer recommended mitigation, including financial
contributions towards the maintenance of the air quality %itoring network and
the implementation of Air Quality Action Plan measure LPA did not
withhold permission on air quality grounds and, as bove, the section 106
agreement with the LPA includes some mitigatiqn uired by CSP policy
CSP.1. I attach limited weight to the impact u Lydney AQMA. There is no
cogent evidence to demonstrate that the pyop would have any significant
effect upon the Chepstow AQMA. [13, 1 , 103, 140, 145-146]

197. The appellant’s AE reveals that th osed development would be unlikely to
disturb any important archaeologic ains. No evidence of the putative
former Roman Road (‘Dean Road’ ound within the site and following the
submission of this Evaluation t ose not to defend its second reason for
refusal. I concur with the a nt, the LPA and SAD that archaeological

interests could be adequa sareguarded by way of an appropriate planning
condition. [5(i), 5(ii), 39 , 147]

198. The proposed d ent would change the outlook from some neighbouring
properties. In so inStances this could obstruct private views across the town
and towards ern Estuary. However, layout has yet to be determined and
the illustra terplan and the proposed restriction on building heights

strongly su sts that the proposed buildings could be sited and designed so as
not to result in any overbearing impact upon neighbouring properties or any
serious loss of outlook or privacy for existing residents. The additional vehicular
traffic that would pass alongside some adjacent properties would result in some
noise and disturbance for neighbouring residents, especially during the
construction phase. Whilst I note the findings of the Inspector who withheld
permission for a field access off Windsor Drive in 2013, the scheme that I have
been asked to report upon would result in residential traffic rather than “large
and noisy farm vehicles” using this residential street. I concur with the appellant
and the HA that the impact would not prejudice the amenity of neighbouring
residents. I note that the LPA did not withhold permission on the basis of any
harm to the living conditions of those already living alongside. [1, 5(ii), 38, 86,
98, 117, 133, 145, 149]

199. I note the concerns of some interested parties over the loss of agricultural
land. However, there is no cogent evidence to refute the findings of the
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appellant’s agricultural expert that the scheme would not result in the loss of a
significant area of the best and most versatile agricultural land. Moreover, given
the generally high quality agricultural land around Lydney the appeal site
represents the poorest quality land available for development. The proposals
would be consistent with the agricultural provisions of ‘the Framework’. Having
reviewed its case the LPA decided not to defend its previously identified concerns
relating to the loss of grade 3a agricultural land. [14, 19, 83, 139, 145-146]

200. Whilst T understand that an England and Wales cross border
protocol/Ministerial agreement exists in respect of healthcare, the LPA has
informed me that all necessary consultations were undertaken when it processed
the application. Lydney is considerably further from the Welsh border than
Tutshill and there is no cogent evidence to demonstrate that the appeal scheme
would place undue pressure on existing healthcare services. The planning
agreements submitted in support of the appeal include adequate provision for
other necessary infrastructure and Severn Trent Water did not express any
concerns. [13, 92, 119, 140, 145-146]

201. I note the comments of some interested parties reg the ability to access
the site from Windsor Drive. However, counsel’s opigi btained on behalf of
the appellant, indicates that accessing the site froqﬁh road would be
deliverable. There is no contrary legal opinion A cégent evidence to support the
remarks that access via Windsor Drive coul r@ achieved. [82, 117, 145]

202. There is no evidence to demonstrate thagthe appeal site is of significance to
the setting of the Church of St. Mary gg=any Other listed building. There is also
no evidence to show that the proposalSwould harm the setting of any heritage
asset. Views of the church spire ﬁ A Matter that I raised with the main

parties following my unaccompagie inspection on 18/11/14. [21, 145]

the proposals and representations have been
ntatives, including the local MP. I have given this
mongst other things, ‘the Framework’ aims to allow
people and communj ack into planning but it is also about positive growth.
The Inquiry was h Id the local area and during the 8 sitting days there was
plenty of oppostunity for interested parties to present their cases. Nevertheless,
public opp % support is not by itself sufficient grounds for refusing or
granting pl INg permission. Furthermore, many of the representations do not
reveal that all®*matters have been properly weighed and the necessary planning
balance undertaken. Having reviewed its position, the LPA chose not to contest
the appeal. The proposals have also been promoted as a ‘local development by
local people for local people’. With the evidence now tested, if the scheme was
found to be sustainable development it would not undermine the Government’s
reforms to the planning system. [14, 42, 88, 92-146]

203. There is much public inte
made by some elected re
very careful considergtj

204. The CD include some appeal decisions from elsewhere. I note the findings
made by Inspectors and the SoS. However, each case must be determined on its
own planning merits. The circumstances of these other schemes are different to
the one proposed in Lydney and do not set a precedent which must be followed.

