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These grounds include two of the four tests of soundness set out in the current version of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) at paragraph 35, and relate to another important
consideration — the duty to co-operate - referred to at paragraph 24.

The view of the parishes on issues of procedure is summarised as follows:

The absence of a full plan document makes it difficult to comment
e |tis not possible to address all four tests of soundness

Issues raised by the duty to co-operate are complex and difficult to resolve







1 Introduction

These representations are made by six parish councils: Churcham, Huntley, Westbury on
Severn, Blaisdon, Highnam and Minsterworth. They were approved at meetings of each parish
council in January 2021.

The parishes form a contiguous area west of Gloucester stretching from the edge of the City
for over ten kilometres to the vicinity of May Hill west of Huntley village. Together they have
a population estimated at just over 6,000.

The two last named parishes are in Tewkesbury Borough. The reason for their involvement in
making these representations is that a significant proportion of the land identified as Site 137
in the District Council’s Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment
(SHELAA), and a potential location for a new settlement, is located in Tewkesbury Borough.
The implications of this are explored below.

2 Procedural Matters
The Basis for the Current Consultation

The parishes acknowledge that there is no full Plan document to comment on and that this
round of consultation is non-statutory. We infer that the Council is testing the water for its
preferred strategy and will incorporate it - or an alternative - in a fully comprehensive Plan at
a later date. Nevertheless the parishes are concerned as there is no substitute in our opinion
for such a comprehensive plan containing a complete range of draft policies on all relevant
topics so that, as footers to local plan pages often state, plans can be read as a whole. As
matters stand we have a Cabinet report of a mere twelve pages and an Options Report of just
twenty-eight to deal with perhaps the most important planning decision the Council will make
in the forty-six years since it was established.

Tests of Soundness

Despite the prospect of significant change to the planning system arising mainly from the
Planning White Paper, we note what the Council says on its website under the subheading
Planning Process Changes — that preparation of the new Local Plan will proceed under the

present regulations until such time as changes are made.







3 Core Planning Issues
Introduction
This section begins with a review of the Strategic Options document and the Cabinet report.

The six parishes consider that the four options have been unhelpfully described in the
summary at paragraph 1.12. It is not at all clear what the first two options actually mean.

The only comprehensible sentence in the paragraph on Option 1 is the first which is not
emboldened. In particular, it is not clear what is meant by the phrase “a greater scale of
development than would otherwise have been the case”. The timescale for local planning is
now so long (twenty years in this instance) that to anticipate what night be required at the
end of the plan period is not worthwhile. The setting of housing requirements is still likely to
be based on household projections. There is nothing to suggest that these will continue to
rise indefinitely, so this strategy (whatever it is) should not be excluded on the grounds that
it “may not be able to provide for the longer term”.

In relation to Option 2, any thorough consideration of alternatives should involve the realistic
(rather than ultimate) capacity of settlements. Option 2 is not a do-nothing option; no
deliberate strategy, however unsound, should be so characterised. It is also misleading to
liken this strategy to the presumption in favour of sustainable development, a phrase which
should be used in relation to individual proposals for development which collectively
contribute to the overall aim of sustainability. More important still, no strategy which
distributes development broadly in accordance with the existing settlement hierarchy should
be described as one of dispersal. This term should instead apply to a strategy in which a
disproportionate amount of development was allocated to the District’s smaller settlements
at the expense of the larger; this would indeed be an unsustainable strategy.

Option 3 appears to suggest without reference to any supporting evidence that a new
settlement would be a sustainable option.

We comment on Option 4 below in relation to the SHELAA.

We consider, and the Council appears to have acknowledged, that there is not a broad
spectrum of potential strategies between one of focusing development at the main existing
settlements without relying on a new settlement on the one hand, and making provision for
a new settlement with much less development at the main existing settlements on the other.
This relates to the minimum worthwhile size for any new settlement. If as we believe the new
settlement as proposed is too small to be effective, then this at once eliminates any
intermediate point on the spectrum and any new settlement on the scale proposed. This
means that a more conventional strategy is the only plausible one.



The Settlement Hierarchy and Capacity for Development

The fact that areas adjoining or close to Forest of Dean District contain larger and better-
connected towns — not just Gloucester, but also Chepstow, Monmouth and Ross on Wye —
does not mean that the District’s own settlement hierarchy should be disregarded in plan-
making. The hierarchy is well described; what flows from that is the important thing.

