The Plan for Stafford Borough - Part 2 -

Examination - Hearing Statement - Issue 2

Issue 2 - Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA)
2.1 Is PSB2 supported by the SA and HRA?

2.2 Do any adverse effects identified in the SA require significant mitigation, and how does
PSB2 address these issues?

We note the PFSB2 does not specifically sustainability in relation to the proximity of sites and
adjacent facilities. We consider this is particularly relevant when considering edge of town site
for inclusion within settlement boundaries. Appendix 1 is an assessment that was prepared for
a recent appeal for a site at the intersection of Tixall Road and Baswich Lane.

The outcome of this review is a sustainability assessment for the edge of town locations that
rank locations in relation access to usual facilities.

Page | 1
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Examination - Hearing Statement - Issue 2
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Consultations

It is noted that the LPA Case Officer report lists consultation responses received and the Case Officer has
considered these within the report and concluded that there is no residual consultation response that
should prevent development other than the LPA’s and Parish Councils view that the site is outside the
Sustainable Settlement.

From the above review of the LPA Case Officer Report the Appellant concludes that the LPA review
of the application did not fully follow the relevant Policies, whereas, in fact the application
complies with the SBC Policies and, therefore, it is requested that this Appeal should be allowed..

3. Compliance with Policy SP7: SPATIAL PRINCIPLE 7 -
SUPPORTING THE LOCATION OF NEW DEVELOPMENT

As noted the Appellant considers that the LPA has not considered compliance with Policy SP7 criteria in
favour of simply assessing the site against the draft Settlement Boundary while acknowledging the draft
does not carry full weight, this is evident by the lack of comment against the criteria of SP7.

In the Appellant’s assessment of the criteria of Policy SP7 included in the submitted Design and Access
Statement and the submitted Review of PSB Part 2 Draft this concludes that the site should be
considered to be part of the Sustainable Settlement of Stafford.

Since the Decision Notice SBC agreed to provide their consideration of compliance with SP7 and this is
discussed in the Common Ground section. From this SBC consider that the application did not satisfy
Policy SP7 criteria a), c) and d) and it is these criteria that are further discussed to demonstrate the
application’s compliance. These criteria are repeated below.

“Settlement Boundaries will be established in accordance with the following criteria. Prior to the
establishment of the actual boundaries these principles will be used to assess the acceptability of
individual proposals at the Settlements. Settlement Boundaries will be defined to ensure that
development within that boundary will, in principle, be acceptable because it:

a) is in, or adjacent to, an existing settlement;

c) is accessible and well related to existing facilities;”

d) is accessible by public transport, or demonstrates that the provision of such services could be viably
provided;
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Criteria a) is in, or adjacent to, an existing settlement;

The SBC PSB Part 2 Draft document provides some clarification in Section 2.17 and 2.25 for the
assessment of sites on the edge of settlements which are useful to confirm the development site should
be included with in the Sustainable Settlement.

This aspect is further considered in the Common Ground section and it is concluded that the site should
be considered to be part of the Sustainable Settlement.

Criteria c) is accessible and well related to existing facilities;”

This criterion is further discussed in the Common Ground section and the Sustainability section where it
is clearly demonstrated that development at this location is better connected and served by the facilities
of Stafford than many other sites around Stafford.

The LPA’s stated concern is that the site’s nearest services are at Littleworth.

It is assumed that the LPA’s reference to Littleworth is primarily in relation to proximity to local shops.
Unfortunately, the LPA do not appear to have read the Design and Access Statement fully which shows
the closest convenience store as being the Cooperative Food store on Baswich Lane which is 0.9 miles
from the development site. The Littleworth Shops are 1.4 miles from the development site. However,
since the application being submitted we are aware of new shops being opened on the Beacon Business
and Retail Park which is 0.6 miles from the development site. This development now has outline
planning permission.

The Sustainability Assessment section considers a range of typical facilities and services for 14 properties
in addition to this site to provide a comparative assessment.

This property was ranked 5 of the 15 sites considered (1% being the best). This demonstrates that this
site is in a more sustainable location than 66% of the edge of town site considered.

Criteria d) is accessible by public transport, or demonstrates that the provision
of such services could be viably provided;
As above this criterion is further discussed in the Common Ground section and the Sustainability

Assessment section where it is clearly demonstrated that development at this location is better
connected and served by the facilities of Stafford than many other sites around Stafford.

The LPA’s stated concern is that the site is served by a rural bus service.

The nearest bus stop is shown on the appended bus time tables as “Stafford, adj. crematorium”. This
bus stop is with 100m of the property. Staffordshire County Council (SCC) show the site is served by
routes 826, 828 and 841. It is noted that SCC class the 828 and 841 bus services are “more frequent”.
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The 828 service has two buses per hour and the 841 service has one bus per hour i.e. there are three
buses per hour.

Therefore, it is apparent that the development is readily accessible by public transport.

Local bus time tables are included in Appendix B with partial extracts included below.
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From the above specific review of points of Policy identified by SBC as being non compliment the
Appellant concludes that the LPA review of these points is not consistent with SBC stated criteria
(SP7 criteria a) or the LPA review has been misinformed of the relevant facts (SP7 criteria ¢ & d).
Therefore, it is requested that this Appeal should be allowed.