S106 Planning Obligations

205. I am not a lawyer and am unable to report on the legality of the obligations.
As the transition period under which CIL Regulation 123(3) (as amended) ended
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on 6 April 2015 and after the Inquiry had closed, if the Secretary of State is
minded to grant permission he may need to clarify with the LPA whether or not
the *five-obligation limit’ has been exhausted.

206. The agreement with GCC would be necessary to ensure that the proposals, in
combination with other housing schemes, would include reasonable contributions
towards the cost of necessary mitigation along the local highway network. In
particular, the implementation of the LHS and the Lydney Transport Strategy.
The proposed TP would also be necessary to secure a modal shift in transport by
occupiers of the proposed dwellings. The separate financial contributions towards
education and libraries would be necessary to avoid undue pressure on scarce
educational and library resources. In all instances, the level of contributions
would be reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposals. This agreement
accords with the provisions of paragraph 204 of ‘the Framework’ and the CIL
Regulations. I have therefore taken it into account in making my
recommendation. [5, 13, 76, 78, 155, 156]

affordable housing, including an off-site contribution, i ea where there is an
acute shortage of such accommodation. The amour\ fordable housing to be
provided (including the financial contribution) acc ith the provisions of CS
policy CSP.5 and the SPD. It would also be nec{ato secure financial
contributions towards the cost of meeting t e% sed pressure on adult
recreational facilities and to mitigate the i ct=6n air quality in the town. This
agreement accords with the provisions of p raph 204 of ‘the Framework’ and
the CIL Regulations. I have also take@nto account. [5, 13, 26, 28, 51, 53,

207. The agreement with the LPA would be necessary to se?e the provision of

54, 85, 156] %
208. The infrastructure provisions @al d within the above agreements would be
consistent with the requireme CS policy CSP.1.

209. The unilateral undertaki &ompleted by the appellant would be helpful in
assisting local builde s the housing shortfall in the Forest of Dean. It
supports the appellag gument that the appeal scheme would be a ‘local
approach’ to hous;j upply problems in the district. However, it would not be
necessary to m gt proposed development acceptable in planning terms. It

therefore fai Of the tests for a planning obligation as set out in paragraph

204 of ‘the work’. I have not therefore taken it into account in making my

recommendaftion. [13, 42, 49, 157]

Planning Conditions

210. The Schedule below sets out those conditions that would be necessary if the
appeal was allowed and planning permission was to be granted.

211. Having regard to the provisions of section 92 of the above Act and the
appellant’s argument for the expeditious delivery of the proposals, conditions
would be necessary requiring the commencement of development and the
submission of reserved matters within one year of an outline permission. [148]

212. For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning a condition
would be necessary specifying the approved plans. This would require the
development to be carried out in accordance with the approved details. As the
submitted plans include access onto Windsor Drive and the masterplan is scaled,
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it would be unnecessary to attach conditions regarding the provision of the
access works or the width of the carriageways. As the technical highway
drawings are at a level of detail not normally required for securing outline
planning permission it would be unnecessary to include them. [150, 152]

213. Other conditions in the Schedule below would be necessary for those reasons
set out in the list that was agreed by the appellant and LPA. [147, 149, 151]

Planning Balance/Overall Conclusion

214. The proposed development would result in some adverse impact upon the
character and appearance of the area, including the loss of some views from
public footpaths across the site which would erode the amenity for users of these
paths. There would also be a small adverse effect on existing peak hour
congestion in the town centre and a minor adverse effect upon air quality in the
Lydney AQMA. When these matters are considered with the proposed public
open space provision, new tree and hedgerow planting and enhancements to
biodiversity I find, on balance, that the scheme would satisfy the environmental
dimension to sustainable development. Given also my ﬁrégs in respect of the
economic and social benefits of the scheme, the pro ould, in the context of
‘the Framework’ comprise sustainable developmen presumption in favour
of such development therefore applies. (If the %'was determined on the
basis of masterplan Rev A, the environmental sion would not be achieved
and the presumption would not apply.)

215. The harmful impacts and the conflict withNdspects of the development plan,
including elements of CS policy CSP.INth® settlement boundary for Lydney and
the out-of-date policies for the sup housing, as well as the conflict with
some policies in the LNDP, carry@ weight. (This weight would be high if
the appeal was determined orQ asis of masterplan Rev A.)