We consider the Strategic Options document is less than clear in a number of respects. The
review of constraints in the major settlements begins with Lydney. Paragraph 2.15 refers to
what is essentially a marketing constraint, but one which would not prevent other major sites
coming forward from about 2030. The paragraphs which follow are vague about the “very
real physical constraints” to which 2.16 refers, and we disagree strongly with the proposition
that “a period of assimilation” is required. Market housing will be taken up where demand
exists, and affordable housing will come forward where need arises and where the provider
has sufficient resources. There may be some pressure on services and demand for jobs — but
at least Lydney is an established service and employment centre; the site for the new
settlement is not.

The Strategic Options document does not at times distinguish clearly enough between
existing commitments for housing and the scope for new allocations. This results in among
other things Table 1 of the Cabinet Report being less than convincing in terms of the scope
for development at the towns and how the “maximum capacity” has been calculated, and in
the case of the larger villages, where it is located. What could be described as a shortfall of
545 dwellings at the foot of the table is not excessive, and would not need “a large number
of allocations” to meet it, as the note in the table suggests. Since the threat of a very much
greater total housing requirement resulting from the Government’s proposed algorithm has
receded, we have a situation in which a new settlement is proposed for want of sites to
accommodate merely a quarter of what the new settlement itself might provide. The
Government’s retreat from the algorithm should direct the Council to examine more carefully
a strategy based on the existing towns and larger villages.

Paragraph 2.32 deals with individual villages or groups of villages, in descending order of size,
in no fewer than fourteen bullet points. There is clearly potential scope for allocations at any
of them, and collectively, considerable scope. Excessive reliance on them might indeed, as
paragraph 2.33 suggests, constitute a strategy of dispersal which on the whole local plans try
to avoid. However, in this particular case the question must be asked: would a strategy which
did rely on allocations in some or all of these villages be any less sustainable than one
including a new settlement?

Finally in respect of this section, we strongly agree with the last sentence of 2.34: “Overall a
strategy that delivers the best portfolio of development options rather than one that simply

meets the overall targets is likely to be the most appropriate for the LP and for the FoDD” [our

emphasis]. In our opinion the new settlement option is indeed one which “simply meets the
overall targets” and has little if any other merit.
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We see that a substantial area of land in the form of Site 190, oddly described in the SHLAA
as “south of A40” has been put forward in the Redmarley area, and is noted as a “possible
new location for settlement”. Its area, given as 113 hectares, is not great enough to
accommodate development which would make a significant contribution to meeting needs
in an appropriate location. Indeed, the Council’s own observations — “noise from M50, central
areas within Floodzone 3, remote from higher order facilities, concerns over sustainability, as
the site is detached from any settlement and there is a lack of infrastructure including public
transport” - are in our view sufficient to rule it out. The fact that Site 137, discussed below,
may not have some of these drawbacks does not mean that it is a more suitable site for a new
settlement than Site 190. Site 137 has enough drawbacks of its own, addressed below.

Site 137 is by far the largest site included in the SHELAA, with an area given as 176 hectares.
The map for this site does not appear to show district or parish boundaries; if it does, they
are not clearly visible. Whichever is the case, there is no acknowledgement in the SHELAA
that a significant part of this site actually lies in Tewkesbury Borough. Representatives of the
parishes have sought advice from Tewkesbury Borough Council (TBC) on this matter. At the
time of writing, TBC has advised that it has no knowledge of this potential proposal and has
not in any way been consulted.

The parishes have also examined other land in the vicinity put forward in the SHELAA. None
of the sites individually is large enough to accommodate a new settlement. No combination
of them is contiguous or even close enough together to make up a remotely plausible location
for a new settlement. In addition, the SHELAA itself states that some of the larger sites have
in any case been excluded from any further consideration.

The land budget for a new settlement is discussed below. What is clear, however, is that the
part of Site 137 in Forest of Dean District is nowhere near sufficient to accommodate a new



settlement on the scale envisaged. Assuming for the moment that Site 137 in its entirety is
capable of accommodating such a settlement, there are two alternatives:

e Forest of Dean District Council to reach some kind of agreement with Tewkesbury
Borough Council that land the latter’s territory could be allocated and developed

e If such an agreement could not be reached, then other land in Forest of Dean District
would need to be identified and allocated. Land to the west is potentially liable to
flood, connections to the south across the railway would be difficult and land to the
north is even closer to the RSPB nature reserve at Highnam Woods.

