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TATTINGSTONE PARISH COUNCIL
NO ALTON WATER SOLAR
and
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(RULE 6 PARTIES)







INTRODUCTION
1. These submissions will examine the “main issues” raised by the Inspector in her list, with a short preamble which will consider the nature of the development and the significance of contextual issues. It is also necessary, before addressing the identified main issues to review and reflect upon the planning policy context - which has fundamentally changed since this application was determined, making, amongst other things, the Appellant’s repeated reliance on the Officer’s Report of June 2013 entirely misplaced. As Mr Gardner opined, it would most probably have been couched in very different terms had the Report been going to Committee in June 2014[footnoteRef:1].  [1:  Gardner XinC] 


THE NATURE OF THE APPEAL DEVELOPMENT
2. The proposal is undeniably industrial in nature and would result in the placing of 42,000 x 3 m long plastic panels across a site which is larger than 50 standard football pitches. However it would be accompanied by 2 km of roads, a control building and 9 inverter buildings (which themselves are each 10 m long and resemble shipping containers[footnoteRef:2] or portacabins) and would be scattered across the site. The value of the materials used, and cabling in particular, means that the entire site would have to be surrounded by security fencing supported on thousands of 2.5m poles and overlooked by 50 CCTV cameras mounted on steel masts of a suitable height. A more incongruous sight in this setting could hardly be imagined. [2:  Cook XX’d] 


SITE LOCATION AND CONTEXT
3. The various facets of the appeal site’s location will be explored in more detail below but it is clear that - both individually and cumulatively - it represents a highly sensitive location in which to propose development of this nature: it forms part of a “unique” landscape type (“Ancient Estate Farmlands”[footnoteRef:3]); it forms the immediate setting to Holbrook Park (one of Suffolk’s largest ancient woodlands, a remnant Medieval deer park and SSSI); it is bounded on 3 sides by 1.75km of  public rights of way, including a well used bridleway linking to the Suffolk Coast and Heath’s AONB; the eastern field contains interesting topography relating to a former watercourse;  the entire site is highly open and exposed (80% of the 1.75km boundaries referred to above are “open”); the site is located within a well used and much loved network of recreational routes, which encircle Alton Water and which include historic Tattingstone village to the west and south, where listed buildings abound and  where scenic quality is high; it lies within a formally designated Special Landscape Area; the entire site is best and most versatile land (“BMV”), farmed for its excellent arable yields since time immemorial; the site is overlooked by a number of houses where the Appellant’s acknowledge there will be “significant” impacts on residential amenity; the entire site is part of a formally designated Area of High Archaeological Potential, deserving of more than a last minute and perfunctory assessment; and the site lies in an area of conspicuous tranquillity, whose unspoilt and deeply rural qualities are highly valued by large  numbers of  local people and visitors. [3:  Suffolk CC LCA Cook App 5] 


4. This catalogue of environmental sensitivities (most of which are objectively discernible) is such that is should be obvious (even without the benefit of detailed planning policies) that the appeal site is simply not an appropriate location on which to construct a major solar plant, with all its attendant ancillary development. 

5. I pause here simply to contrast the above description with that which applies to the existing solar facilities at Stratton Hall on the A14 at Levington and at Parham Airfield, Great Glemham. Both sites were visited as part of the formal site inspection and information on both is available at ID22, ID23, ID 26 and ID27. Both proposals were approved before recent changes in national planning policy relating to large scale solar arrays (as to the effect of which see below). However, it is clear that the other sites simply do not possess the same degree of sensitivity as the appeal site and provide no precedent or guide as to what might be acceptable at Valley Farm.