216. I have also found that the\scheme would accord with other provisions of the
development plan, includ @ elements of CS policy CSP.1. Furthermore, given

the very real and pre need to deliver the market and affordable housing that
is required to me€e eeds of the residents of the district and when weighed
with the other s conomic and environmental matters that I have identified

demonstra eigh the benefits of the scheme. (For the scheme advanced
under masteMglan Rev A, the benefits of the scheme would, on balance, outweigh
the harm.) The proposals would accord with the provisions of ‘the Framework’.
This is an important material consideration that outweighs the conflict with the
development plan. There is also merit in the appellant’s contention that the
proposal would be a local housing solution to a local housing problem. Given all
of the above, there is greater weight in the arguments for granting permission.

above, the@ harm falls short of the requirement to significantly and

217. Whilst I recognise that my findings will disappoint many residents, the
evidence has not revealed the existence of other more suitable sites which are
capable of delivering housing (and urgently needed affordable housing) within
the next five years. As recognised in the 2007 SPD, when balancing
environmental, social and economic objectives compromises will be required.
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Inspector’'s Recommendation

218. The appeal be allowed and outline planning permission be granted for
residential development of up to 200 dwellings including 40 self-build plots and
37 retirement apartments, affordable housing, community building (186 square
metres) comprising flexible A1/D2 ancillary space, new public open space and
new access roads. The permission should be subject to the planning conditions
set out in the Schedule below.

Neil Pope

Inspector
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APPEARANCES

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY:

Mr M Hillier DipTP, MRTPI,
CMS, MCMI

Mrs L Weaver (attended part of

the Inquiry)

RULE 6 PARTY (SAD)
Miss A Ogley of Counsel
She called
Mr R Rayers
Mr R I Stuart MRTPI, DipTP,
DipLA, FRSA

FOR THE APPELLANT:
Mr C Young of Counsel
He called

Mr M J Davies BA (Hons),
DipLA, CMLI

Mr C Rawlinson Eur.In
B.Eng (Hons), C. Eng
MIod

in respect of the S106
planning obligations and the

suggested planning conditions)

INTERESTED PERSONS:
Mr J Timbrell

Clir A Preest

Clir B Pearman

Mr Bevan (member of LTC and

the LPA, but appeared as a
resident)
Mr Williamson

Mr P J Fong Qﬁ%’ MRTPI
Mr B G Read BSE, MA, MRTPI

(Spoke during the discussions

Principal Planning Officer

Solicitor

Instructed by Mr R I Stuart, Director, Avoca
Planning, Landscape and Development Ltd

Director, BSP Consulting Lt

Avoca Planning, Lan@and Development Ltd

Instruct @B G Read, Associate Planner,

Hunter Planning

&ing Director, Davies Landscape Architects

O Managing Director, Transport Planning Associates

Managing Director, Hunter Page Planning

Associate Planner, Hunter Page Planning

Local Resident

Lydney Division GCC and member of LTC
LTC

Local Resident

Local Resident

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate

Page 42



Report APP/P1615/A/14/2218921

Mrs C Parry
Mr Lewis

Mr W L Owen
Mr Kear

Clir Judy Davis (unwilling to be
cross-examined)

Mrs C Stickler
Mr S Edwards
Mr T Bluff

Local Resident
Local Resident
Local Resident
Local Resident
Member of the LPA (Lydney North Ward)

Local Resident
Local Resident
Senior Planning and Land Manager, M F Freeman

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AT THE INQUIRY:

Document 1
Document 2
Document 3
Document 4
Document 5
Document 6
Document 7
Document 8

Document 9
Document 10
Document 11

Document 12
Document 13
Document 14
Document 15
Document 16

Document 17

Document 18
Document 19
Document 20
Document 21
Document 22
Document 23
Document 24
Document 25
Document 26
Document 27
Document 28
Document 29
Document 30
Document 31
Document 32
Document 33
Document 34
Document 35
Document 36
Document 37

Mr Timbrell’s Statement

SoCG agreed by the appellant and SAD

The appellant’s Opening Submissions

SAD’s Opening Submissions

S106 Planning Agreement with GCC

S106 Planning Agreement with the LPA

S106 Unilateral Undertaking

Clir Preest’s Statement and copy of | t@' m LTC to The Hon.
Ms Justice Lang QC K

Cllr Pearman’s Statement @»

E-mail exchange between app ’a\. nd the HA

Gloucestershire Local Tra %}dy: Major Scheme Suggestion
Proforma and Scheme Ass nt Proforma

SoCG agreed by the [lant and LPA in respect of the LNDP
E-mail exchange bet%he appellant and the LPA (air quality)
WMS by Nick Bole @ July 2014 - Neighbourhood Planning
Further Position &t nt from the LPA

Letter from M rper MP dated 14 November 2014 to Ms

Cheryl Stickﬁ
Extract fr NS Procedure Guide - ‘Called-in planning
appli = England’
P of Stagecoach bus/coach in Allaston Road
I ctor’'s Ruling - revised masterplan
rom Mrs Parry

ter from Carol Gorf
Letter from Mr B Kear
E-mail exchange between the LPA and Robert Hitchins
Letter from Mr Mudway, The Byre, Allaston Court Farm
Plan showing appeal site/area allocated for housing in the APD
Appellant’s request for a ruling/adjournment of the Inquiry
Policy LYDNDP2/1 from the draft LNDP
Statement/Notes from Mr Kear
Letters from Mr and Mrs Kear
Letter from Mark Harper MP to Mr Gorf
E-mail from Tina Watkins
Note from the LPA in respect of highway contributions/issues
Inspector’s Ruling - request for an adjournment of the Inquiry
Clir Davis’s Statement
Additional Statement from Cllr Pearman
Additional Statement from Mr Bevan
SoCG (Transportation Issues) agreed by the appellant and SAD

