
WYESIDE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2011-2031 EXAMINATION APRIL 2018 
 
THE RE-EAMINATION of THE PLAN 
 
The Wyeside Neighbourhood Plan was subject to an independent examination 
during the summer of 2017, and the examiner’s recommendations issued on 1st  
September 2017. These were discussed in a special meeting of the Wyeside Group 
Parish Council (WGPC) on 20 September 2017, and the recommendations accepted 
with the exception of two sentences, which were considered unworkable, due to local 
conditions not fully discussed during the  examination. 
 
This re-examination of the Plan is only concerned with the issues raised regarding 
the removal of these two sentences from the previous examination 
recommendations. 
 
QUESTIONS RAISED AS PART OF THE EXAMINATION 
 
I wish to raise some questions below for which I would appreciate a response from 
both the Council and WGPC.  
 
When relevant, I would appreciate a coordinated response on the manner in which 
the text of the Plan may be modified to respond to the issues raised below.  
 
Issue 1 
 
I seek clarification regarding the removal from policy WHO1 the phrase 
 “However, where land on the opposite side of the road from a centre of a village, is 
a green space (no houses having been built in that location) no housing 
development will be allowed in that area.” I refer to this below as "the phrase in 
question". 
 
The previous examiner retained this in the policy on the basis of his concerns that 
in particular (see paragraph 4.27 of his report) "without such qualification the 
three fields to the NW, NE and SE of Moccas Cross would be candidates for 
development being contiguous with that centre". It appears the previous 
examiner interpreted the policy as allowing a considerable development 
proposal into the said fields contiguous with the centre, which would be out of scale 
with the village and not sustainable development. Significantly, he sought not to rely 
solely on a general exclusion that "development should respect the size, role and 
function of villages" and included the phrase in question. The examiner 
acknowledged the need to achieve the Core Strategy housing target by referring in 
policy WHO1 to the scope for 10 dwellings in Bredwardine and Preston-on-Wye.  
 
In this context, I would appreciate the views of WGPC and the Council on concerns 
that in Moccas, in particular, and other settlements, without the phrase in question 
being included in the policy would there be adequate control on housing 
development, solely with reliance on the general statement requiring "development 



should reflect the size role and function and character of the village" which is difficult 
to define with precision? 
 
For example, potential issues may arise, if there is significant development in 
Moccas beyond the 8 dwellings, which is the community aspiration. If all the fields 
contiguous with Moccas Cross were developed they could accommodate significant 
development as the previous examiner highlighted . This could beat least 25 
dwellings . If this development were relatively early in the Plan period there would be 
less scope within the (approximate) target of 33 dwellings for granting schemes of 
over 10 dwellings in Bredwardine and Preston-on-Wye and spreading development 
throughout the other villages. Would this be considered sustainable development? 
Would more development in one settlement such as Moccas be sustainable in the 
light of NPPF advice in paragraph 55 that in rural areas settlements should be 
considered collectively in provision of services? 
 
I would add that in the case of Moccas, the fact that the landowner has claimed 
that there is no intention to develop these fields is not relevant as there is no control 
over this situation. 
 
Issue 2 
 
If the concerns raised in Issue 1are valid and there is scope for more than 
development immediately contiguous to the existing centre it would seem to 
be inconsistent with the examples demonstrated in figure 7 in the Plan. These 
examples just show a single house or access road immediately contiguous with the 
notional centre. In the case of Moccas cross this would provide around 3 dwellings. If 
figure 7 were interpreted in this manner it would preclude any single 
scheme development for 10 or more dwellings in Bredwardine and Preston and 8 
dwellings in Moccas. This would add justification for retention of the phrase in WHO1 
specifying the particular option for more than 10 dwellings in Bredwardine and 
Preston-on-Wye which WGPC wish to remove.  
 
I would appreciate a further response on this matter.  
 
Does figure 7 need to illustrate a wider interpretation of “contiguous”, including 
dwellings forming part of a larger site, which is contiguous (actually touches the red 
circle on the policies maps) but themselves are on sites (plots) which are not 
contiguous (touching) the centre? 
 
Issue 3 
 
WGPC wish to remove the phrase "These will include single developments for more 
than 10 dwellings, in each of the villages of Bredwardine and Preston-on-Wye” from 
policy WHO1 but retain it in WHO2. This appears to be based on a view that 
development of 10 or more dwellings is an exception, the norm being 2-5 and if 
emphasis is placed on it as a priority in WHO1 for delivering housing at the expense 
of smaller developments, then it could "unduly constrain housing". 



 
I recognise there is more scope for development in Bredwardine and Preston-on-
Wye but I do not understand that simply referring to the possibility for this larger 
scale of development in policy WHO1establishes it as a priority, which may negate 
smaller developments coming forward. Policy WHO 2 is contradictory as it includes 
this phrase and encourages this development in the interest of delivering 
affordable housing. 
 
I would appreciate clarity on this matter and any appropriate remedies. 
 
Issue 4 
 
Please could the Council confirm the manner in which the regulation 16 publicity 
stage (24 January 2018 to 7 March 2018) was carried out? What publicity was there 
and who was notified? 
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Examiner 
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