6.  The Levington site is on a low lying, completely flat part of the coastal plain “outside any formal landscape designation”[footnoteRef:4]. The site immediately adjoins the busy A14 Trunk road serving the Port of Felixstowe, the cranes of which are clearly visible from the site. The site enjoys a very strong network of existing mature hedges and mature tree belts which contain the parcels of land where the array has been sited, none of which is BMV land. There are no obvious nearby properties and the noise from the A14 would make this an unlikely location in which to pursue informal recreation. In short, it has nothing in common with the appeal site. [4:  ID23, para.4.13] 


7. The Parham Airfield site is located entirely on land which was flattened and used during the Second World War and after as a USAF and RAF airbase.  The top left hand corner of the photograph at ID22A may be compared with the site plan on the front page of ID22, where the line of the distinctive runway perimeter track, with its “bulge” to the east, may be easily discerned. The former central runway (NE-WS on ID22A) was planted as a shelter belt, presumably as this area was difficult to cultivate (although much of this woodland belt has now been grubbed out, as the site inspection revealed). Like Levington, none of the Parham site lies within a designated landscape and it has none of the scenic qualities of the appeal site, being strongly influenced by the remaining airfield buildings, which include a range of hangars - some of which have been converted for industrial use.  The steel mesh perimeter fencing, sequence of CCTV cameras on steel masts and regular inverter blocks evoke, it is submitted, a military compound or possibly a prison. This view is not necessarily out of place within sight of the former USAF control tower and hangars but would be hideously alien alongside the bridleway from Holbrook Park to Alton Water, where the skyline is crowned by Grade 11 Listed Tattingstone Place, Grade 11* Listed St. Mary’s Church and the tower of Grade 11 Listed St. Mary’s Hospital. The Parham site is comprised of two fields totalling 33.5ha[footnoteRef:5] (similar in size to the appeal site, although with a different arrangement of panels); I note that none of the Parham airfield site is BMV land.                                                  [5:  ID22, section 1] 


PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT
8. The Appellant’s Submissions will no doubt regurgitate the raft of generalised support to be found for renewable energy development in national policy statements and related documents. This is not in dispute.

9.  However, the last 10 months have seen a significant refinement of the previously expressed policy position. Mr Gardner’s evidence examines the sequence of events in some detail and I invite the Inspector to review this history. In summary, it is clear that the rash of large scale solar developments which has spread across much of southern Britain - covering many hundreds acres of previously farmed land - has led the Government to reappraise its policy towards “large scale ground-mounted solar photovoltaic Farms”. Specific advice on how such applications should now be treated is to be found at para.ID 5-13 of the new Planning Policy Guidance published for the first time on 6th March, 2014. This expression of Government policy now includes a sequential test to which such development must be subjected. This is a two stage test, summarised by Mr Kernon for the Appellant[footnoteRef:6]:  (i) it must be demonstrated that the use of agricultural land is “necessary” (that is that opportunities for solar arrays on existing roofs and on PDL have been exhausted) and (ii) that, if stage (i) of the test is satisfied, then poorer quality agricultural land is used in preference to better quality land. [6:  Kernon Proof, para,5.1] 


10.  Mr Gardner has characterised these policy developments as “a sea change” and it is submitted that he is correct to do so. The Appellant and its witnesses rail against the new Government requirements, which have plainly wrong-footed them and which came into force only two weeks before the exchange of evidence for this appeal. They condemn them variously as impractical and “bonkers”[footnoteRef:7].    [7:  Kernon XX’d] 


11. However, the fact that promoters of large ground-mounted solar plants should find the new sequential test difficult and an impediment to their ambitions should come as no surprise. That is precisely what the new policy was intended to achieve. The Government is seeing to move growth “away from larger solar farms”: see Greg Barker announcing the 2014 Solar PV Strategy: Part 2 on 4th April, 2014[footnoteRef:8]. The Appellant will no doubt point out that the DECC letter of 22nd April, 2014 notes that “there is still a place for larger-scale field -based solar in the energy mix”[footnoteRef:9], but in reality this letter offers the Appellant no more than a few crumbs of comfort. Of course, there will “still be a place”, as many have already been built and more are in the construction pipeline. However the focus of the future is clear and written in bold: the Government is keen to “focus growth of solar PV in the UK on domestic and commercial roof space”.  It is also made abundantly clear[footnoteRef:10] that any “new solar installations” will need to address the new planning requirements of the PPG.       [8:  Gardner, Supplementary Proof, para.2.3 ]  [9:  ID1]  [10:  Ibid, last para.] 