*
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Document 38
Document 39

Document 40
Document 41
Document 42
Document 43

Document 44
Document 45
Document 46

Document 47
Document 48

Document 49
Document 50
Document 51
Document 52
Document 53
Document 54
Document 55
Document 56
Document 57

Document 58
Document 59
Document 60
Document 61
Document 62
Document 63

Mr Bevan’s photographs

DAS submitted in support of a planning application for a single
dwelling on behalf of Mrs Stickler

Extract from TRO on GCC website

Wireline drawings submitted by Mr Davies

Mr Edwards’s Statement

Letter from TPA to the LPA in respect of a housing scheme off
Highfield Road, Lydney

Letter from Monmouthshire CC to the LPA in respect of the APD
Methodology for SAD’s wirelines

Letter from C L Johnson in respect of Mr Stickler’s planning
application

Appellant’s finished floor heights and ridge levels plan
Appellant’s methodology for wirelines and Note of differences
between SAD’s wirelines and the appellant’s wirelines

Note from Mr Channon in respect of Lydney employers
Comparison of slab heights produced by Mg Stuart

Appellant’s response to comparison slab
Plan showing location of the Highfiel
LPA’s Note in respect of S106 contrj
SAD’s suggested highway condit
Inspector’s suggested conditio spect of SUDS

Closing Submissions on beh@l AD

Closing Submissions on beRdIf gf the appellant, including various
judgements and the debate I Westminster Hall on Planning and
Housing Supply on 24 3

Costs application If of SAD

Mr Stuart’s Iargaéa ireline drawings

The appellant’ onse to the costs application

SAD’s respofis the appellant’s costs response

Extract fr H publication in respect of image sizes

Mr D esponse to SAD’s larger scale wireline drawings

Core Documents List

planning permission

DOC | DESCRIPTION
NO
APPEAL DOCUMENTS
Planning Appeal Documents

CD1/1 Appeal Forms
CD1/2 | Appellant Statement of Case
CD1/3 | LPA Statement of Case
CD1/4 | Third Party Rule 6 Statement of Case
CD1/5 | Statement of Common Ground
CD1/6 | Highways and Transportation Statement of Common Ground
CD1/7__| LPA Email, dated 8" October 2014
CD1/8 LPA Position Statement
CD1/9 [ Revised lllustrative Layout (Rev C)
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APPLICATION DOCUMENTS
CD2/1 Application Forms
CD2/2 | Decision Notice
CD2/3 | Site Location Plan
CD2/4 lllustrative Site Layout (Rev B)
CD2/5 | lllustrative Street Scenes
CD2/6 | Existing Site Plan
CD2/7 | Planning, Design and Access Statement
CD2/8 | Heads of Terms
CD2/9 | Screening Opinion
CD2/10 | Landscape Visual Impact Assessment Rev A
CD2/11 | Framework Travel Plan
CD2/12 | Heritage Assessment
CD2/13 | Geophysical Survey
CD2/14 | Archaeological Field Investigation (June 2014) — post determination
CD2/15 | Transport Assessment
CD2/16 | Framework Travel Plan
CD2/17 | Ecological Assessment %
CD2/18 | Confidential Badger Appendix P
CD2/19 | Ecological Assessment Addendum @
CD2/20 | Flood Risk Assessment
CD2/21 | Flood Risk Assessment Appendices @
CD2/22 | Tree Survey R y
CD2/23 | Statement of Community Involvement ,%
CD2/24 | Air Quality Assessment V4
CD2/25 | Committee Report, January 2014 _
CD2/26 | Late Pages to Committee f\

\ N
NATIONAL AND LOCA PLANNING POLICY DOCUMENTS
CD3/1 Forest of Dean Core Sigd (Feb 2012)
CD3/2 | National Planning PglicFramework
CD3/3 | National Planning Rraclice Guidance
CD3/4 | Draft Site Allo8gfiohs DPD
CD3/5 | Lydney Nej Hood Plan — Examiner’s Version (March 2014)
CD3/6 | Affordabl sihg SPD (2010)
CD3/7 | Distri Plan Review Play Area Provision SPG (July 2000)
CD3/8 lIdgations Cabinet Report (April 2013)
PLANNING DOCUMENTS AND EVIDENCE BASE
CD4/1 Laying the Foundations — A Housing Strategy for England (2011)
CD4/2 | Building the Homes We Need, KPMG and Shelter (2014)
CD4/3 | Housing Britain: Building New Homes for Growth (2014)
CD4/4 | Home Truths South West (2013/14)
CD4/5 | CBRE Regional Development Land Report (2014)
CD4/6 | The Clipped Wing Generation: Analysis of Adults Living at Home with their Parents
(2014)

