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Application Reference: 17/0205/OUTL Date Received: 31/03/2017 
Ord Sheet: 385244 278997 Expiry Date: 30/11/2017 
Case Officer:  Paul Round Ward: 

 
Wyre Forest Rural 

 
 
Proposal: Outline planning application to include up to 600 dwellings (C3), 

up to 3,350sqm of Class B1 employment uses, 150sqm of Class 
A1/A3/D1 uses (local shop/café/community space), public open 
space, ecological mitigation, drainage works, infrastructure and 
ancillary works. Detailed approval is sought for access 
arrangements, to include the main access from Park Gate Road, 
secondary access from The Crescent and limited access to a 
small number of properties from Axborough Lane, with all other 
matters reserved.   

 
Site Address: FORMER LEA CASTLE HOSPITAL, PARK GATE ROAD, 

KIDDERMINSTER, DY103PT 
 
Applicant:  Homes and Communities Agency 
 
 

Summary of Policy DS01, DS05, CP01, CP02, CP03, CP04, CP05, CP07, 
CP09, CP11, CP12, CP13, CP14 (CS) 
SAL.PFSD1, SAL.DPL1, SAL.DPL3, SAL.DPL11, 
SAL.CC1, SAL.CC2, SAL.CC6, SAL.CC7, SAL.UP1, 
SAL.UP3, SAL.UP4, SAL.UP5, SAL.UP7, SAL.UP9, 
SAL.PDS1 (SAAPLP) 
WCS 5, WCS 16, WCS 17 (Worcestershire Waste Core 
Strategy) 
Hereford and Worcester Minerals Local Plan 1997 
NPPF as a whole, but in particular Achieving sustainable 
development – paragraphs 6-17 inc, and Sections 1, 4, 6, 
7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13 

Reason for Referral  
to Committee 

‘Major’ planning application. 
Statutory or non-statutory Consultee has objected and the 
application is recommended for approval. 
Application involving proposed Section 106 obligation 

Recommendation DELEGATED APPROVAL 
subject to a Section 106 Agreement 
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1.0 Site Location and Description 
 
1.1 The application site consists of the buildings and land associated with the 

former Lea Castle Hospital site which lies beyond the north eastern fringe of 
Kidderminster, between the A449 Wolverhampton Road and the A451 
Stourbridge Road.  The site is located within the Green Belt. 

 
1.2 The site has an area of some 48.7 hectares, and contains a variety of now 

vacant former hospital related buildings and associated access and circulation 
roads, set within an attractive and mature, albeit now overgrown in places, 
landscape.  The site is well screened from the surrounding area by the 
significant areas of tree coverage and wooded areas located both within and 
around the periphery of the site. 

 
1.3 Notwithstanding the Green Belt location, this is a previously developed site 

(as recognised by Policy SAL.PDS1 “Previously Developed Sites in the Green 
Belt” of the Adopted Site Allocations and Policies Local Plan) and features a 
range of buildings, and associated fixed surface infrastructure, including a 
number of smaller single storey buildings; some 1950s pre-fabricated 
buildings; and some larger two and three storey buildings.  In many cases, the 
buildings are both unsightly and inaccessible due to their poor condition.  It is 
known that in some cases asbestos is present within the buildings.  The 
existing buildings footprint is in the region of 25,160sq.m. The site also 
features a network of underground service tunnels. 

 
1.4 The site is also home to long established, and well maintained, playing pitches 

along with a small clubhouse used by local football club(s), located towards 
the southern extreme of the site. 

 
1.5 The site is bounded by agricultural fields to both the west (towards the A449) 

and east (towards the A451), which are also in the ownership of the Applicant 
(the Homes and Community Agency – HCA).  To the south lie two good sized 
detached residential properties addressed onto Park Gate Road along with 
the car park and land associated with the Park Gate PH; to north east is a 
sizeable detached dwelling sat within a large curtilage, which is accessed via 
Axborough Lane; and, to the north west lies a greater number (approximately 
40) of generally smaller residential properties addressed onto The Crescent, 
which in turn is accessed via the A449 Wolverhampton Road. 

 
1.6 The existing main vehicular access to the site is via a gated driveway from 

Park Gate Road, with a secondary (again, gated) vehicular access located at 
the end of The Crescent.  There is an existing public right of way (PRoW) 
which passes through the northern part of the site linking (the A449) 
Wolverhampton Road, via The Crescent, with Axborough Lane.   

 
 
 
 



Agenda Item No. 5 

  
 

 
17/0205/OUTL 
 
 
2.0   Planning History 
 
2.1 Whilst it is the case that there is a lengthy planning history to the site in terms 

of the buildings associated with the previous hospital use, the most recent 
applications date back to 2003/4 and relate to relatively minor extensions and 
alterations to existing buildings on the site.  As with those preceding, these 
most recent applications are of no direct relevance to the current proposal. 

 
2.2 16/0504/EIASC – Request for a Screening Opinion as to whether the current 

proposal would constitute EIA (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
development, necessitating the submission of an EIA to accompany any 
future planning application.  It was concluded that an EIA was not required 
and a decision notice issued to this effect on 14/09/16. 

 
2.3 17/0596/FULL - Installation of a bat house and two bat barns and change of 

use of an existing sub-station to a bat house as part of the ecological 
mitigation for outline application 17/0205/OUTL : Decision Pending  

 
 
3.0   Consultations and Representations 
 
3.1 Wolverley and Cookley Parish Council – Recommend Refusal 
 

Wolverley & Cookley Parish Council are not opposed to development on the 
Lea Castle Site however the current Outline Planning Application for up to 600 
dwellings does not come with any detail or information on the infrastructure 
that will need to be provided to support this level of development.  The Parish 
Council have concerns that the existing local Primary Schools and Doctors 
Surgeries do not have the capacity to expand to support this development.  In 
addition the Parish Council have concerns over access to the development, 
the proposed secondary access through The Crescent will be very dangerous 
and access to the main village via crossing the very busy A449 will put 
pedestrians at risk. 

 
3.2 Churchill and Blakedown Parish Council – Recommend Refusal. 
 

The Parish Council is aware that the present application is only an Outline 
Application so therefore a detailed travel plan is not required. The Parish 
Council however is concerned that the travel assessment appears to 
concentrate on access to the A451 and A449. It is the view of the Council that 
the Technical note produced by Mayer Brown (submitted on behalf of the 
Parish Council) highlights the probability that many residents will be travelling 
to Birmingham and will wish to have access to the A456 and possibly 
Blakedown Railway Station. The Mayer Brown report has made that clear to 
the WFDC's  planners,  however the applicant has pointed to Hurcott Lane, 
Waggon Lane and Stakenbridge Lane as suitable access to the A456 and 
Blakedown Station, their justification for this is the 'Wyre Forest Traffic Model'. 
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The Council is concerned that the applicant is clearly not aware of the reality 
of these routes.  Both Hurcott Lane and Waggon Lane are single track roads 
clearly not suitable for heavy vehicular traffic. The Council would also point to 
the fact that Hurcott Lane intersects a SSSI site of particular environmental 
importance and in our view this would be damaging. Our fear is also that 
should traffic use either Waggon Lane or Stakenbridge Lane as their route of 
choice to the (Blakedown) Station they will inevitably try to use Churchill Lane 
and the weak bridge into Mill Lane, the most direct routes to the Station. 
Stakenbridge Lane is already overused and subject to numerous accidents at 
Churchill Cross. We noticed that the applicant hasn't mentioned Perriford 
Lane as yet, but that is also nothing more than a one track path.  

 
The Council feels that the obviously incomplete report is wholly inadequate 
and there is a need for a full investigation of the infrastructure improvements 
needed before there is any further consideration of this application. 

 
3.3 Highway Authority – No objection, subject to conditions. 
 

This site is a strategic site which is identified within the adopted Site 
Allocations and Policies Local Plan which was adopted in July 2013. The 
principle of developing this site for mixed use purposes is therefore 
established, however detail is needed on how the site is to be accessed and 
how it will provide the framework for a modern residential estate.  
 
The applicant has engaged extensively with Worcestershire County Council 
as the Highway Authority to scope the assessment, undertake a review of 
area wide impact as well as at specific junctions.  As a result the applicant has 
proposed a comprehensive package of mitigation works at key junctions and 
sustainable infrastructure including the diversion of the 9/9A bus service. 

 
Transport improvements works are proposed as follows:  
 

 A449 Wolverhampton Road / Park Gate Road  

 A449 Wolverhampton Road / The Crescent  

 A451 Stourbridge Road / Park Gate Road A449  

 Wolverhampton Road / A451 Stourbridge Road  
 

Cycle improvements are proposed on Stourbridge Road to improve 
connections to Kidderminster town Centre and onwards to Kidderminster 
railway Station and the Stourport Road employment corridor.  
 
A new footway is proposed to be constructed on Park Gate Road and the 
Wolverhampton Road to provide pedestrian linkage towards Broadwaters.  
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The 9/9A bus service will be diverted onto the development site, this will 
provide an hourly service for future residents and provide increased levels of 
patronage which will support this service and it is hoped will allow a 
commercial bus operator to run this service in the future. The bus will need to 
travel on The Crescent, which is circa 4.9m wide, and below the normally 
accepted carriageway width, however it is considered that due to the 
frequency of the bus service that 2 buses will not pass side by side on The 
Crescent and there is low likelihood of conflict with larger vehicles given the 
relative short length of the road. Within the site the road will open out to 6.1m. 
To ensure that The Crescent is suitable for a bus route, remedial works are 
required in the form of tree cutting and the provision of waiting restrictions to 
maintain the effective carriageway width.  
 
A framework travel plan has been provided to cover all the proposed uses; 
this plan has been reviewed and found to be acceptable. A suitably worded 
condition is proposed to ensure that the agreed actions are implemented.  
 
Whilst the scale of the development is significant the applicant has 
undertaken the necessary assessments to consider local infrastructure and, 
where it has been identified as lacking, proposed mitigation. It is also worthy 
of note that the applicants assessment has made no allowance for the traffic 
that could be generated if the Hospital campus was to be brought back into 
use. This approach is robust and ensures that the development will provide  
suitable levels on infrastructure to mitigate the developments impact which will 
also have benefits to the existing road and bus users. 
 
In conclusion the Highway Authority is satisfied that the application does not 
result in a severe impact with the proposed mitigation works. A future 
reserved matters application will detail internal road layout, car parking and 
the arrangements for the retail and employment uses which are all key to 
ensuring a long term sustainable development. 
 
(Officer Comment:  As an addendum and with reference to matters of Air 
Quality (in the Horsefair area of the town) the Highway Authority has made 
the following observations also, which should be considered in conjunction 
with the comments made by WRS) 
 
With regards to the AQMA at Horsefair, it is accepted that there is some 
movement in to this part of the network (as a result of the proposed 
development), however there is a proposal to resolve/improve Air Quality and 
additionally there are several alternative routes which could be utilised. There 
is not a strong enough case in this instance to say that this development 
impacts on the AQMA. 
 
 
 
 
 
. 
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3.4 Environment Agency – No comments received.  Application assessed in line 
with the standing advice issue by the Environment Agency.  

 
3.5 North Worcestershire Water Management (NWWM) – No objection subject to 

conditions. 
 

(Original comments) 
I note that a Flood Risk Assessment has been submitted. I support the 
conclusions. I don’t believe that the site is at risk of any form of flooding, with 
the exception of some localised surface water flood risk. Surface water 
flooding is the flooding that occurs after heavy rainfall, when the volume of 
rainwater falling does not drain away quick enough through the existing 
drainage systems or soaks into the ground, but lies on or flows over the 
ground instead. Given the relatively large site area a small amount of surface 
water flooding is almost inevitable. As the detailed design of the site can 
mitigate against this type of flooding the small amount of modelled surface 
water flood risk would not be a reason to withhold planning approval. 