12. It is submitted that the national Solar Energy Strategy is plainly a matter for Government. This inquiry has no role whatsoever in questioning or seeking to go behind that national policy. The Strategy and its detailed implementation through the PPG are matters that this inquiry must take as read. Indeed, the fact that the Appellant is in disarray and that Mr Kernon has 20 agricultural clients up and down the country wondering what to do[footnoteRef:11] suggests that Government policy “to crack down on..” “...inappropriately sited solar PV” is having the intended effect.  [11:  Kernon XX] 


13. The other matter which has emerged loud and clear from the recent deluge of statements from DECC and DCLG is the importance which Government attaches to the views of local communities. This was reiterated even as recently as 22nd April, 2014[footnoteRef:12], where “local amenity” and “opportunities for local communities to influence decisions that affect them” are stressed. Indeed, the PPG[footnoteRef:13] expressly identifies “protecting local amenity” as a planning criterion. [12:  ID1]  [13:  ID 5-006] 


14. The underlying logic is simple. With a development as geographically extensive as the appeal proposal (nearly 100 acres) deep in a rural area where industrial type development is unlikely ever to have been contemplated previously, it is vital that decision-makers are fully apprised of the value and sensitivity of the receiving landscape. DECC and DCLG recognise that local communities have a vital role to play in informing decision-makers on these matters and that this is not a matter which can be left simply to consultants employed by developers and parachuted in from afar, nor to planning officers who may have only a slight acquaintance with a particular part of their district.

15. Of course, this does not mean that local communities have a “veto” over unwelcome proposals nor that planning is solely about a show of hands in a village hall. However, for Mr Hardy to pronounce during XX of Mr Gardner “local objection doesn’t matter” is to misunderstand fundamentally the import of Government policy in this area. Government wants the voice of local communities - when that voice articulates matters of planning significance - to be heard and acted upon.            

16. It is submitted that the Inspector at this inquiry has an ideal opportunity to put that principle into practice. The public attendance at the 6 day inquiry was remarkable. The contributions made by local people – from all walks of life - were overwhelmingly supportive of the appeal being dismissed. Mr Collins, for the Parish Council, explained that, having heard Hive’s case at a public presentation and without any attempt by the PC to influence opinion one way or the other, 94% of the village were opposed. Many of these people have written to the Inspector, other comments have been collated in Mr Collins’ Appendix III. Others from a wide catchment have been collated by Marketing Assistance for NAWS in Mr Hackett’s Consultation Research Appendix[footnoteRef:14]. You have also heard directly from Ward Councillor David Wood.  [14:  Pp.8-14. ] 


17. The overwhelming message from this extensive volume of evidence is a carefully considered one. It is not arbitrary or extreme. It is simply that both the appeal site and the broader landscape in which it sits play a special role in the lives of residents and visitors to the area. 

18. Cox Hall Lane (“the pretty way”[footnoteRef:15]) is hugely valued for its quiet, scenic qualities and the gently rolling fields of barley which sit before the bluebell woods of Holbrook Park form a valuable part of a wider landscape matrix which embraces the reflective calm of Alton Water and the picturesque and historic village of Tattingstone, with its many and varied listed buildings. This landscape is remarkably unaffected by industrial and urban influences[footnoteRef:16], notwithstanding the flooding of the Holbrook valley in the 1970s. [15:  A term used quite independently by Camilla Rodwell (ID8) and Judy Sexton (ID12) ]  [16:  Ms Farmer XinC] 


19. I hope the Inspector will have left the inquiry with an appreciation of the palpable sense of loss which the local community will feel if such an extensive and alien intrusion is permitted at the heart of the landscape which they hold so dear. 

20. I submit that this evidence has real planning value and that it gives depth and meaning to the case advanced at the inquiry in opposition to the scheme.




EFFECT ON LANDSCAPE CHARACTER AND VISUAL AMENITY
21. These matters were canvassed extensively in evidence. It is submitted that the inspector should prefer the expert evidence of Mr Neesam and Ms Farmer to that of Mr Cook and Pegasus. 

22. The fact that there is so much change - some of it entirely unexplained – between the Pegasus LVIA (carried out by Mr Cook’s colleagues) and Mr Cook’s proof should cause this material to be treated with some caution.