CD4/7 | Home Truths 2014/15: Broken Market Broken Dreams (2014)
CD4/8 | Sustainable Communities Plan 2008-2020
CD4/9 | Forest of Dean Homelessness Prevention Strategy 2012-2017
CD4/10 | Forest of Dean Corporate Plan 2013-2017
CD4/11 | Gloucestershire and Districts Affordable Housing Site Viability Study (2008)
CD4/12 | Gloucestershire and Districts Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2009)
CD4/13 | Estimating Housing Need and Demand in Gloucestershire (2009)
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CD4/14 | Finalising the Gloucestershire and Districts Strategic Housing Market Assessment
Management Summary (2009)
CD4/15 | Gloucestershire and Districts Strategic Housing Market Assessment Update (2010)
CD4/16 | Strategic Housing Market Assessment Update (2014)
CD4/17 | The Forest of Dean Story (2006)
CD4/18 | Inspector’s Report on the Examination into the Forest of Dean Core Strategy
Development Plan Document (December 2011)
CD4/19 | Housing Implementation and Delivery Strategy and Trajectory 2013
CD4/20 | Home Truths South West 2014/15
LANDSCAPE DOCUMENTS
CD5/1 Forest of Dean Landscape Character Assessment (November 2002)
CD5/2 | Forest of Dean Landscape SPD 2007
CD5/3 | Forest of Dean Landscape Strategy, Final Report (June 2004)
CD5/4 | Photography and Photomontage in Landscape Visual Impact Assessment _
Landscape Institute Advice Note 01/11
CD5/5 | PROW extract from Gloucestershire County Council
CD5/6 | Forest of Dean Residential Design Guide %
APPEAL AND SECRETARY OF STATE DE , AND COURT
JUDGEMENTS
x‘
CD6/1 The Stratford Judgement [2013] EWHC 2017 in)
CD6/2 | Hunston Court of Appeal Judgement [2 Civ 1610
CD6/3 | Land between Leasowes Road and Laure¥Rodd, Offenham
(APP/H1840/A/2203924)
CD6/4 | SoS Decision, Droitwich Spa (AP 820/A/13/2199085 and 426)
CD6/5 | Fairford Appeal Decision (APP/R16MA/14/2213318)
CD6/6 | Solihull High Court Judgem EWHC 1283 (Admin)
CD6/7 | Manchester Road/Crossi d, Chapel-en-le-Frith, High Peak
(APP/H1033/A/11/2§\
CD6/8 | Former Pontin’s Hm entre, Wall Road, Brixham (APP/X1165/A/11/2145178)
CD6/9 | Land at Hassa@ﬂsagan Stoke on Trent (APP/R0660/A/12/2188001)
CD6/10 | Land at Hi Road, Sandbach (APP/R0660/A/14/2212922)
CD6/11 | Foley Roge, Newent Appeal (ref: APP/P1615/A/12/2177029)
CD6/12 | Regdirfgsadie, Staunton (Ref: APP/P1615/A/13/2204158)
CD6/13 | I of Butts Road, Higher Ridgeway, Ottery St. Mary, Devon
(APR{U1105/A/12/2180060)
CD6/14 | SoS Decision: Land at Razors Farm, Chineham, Basingstoke (Ref:
APP/H1705/A/13/2205929)
CD6/15 | SoS Decision: Land at Highfield Farm, Tetbury (ref: APP/F1610/11/2165778)
CD6/16 | Land North of Upper Chapel, Launceston (ref: APP/D0840/A/13/2209757)
CD6/17 | Land at Green Hedges, Claphill Lane, Rushwick (ref: APP/J1860/A/12/2187934)
CD6/18 | Land off EImwood Avenue, Essington (ref: APP/C3430/A/12/2189442)
CD6/19 | Land east of Springwell Lane, Whetstone, Leicestershire (ref:
APP/T2405/A/13/2193758)
CD6/20 | SoS Decision, Homelands Farm and Deans Farm, Bishop’s Cleeve (refs:
APP/G1630/A/11/2146206 and APP/G1630/A/11/2148635)
CD6/21 | Land at Gaydons Road, Bishops Itchington, Southam (ref:
APP/J3720/A/13/2202961)
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SCHEDULE OF PLANNING CONDITIONS

1. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until detailed plans
showing the layout, scale, appearance and landscaping of the site (referred to as
"the reserved matters") have been submitted to and approved in writing by the

Local Planning Authority.

N

. Application for the approval of the reserved matters shall be made not later than
the expiration of one year beginning with the date of this permission.

3. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of two
years from the date of the approval of the last of the reserved matters.

4. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the
following approved plans: 1:2,500 scale site location plan (Ref. PO01 A); revised
illustrative masterplan Rev B, dated October 2014 and; 1:500 scale proposed
accesses (ref. SK09); but only in respect of those matters pot reserved for later
approval. (If the Secretary of State considers that the a should be
determined on the basis of the plans upon which th ecision notice relates
the relevant masterplan would be Rev A dated Dec 2013, rather than Rev B

above.) \

5. No development shall commence until details e existing and proposed site
and floor levels and sections through the s a scale not less than 1:500 have
been submitted to and approved in wgitiRg by the Local Planning Authority. The
development shall be carried out in a%nce with the approved details.

6. No development shall commenc@ ul water drainage details for the site and
a programme of implementati been submitted to and agreed in writing by

the Local Planning Authority development shall be undertaken in accordance
with the approved details amme. Unless otherwise agreed in writing,
surface water shall b d separately from foul water.

7. No development cOmmence until details of surface water drainage for the
site, including_ & Inable drainage scheme (SUDS) and details for the
implementafiofl, maintenance and management of the SUDS have been

submitted to@nd approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
details/scheme shall be implemented and thereafter managed and maintained in
accordance with the approved details. These details shall include: i) a timetable
for its implementation, and; ii) a management and maintenance plan for the
lifetime of the development which shall include arrangements for adoption by any
public body or statutory undertaker, or any other arrangements to secure the
operation of the SUDS throughout its lifetime.

8. No dwelling/apartment/flat on the site shall exceed 8.3 metres above slab level
and the community building shall be no higher than 6.2m above slab level.

9. No development shall commence until details of properly consolidated and
surfaced vehicle parking and manoeuvring facilities (including provision for the
disabled) within the site have been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. Such facilities shall be provided in accordance with the
approved details and prior to the dwellings and community/retail building served
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by them being occupied/brought into use and shall be kept permanently available
for such purposes with the vehicle parking spaces retained for parking only and
the manoeuvring facilities for manoeuvring of vehicles.

10. No works shall commence on site (other than those required by this condition)

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

on the development hereby permitted until the first 20m of one of the approved
access roads, including the junction with the existing public road and associated
visibility splays, has been completed to at least binder course level.

No dwelling or retail/community building on the site shall be occupied/brought
into use, until the carriageway (including surface water drainage/disposal,
vehicular turning heads and street lighting) providing access from the nearest
public highway to that dwelling and /or retail/community building, have been
completed to at least binder course level and the footways to surface course
level.

the shared footways/cycleways have been submitted to pproved in writing
by the Local Planning Authority. The approved shar, ays/cycleways shall
be provided prior to the occupation of any of the buflairegs.

No works shall commence on the development hereby pergitted until details of

No development shall commence on site until
arrangements for future management an
within the site have been submitted to an

of the proposed
nance of the proposed streets
roved in writing by the Local

Planning Authority. The developme all Be undertaken in accordance with the
approved details and the streets sha eafter be maintained in accordance
with the approved management a ntenance details until such time as
either a dedication agreement hgs entered into or a private management
and maintenance company h established.

No building shall be con d on site until a scheme has been submitted to
and agreed in writin Local Planning Authority for the provision of fire
hydrants (served s water supply) and no building shall be occupied until

the hydrant servi hat property has been provided.

L 2
No develo xhall take place on site, until a Construction Method
Statement R@s been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The approved Statement shall be adhered to
throughout the construction period and shall:
i. specify the type and number of vehicles;
ii. provide for the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors;
iii. provide for the loading and unloading of plant and materials;
iv. provide for the storage of plant and materials used in constructing
the development;
v. provide for wheel washing facilities;
vi. specify the intended hours of construction operations;

vii. specify measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction.

16. The landscaping details required by condition 1 above shall include: measures

for protecting existing trees and hedgerows within the site during the
construction phase; a timetable for planting trees, hedgerows and shrubs;
details for undertaking replacement planting in the event of any trees, shrubs or
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hedges being removed, damaged or dying within five years of planting; those
measures set out in section 5.5 (Landscape Strategy) of the Landscape & Visual
Assessment dated January 2014 by Davies Landscape Architects and submitted
in support of the application; the reinforcement of existing boundary hedges

with indigenous species and; details for maintaining those hedgerows that are to
be retained.

17. No development shall commence until a Waste Minimisation Statement (WMS)
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning authority.
The WMS shall include:

i) details of the types and volumes of construction waste likely to be generated
including measures to minimise re-use and recycle that waste and minimise the
use of raw materials;

ii) measures for re-using construction waste on site unless it can be demonstrated
that this is not the most sustainable option;
iiil) measures for the disposal of any waste that cannot be re-used on site;
iv) provision of ‘on-site’ storage receptacles for recycling a rgnge of materials;
V) access arrangements for recycling/waste collection vehé.
The development shall be undertaken in accordance v@ approved WMS.