   
The proposed redevelopment might result in an increase in impermeable 
area, which unmitigated could increase runoff leaving the site and therefore 
(surface water) flood risk elsewhere. I note that a Drainage Strategy has been 
submitted, which contains a SuDS Selection Assessment as Appendix F. The 
Drainage Strategy report sets out how it will be ensured that the proposed 
development will not increase (surface water) flood risk elsewhere. The 
proposal is to use the existing discharge routes to Podmore Pool (part of 
SSSI) and the ditch alongside Park Gate Road, but to attenuate the volumes 
on the site to limit discharge leaving the site. In various documents submitted 
with the application it is mentioned that discharge will be limited to Greenfield 
levels, but I doubt if this is indeed the intention.  I believe the submitted 
documentation should be amended accordingly.  

  
On site infiltration testing has demonstrated that the ground conditions are 
such that infiltration systems cannot be relied upon as a standalone solution. 
As remarked within the submitted documentation, infiltration systems could 
however still form part of an entire suite of SuDS measures, where ground 
conditions allow.  

   
SUMMARY 
In summary, I have the following comments to make: 

 There are no reasons to withhold approval of this application on flood 
risk grounds; 

 I believe that in line with Defra’s national SuDS standards the aim 
should be to limit discharge from the site to Greenfield runoff levels, not 
Brownfield as currently appears to be the aim;  

 The calculations for required storage volumes/surfaces would need to 
be redone based upon Greenfield runoff rates; 

 The existing drainage routes through the site for The Crescent (surface 
water and foul) will need to be maintained, which might impact upon 
site layout; 
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 The location of SuDS features might need some careful assessment to 
ensure it does not compromise high value biodiversity areas (incl acid 
grassland) or interferes with potential surface drainage routes; 

 There needs to be a strong emphasis on water quality benefits of the 
proposed drainage strategy as the site is located above an aquifer 
(potential impact via infiltration) and has a positive discharge to 
Podmore Pool (SSSI). Decision re lining/not lining of SuDS features 
would require a further discussion; 

 In line with the submitted reports I believe that infiltration measures 
could still be as part of the SuDS solution for this site; 

 Given the existing outfall to Podmore SSSI it will be important that 
measures will be taken to prevent pollution (incl from silt) during the 
construction phase. As Podmore Pool is part of a main river I assume 
that the Environment Agency will comment further upon this, as will 
Natural England due to its SSSI status.  

  
I would hope that we can get the aim for limitation to Greenfield runoff levels 
imbedded now, with further details conditioned.  
 
(Updated Comments following receipt of additional information in response to 
the above observations) 
Based upon the original drainage strategy and the addendum I am happy that 
the points that needed addressing now have been addressed. The other 
points can I believe be sufficiently addressed at a subsequent stage.  

 
I therefore conclude that there is no reason to withhold approval of this outline 
application upon flood risk grounds. I would recommend attaching the suitable 
conditions. 

  
3.6  Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) – 

We have formally to object to this application.  However, our objection is more 
to the scale of the proposals than to the principle of development.  However 
this needs to be strictly in accordance with the detailed provisions relating to 
this site in Site Allocations and Policies Plan (SALPP) 2013; the present 
proposal does not conform to SALPP. 

 
The SALPP recognises the former hospital as a brownfield site in the Green 
Belt.  Policy SAL.PDS1 lays down detailed criteria for applications concerning 
it.  It expressly says that B1 (business), C2 (residential institutions) and health 
and sport facilities will be permitted.  Nowhere does it mention C3 residential.  
 
(Officer Comment – The above observation is factually incorrect.  Policy 
SAL.PDS1 clearly lists C3 (Dwelling Houses) as being an acceptable form of 
development, in principle, for the Lea Castle site). 
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Nevertheless, we accept that there is probably a need for more housing land 
in the district and are prepared to concede that some residential development 
can be allowed, but not on the scale proposed by the applicant.  It is our 
contention that the extensive areas of park land between buildings, 
particularly at the northern end of the site have never been “developed” any 
more than domestic gardens are: they have certainly not been built on and 
should not be.   

 
This development does not conform to the criteria in SAL.PDS1, but a rather 
more modest development could do so.  Only the existing building footprints 
are strictly brownfield; the remainder being private open space, which is at 
worst the equivalent of garden land.  
  
We would be prepared to see:  

 Comprehensive redevelopment of the core of the site (section 8 above), 
though not at the density proposed by the applicants.    

 More limited redevelopment of other areas, but strictly limited to the 
footprint of existing building, or of an area informed by the extent of their 
footprints.   

 No development of those parts of the site that have never had anything but 
a Green Field or park land use.   

 
3.7 Natural England –  

Insufficient information has been provided on the potential impacts the 
proposal will have on the Hurcott and Podmore Pools SSSI. We advise you to 
obtain the following information in order to assess potential impacts of the 
proposal on this designated site:  

 

 Further details and assurances of how the Applicant will ensure that surface 
water reaching the SSSI will be of high quality and mimic natural discharge 
from the proposal site.  
 
The Drainage Strategy dated March 2017 confirms that there is a direct link 
between the drainage of the proposal site and Hurcott and Podmore Pools 
SSSI. The SSSI has suffered in the past from poor water quality and reduced 
water levels which have led to a loss of aquatic plants in favour of algae and 
impacted on invertebrate species, both of which are important food sources 
for a range of wetland birds.  Natural England has been working with partners 
to improve water quality and levels within the SSSI. This proposal should 
ensure that not only are current levels of water quality and volume entering 
the SSSI maintained from the proposal site but should seek to ensure 
improvements and net gains, especially in terms of water quality, in line with 
section 109 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
(Officer Comment: The requested additional information has been provided, 
and comments have been received from NWWM above.  No additional 
comments have been received from Natural England). 
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3.8 Worcestershire Wildlife Trust – No comments received. 
 
3.9 Countryside Conservation Officer –  
 
 (Original Comments – May 2017) 
 There are the following natural habitats: 

 Woodland. (broad leaved semi natural woodland, broadleaf plantation, 
mixed plantation, coniferous plantation, hedgerow) 

 Grassland (amenity grassland, arable grassland and semi improved 
grassland.) 

 Buildings and hard standing 

 Scrub 
 

WOODLAND 
To the North east of the site there is an area of semi natural ancient 
woodland. Dormice have also been detected in this area. South west of this 
there is an area of broad leaved semi natural woodland which the developer 
proposes to retain. Between these areas there are areas of broad leaf and 
mixed plantation. It would be good to also retain and enhance these areas to 
connect these two higher quality habitats together and give opportunity to 
connect the areas of woodland to the wider landscape. We could do with 
significantly more detail to how this is to be achieved 

 
Hedgerows are important ecological features. The Hedgerow is due to be 
impacted upon by the development and may have an importance for 
dispersal, forager and commuting roots for other aspects of the sites wildlife. 
We need to have some assessment of this value and a better grasp on how 
this is intended to be mitigated for prior to approving the application 
 
GRASSLAND 
The proposed development site is in 0.6km away from Hurcott Pasture SSSI, 
notified for semi natural acid grassland. Hence, potential exists for this 
ecologically significant  habitat to be present on the site. Acid grassland is 
nationally scarce and is an important part of Wyre Forest's ecological 
community. Hence any grassland found in the proximity of the site need to be 
assessed for the presence of this habitat.  
If areas of acid grassland are found it would be a prerogative to retain and 
enhance this habitat as part of any development. The Worcestershire Local 
Nature Partnership and Natural England have all identified this habitat as a 
priority for conservation in  and around the Kidderminster area. It is difficult to 
recreate acidic grassland and given both its national importance and its 
distinctiveness to the Ecology of the Wyre Forest District any areas of land 
where it is felt acidic grassland was once present but due to lack of 
appropriate management has allowed the habitat to fall into sub optimal 
conditions then restoration of this habitat in these areas should be a priority.   
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The site was surveyed three times and it has been concluded that acid 
grassland is not present on the site. However, if the management of the land 
is sub optimal then acidic grasslands can degenerate and indicator species 
can become hard to detect .  I feel we need some additional survey work to 
rectify this. 
 
BUILDINGS AND HARDSTANDING 
These in themselves have limited biological value but they do contain 
protected species and hence have a value associated with these. 

 
SCRUB 
The scrub habitat at the Lea Castel site is not ecologically that important but it 
does have some value that can be mitigated for through the inclusion of native 
species of scrub as part of the landscaping planting. 
 
ON SITE PROTECTED SPECIES  
The development has the potential to cause harm to the following protected 
species: 
 
Bats  
13 of the sites 47 buildings contain bats. There are disused tunnels that are 
showing evidence of bat use. Evidence of bat maternity and hibernation 
roosts as well as day roosts have also been detected. Different species of bat 
have been detected using the site including the nationally rare Lesser 
Horseshoe bat. More work is needed to determine exactly how the site is 
being used by all the different species of bat. This needs to include all aspects 
of roosting activity but also foraging and commuting. A mitigation strategy 
needs to be produced preferably retaining some of the higher value roosting 
areas. This mitigating strategy has a reasonable potential to impact on the 
design and viability of any scheme and without this we do not have sufficient 
information to feel assured that the required mitigation can be incorporated 
into the development. 
 
Dormice 
The presence of dormice on the site has been confirmed. It is believed that 
the habitat occupied by dormice is likely to remain unaffected by the 
development. More work is needed to identify the extent and how the site is 
being used, what features are important and what are the lines of 
communication used by this population. We need further information  on how 
these requirements are to be protected from any development and what 
measures can be put in place to insure this population remains connected to 
the wider countryside and other know dormouse populations. 
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Reptiles 
The site was surveyed in 2014. The site has suitable habitat for reptiles and 
good conductivity to the wider countryside. I feel that we should request 
additional reptile surveying to ensure the status of the site has not changed 
regarding reptiles. 
 
(Officer Comment:  A new reptile survey has since been undertaken and no 
evidence of reptiles has been found on the site).  
 
Badger 
There is likely to be an impact on badger as part of this development . We will 
require more detail on how this will be mitigated for prior to approval and 
these measures shown on and ecological management plan. 
 
IN GENERAL  
The site as a whole has a reasonable Biodiversity value. DEFRA have 
produced a Biodiversity metric that allows this value to be better assessed. 
The loss of this biodiversity needs to be mitigated for and this needs to be 
shown on an indicative site plan that is accompanied by a site ecological 
management plan. 
 
OFF SITE HARM 
The site is in close proximity to numerous SSSI’s and local wildlife sites the 
nearest less than 1 km away are the SSSI’s of Hurcott pastures and Hurcott 
and Podmore pools. Potential exists for the treatment of the sites drainage to 
negatively impact on these sites and for the increase in people this 
development will bring to create increase in disturbance to biodiversity. Both 
sites are in range for potential airborne contaminants to be blown on to them. 
 
The nearest site to the proposed development is Hurcott Woods Local Nature 
reserve. This site is 300m from the development and has public access that is 
restricted though the provision of only a small car park. A lot of the wildlife 
found on this site is sensitive to increases in visitor numbers. The proximity of 
this site to Hurcott LNR is a potential source of ecological harm and some 
discussion on mitigation measures needs to be had prior to approval. 
 
(Further Comments following receipt of additional submissions made by the 
Applicant in response to comments raised by relevant parties in respect of 
Biodiversity – August 2017) 
Potential still exists for harm to current ecology, however the proposed 
(surface water drainage) as proposed would seem to have potential to provide 
necessary assurances once properly worked-up. 
 
The potential impact and disturbance both of the ancient woodland and other 
areas of woodland will need to be addressed as part of the proposed further 
survey works, and the mitigation strategy will need to prove that the 
development will not cause harm to dormice.  The strategy will need to 
enhance habitat for dormice following additional surveys to identify particular 
areas of importance for this protected species.   
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A detailed mitigation plan will be needed to show how these areas will be 
protected and enhanced, and how connectivity will be ensured. 
 
We need to have more detail of botanical surveys (especially with regard to 
the presence of, or potential for, acid grassland, which requires meaningful 
areas of such habitat within the development.  A mitigation and management 
strategy will need to be produced. 
 