4. Sustainability Assessment

The Appellant’s Design and Access statement section 4.1 provides a comprehensive list of services and
facilities in close proximity to the application site. The Appellant has noted that key services are within a
short walking distance. This demonstrates the sustainable location of the application site. Itis noted
that the list contains a significant error i.e. the distance from the appeal site to Stafford Town Centre is
only 2 miles and not 4 miles as written.

The Decision Notice reason for refusal states that the development would represent an unsustainable
form of development. It is considered that primarily this comment is made on the basis that the LPA
consider the site to be outside the Settlement Boundary. The issue of sustainability is also reflected in
the LPA’s consideration of the criteria listed in Policy SP7 (refer to the Compliance with Policy SP7
section and the Common Ground section and Appendix C4).

The LPA Officer report confirms that the site benefits from the associated local services and facilities of
Stafford, however, the post Decision Notice response received 16/10/15 states that there are concerns
about the proximity of the site to services, in particular shops and regular bus routes. Specific responses
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to these points are provided in Compliance with Policy SP7 section. Itis noted that these issues are not
included in the Policy SP7 criteria and should not form part of the consideration.

Notwithstanding the specific SP7 criteria clearly the issue of ‘Sustainable Development or Settlement’ is
topical and this is often related to proximity to services and facilities. To assess this with some science
the development site is compared to 14 other sites spread around Stafford, all within the proposed
settlement boundary by either 200m or 1km. Appendix B1 sows the sites considered.

It is appreciated that many different studies could be made to consider a host of criteria but it is hoped
that this study can be accepted to be representative.

The study records the travel distance to each facility/service and simply totals these distances with the
lower scores being more sustainable sites. Each site is ranked against each criterion.

The following Sustainability Assessment presents the data both in a table and graphically.

Appendix B shows the location of sites considered and the facilities/ services closest to each site. Please
note that the maps do not attempt to show, for example, all pubs, they to show relevant facilities
around each site being considered. The following categories are considered:

A - Schools, further education: Primary School, High School, College or University. The nearest non fee
paying (other than university) education site is considered. Faith schools have not been included other
than Church of England.

B - Health care: Doctors Surgery/Pharmacy, Hospital. Private Health care site are not included.

C - Shops: Local Shops, Supermarket and Town Centre. Local convenience stores are considered. Small
corner shops are not included.

D - Transport links: Bus Stop, Train Station. Distance to ‘more Frequent’ bus services are included.
Refer to SCC bus route maps in Appendix B for ‘more frequent’ and ‘less frequent’ lists.

E - Faith: Church. Church of England site only are considered as being more mainstream.

F — Restaurants and Public Houses: The nearest restaurant or public house that serves food is
considered. Fast food or takeaway stores are not considered.

G - Fitness: Sports ground, Gym, Open space for walking. Open space for walking has been assessed as
being a 20 minute walk and this has been taken as being at least 800m or an area greater than 0.4ha.

H - Employment sites: Industrial estates, Trading estates, Retail park, Town centre. Small site are not
considered.
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Sustainability Assessment: - Summary Ranking and Ranking Contour

/
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X Appeal Site

Properties at approx. 200m
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® Properties at approx.
1000m from boundary




As can be seen this property was ranked 5% of the 15 sites considered (1% being the best). This
demonstrates that this site is in a more sustainable location than 66% of the edge of town site
considered.

The Sustainability Contour map is clearly indicative but it is helpful to illustrate relativity between the
Appeal site and others site around Stafford.

From the above Sustainability Assessment the Appellant concludes that the development site is in
fact better placed in relation to the town’s services and facilities than many other edge of town
sites that are within the proposed Settlement Boundary. Therefore, it is requested that this Appeal
should be allowed.

5. Common Ground

The Appellant has attempted to establish common ground with the LPA and copies of emails with the
LPA included in Appendix C.

In particular, the email from SBC’s M Ellis of 16/9/15 provides a further interpretation of the LPA’s view
of the Appeal site and the draft Settlement Boundary. An extract of this email follows:

“It has not yet been possible to review all of the representations which have been made to the
consultation on the draft Plan for Stafford Borough part 2, however, given the defensible boundary in the
form of Baswich Lane and the change in character from what will likely be a fairly dense urban form in
the Eastern SDL to the looser pattern of housing on the opposite side of the Baswich Lane the Council
does not consider at this point in time that it is likely to recommend that the settlement boundary is
moved. You will, of course, appreciate that this comment is made without having had the benefit of
reviewing all of the representations and your submission will be fully considered in relation to the draft
plan.”

We are of the opinion that the LPA’s reasons given above for not considering 1 Brancote Row and other
adjacent properties to be part of the Settlement of Stafford are not in accordance with the clear criteria
presented in both Policy SP7 and the PSB Part 2 Draft. For example, concepts such as ‘change of
character’ and ‘density’ are not mentioned as part of the criteria for SP7 or in the Methodology listed in
the Part 2 Consultation document. Even so, it is difficult to believe that the five houses directly fronting
on to Baswich Lane are not of a similar density being a terrace of three and a pair of semi-detached
houses.

The LPA’s view of a ‘defensible boundary’ appears to hark back to a Residential Development Boundary
approach to contain development rather than the requirement to firstly define the existing settlement
plus identify additional land for future housing. For this site it should simply be a matter of the facts as
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