18. Prior to the commencement of the development@eme for generating low

carbon energy (as defined in the technologles d in the Local Planning

Authority’s [LPA] Good Practice Guide) or |mprovement of the building
fabric, equivalent to 15% of the carbon di missions arising from the use of
ted"to

each dwelling unit on site, shall be s and approved in writing by the
LPA. The scheme as approved shal Ljg@lemented and commissioned within
three months of occupation or use n@ development and thereafter retained for
a period of not less than 10year

19. All services required to be cﬁ ted to the development hereby approved shall
be laid underground and property shall be provided with an electric vehicle
charging point and i WO®’switch prior to first occupation.

20. No development \%ke place within the site until the appellant, or their
agents or succé in title, has secured the implementation of a programme of
archaeologj &sk in accordance with a written scheme of investigation which

has been suBgpitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

21. No development shall take place, including ground works and site clearance, until
a method statement (MS) for badgers has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The MS shall be based on the measures
outlined in Badger Appendix 1.5 -1.11 by Ecological Solutions dated August 2013
and submitted in support of the application. The MS shall also include:

i) requirements for additional survey work;
ii) risk assessment of potentially damaging construction activities;
iii) identification of and “biodiversity protection zones”;
iv) practical measures (both physical and sensitive working practices) to avoid or
reduce impacts during construction;
v) extent and location of proposed works shown on scaled maps and plans;
vi) timetable for implementation, demonstrating that works are aligned with the
proposed phasing of construction;
vii) persons responsible for implementing the works;
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viii) initial aftercare and long-term maintenance (where relevant).

The works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved MS and shall be
retained in that manner thereafter.

22. No development shall take place, including ground works and site clearance, until
a conservation and enhancement plan for bats has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The plan shall be based on
the measures outlined in the Ecological Addendum report, Section 4 dated
November 2013 by Ecological Solutions and submitted in support of the
application. It shall include:

i) the retention of flight lines, foraging areas and dark corridors;

i) re-assessment of trees with identified bat potential including any necessary
survey work;

iiil) compensation for the loss of hedgerows;

iv) enhancement of hedgerows to secure foraging opportunities and connectivity
to off-site habitats;

v) bat boxes in trees and in suitable locations within some _of the new buildings;
vi) a risk assessment of potentially damaging construction%’vities;

vii) identification of ‘biodiversity protection zones’ (su*h@v dgerows);

viii) practical measures (both physical and sensitive practices) to avoid or
reduce impacts during construction; @

iX) the extent and location of proposed works s scaled maps and plans;

X) a timetable for implementation, demon %that works are aligned with the
proposed phasing of construction;

xi) identifying persons responsible for j ementing the works, and;

xii) initial aftercare and long-term maig%nance (where relevant).

The works shall be carried out in acc ce with the approved plan and shall be
retained in that manner thereafteé

23. No development shall take ag.mtil a lighting design strategy for biodiversity
covering bat flight lines, nd retained hedgerows and open space areas, and

other foraging areas en submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Au ' LPA). The strategy shall:

i) identify those eatures on site that are particularly sensitive for bats and
badgers a re likely to cause disturbance in or around their breeding
sites an ing places or along important routes used to access key areas of

their territQry, for example, for foraging, and;

ii) show how and where external lighting would be installed (through the
provision of lighting contour plans and technical specifications) so that it could
be demonstrated that areas to be lit would not disturb or prevent the above
species using their territory or having access to their breeding sites and resting
places.

All external lighting shall be installed in accordance with the approved strategy,

and these shall be retained thereafter in accordance with the strategy. No other

external lighting shall be installed without prior consent of the LPA.

24. No development shall take place until a Landscape and Ecological Management
Plan (LEMP) has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local
Planning Authority. The LEMP should draw together all aspects of management
including the bat conservation plan, barn owl mitigation and hydrology (SUDS
scheme) and the mitigation/enhancement measures outlined in Section 5 of the
Ecological Assessment by Ecological Solutions dated August 2013. The content
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of the LEMP shall include the following:
i) a description and evaluation of features to be managed;
ii) ecological trends and constraints on site that might influence management;
iii) aims and objectives of the management;
iv) appropriate management options for achieving aims and objectives;
v) prescriptions for management actions;
vi) preparation of a work schedule (including an annual work plan capable of
being rolled forward over a five-year period);
vii) details of the body or organization responsible for implementation of the
LEMP;
viii) on-going monitoring and remedial measures;
iX) details of the legal and funding mechanism(s) by which the long-term
implementation of the LEMP would be secured with the management body
(ies) responsible for its delivery;

x) contingencies and/or remedial action for addressing the results from
monitoring where these reveal that the conservation aims and objectives
of the LEMP are not being met.

The LEMP shall be implemented in accordance with the%uroved details.