The LPA needs to be satisfied that the needs of protected (bat) species are 
catered for before any permission is granted. 
 
The non-drainage based threats to the SSSI’s still need consideration.  
 
A Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) will need to be 
prepared, by planning condition. 
 
(Additional Comments – October 2017) 
My minimum criteria is that the needs of the protected species are looked 
after (both the bats and the dormice are significant in Worcestershire) and the 
acidic grassland enhanced . 

 
The acidic grassland is contentious as it appears to me that a few years of 
non- management have had an impact on its quality. Acid grassland is 
species poor in nature and some of the more characteristic species can be 
much reduced by the over growth caused by lack of management. However 
as we have seen elsewhere in the district the reintroduction of management 
has resulted in good levels of recovery. Acidic grassland is a section 41 (of 
the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006) habitat 
and identified as being characteristic of our district. It is difficult to recreate so 
areas where this habitat still holds on, even in a degenerated state need to be 
conserved and should be the focus for enhancement. 

 
Once the needs of the protected species are catered for there is still a 
considerable loss of green infrastructure and this loss should be mitigated for 
through the restoration of the acid grassland blocks and the required 
enhancements in the sites biodiversity focussed here. 

 
Regarding the (stand-alone) Bat House application (LPA ref: 17/0596) - In 
isolation this application is not going to cause biodiversity concern. Just 
building potential bat roosts is unlikely to get a negative response from 
biodiversity.  However their functionality as mitigation for the loss of roosts as 
part of a wider site development is a different issue. I do not feel I have 
sufficient information to determine if the proposed structures will provide, or 
be part of, the necessary mitigation. I am still unclear on what the final finding 
were of the bat surveying efforts. Until I’m in receipt of this I will not be able to 
determine the potential for the Bat Houses to provide mitigation. It is worth 
noting that the initial response was to consider the possibility of leaving the 
main roosts in place. 
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I feel that some rational for the departure of this approach would be needed.  
If the relocation approach is being sought then it is likely to have to come with 
conditions to monitor the effectiveness of the mitigation and require additional 
measures to ensure the success of the mitigation.  In addition, given what I 
understand is the significance of the bat roost, a phased approach to the 
mitigation may be needed to ensure the success of that part of the migration 
has been achieved before all the current roost potential is lost.  Natural 
England will need us to grant consent prior to the applicant being issued with 
a licence  

 
3.10 Worcestershire County Council (Archaeology) – No objection, subject to 

conditions. 
 
3.11 Worcestershire County Council (Education) – No objection. 
 

The development site sits in the catchment area of Cookley Sebright CE 
Primary School and Wolverley CE Secondary School.  Cookley Sebright CE 
Primary School is currently full in 5 year groups.  It is expected that most 
families resident on the proposed development will seek places at Cookley or 
another school within two miles of the site. 
 
Wolverley Secondary School has seen an upsurge in admission applications 
in the past two years following an Ofsted Good rating in 2016.  It is expected 
that most families resident on the proposed development will seek places at 
Wolverley Secondary School. 
 
S106 financial contributions are sought for additional primary and secondary 
levels of education infrastructure on the basis of: 
 
Primary Level 
£2,476 per open market 2 or 3 bed dwelling; 
£3,714 per open market 4 or more bed dwelling; 
£990 per open market 2 or more bed flat. 
 
Secondary Level 
£3,230 per open market 2 or 3 bed dwelling; 
£4,845 per open market 4 or more bed dwelling; 
£1,292 per open market 2 or more bed flat. 
 

3.12 Worcestershire County Council (Footpaths) – No objection, subject to 
conditions. 

 
3.13 Worcestershire County Council (Planning) – No objection, subject to suitable 

waste management throughout construction and occupation; details of 
disposal of excavated materials; and consideration of potential for on-site use 
of existing mineral resources.  Suitable conditions are requested. 
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3.14 Worcestershire County Council (Landscape) – No objection, subject to a 

condition requiring the submission of a Landscape Restoration and 
Management Plan 

 
3.15 Worcestershire Green Infrastructure Partnership –  

The site is one of a number of strategically important large-scale allocations to 
emerge within the county which is considered to have significant Green 
Infrastructure opportunities and challenges to development. Due to this, the 
Partnership wishes to extend an invitation to work collaboratively with the 
applicant in order to secure the best outcomes for all stakeholders. 
 
We advocate for auditable net-gain for biodiversity within the scheme, 
clarification of timing of botanical survey work and need for further biodiversity 
mitigation specifications. 
 
We note that the mitigation strategies for European protected species appear 
to be at a 'high-level' at this stage, and do not appear to be reflected within the 
submitted masterplan. This means that the Planning Authority is unable to 
verify that the mitigation proposed will indeed be like-for-like, or could realise 
net gain for protected species on this site.  Crucially, it means that the LPA 
will be unable to confirm that the mitigation will be effective and achievable 
and we therefore recommend additional detail is submitted pre-determination 
to address this. This should consist of clarifying the relationship between the 
mitigation proposals and the mitigation hierarchy (for example, testing 
alternative solutions for retention and modification of bat roosts wherever 
possible, rather than loss and compensation), ensuring that mitigation 
specifications are appropriately mapped (even if indicative in nature), and that 
mitigation is not inappropriately double-counted; for instance there is an 
inherent incompatibility in planting schemes designed for enhancing 
opportunities for public access & recreation and which will also provide 
additional connective/foraging/nesting opportunities for dormice. 

 
(Officer Comment: An illustrated Concept Statement was submitted to 
accompany the above summarised comments, which has been shared with 
the Applicants.  The Statement makes a number of illustrated suggestions 
and recommendations including future management mechanisms which 
Officers consider can be embedded within suitable planning conditions at this 
Outline stage).   

  
 3.16 Arboricultural Officer – No objection. 
 

I am happy with the current design for the site with respect to the trees and 
woodlands on the site. There are some individual trees that I would prefer to 
see retained, however, my main aim is that all the woodlands are retained and 
managed correctly for screening and for the enhancement of the new 
development. 
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My only concern is that although the outline looks sympathetic to my aims, 
once permission is given there could (will) be a commercial housing developer 
who will be looking at a much higher density, which could affect the 
woodlands on the site. 
 
(Officer Comment:  These concerns are understood, however the application 
must be considered on the basis of the current submission.  Any increase in 
the number of dwellings beyond the maximum level currently proposed would 
require the benefit of planning permission, at which time there would be a 
further opportunity to comment on the merits, or otherwise, of that particular 
scheme).  

 
3.17 West Mercia Police (Crime Risk Advisor) – No objections to this application. 
  
3.18 Disability Action Wyre Forest (DAWF) – No comments received. 
 
3.19 North Worcestershire Economic Development and Regeneration (NWEDR) – 
 

Whilst the main focus of the development is related to the delivery of new 
homes, our comments specifically focus on the proposals for new 
employment uses on the site.   

 
The area proposed for new commercial development is located to the south of 
the site, near to the main entrance on Park Gate Road. The proposals 
envisage a development of up to 3,500sqm of employment space, which also 
incorporates a small local shop, cafe and community use.  We are wholly 
supportive of this element of the proposal as it is a policy compliant use and 
would help to deliver new employment space for both the existing population 
of the area but also for prospective new residents who might locate to the new 
homes that are proposed as part of this application and want access to 
employment. 

 
The recently adopted “Enabling Enterprise and Business Growth in Wyre 
Forest: A Strategic Approach” identifies that the Wyre Forest is 
“predominantly a ‘small business economy’ and the ambitions within the 
strategy include ‘fostering an entrepreneurial culture’ and ‘to create 
sustainable business start ups’.  It is clear from the proposals that the 
commercial element of the scheme would help to achieve these stated 
ambitions by providing new employment space at a size that would help to 
create business start-ups and help foster an entrepreneurial culture. 

 
The Growth Strategy goes on to state that: 

 
“The Council intends to continue to ensure that enterprise and business 
growth is at the heart of everything that it does so that Wyre Forest can attract 
further investment and support further entrepreneurial activity.” 
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Clearly, the commercial element of the scheme is a corporate priority for the 
District Council and it is something that is actively encouraged, not only 
through the Business Growth Strategy, but also to ensure that a sustainable 
pattern of development can be achieved.   
 
Site Specific Comments 
The proposed location of the commercial element is to the south of the 
development site on the primary entrance.  This is considered to be a suitable 
location as it offers good prominence and easy access into the new 
employment space.  If the commercial element was ‘hidden’ within the site 
boundaries then it is considered it would not be as attractive to the market. 

 
The proposed amount of new employment floorspace is considered to be 
realistic and would offer small to medium size business opportunities within 
the area, which is something advocated by the Council’s Business Growth 
Strategy.  The size and type of units that could be accommodated here is in 
relatively short supply and it is considered this would be attractive to Small 
Medium Enterprises (SME’s).  In addition, by including this commercial 
element, it should also help to improve the sustainability of the site as it will 
provide additional facilities, which will help to reduce vehicular trips away from 
the area. 

 
Overall, we are supportive of the proposals to deliver both residential and 
commercial development at this location and we look forward to working 
closely with the landowners to help to deliver the employment element at this 
site. 

 
3.20 Worcestershire Regulatory Services (WRS) – 
 
 NOISE & NUISANCE 

The applicant should refer their contractor to the WRS Demolition and 
Construction Guide.  Any deviation from recommendations in this guide (such 
as working outside of normal hours) should be submitted for approval.  The 
applicant should submit a noise assessment and any recommended 
mitigation measures.  External Plant / Equipment associated with commercial 
use:  Full details to be submitted along with a noise assessment.  

 
 CONTAMINATED LAND 

WRS have looked at the application in relation to contaminated land. This has 
included a review of the submitted report entitled ‘Homes and Communities 
Agency – Former Lea Castle Site, Kidderminster Phase 1B Geoenvironmental 
Report’. 

  
This report provides an overview of previous investigation undertaken on site 
so far, an assessment of site conditions and potential contamination, and an 
appropriate conceptual site model. The report identifies a number of potential 
contaminants on site linked to historic activity that represent complete 
pollutant linkages (source, pathway and receptor of contamination).  
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These relate to chemicals used at the former laundry on site, asbestos 
containing materials in buildings and service tunnels, substances in the made 
ground and other areas of the site where contamination may be located and 
have not yet been investigated; including heating system, garage workshop, 
electricity substation, waste areas, laundry and some other areas. 

  
The report makes recommendations for further site investigation to be 
undertaken, including additional gas monitoring, to identify and further define 
any required mitigation measures or remediation works to make the site 
suitable for the proposed residential use. In order to ensure that these works 
are undertaken WRS recommend a tiered condition be attached to any 
planning permission granted. 

 
 AIR QUALITY 

WRS have reviewed 2 earlier versions of the air quality assessment for this 
development and provided comments in respect of those submitted reports. 
The current report (dated September 2017) is welcomed for the inclusion of 
the modelling of a wider area of potential impacts the development may have 
however although extra receptor points have been added in to account for 
trips that may be impacting on areas other than the (Horsefair/Radford 
Avenue) AQMA as the model widens to cover a larger area the margins of 
error can be greater due to the distances involved. Verifying a model of such 
a scale on one small area can lead to errors and a check should be included 
to see if the baseline data predicted at receptor points are consistent with the 
actual recorded tube data regressed to receptor points for the modelled area. 
Confidence in the model would be higher if more tubes are used to validate 
the model as the area modelled has increased.  Whilst we appreciate models 
and tube data all have error margins, verifying the model against a wider tube 
set would cut down these errors and the 2015 baseline data used in the 
model at receptor points would give greater confidence in the overall model 
and conclusions drawn. 
 
The report states for traffic data that committed development in the area has 
been considered but does not state where or what. Any traffic data used in the 
model must be agreed by highways prior to any acceptance of the model, it is 
not known if the traffic data has been agreed with highways and whether all 
committed development as it is not listed is included within the model, clarity 
is required on this. 
 
In conclusion we require further work on the report submitted and integral 
ADMS model with clarification of points raised before we can accept the air 
quality assessment for this development. 
 