23. For example, a key issue for Ms Farmer is the sensitivity of the landscape to change[footnoteRef:17]. She analyses this in some detail in her Proof at pp.10-13, concluding[footnoteRef:18]  that the sensitivity is “medium to high”. The LVIA judgment is of “medium” sensitivity[footnoteRef:19] (just below Ms Farmer), but Mr Cook revises this completely to “low”[footnoteRef:20], with absolutely no supporting analysis, notwithstanding his acceptance in cross-examination[footnoteRef:21] of the importance of this judgment. . [17:  This features in the overall assessment of significance of effect.]  [18:  Para.32]  [19:  P.18, para.6.13]  [20:  Cook Proof, para.11.42 ]  [21:  Cook XX’d TH] 


24. Mr Neesam identifies a series of viewpoints which go entirely unmentioned in the LVIA and Mr Cook’s Proof only partially catches up, whilst numerous substantially revised assessments of impact are canvassed in his evidence which leave the reader in real doubt as to the soundness of the Pegasus analysis.

25. Ms Farmer comes to the inquiry with the real advantage of familiarity with the area, having personally undertaken the Shotley Peninsula LCA for SOS and the SCH AONB Unit. She knows this landscape well and yet has the professional range and depth of experience across the country to offer a valuable and insightful judgment about the nature and scale of the impacts which 42,000 panels plus the accompanying development would visit on this landscape.                                                     

26. Landscape Character.  It is submitted that too much time was expended on the issue of plateau and valley side. Neither definition leads inexorably to a single conclusion. The landform is plain to see on site and the “distinct” [footnoteRef:22]undulation in the eastern field is clear from viewpoints such as Neesam Viewpoint 5. The Suffolk LCA captures the basic points well: “views usually open”[footnoteRef:23]; “despite this, woodland is a strong feature of the views”; “the landscape is unique in Suffolk with a mix of modern rectilinear field systems with Ancient woodland and parklands”[footnoteRef:24]. Even small scale leisure development is felt liable to damage the character of the landscape with a potentially “profound and undesirable change to landscape character, especially given the deeply rural and tranquil nature of the Shotley Peninsula”[footnoteRef:25].  Ms Farmer’s work provides a further level of detail and is included within her Appendices and at Cook App 12.  [22:  Cook XX’d MB]  [23:  Cook Apps 5.2]  [24:  Ibid 5.3]  [25:  Ibid 5.4] 


27. The site’s openness is one of its key characteristics: it is agreed to be 80% open on its 1.75km of public frontages[footnoteRef:26].  The historic map debate cannot be conclusive as to the appearance of the appeal site, but it does suggest, in the gappy spacing of the plants or trees marked alongside the appeal site on Cox Hall Road, that there were open views even at that date: contrast the very closely spaced trees in the bottom right hand corner of the 1890 Map.         [26:  Cook XX’d TH] 


28. What is abundantly clear is that no support can be found anywhere in this extensive documentation for an industrial type development – especially of the very substantial geographic extent proposed.

29. The attempt by the Appellant to find a “prop” of some sort from the first three points on the Land Management Guidelines in the SCC LCA is risible. The solar  development, with its strong boundary fence and hard surfaced access road, will form a new shape within the field parcels which  will conflict with the historic field boundaries and in the eastern field there will be yet a further boundary where the array has been cut back to give two peninsulas in the plan form of a molar. None of this will reinforce landscape character. It will produce conflicting boundaries and have precisely the reverse effect.  

30. As for elm and holly hedges, there are a few small patches largely dead elm to be coppiced, but no plan to re-plant elm hedges (as they would die back like the existing ones) and there are no holly hedges on the site’s boundaries to maintain, enhance or restore.                    

31. The hedge debate is, of course, a distraction to the main issue, which relates to the “face” of the site: the field parcels. Covering these with solar panels, roads, 9 inverter buildings, steel fences and 50 CCTV cameras would be wholly out of character. Moreover, the juxtaposition of this development with an outstanding tract of ancient woodland would also be completely out of character and would result in a “significant and substantial change”[footnoteRef:27]  in its setting. This is an outcome which Hive acknowledges as plainly undesirable on the “Land Owner or Land Agent”[footnoteRef:28] section of their website - and Mr Cook could offer no other explanation for its inclusion on the list of juxtapositions to be avoided – by the Appellant itself! [27:  Cook XX’d TH]  [28:  ID20] 


32. Visual Impact. Mr Neesam and Ms Farmer find that this would be significant and adverse.

33. It is necessary at the outset to observe that the topography is such that, whatever is planted in an effort to screen the site, there will be views into the site from adjoining higher land to the East (on Cox Hall Road), the South (from the bridleway leading from Alton Water to the site of the ancient Chapel) and from the West (from the footpath and houses at Tattingstone White Horse). Whatever was seen on the site inspection is, it is submitted, likely to be greater in winter and of course, present views of the fields must be adjusted to account for the much greater height of the proposed structures and buildings when compared to the barley crop.