The first alternative raises three more issues. First, it is by no means clear which district’s
housing requirements the new settlement would contribute to. If for example two fifths of
the required housing were built in the Tewkesbury side of the boundary, then 800 dwellings
could possibly be counted towards meeting the Borough’s requirements, not the Forest’s,
leaving FoDDC (other things being equal) to find sites for another 800 dwellings.

Secondly, the development plan for Tewkesbury Borough currently consists of the Joint Core
Strategy for Gloucester, Cheltenham and Tewkesbury (JCS). This is under review, but the
adopted document makes no provision for major development in this area. The Tewkesbury
Borough Plan has been submitted to the Secretary of State for Examination. It does not make
a provision for major development in this location either, and it is most unlikely that any such
proposal would or could come forward through the process of plan modifications.

Thirdly, the development plan for this particular part of the Borough also includes an adopted
neighbourhood development plan. The Highnam NDP, which covers the whole civil parish,
and therefore also a substantial part of site 137, makes no provision for major development
in this area.

Finally, we note what the Strategic Options document itself says about Option 4, described
as a “negotiated agreement that some development will be passed to adjoining
authority(ies)”. Paragraph 1.14 states: “...[option] four is really an alternative strategy that
LAs are able to consider only under specific circumstances. It is considered unlikely to be able

to proceed” [our emphasis]. The key point is that a new settlement under Option 3 in the
location suggested and involving only the land of Site 137 of the SHELAA necessarily also
involves Option 4, that is, partly meeting the needs of the District in the territory of another.
This alone is a major disadvantage of Option 3, sufficient in the view of the six parishes that it
should be ruled out altogether at this stage of the plan-making process.

Land Budget and Masterplan for any New Settlement

Unless there is other land not included in the SHELAA potentially available, only Site 137 is a
plausible location for a new settlement. However, no attempt has been made at a land
budget. 2,000 houses at 30 dwellings per hectare net would (for example) require 67
hectares. This could reasonably be regarded as a minimum figure if good standards are to be
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achieved; see below under the heading Lessons from Elsewhere for more detail on this
subject. Provision would also need to be made for a district/local centre, possibly two primary
schools equivalent to 3 forms of entry, some land for employment uses, and public open
space. Any land budget would need to take account of the existing woodland and the almost
certain need for a buffer zone alongside the railway to mitigate noise. Taking the strategic
allocations in the Gloucester, Cheltenham and Tewkesbury Joint Core Strategy (JCS) at
Twigworth and Innsworth as the nearest exemplar (to which more detailed reference is also
made below), much space might also need to be devoted to green infrastructure. It is
therefore far from certain whether 176 hectares would be sufficient for a new settlement on
the scale envisaged.

Local planning authorities seldom produce masterplans, almost always relying on developers
to do so. In this instance FoDDC would depend on the potential developers of this site to
produce such a plan, which would then need to be assessed for its practical suitability. These
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Effects of the Pandemic

One of the effects of the coronavirus pandemic has been to bring into sharp focus the extent
to which Britain’s economy depends on the retail and hospitality sectors. Long before, it
became clear that one of the characteristics of most of the New Towns designated under the
1948 Act is that despite their age and substantial size they still provide more limited facilities
in either sector than comparable well-established towns. Provision of such facilities in any
much smaller settlement are likely to be very limited (see below on the subject of Twigworth
and Innsworth). This will give rise, other things being equal, to greater levels of travel, most
likely by private car and therefore less sustainable. In this context it would be better to locate
new housing at existing settlements where such facilities already exist and can be better
supported. This is considered even more important in the light of long-term trends such as
the proportion of retail sales online.
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8 Conclusion

The six parishes conclude that the District Council’s apparent preferred option is
fundamentally flawed. In terms of the tests of soundness, it is not justified and most unlikely
to be effective. It raises serious practical difficulties relating to necessary procedures,
jeopardizing a tight timescale. Above all it is most unlikely to produce development which can
genuinely be regarded as sustainable.

We are not suggesting that the practical issues related to development outside the District’s
territory, addressed in some detail in these representations, are insuperable. They are
nevertheless very substantial, and would all have to be overcome to ensure that a new
adopted Local Plan for the Forest of Dean District was in place in good time.

For these reasons we strongly recommend that this strategy be abandoned immediately in
favour of an alternative strategy based on a distribution of development broadly
commensurate, subject the acknowledged constraints, with the size of the existing towns and
the larger and more sustainable villages.
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