(Officer Comment: The above comments on Air Quality should be read in 
conjunction with the comments received from the Highway Authority at 
paragraph 3.3, above). 
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3.21 Strategic Housing Manager – 
 

This information has been compiled from the last Housing Needs Survey for 
Wolverley and Cookley, Housing Waiting List data and the Objectively 
Assessed Housing Needs (OAHN) information. I have based the figures on 
30% of 580 units e.g. 174 units in total. If the % offered was less than 30% 
when we would seek to amend the split to ensure the units in the most 
demand were delivered. 

 
The OAHN proposed the tenure split of 65% rented to 35% shared. The 
proposed split is therefore working on this proportion rather than the current 
SPD which is 70/30 split.  

 
Around 30% of people on the housing register for these areas are interested 
in shared ownership and in discussions with the local main Registered 
Provider there would be demand for shared ownership especially for 2 beds, a 
smaller number of 3 beds  and perhaps some 1 bed flats and bungalows. We 
are no longer looking for starter homes to be delivered. 

 
RENTED UNITS – NUMBER, TYPE AND SIZE  

Size of unit Housing type Number 

1 Flats  25 

1 Bungalows 10 

2 Houses 47 

2 Bungalows 10 

3 Houses 16 

4 / 5 Houses 5 

  113 

 
INTERMEDIATE UNITS – NUMBER, TYPE AND SIZE 

Size of unit Housing type Number  

1 Flats  4 

1 and/or 2  Bungalows 7 

2 Houses 40 

3 and/or  4  Houses 10 

  61 

 
 

We don’t believe this is a sustainable location for extra care social housing 
due to distance from town / facilities so would only support this as part of a 
wider mixed tenure development in addition to the 30% affordable housing 
contribution. The County Council have now withdrawn their requirement for a 
supported housing scheme on this site. 
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3.22 Planning Policy Manager – No objection. 
 

I consider this application to be entirely in accordance with current Local Plan 
Policy SAL.PDS1.  No requirement for additional land take from the Green 
Belt is intended since the application refers solely to the previously developed 
land element of the site.  The application is supported. 

 
3.23 Ramblers Association – 
 

Ramblers notes that the site of this former hospital is included in the Sites 
Allocation and Policies Local Plan for redevelopment for residential and other 
forms of development. We therefore accept the general principle that the site 
will be redeveloped. We have noted the principles set out in the local plan to 
guide development and look to the District Council to ensure that they are fully 
complied with. 
 
Ramblers is encouraged by the number of off road footpaths and cycle routes 
shown in the master plan. We would urge that any permission granted will be 
conditioned to ensure that these are provided and that the development will 
take place in accordance with the Master Plan as approved. 
 
The retention of woodland will be crucial for the protection of the Green Belt 
and whilst conditions and tree preservation orders can be useful in this 
objective they can only do so much. The woodland will need to be actively 
managed if it is to retain its aesthetic and nature conservation value and you 
must ensure that a management plan is prepared, acted upon and reviewed 
regularly and that the organisation and finance is available for the purpose. 
 
Regarding Public Footpath WC-628 we are generally encouraged that its 
protection and value have been respected. There are however two locations 
of concern at the eastern section of the site where the footpath will be closest 
to the proposed dwellings. We are not opposed to these sections taking on a 
more urban outlook but the scale of the Master plan leaves us in doubt about 
what exactly the relationship will be and how it will be handled in detail. This 
would perhaps be better dealt with at the reserved matters stages but the 
parameters should be laid down now. 
 
What we are adamantly opposed to is the section of the footpath which 
appears to follow the footway to the main estate road. However if the 
developers would be willing to consider a minor diversion of the path it would 
be relatively easy to overcome our concerns. 

 
3.24 Sport England – Objection. 
 

The proposal does not cause any direct or indirect loss of the playing field 
which is welcomed.  However, provision to meet additional demand arising 
from new housing growth has not been clearly considered or set out, taking 
into account the most up to date assessment and strategies for indoor and 
outdoor sport.   
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Sport England therefore objects to the application but will reconsider its view 
in the light of reasoned indoor and outdoor sports provision in order to meet 
the sports infrastructure needs of the development. 

 
The Council has been developing two strategies to inform the local plan 
review – the Playing Pitch Strategy and the Built Facility Strategy.  Both of 
these should be used to agree the level, type and location of provision needed 
to ensure adequate sports infrastructure is provided. 
 
The response from Sport England goes on to itemise a range of outdoor and 
indoor sport provision for which contributions are requested, totalling 
somewhere in the region of £455,000. 
 
(Officer Comment: Sport England’s statutory remit relates only to 
development where playing fields are involved, and they have recognised that 
the proposed development results in no loss or adverse impact upon existing 
playing fields.  Requests itemised in the response, in terms of outdoor 
facilities elsewhere within the District, are not directly associated with the 
development and do not appear to be CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy 
Regulations) compliant.  Furthermore, at this time, the Strategies referred to in 
their response have not been adopted and despite Sport England’s reliance 
upon them for justifying their request for contributions, the weight that can be 
attributed to them is, in Officers’ opinion, limited). 

 
3.25 Severn Trent Water – No objection, subject to conditions. 
 
3.26 Woodland Trust – 
  

(Original comments) 
Considering the proximity of the development to the adjacent ancient 
woodland, Axborough Wood, we object to this application as we have 
significant concerns regarding the potential impacts of the development.  

  
National Planning Policy Framework, paragraph 118, states that "planning 
permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or 
deterioration of irreplaceable habitats, including ancient woodland and the 
loss of aged or veteran trees found outside ancient woodland, unless the 
need for, and benefits of, the development in that location clearly outweigh the 
loss."  

  
We are concerned about the following: 
• Intensification of the recreational activity of humans and their pets cause 
disturbance to the habitats of breeding birds, vegetation damage, litter, and 
fire damage. 
• Noise and light pollution occurring from adjacent development, during both 
construction and operational phases. 
• Where the wood edge overhangs public areas, branches and even whole 
trees can be indiscriminately lopped/felled, causing reduction of the woodland 
canopy, which will be threatening to the longer-term retention of such trees.  
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• There can be changes to the hydrology altering ground water and surface 
water quantities. Also the introduction of water run offs from urban 
development will result in changes to the characteristics and quality of the 
surface water as a result of pollution/contamination etc.  

  
Creation of new areas of woodland or buffer zones around semi-natural 
habitats, and more particularly ancient woodland, will help to reduce and 
ameliorate the impact of damaging edge effects, serving to improve their 
sustainability. The size of the buffer is dependent on the intensity of land use 
adjacent to ancient woodland. In this case, it doesn’t appear as though the 
applicant has provided a suitable buffer to the ancient woodland. We believe 
that a buffer of at least 100m should be implemented between any areas of 
development and ancient woodland. This should be made up of at least 50% 
tree cover, planting this area if necessary. 

  
In summary, the Trust objects to this planning application on the basis of 
damage to ancient woodland. We believe that the proposed development 
requires a suitable buffer of at least 100m to prevent any detrimental effect on 
the ancient woodland. 
 
(Further comments following receipt of additional information) 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment further. The applicant in their 
response (to previous objections) indicates that it is willing to leave a 50m 
buffer between the development and ancient woodland to be made up of 
existing mature trees and planting. While the Trust is concerned that this may 
not be substantial enough to protect the ancient woodland, if the council is 
minded to approve, we would urge that a condition is added that the 50m 
buffer is protected from any form of development encroachment in perpetuity.  
 

3.27 NHS Redditch and Bromsgrove CCG – 
The site of the proposed development lies within the practice areas of five 
Worcestershire GP surgeries located in Kidderminster.  All are fully utilising all 
of their clinical rooms and would therefore have no capacity to provide 
services to the cumulative number of residents that will move into the houses 
planned to be built in their practice area.  Some of these practices applied to 
NHS England for funding for extensions last year, but were unsuccessful in 
their bids, due to insufficient funds to meet demand. 
 
The surgery that would be most affected would be that situated in Cookley.  
The practice have already expressed their concern that their existing 
premises will not be able to accommodate such a large influx of new patients, 
and have been considering options, including an extension to their current 
premises or opening a branch surgery.  This is where any funding would be 
directed if the application were successful. 

  
I am therefore submitting a request for a financial contribution under Section 
106 of the Town & Country Planning Act from planning application 17/0205 for 
the extension of premises. 
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The contribution is calculated as: 
  

Capacity & Cost Analysis  

  

Planned Number of dwellings 600 

Forecast increase in population  1440 

Average no. of consultations per annum 1750 

Forecast no. of consultations per annum 8640 

Consulting room capacity 6300 

No. of consulting rooms required 1.37 

Forecast floor area required  21.94sq.m 

Clinical/non clinical support 14.63sq.m 

Total Floor Area Required 36.57sq.m 

Forecast outturn costs                               £130,214  (£217.03 per 
dwelling) 

  
As can be seen from the capacity and cost analysis above, this request is 
directly related to the development and is fairly and reasonably related in 
scale and kind to the development. 
 

3.28 Neighbour/Site and Press Notice –  
 
 The application has generated 17 representations from third parties, of which 

16 take the form of objections and 1 is supportive of the development as 
proposed. 

 
 The grounds for objection are summarised as follows: 
 

 Increased traffic in The Crescent during construction; 

 Increased traffic in The Crescent upon completion.  The Crescent is poorly 
maintained and narrow, with on street parking and inappropriate as a 
secondary access to the site.  Originally only used as an emergency 
access/exit to and from the hospital. 

 Inadequate space for a right turn feeder lane on the A449 to access The 
Crescent. 

 Call for the introduction of a traffic island at the junction of the A449 and 
The Crescent. 
(Officer Comment:  There is no basis for such a provision in highways 
terms, and in any event there is insufficient space within the adopted 
highway to accommodate such a feature).  

 Disruption to residents during the laying of new services. 

 Need for surface improvements to the public highway (The Crescent). 

 Excessive density of development/too many properties proposed on the 
site which would be detrimental to the character and appearance of the 
area. 

 Adverse impact upon the openness of the Green Belt. 
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 Need to ensure that the current prohibited right-turn from the A449 into 
Park Gate Road is removed, to reduce potential demand on The Crescent. 
(Officer Comment: Such provision forms part of the proposed, and 
supported, off site highways works).  

 Increased congestion on the highway network. 

 Concerns regarding highway safety in general due to increased traffic 
movements, and in particular the adverse impact upon the Park Gate 
Road/A451 junction. 

 Inadequate pedestrian crossing facilities on the A449. 

 Reduction in separation between Cookley and Kidderminster resulting in 
merging of the built-up areas. 

 Increased demand on inadequate sewage system. 

 Increased demand upon already limited services within Cookley. 

 Increased pollution due to increased volumes of vehicles, especially in The 
Crescent. 

 Insufficient provision made for necessary infrastructure to support the 
development (e.g. school spaces and GP surgery demand). 

 Adverse impact upon wildlife, including protected species such as badger; 
bats; and, dormice. 

 Existing on site woodland areas require management and maintenance.  
Who will be responsible for this going forward in order to protect and 
preserve these wooded areas? 

 Poor sustainability credentials of the proposed development in this 
location. 

 Concerns regarding intensity of future street lighting. 
(Officer Comment:  This is a detailed matter which is not for consideration 
at this outline stage.  In any event, adopted highway lighting levels would 
be matters for the Highway Authority in due course). 