25. No vegetation on the site (including ivy) shall be r between 1March and
31 August inclusive, unless a suitably qualified |@gist has undertaken a
detailed check of vegetation for active birds’ mediately before the
vegetation is removed and has provided wfi onfirmation that no birds would
be harmed and/or that there are appropri easures in place to protect
nesting bird interest on the site. An h written confirmation shall be
submitted to the Local Planning Aut %or approval and then implemented as
approved. Q

26. Throughout the duration of w@, cluding site clearance and construction, the
following shall be undertakeg:

i) construction materi be stored only on existing hard-standing areas or
other areas permj r storage and will be raised off the ground on
pallets or simi

ii) any loose m ialS (e.g. stone or soil) stored on site will be within sacks,
bags or ﬂ@ompressed to avoid gaps being accessible to newts;

iii) excavafiof ill be covered overnight to prevent newts or badgers becoming
trappedfor will be provided with ramps to allow newts and badgers to
escape.

Should Great Crested Newts be found within the construction area, all works to

that area shall cease until advice from Natural England has been sought and
followed.
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THIS REPORT
AE - Archaeological Evaluation

AOD - Above Ordnance Datum

APD - Allocations Plan Draft

AQA - Air Quality Assessment

AQMA - Air Quality Management Area

CD - Core Document

CIL - Community Infrastructure Levy

CS - Core Strategy

DAS - Design & Access Statement @

DPH - Dwellings Per Hectare \'@'
FRA - Flood Risk Assessment @%

GCC - Gloucestershire County Council Q
HA - Highway Authority g
HLS - Housing Land Supply O0

LCT - Landscape Character T,

LHS - Lydney Highwa;(@gy
LNDP - Lydney E?g@hrhood Development Plan

LP - Local Plan

LPA - Local Planning Authority

LS - Landscape Strategy

LTC - Lydney Town Council

LVA - Landscape and Visual Assessment
MfS - Manual for Streets

OAN - Objectively Assessed Need

PINS - The Planning Inspectorate
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PoE - Proof of Evidence

SAD - Stop Allaston Development

SHMA - Strategic Housing Market Assessment
SoCG - Statement of Common Ground

SoS - Secretary of State

SPD - Supplementary Planning Document
SPG - Supplementary Planning Guidance

TA - Transport Assessment

The Framework — The National Planning Policy Framework

TP - Travel Plan \@

TRO - Traffic Regulation Order 5@
WMS - Written Ministerial Statement @%

A\S)
&
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RIGHT TO CHALLENGE THE DECISION IN THE HIGH COURT

These notes are provided for guidance only and apply only to challenges under the
legislation specified. If you require further advice on making any High Court
challenge, or making an application for Judicial Review, you should consult a
solicitor or other advisor or contact the Crown Office at the Royal Courts of Justice,
Queens Bench Division, Strand, London, WC2 2LL (0207 947 6000).

The attached decision is final unless it is successfully challenged in the Courts. The
Secretary of State cannot amend or interpret the decision. It may bg redetermined by the
Secretary of State only if the decision is quashed by the % However, if it is

redetermined, it does not necessarily follow that the original de&o will be reversed.

SECTION 1: PLANNING APPEALS AND CALLED-I éSQNING APPLICATIONS

The decision may be challenged by making an applgCa#tonsfor permission to the High Court
under section 288 of the Town and Country Planni ct 1990 (the TCP Act). This new
requirement for permission to bring a challeng@plies to decisions made on or after 26

October 2015. q
Challenges under Section 288 of the o

With the permission of the High Co der section 288 of the TCP Act, decisions on
called-in applications under sectiq of the TCP Act (planning), appeals under section
78 (planning) may be challenge person aggrieved by the decision may question the
validity of the decision on the ds that it is not within the powers of the Act or that any
of the relevant requiremen e not been complied with in relation to the decision. An
application for leave undedf ti8 section must be made within six weeks from the date of the

decision. q:
SECTION 2: ENFORCEMENT APPEALS

Challenges under Section 289 of the TCP Act

Decisions on recovered enforcement appeals under all grounds can be challenged under
section 289 of the TCP Act. To challenge the enforcement decision, permission must first
be obtained from the Court. If the Court does not consider that there is an arguable case,
it may refuse permission. Application for leave to make a challenge must be received by
the Administrative Court within 28 days of the decision, unless the Court extends this
period.

SECTION 3: AWARDS OF COSTS

A challenge to the decision on an application for an award of costs which is connected with
a decision under section 77 or 78 of the TCP Act can be made under section 288 of the
TCP Act if permission of the High Court is granted.



SECTION 4: INSPECTION OF DOCUMENTS

Where an inquiry or hearing has been held any person who is entitled to be notified of the
decision has a statutory right to view the documents, photographs and plans listed in the
appendix to the Inspector’s report of the inquiry or hearing within 6 weeks of the date of
the decision. If you are such a person and you wish to view the documents you should get
in touch with the office at the address from which the decision was issued, as shown on
the letterhead on the decision letter, quoting the reference number and stating the day and
time you wish to visit. At least 3 days notice should be given, if possible.
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