 
 
4.0   Officer Comments 
 
 OVERVIEW 
4.1 The application as submitted has been made in Outline form, with all matters 

of detail reserved for subsequent approval, with the exception of access.  The 
application proposes up to 600 dwellings along with employment and 
retail/café/community use floorspace.  The proposed primary point of access 
is from Park Gate Road to the south of the site (which was previously the case 
for the hospital) albeit in a slightly repositioned access position slightly to the 
west of the existing gated access drive, for reasons of improved visibility.  The 
secondary access is proposed via The Crescent, to the north west of the site.  
A third access point is also proposed off Axborough Lane, to the north, 
however this access would serve only a limited number of the proposed new 
dwellings (up to 10 in total) by way of a cul-de-sac, with no vehicular 
penetration beyond into the wider site.  The existing Public Right of Way 
would be unaffected. 
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4.2 The application is accompanied by an illustrative masterplan, which provides 

a purely indicative scheme which indicates suggested development blocks 
and internal routes, as well as potential development frontages.  The net 
development area proposed is in the region of 15 hectares (of this overall 48.7 
hectare site), leaving significant green areas consisting of the existing open 
and wooded areas, which would help to deliver a “parkland” setting for the 
proposed new development.   

 
4.3 In terms of the proposed residential element, development is indicated 

primarily upon the site of existing buildings which are all scheduled for 
demolition, although some “swapping-out” of previously developed areas of 
the site with currently landscaped areas is proposed.  The masterplan 
indicates the retention of the existing playing pitches and associated facilities, 
located towards the south of the site.  The proposed commercial/employment 
elements are suggested as being located close to the Park gate Road access, 
to the south of the site, below the aforementioned playing pitches, to the rear 
of the 2 no. existing residential dwellings fronting Park Gate Lane.  This area 
of the site is not “previously developed”, and is currently an agricultural field. 

 
4.4 The application, whilst submitted in Outline form, has been accompanied by a 

suite of supporting documents, which are listed below: 
 

 Supporting Planning Statement 

 Design and Access Statement 

 Sustainability Statement 

 Statement of Community Involvement 

 Transport Assessment and Framework Travel Plan 

 Flood Risk Assessment 

 Outline Drainage Strategy 

 Ecological Appraisal (including baseline Ecology Report, Updated 
Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey) 

 Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

 Historic Environment Desk Based Assessment 

 Phase 1B Geo-environmental Report 

 Air Quality Assessment 

 Utilities Summary 

 Tree Survey 

 Topographical Survey 

 Protected Species Reports (confidential) 

 Financial Viability Assessment 
 

4.5 This suite of documents has been further supplemented by additional 
submissions in direct response to matters raised through the consultation 
process, and these include: 

 

 Addendum to Drainage Strategy 

 Air Quality Assessment – Updated  
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 Final Addendum – Updated Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey, Findings of 
further Bat Survey and Hedgerow Assessment 

 Response to Ecology Comments 

 Revision(s) to originally submitted Financial Viability Assessment 
 
4.6 To assist in the identification and consideration of the various matters which 

are considered to be particularly relevant to this application, the following 
Officer commentary is subdivided into a series of topic headings.  However, 
Members are reminded that these matters are not stand alone issues, rather 
they all form part of the overall planning balance as to the merits, or 
otherwise, of the application as submitted.  To assist, therefore, the key 
considerations are broken down under the following headings: 

 

 Planning Policy and the Principle of the Development; 

 Highways Matters; 

 Air Quality; 

 Landscape and Visual Impact; 

 Ecology and Biodiversity; 

 Flooding and Drainage; 

 Demands upon Infrastructure; 

 Impact upon existing neighbouring/nearby properties. 

 Other Issues; 

 Financial Viability and S106 Obligations; 

 Public Benefits of the Development. 
 

PLANNING POLICY AND THE PRINCIPLE OF THE DEVELOPMENT 
4.7 At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) lies the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as 
the so-called “golden thread” running through both plan-making and decision-
taking. Paragraph 14 of the NPPF states that for decision-taking this means: 

 

 “approving development proposals that accord with the development plan 
without delay; and 

 where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-
of-date, granting permission unless: 
- any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly or demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies in this 
Framework taken as a whole; or 

- specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be 
restricted”.  (Officer’s emphasis) 

 
4.8 Paragraph 12 of the NPPF makes it perfectly clear that it (the NPPF): 
 
 “....does not change the status of the development plan as the starting point 

for decision making.  Proposed development that accords with an up-to-date 
Local Plan should be approved, and proposed development that conflicts 
should be refused unless other material considerations indicate otherwise ...” 

 (Officer’s emphasis). 
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4.9 As already identified, the application site, despite being located within the 

Green Belt, is a recognised and designated as a “Previously Developed Site 
in the Green Belt” within the Adopted Site Allocations and Policies Local Plan 
(SAAPLP) and is therefore Policy SAL.PDS1 is of direct relevance, which in 
terms of the Lea Castle site states that: 

 
 “Within the Previously Developed Land (PDL) boundary of the former Lea 

Castle Hospital, the following development is acceptable in principle: 
 

 C3 (Dwelling Houses) 

 C2 (Residential Institutions) 

 B1 (Business) 

 Health and Sport Facilities.” 
 
4.10 The Policy goes on to make it clear that incremental or piecemeal 

development of the site would not be favoured, unless accompanied by a 
Masterplan for the overall site.  Policy SAL.PDS1 also goes on to set out 
minimum development principles for the site which require development 
proposals to: 

 

 demonstrate no greater visual impact on the openness of the Green 
belt than existing development; 

 be focused on the previously developed parts of the site; 

 supplement and enhance existing strong landscape framework 
surrounding the site to improve ecological and landscape value; 

 retain Talbotshill Coppice; 

 retain existing sport pitches for community use; 

 investigate opportunities for providing safe, attractive and convenient 
pedestrian and cycle links between the site, Cookley and Kidderminster 
to ensure that local facilities are accessible by alternatives to the car; 

 make a financial contribution to the provision of affordable housing off-
site in accordance with the adopted Core Strategy Policy CP04” 

 
The policy also stresses that any proposals for C3 (dwelling houses) should 
be accompanied by a viability assessment which identifies and supports the 
case made for proposed mix, tenure and quantum/density of housing on the 
site. 
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4.11 Members may wish to note that the Lea Castle site boundary identified under, 

and therefore subject to the requirements of, Policy SAL.PDS1 is almost 
identical to the current planning application site boundary.  The only 
differences relate to an area of land adjacent to The Crescent (to the north 
west of the site), however no built development is proposed in this area; and, 
the area of land to the north of the application site which links the main body 
of the site to Axborough Lane, within which a small number of, most likely, 
larger properties are envisaged by the Applicant.  Lying beyond the allocated 
site boundary as it appears in the current iteration of the Adopted Local Plan, 
this part of the planning application site therefore falls within the Green Belt 
and development in this area should be considered against the relevant 
national and local Green Belt policies, albeit against the backdrop of the wider 
Lea Castle site.     

 
4.12 Members are advised that the agricultural field between the existing sports 

pitches and the properties facing Park Gate Road, despite itself showing no 
obvious signs of having been previously developed, is included within the 
Local Plan defined boundary for the Lea Castle site. 

 
4.13 The application site lies within, and as such is surrounded by, land within the 

Green Belt, with the guidance set out within the NPPF and Policy SAL.UP1 
therefore of relevance, with Paragraph 89 (bullet point 6) of the NPPF making 
it clear that: 

 
 “…. The partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed sites 

(brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing use …. which would 
have no greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt ……” 

 
 would be an appropriate form of development in the Green Belt. 
 
4.14 Members will be acutely aware that the review of the Local Plan is well under 

way, with the public consultation on the draft Preferred Options having taken 
place over the summer months, which in turn generated significant levels of 
public interest and engagement.  Those responses are currently being 
collated and considered by Officers.  The Lea Castle site, as it is indicated 
upon the current planning application site boundary, was included as a Core 
Site within the Preferred Options, and included the above mentioned land off 
Axborough Lane, unlike the boundary included within the current Adopted 
Local Plan. 
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4.15 As such, and as referred to above, whilst that particular section of the 

application site boundary lies beyond the current Local Plan site allocation, it 
is included as a Core Site within the Preferred Options site boundary.  The 
likely direction of travel in terms of the Lea Castle site and the delivery of a 
significant level of new homes, even at this emerging stage of the Local Plan 
Review, appears clear, especially against the backdrop of the allocation of the 
site in previous (and current) iterations of the Development Plan.  Paragraph 
216 of the NPPF allows weight to be given to emerging policy.  Given the 
early stage of the review and the unknown objections to the allocation, it is 
Officers’ opinion, therefore, that additional weight can be attributed in favour 
of this application. 

 
4.16 The proposal, at up to 600 dwellings, represents a significant form of 

development within the Wyre Forest District, of a scale of housing not seen for 
some years.  Whilst the delivery of these proposed properties would, it is 
envisaged, take place over a 10 year period, the significance of the site in 
terms of housing delivery during the Development Plan period cannot be 
underplayed.  Members will understand the Council’s obligation to identify 
suitable sites and deliver new housing development and the need to be able 
to demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply and significantly boost the 
supply of housing, as required under Paragraphs 47 and 49 of the NPPF.  
The Council can demonstrate a 5 year housing supply and has consistently 
delivered new homes over the current Development Plan period.  However, 
such supply is based on the delivery of such development as the application 
site.  The Lea Castle site and the current development proposal can provide a 
significant proportion of the future need, on an allocated site which has been 
identified in the correct plan-making manner. 

 
4.17 As is discussed elsewhere in this report, the Financial Viability of the 

development is a very real issue given existing site conditions and associated 
abnormalities, and the overall development proposal has been the subject of 
so-called “soft market testing”, including the level of and potential demand for 
B1 employment floorspace, which is in line with Policy SAL.PDS1.  The level 
of floor space proposed is, it is claimed by the Applicant, reflective of the level 
of demand for such floor space in this part of the District, and is not therefore 
an over provision of such a use in this location.  This position is supported by 
NWEDR within the comments provided at Paragraph 3.19, above.   

 
4.18 At a proposed floor space 150sq.m., the proposed (A1) retail/(A3) café/(D1) 

community use (which could include day nursery, clinic, etc), would also be 
compatible on this site and would not fall foul of, in particular, the retail 
policies of the SAAPLP, which would require a sequential site appraisal for 
retail development in excess of 280sq.m.  Clearly, in this case such a 
potential requirement is not triggered.  As to what the actual end user would 
be for this floorspace has yet to be determined, but the provision for such 
facilities, albeit at a modest scale, is to be welcomed and gives a degree of 
flexibility in terms of the end use to serve the wider development, with the 
market likely to dictate the occupancy use. 
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4.19 As previously outlined, the so-called “golden thread” running through the 

NPPF is the presumption in favour of sustainable development, with three 
dimensions identified to sustainable development, these being: 

 

 an economic role (helping to build a strong and competitive economy by 
ensuring that the right type of land in the right places is available to 
support growth); 

 a social role (supporting communities by providing the necessary supply of 
housing, with access to local services to support the health, social and 
cultural well-being of residents) 

 an environmental role (protecting and enhancing the natural, built and 
historic environment and assist with biodiversity improvements, amongst 
other things) 

 
It is against these dimensions that it is necessary to consider the merits of 
planning applications, albeit that if development proposals are in accordance 
with and up-to-date Local Plan, which has been subject to Examination in 
Public, then to a greater or lesser extent the high level sustainable credentials 
of the site will have already been tested and accepted, as should be the case 
with the Lea Castle site. 
  

4.20 The site’s location, beyond the limits of Kidderminster and outside of the 
Cookley Village boundary, make this something of a stand-alone remote site 
and as such, notwithstanding the above, the sustainable credentials of the site 
and the development now proposed do warrant further examination and 
consideration.  In this regard, the 12 core planning principles as listed under 
Paragraph 17 of the NPPF are of direct relevance.  It is not deemed 
necessary to list all of these at this juncture, but it is felt worthwhile to highlight 
and summarise those which appear to be of particular relevance to the current 
proposal, these being the requirement to: 

 

 always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity 
for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings; 

 contribute to conserving and enhancing the natural environment …..; 

 encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been 
previously developed ….; 

 Promote mixed use developments, and encourage multiple benefits from 
the use of land …. Recognising that some open land can perform many 
functions (such as wildlife, recreation, flood risk mitigation ….); 

 Actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest use of public 
transport, walking and cycling …. 

 …. deliver sufficient community and cultural facilities and services to meet 
local needs. 
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4.21 Overall, and in light of the specific policy relevant to the application site, the 

proposed development, in principle, is considered to be in general conformity 
with the NPPF and the Adopted Development Plan, but given the outline 
nature of the application it is inevitable that some devil will still lie in the detail.  
As to its sustainable credentials, the sections of the report that follow make 
specific commentary on those matters listed above to enable a conclusion on 
this question to be drawn and a recommendation to be made. 

 
HIGHWAYS MATTERS 

4.22 As has already been identified, the application has been accompanied by a 
Transport Assessment, which has been prepared following extensive pre-
application engagement with the Highways Authority.  The submitted 
assessment includes not only the assessment and suggested improvements 
and alterations to the site access(es), as previously referred to, but also 
considers any impact upon the wider highway network, to include the nearby 
junctions, and identifies necessary mitigation works consisting of: 

 

 A449 Wolverhampton Road / A451 Stourbridge Road – some relatively 
minor alterations to the existing kerb line at the mini-island adjacent to 
Broadwaters Park. 
 

 A449 Wolverhampton Road / Park Gate Road - the introduction of a 
right turn lane at the traffic lights for vehicles heading in a northerly 
direction out of Kidderminster, and the associated changes to the traffic 
light sequencing. 

 

 A449 Wolverhampton Road / The Crescent – provision of a right turn 
lane for traffic turning into The Crescent which will also allow for the 
provision of a pedestrian refuge within the centre of the A449 
carriageway.  Improved junction visibility splays. 

  

 A451 Stourbridge Road / Park Gate Road – improved visibility at the 
junction along with the widening of the existing right turn land on the 
A451. 

 
4.23 The “with mitigation” junction alterations, as summarised above, have been 

modelled in terms of their future capacity and functioning, and no detrimental 
impact or adverse effect upon the wider highway network and highway safety 
has been identified by the Highways Authority, despite the concerns 
expressed within the third party responses summarised above. 
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4.24 Members will have noted the objections raised by Churchill and Blakedown 

Parish Council as reported in full under Paragraph 3.2 above, and their 
concerns regarding the impact upon the wider highway network, and 
associated concerns regarding increased traffic movements along Waggon 
Lane, through Churchill and onto Stackenbridge Lane, as well as Churchill 
Lane and the approaches to Blakedown Railway Station and onwards onto 
the A456.  Other routes, and their suitability are also mentioned.  To this end, 
the Parish Council has commissioned its own consultants to prepare a 
technical note on these matters, which in turn has been shared with both the 
Applicant and the Highways Authority.   

 
4.25   The Applicant has responded, in turn to the matters raised and have 

concluded that in all regards the originally submitted Transport Assessment 
demonstrates that the impact of the development proposals are not severe in 
the context of the NPPF.  The Highways Authority has not raised any issues 
or expressed further concern on these matters and maintain their formal “no 
objection” response. 

  
4.26 In terms of public transport, the highways adjacent to and in close proximity to 

the Lea Castle site do currently feature bus services, primarily linking 
Kidderminster with Cookley and Stourbridge).  It is proposed that the existing 
9/9A bus services (which connects Kidderminster and Cookley) be diverted 
through the site once developed, with the existing bus frequencies unlikely to 
change.  Bus shelters will be provided as appropriate within the application 
site.  Such matters can be addressed via planning condition.  In terms of the 
commercial viability of the diverted bus service(s), the Applicants make the 
case that the likely uplift in passenger numbers would sufficient to make the 
service(s) viable, without the need for additional Worcestershire County 
Council subsidies, and that no S106 financial contribution would therefore be 
necessary.  This position is supported by the Highway Authority, who has also 
confirmed that the bus service in question is currently operated by the County 
Council and it is therefore within their gift to divert the service regardless.  

 
4.27 Cycle and pedestrian enhancements are proposed on the surrounding 

highway, to include shared use footway/cycleway improvements along the 
length of Park Gate Road; and, along the A449 between the junction with The 
Crescent, beyond the A449/Park Gate Road traffic signals, to Wolverhampton 
Road, with all works capable of being accommodated within the extent of the 
adopted highway and associated verges.  As such, delivery of these 
enhancements would be via a Section 278 (of the Highways Act) Agreement, 
and not via S106 planning obligations. 

 
4.28 Cycle and pedestrian routes will also be enhanced throughout the 

development site itself, allowing for penetration through the development and 
to link up to the existing PRoW and the proposed footpaths and woodland 
walks envisaged by the development and illustrated on the submitted 
illustrative masterplan.. 
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4.29 A Framework Travel Plan has been submitted and has been found to be 

acceptable, which sets out measures to encourage non-reliance upon private 
cars for future residents of the development, some of which have been 
identified above in terms of bus service and pedestrian/cycle way 
enhancements, as well as other suggested measures to influence travel 
behaviour. 

 
 AIR QUALITY 
4.30 There is no suggestion that the proposed development would result in a long 

term deterioration in the air quality within the immediate vicinity of the site, 
with the possible exception of some temporary issues during construction 
phases which in turn can be addressed by condition in the normal way via a 
Construction Management Plan, which would include, but not be restricted to, 
such issues as dust suppression measures (during demolition and site 
clearance, in particular). 

 
4.31 Matters relating to air quality, which require consideration in this case, revolve 

around vehicle emissions in particular within the wider highway network due 
to the increased numbers of vehicles associated with the development.  Of 
particular relevance is the existing Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) in 
the Horsefair/Radford Avenue area of the Kidderminster, and what impact the 
predicted levels of additional traffic attributable to the Lea Castle development 
might have.  Such matters are highlighted within the respective responses 
received from the Highway Authority and WRS as summarised at Paragraphs 
3.3 and 3.20 respectively. 

 
4.32 Whilst it remains the case that WRS clearly maintain some concerns, or at the 

very least are seeking additional information, and in turn greater comfort, as to 
the impact of the development on the AQMA in particular, it is considered that 
such matters can be addressed satisfactorily via planning condition.   

 
4.33 It is also the case, as stated by the Highway Authority, that other routes are 

available and as such not all traffic associated with the Lea Castle 
development would be directed through, or limited to, the Horsefair to access 
Kidderminster and routes beyond. 

 
4.34 Furthermore, Members may wish to note that Officers have been working 

closely with colleagues at the County Council and relevant landowners to 
deliver a highways design solution to reduce traffic congestion in the 
Horsefair/Churchfields area of Kidderminster, in line with the aspirations set 
out within the Adopted Churchfields Masterplan SPD.  To this end, it is 
anticipated that a planning application, which will encompass the proposed 
highway design solution, is likely to be submitted to the Council by the end of 
the current calendar year.   
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4.35 Whilst any application would stand to be considered on its merits, such a 

significant redesign of the highway in and around the Horsefair area would 
help to ease congestion and improve the flows of traffic.  This in turn would 
assist greatly in improving the overall air quality in this area.  Whilst it is 
acknowledged that actual numbers of vehicles passing through the Horsefair 
aren’t likely to be reduced and may actually increase, with improved 
circulation and flows, the volume of waiting traffic is anticipated to be reduced.  
That said, the Lea Castle development cannot rely upon a development 
proposal elsewhere and must stand-up to scrutiny in its own right and in this 
regard Officers are satisfied that the current outline proposals can be 
supported in terms of air quality.  
 
LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACT 

4.36 As previously described, despite the overall size of the site and the large 
number of buildings thereon, the application site is actually very well screened 
from the surrounding area by the significant areas of mature tree coverage 
and wooded areas located within and around the periphery of the site.  Whilst 
a few glimpses of buildings can be had, from the A451 Stourbridge Road, it is 
very much a case of knowing where to look.  It would be fair to say that 
someone not familiar with the site’s existence would have little or no reason to 
contemplate what might lie beyond the screen of trees. 

 
4.37 Within the site, there are significant areas of woodland and open grassland, 

which the Applicant’s propose to use to full effect in terms of providing 
parkland setting for the new dwellings.  Amongst this, new formal and informal 
areas of publicly accessible open space are to be provided, along with a 
series of equipped areas for children’s play as well as a network of footpaths 
and cycle ways.  The precise location of these has yet to be established, 
although the submitted illustrative plans and associated submissions give 
comfort in terms of the level of proposed provision, which includes a 
combined Neighbourhood Equipped Area of Play (NEAP) and a Local 
Equipped Area of Play (LEAP) along with an additional LEAP and a series of 
Local Areas of Play (LAPs), all of which can be secured via planning 
condition/S106 obligation. 

 
4.38 The application, as previously indicated, has been accompanied by a 

Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) which includes a detailed analysis of 
the potential impact of the development on the landscape and its 
surroundings, and is accompanied by a series of photographs taken from a 
wide range of publicly accessible points over a wide radius, as previously 
agreed with Officers. 
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4.39 The LVA concludes that in terms of the landscape, the overall impact of the 

proposed built development will be small in scale.  The development will 
deliver a landscape that is in better condition than at present, with a 
comprehensive landscape framework or green infrastructure network forming 
a “grid” across the site.  Whilst in terms of the visual impact, the LVA 
concludes that there will be little change in the views and visual character of 
the surrounding area due to the confinement of the majority of built 
development within the existing peripheral woodland.  That said, it 
acknowledges that a small number of residential properties (those addressed 
onto Park Gate Road) will be adversely impacted upon in terms of their 
current outlook, primarily due to the proposed location of the non-residential 
(B1 business use) elements of the development to the southern extreme of 
the site on the current agricultural field, as previously indicated. 
 

4.40 Members will have noted the comments of the County Council’s Landscape 
Officer at paragraph 3.14 above, who supports the conclusions made and 
raises no objection to the proposals, subject to conditions relating to future 
restoration and management of the landscape.  In light of this, Officers are 
satisfied that the development as proposed would be in accordance with the 
relevant policies of the Development Plan, and Section 11 of the NPPF.  
 
ECOLOGY AND BIODIVERSITY 

4.41 Members will have noted the responses of, in particular, the Countryside 
Conservation Officer at Paragraph 3.9 above.  There is no doubting that the 
redevelopment of this previously developed site within the Green Belt is not 
with complications in terms of ecology and biodiversity, a fact recognised by 
the Applicant who has commissioned an extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey 
along with other supplementary surveys and assessments. 

 
4.42 There is a known presence of various protected species on the site including 

Bat, Badger and Dormice.  Given that these species are protected, it would 
not be appropriate to go into great detail within this public document as to 
their location(s) on the site, other than to say that the Bats, in significant 
numbers (and of a relatively rare species for Worcestershire) are known to be 
roosting within existing on-site infrastructure, which it is proposed to remove.  
Badger and Dormice are known to be located within the wooded areas.  An 
additional survey has confirmed that no reptiles have been found on the site. 

 
4.43 In terms of proposals for Bat relocation from their current roosts, Members will 

have noted that a separate, but related, application has recently been 
submitted to provide Bat Barns, etc (Application ref: 17/0596/FULL), which 
currently remains undetermined. 
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4.44 It is clear from the Countryside Conservation Officer’s detailed and evolving 

comments regarding the application that whilst progress has been made, 
thanks to additional and supplementary submissions made by the Applicant, 
that he remains unconvinced that all that could be done has been thus far, 
and he is pressing for additional survey work and further consideration with 
regarding to the fauna, and in particular the protected species found on the 
site. 

 
4.45 The same could be said of the flora on site, and in particularly the somewhat 

contentious issue of acid grassland – is it present or not?  The Applicants 
position is that whilst it may have been present in the past, the surveys they 
have undertaken have found no evidence that it is still present.  By contrast 
the Countryside Conservation Officer is of the opinion that it is present, albeit 
in a degenerated form but with suitable enhancement and management it 
could be reinstated to its former glory.  Acid grassland has deteriorated over 
the years in the Wyre Forest District but nevertheless is of ecological 
significance such that where opportunities arise to reinstate or reinvigorate 
such grassland they should not be allowed to pass by.  The Applicant 
maintains that the key species indicative of acid grassland that might result in 
it being classified as a key habitat are not present on the site, but 
acknowledges that through appropriate management the habitat could 
improve, which may in turn allow the acid grassland it be re-established.   

 
4.46 Matters relating to potential impacts upon nearby water resources and in 

particular Hurcott  and Podmore Pools do now appear to have been 
satisfactorily address, as too have a good number of the original concerns 
raised in terms of Ecology and Biodiversity on and in the vicinity of the site.  
That is to say that through dialogue significant strides have been made in 
ensuring that the proposed development satisfies the requirements of the 
NPPF and in particular provides “ … net gains in biodiversity where possible” 
(Paragraph 109 – NPPF) and “…. incorporates biodiversity in and around (the 
development)” (Paragraph 118 – NPPF). 

 
4.47 It is clear to Officers that the Applicant has not approached the issue of 

Biodiversity and associated mitigation and enhancements lightly, and the 
application proposes a series of measures which include, but are not 
restricted to, such matters as: 

 

 Consideration of reduced impact lighting for development in recognition of 
the Bat population; 

 Enhancements to existing natural tree and plant species; 

 Additional native planting to encourage invertebrate diversity providing 
additional foraging for other species; 

 Creation of swales and dry ditches as part of SuDS scheme; 

 Woodland management and creation of log piles to increase invertebrates 
and other species. 
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4.48 This is by no means an exhaustive list, and the requirements of the S106 

Agreement detailed later in this report will also include management 
requirements for the formal and informal areas of the development 
recognising its key role in providing Green Infrastructure. 

 
4.49 It is, therefore, disappointing that agreement on the full extent, and in 

particular the timing, of Biodiversity related surveys and mitigation measures 
cannot be agreed at this time, although discussions to this effect continue.  
Officers are, therefore, left to consider whether the matters that remain 
outstanding require all “i’s” and “t’s” dotted and crossed at this stage prior to 
determination.  Were this planning application made in Full, there is little 
doubt that the answer to this would be – yes. 

 
4.50 However, it is the case that the application before Members has been made in 

Outline form, with only matters of access to be agreed at this stage.  The 
submitted masterplan is clearly indicated as being for illustrative purposes, 
although given the current arrangement of buildings on the site; the extent of 
the previously developed land; and the associated infrastructure, it is likely 
that the final detailed layout wouldn’t be too far removed from what is 
indicated thereon.  This being the case, and whilst being entirely respectful of 
the outstanding concerns being expressed by the Countryside Conservation 
Officer in particular, it is Officers’ opinion that the Outline nature of the 
application does allow the opportunity to impose suitable, pre-commencement 
planning conditions requiring suitable additional levels of survey and 
mitigation measures before any development commences on the site, 
including the demolition of existing buildings on the site.  To this end, Officers 
are content that the application meets the requirements of Policies CP13 and 
CP14 of the Adopted Core Strategy and Policy SAL.UP5 of the SAAPLP.   

 
FLOODING AND DRAINAGE 

4.51 The entire site falls within Flood Zone 1, as defined by the Environment 
Agency’s Flood Risk Map.  That is to say, the site has a less than 0.1% 
probability of fluvial flooding.  This is hardly surprising given the site’s location 
and the lack of water-bodies on the site.  The entire site is located in the 
catchment of the River Stour, but is so located that there appears to be next 
to no risk of flooding, save for some possible localised surface water flood 
risk. 

 
4.52 Members will have noted the positive comments received from NWWM on 

matters of surface water and drainage, at Paragraph 3.5 above.  The 
proposed surface water drainage incorporates the use of a SuDS scheme, 
which features the use of swales or shallow ditches which in turn would allow 
for natural recharge into the ground and allow for discharge into wet/dry 
ponds, which would be a feature of the proposed areas of open space 
referred to previously, further enhancing the parkland style setting of the 
development. 
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4.53 However, given the nature of the development and the areas of existing, and 

proposed, hard standing associated, as acknowledged by NWWM in their 
response, there would still need to be some reliance upon the existing piped 
drainage. 

 
4.54 There are no objections to the proposals for foul drainage disposal, which 

would be via the established foul system, which maintains sufficient capacity.  
The development would therefore satisfy the requirements of Policy CP02 of 
the Adopted Core Strategy and Policy SAL.CC7 of the SAAPLP.   

 
DEMANDS UPON INFRASTRUCTURE 

4.55 Not surprisingly, and as summarised within the list of third party 
representations, the issue of infrastructure, and in particular concerns 
regarding school and GP surgery capacities have been identified, including 
those concerns expressed by Wolverley and Cookley Parish Council. 

 
4.56 Clearly, whatever the final mix of houses on the site may turn out to be (which 

is not confirmed or fixed at this Outline stage other than the upper limit of 600 
dwellings) there will be a significant number of new residents drawn to and 
living on the development upon completion, who in turn will place their own 
demands upon services and infrastructure, to include schools (both Primary 
and Secondary level) and access to doctors (GPs) surgeries.  On this issue, 
as expressed by Wolverley and Cookley Parish Council for one, it is known 
that, for instance, the existing GP surgery in Cookley is close to, if not already 
at, capacity.  In a similar vein, Cookley Primary School is also close to being, 
or already, full.  

 
4.57 Policy CP07 of the Adopted Core Strategy emphasises the need to make 

provision for the delivery of community infrastructure.  To this end, both the 
Education Authority and the local NHS Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG), 
in responding to consultation on the application, have confirmed the existing 
position and likely increased demand upon existing primary and secondary 
education and GP surgeries, and have in turn requested not insignificant 
financial contributions towards improving and enhancing existing capacity 
within the surrounding catchment areas.  These requests are itemised under 
paragraphs 3.11 and 3.27 above and also summarised below, along with 
other S106 Obligations, although until the final mix and tenure of dwellings is 
known a definitive monitory figure cannot be placed upon the education 
contribution.   

 
4.58  However, to assist Members in appreciating the significance of the likely 

financial contribution, by way of a simple example - were a 20% level of on-
site Affordable Housing (which incurs no education contribution requirement) 
to be provided on a 20/40/40% split of 2, 3 and 4 bedroom properties (based 
upon 600 dwellings in total), the final figures (based upon the tariff included in 
the table below) would be in the region of £1.4M for primary and £1.9M for 
secondary - A total figure of in the region of £3.3M for education contributions 
alone. 
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4.59 Members are advised, however, that the data relied upon, and justification 

given, for the current levels of the Secondary Education contributions, are 
subject to ongoing further analysis and in this regard, notwithstanding the 
above and the summary regarding S106 obligations which follows later in the 
report, it may be necessary to update Members further on such matters via 
the Addenda Sheet, which may require amendments to the figures listed 
under paragraph 3.11, above. 

 
IMPACT UPON EXISTING NEIGHBOURING/NEARBY PROPERTIES 

 4.60 Having given due consideration to a variety of topic based planning matters 
above, it still remains necessary to consider the potential impact upon existing 
neighbours. 

 
4.61 The relationship between the proposed B1 business use to the south of the 

site and those existing dwellings on Park Gate Road has previously been 
touched upon, and there is no doubt that the impact upon visual outlook from 
the rear of the existing properties will be detrimentally impacted upon.  The 
exact layout and form of the development, as with the remainder of the site, 
remains unknown at this Outline stage.  Even so, the proximity to relation to 
the existing dwellings is such that some impact is likely, not only in terms of 
the physical building(s) but also the associated vehicle movement and car 
parking.  Even so, with suitable boundary treatment and landscaping, the 
development in this area can be delivered in an appropriate form.   

 
4.62 Whilst it is the case that the Lea Castle site has sat vacant for some years 

now, and in turn nearby residents have become accustomed to little or no 
regular vehicle movements to and from the site, that hasn’t always been the 
case.  That said, it is only to be expected that the redevelopment of the site 
and the associated increased vehicle movements both at the construction 
stages and upon completion and full occupation will have resulted in concerns 
being expressed by local residents, most notably those living in or close to 
The Crescent.  These objections have been summarised at Paragraph 3.28 of 
the report. 

 
4.63 It is the case that The Crescent is an adopted highway, albeit narrow in parts, 

which had previously provided a vehicular route into and from the Lea Castle 
Hospital.  The proposed development would seek to reintroduce access into 
the site via The Crescent.  Furthermore, as outlined elsewhere in the report, 
the diversion of the 9/9A bus service via the site would result in in buses 
bases along The Crescent, which was not previously the case.  
Enhancements to the access and improved visibility splays are proposed at 
the junction of The Crescent with the A449 Wolverhampton Road, and a right 
turn lane and pedestrian refuge are also proposed, all to the satisfaction of the 
Highway Authority. 

 
 
 
 



Agenda Item No. 5 

  
 

17/0205/OUTL 
 
 
4.64 In terms of actual new build residential development and any impact upon 

existing residential properties in The Crescent, the illustrative masterplan does 
suggest an area of new housing to be located beyond the existing last 
properties within  The Crescent, and wrapping around the rear of properties 
on the north side of the road.  Again, in the absence of a detailed layout, 
which is not required at this Outline stage, it is not possible to comment further 
on matters of any localised direct impact (e.g. window to window relationships, 
etc). 

 
4.65 To the north east end of the site, adjacent to Axborough Lane, it is proposed 

to provide a small cul-de-sac to serve a small number of larger properties.  
There is a sizeable existing dwelling located within extensive woodland 
grounds to the east, however it is unlikely that this development would have 
any adverse impact upon the occupiers of that property. 

 
 OTHER ISSUES 
4.66 As identified earlier in this report, but warranting further elaboration at this 

point, there are significant (not to mention associated costly) issues 
associated with the demolition and remediation works that would need to be 
undertaken in advance of the new properties being constructed.  It is the case 
that asbestos is known to be present in a number of the buildings, and this 
brings with it a cost in terms of the methodology for removal and disposal.  
There is also the extensive network of underground service tunnels that need 
to be addressed and given the age of these (it is understood that they were 
constructed in the 1960’s) whilst no survey detailed survey has been 
undertaken to date, it is anticipated that asbestos is also likely to be present 
within the tunnels. 

 
4.67 Members will have noted the objection submitted by Sport England as 

summarised at Paragraph 3.24 of the report, along with the associated Officer 
Comments.  The development as proposed would not result in any loss of 
playing pitches.  On the contrary, the existing pitches, which it is worthy of 
note are well maintained would be enhanced through the replacement and 
improvement of the existing changing room facilities.  This is to be welcomed, 
and is acknowledged by Sport England.  However, their additional requests 
for funding of other sports facilities elsewhere within the District, both external 
and internal, cannot be supported and goes beyond their current remit with 
regard to planning application consultations.  

 
FINANCIAL VIABILITY AND S106 OBLIGATIONS 

4.68 The NPPF sets out the importance of ensuring the viability and deliverability 
of plans, with Paragraph 173 stating that 

 
 “The sites and scale of development identified in the (Development) plan 

should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that 
their ability to be developed viably is threatened”. 
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4.69 As previously identified, the Lea Castle site is an allocated development site 

within the current (and emerging) Local Plan, and as such the above quote is 
of direct relevance.  Furthermore, Policy SAL.DPL3 of the SAAPLP makes 
provision for the submission of a full viability assessment in those cases 
where the policy threshold for Affordable Housing cannot be attained and 
where other S106 Obligations which might have been expected are 
undeliverable. 

 
4.70 It is probably fair to say that to most people, the redevelopment of the Lea 

Castle site would seem to be relatively straight forward and that financial 
viability wouldn’t be an issue.  For instance, the site is owned by the Applicant 
so no inflated purchase price is at play, and the lion share of the site won’t 
actually be developed on, rather it will remain effectively as-is albeit in an 
enhanced form in terms of its enhanced green infrastructure and undeveloped 
credentials. 

 
4.71 However, as described above, many of the buildings on the site are of such 

an age that asbestos is present, which brings with it significant abnormal 
costs in terms of means of removal and disposal.  Add to this the significant 
network of underground service tunnels which criss-cross the site, which need 
to be made safe, excavated and in-filled to enable any new development to 
take place above them, and again the associated abnormal costs begin to 
spiral.  Add to this the significant S106 contributions that such a development 
attracts, and the influence of the local property market and the likely sale 
prices, and very quickly the financial viability of the development begins to 
come into sharp focus.  

 
4.72 Furthermore, the Applicant (the HCA) is a public body, and has been charged 

with securing planning permission and disposing of the site and in doing so 
securing the best return it can in the interests of the “public purse”. 

 
4.73 The application has been accompanied by a detailed Financial Viability 

Appraisal, which in turn has been robustly scrutinised by the Council’s own 
appointed viability consultant.  There then followed a protracted period of 
negotiation, whereby a number of issues were analysed and discussed with 
the applicant’s advisors, including sales values of the houses, borrowing 
costs, infrastructure costs and house construction costs. These all have a 
bearing on the level of Affordable Housing and other S106 contributions that 
could be provided by the development. 

  
4.74 Furthermore, National planning policy provides an incentive for the 

redevelopment of brownfield sites containing vacant buildings, such as is the 
case with the application site, known as “Vacant Building Credit” whereby a 
credit for the reuse/replacement of vacant buildings for residential 
development can be offset against the normal local Affordable Housing 
threshold requirements.  
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4.75 Policy CP04 “Providing Affordable Housing” of the Adopted Core Strategy 

sets out the Council’s expectations in terms of Affordable Housing provision, 
and Members will be familiar with the 30% threshold set within this policy for 
on-site provision for major residential developments within Kidderminster and 
the surrounding area.  In this case, the Applicant’s maintain that the site is 
only capable of delivering 15% Affordable Housing (albeit with a potential 
future up-lift, subject to suitable grant support, to 20% on-site Affordable 
Housing.  Policy CP04 states that: 

 
 “Where this level of affordable housing provision (i.e. the 30% specified in the 

Policy) is proven to undermine the viability of a development ….. this will be 
subject to further individual site viability assessment undertaken by the 
applicant”. 
  

4.76 The whole process of scrutinising the financial viability of the development in 
this case has involved an extended period of collaborative working between 
Cushman & Wakefield (on behalf of the Council), and AMEC and Gerald Eve, 
as the Applicant’s advisors. Much of this process was based around agreeing 
the cost assumptions for key elements of site infrastructure (such as spine 
roads, and utilities upgrades), required to be put in by a developer, and 
normal and abnormal costs associated with the site. 
  

4.77 The resolution of these negotiations was finally reached recently.  As part of 
this resolution, a phased delivery of Affordable Housing was identified, which 
would be set out within the subsequent S106 Agreement to assist with 
development costs and cash flow.  A phased payment of Education 
contributions was also identified, in line with the County Council’s full 
consultation response.  The final details of this phasing will need to be agreed 
through the drafting of the S106 Agreement. 

 
4.78 As outlined above, Officers have worked closely with the Applicant, and the 

respective Financial Viability Consultants, to fully scrutinise what the 
application can deliver in terms of S106 Obligations.  Even so, the question 
remains as to whether the Council should accept what is on offer in terms of 
the S106 contributions and in turn secure the permission of up to 600 new 
dwellings and all that means in terms of housing delivery and the robustness 
of the Council’s 5 Year Housing Land Supply going forward?  Or, does the 
Council reject the Applicant’s position and in turn consider the refusal of the 
application as it currently stands, due to the above outlined shortfall in 
Affordable Housing? 

 
4.79 Members are asked to consider that despite the reduced level of Affordable 

Housing that is deliverable, at 15% (of up to 600 dwellings) this would still 
equate to 90 Affordable Homes (with a possible uplift to 120).  Added to 
which, the overall S106 offer remains a lengthy and significant package of 
obligations. 
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4.80  Officers are satisfied that on the basis of the robust analysis that has been 

undertaken, the 15% Affordable Housing provision (with a potential future 
uplift to 20%) is the very best the site can deliver, before it becomes unviable. 
It has been clearly demonstrated that to seek the full suite of S106 
Obligations, to include 30% Affordable Housing, would render the site 
unviable and result in the development not proceeding, at a time when the 
need for new dwellings is tangible.    

 
4.81 That being the case, and when faced with the possibility of the site continuing 

to sit vacant and the buildings thereon deteriorating further, Officers have 
concluded that the S106 Obligations and financial contribution on offer should 
be accepted, following the above mentioned robust testing and analysis of the 
financial viability of the development.   

 
4.82 The table below lists out all relevant S106 matters with brief commentary 

where appropriate.  
 
 
 Summary Table: S106 Heads of Terms and Contributions 
 

Subject Policy 
Requirement 

Amount 
Deliverable 

Contribution or 
Tariff for future 
calculations 

Affordable Housing 30% 15% (with 
possible uplift to 
a maximum of 
20%) 

Nil. 

Transport Infrastructure 
improvements as 
necessary based 
on a case by 
case basis. 

Junction 
improvements; 
New bus shelters 
within the site; 
Re-routing of 
existing bus 
service; 
Travel Plan 
contributions. 

Nil.  All off-site 
works to 
junctions 
described within 
the report to be 
delivered via 
S278 Agreement 
(Highways Act).  
Bus 
infrastructure to 
be provided 
within the site. 

Public Open 
Space & Children’s 
Play Areas 

Tariff based 
calculation for 
off-site 
contribution or 
on-site provision  

On site provision 
and creation of 
supported 
management 
company. 
Playing pitch 
enhancements. 

Nil. 
Provision of 
enhanced 
replacement 
changing rooms. 
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Education Tariff based 
calculation based 
on the number of 
child bed spaces 
and the school 
capacities in the 
area 

Financial 
contribution 
towards 
enhancing 
existing Primary 
and Secondary 
facilities within 
the catchment 
area.  

Tariff based 
amount 
depending on 
mix and tenure, 
as indicated at 
paragraph 3.11 
of the report. 

Community/Health 
Facilities 

Assessed on a 
case by case 
basis in terms of 
increased 
demands upon 
existing facilities 

Financial 
contribution 
towards existing 
GP surgeries 

£194,237, as per 
calculation at 
paragraph 3.27 
of the report. 

Biodiversity & 
Geodiversity 

Assessed on a 
case by case 
basis 

On site 
enhancement 
and management 
of Woodland and 
Biodiversity and 
creation of 
management 
company. 

Nil. 

Sustainable 
Drainage 

Assessed on a 
case by case 
basis 

On site provision 
and creation of 
management 
company 

Nil. 

 
  PUBLIC BENEFITS OF THE DEVELOPMENT 
4.83 The public benefits of the proposed development could include, but not be 

restricted to the following matters: 
 

 The provision of both market and Affordable Housing to meet identified 
needs; 

 Enhancements to the public highway and the footway/cycleway; 

 Job creation during the extended construction period of the development; 

 Significant on-site Open Space and Children’s Play Area provision; 

 Biodiversity enhancements; 

 Various S106 financial contributions including Education and Health Care; 

 Playing pitch/changing room enhancements; 

 Increased Council Tax income to the Council; 

 New Homes Bonus payments to the Council. 
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5.0   Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
5.1  The Lea Castle site has sat vacant for many a year and proposal for its 

redevelopment have been the culmination of an extended period of 
negotiations with the Applicant.  Given the location and scale of the 
development it has understandingly been of interest to the wider Wyre Forest 
population, not just local residents, especially against the backdrop of Housing 
Needs and the identification of suitable sites to deliver new homes within the 
Wyre Forest District. 

 
5.2 The application proposes a residential-led redevelopment of this allocated 

previously developed site within the Green Belt and as such the general 
principle of the development appears acceptable.  That said, as identified 
within the report, there is a small section to the north of the site (adjacent to 
Axborough Lane) which lies outside of the Adopted SAAPLP site allocation, 
but is included within the proposed site allocation which was published and 
subject to the recent public consultation. The proposed business and 
retail/community uses are policy compliant, and thereby supportable, subject 
to future detailed layout.  

 
5.3 Given the Outline nature of the application, detailed matters relating to layout 

and design are not presented for consideration at this stage.  Matters of 
access are to be considered, and as confirmed above, there are no objections 
from the Highway Authority, subject to the various junction and 
footway/cycleway improvements proposed.  

 
5.4 The development proposes to make the most of the existing significant areas 

of on-site woodland and open space, with significant levels of informal and 
formal publicly accessible open space and play provision.  On site 
enhancements and future management of Biodiversity and Ecology are 
proposed, and can be secured via planning condition(s), improving the Green 
Infrastructure Network to the benefit of both the site and the surroundings.  
The proposed SuDS drainage scheme, the precise details of which would be 
presented at the Reserved Matters stage, would further enhance the green 
credentials and Biodiversity of the site. 

 
5.5 As described above, the application has been the subject of a fully and 

robustly examined financial viability assessment, particularly given the 
Applicant’s position in terms of the inability of the development to deliver the 
full 30% level of Affordable Housing that the Adopted Core Strategy seeks for.  
Even so, and for the reasons set out above, the overall package of S106 
contributions, despite the Affordable Housing shortfall, is significant and will 
provide contributions towards off-site infrastructure as well as deliver and 
maintain significant on-site benefits and enhancements. 
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5.6 There do remain matters of detail that will require further examination and 

consideration, in the normal course of events, at the Reserved Matters stage.  
However insofar as the current Outline application is concerned, Officers 
conclude that the application adequately addresses the key national and local 
planning policy requirements and that in its current form, following the 
submission of the additional and supplemental information, the application is 
supportable. 

 
5.7 It is therefore recommended that the application be APPROVED, subject to:  
 

a) the signing of a Section 106 Agreement to secure: 
 

 15% Affordable Housing on site (with potential for 20%); 

 On-site formal and informal open space and children’s play area 
equipment (to include a NEAP, LEAPs and LAPs), and its future 
management and maintenance; 

 Commuted sum payment towards Education; 

 Commuted sum payment towards improvement of GP facilities; 

 On-site woodland and biodiversity enhancements and future 
maintenance and management; 

 On-site playing pitch enhancements to include new changing 
facilities; 

 On-site SuDS management and maintenance; 

 Personal Travel Planning at £200 per dwelling (payable to the 
County Council). 

 
b) the following conditions: 
 

1. A1 (Standard Outline) 
2. A2 (Standard Outline – Reserved Matters) 
3. A3 (Submission of Reserved Matters) 
4. A5 (Submission of Phasing of Plans) 
5. A11 (Approved Plans) 
6. Limitation on floorspace for B1 (employment) and A1/A3/D1 

(retail/care/community use, as per submitted details 
7. Construction Method Statement to be submitted and approved 
8. Details of children’s play are equipment to be submitted 
9. B1 (samples/details of materials) 
10. Details of walls, fences and other means of enclosure to be submitted 
11. Details of existing and proposed levels to be submitted 
12. Details of hard and soft landscaping to be submitted 
13. Details of landscape management plan to be submitted 
14. Details of woodland management plan to be submitted 
15. Details of Foul and Surface Water drainage to be submitted 
16. Details of SuDS management plan to be submitted 
17. Submission of water environment protection plan to be submitted 
18. Programme or archaeological ground investigation to be submitted 
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19. Contaminated Land Survey and investigation to be undertaken and 
submitted and agreed in writing including proposed remediation. 

20. Fully specified engineering details for junction and access 
improvements to be submitted and agreed 

21. Restriction of construction traffic access to Park gate Road access only 
22. Prohibition of waiting order at The Crescent prior to first occupation 
23. Bus access strategy to be agreed prior to commencement 
24. Submission of updated Travel Plan 
25. Submission of Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) 

prior to commencement 
26. Tree protection details to be submitted for each phase of the 

development 
27. Details of temporary and permanent lighting to be submitted and 

agreed 
28. No site clearance without the presence of a suitably qualified Ecologist 
29. Details of proposed temporary re-routing of PRoW to be agreed 
30. Submission of Habitat and Landscape Management Plan 
31. Air Quality 
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