34. Then, of course, there is the question of the desirability of the wholesale establishment of 2-3m tall hedgerows around this site. Mr Cook accepted[footnoteRef:29] that “wholesale reinstatement is not what the Land Management Guidelines are seeking”. However that is effectively what is being proposed and promoted – because the Appellant has no alternative. It has chosen a site with 1.4km of open boundaries in a Special Landscape Area and is proposing nearly 100 acres of solar development upon it. It has to try to hide this somehow. However, there is no extant guidance requiring that or even encouraging such a transformation. The extensive hedge planting proposals are driven entirely by a desire to hide the solar development and not by the landscape character of the site and its environs.           [29:  Cook XX’d MB] 


35. Hedge establishment has taken much inquiry time, although it offers no panacea for the Appellant – given the topography, the acceptance that there would still be winter views into the site and the time it would take to establish a dense hedge sufficient to screen (in summer only and from certain viewpoints) the very extensive assortment of structures proposed . I submit that Mr Neesam and Ms Farmer are much more realistic in their estimates of 10 years plus, especially when the farmer’s warning[footnoteRef:30] about the rapid speed at which this ground apparently dries out and the effects of deer predation are taken into account. The “sample” length of hedge had to be watered regularly even in its short life. However there are no plans to address the potentially massive irrigation requirement to sustain new planting through a longer period of drought of the type which is becoming more commonplace.   [30:  Reported by Mr Kernon XX’d TH] 


36. The disputed “offsite planting” (which the Appellant seeks to avoid and argues is not necessary) is outside the red line area and there is no section 106 planning obligation offered to secure it. I can see that a negatively worded condition could secure its planting before the solar development took place, but I fail to see how the Council could secure its continued maintenance and re-planting over 25 years once the solar development was in place. Enforcement against the solar operator would be met with the answer that it is not within their power to secure the planting, which is on land which they do not control and have never controlled. At that stage it may or may not be in the same ownership as the freehold of the solar farm and I foresee real difficulties in obliging anyone to sustain the off-site planting in the absence of a planning obligation binding the land on which it would take place. 

37. In the circumstances, it is submitted that no reliance should be placed on the off-site planting, nor on the maintenance into the future of the central belt (planted by the landowner’s family for game cover for shooting  but unlikely to be used for that purpose for a generation on the evidence). Both the off –site hedge and  the belt would have to be secured by obligation to permit such reliance to be placed upon them (it is interesting that this point appears to have been missed at Parham Airfield and a similar belt bisecting the two fields has now been largely grubbed out with the implementation of the solar  development). 

38. The Appellant places reliance on the fact the site (and proposed development) is said to be visible to a significant degree only in views within a 1km radius. This is of little comfort to the Rule 6 parties. As Ms Farmer explained, the key is not the geographical extent of views, but the proximity and duration of the views which will occur. The duration of views – immediately alongside the site as one passes along Cox Hall Road or along the bridleway (on foot, on horseback or by cycle) and further afield at points discussed by Mr Neesam and Ms Farmer - will be substantial and the impacts correspondingly great.         

39. Finally, there is the fact that the site lies within a formally designated Special Landscape Area. The process of designation for the Dodnash SLA has been upheld by an Inspector. The Appellant seeks to avoid the impacts of saved policy CR04 on the basis that some of the underlying documents supporting the designation have been mislaid by the Council. We do not expect that submission to be upheld. CR04 seeks to “maintain or enhance” the special landscape qualities of the area”, which are discussed in CD5.6. Ms Farmer also gave evidence[footnoteRef:31] about the unifying characteristics of the SLA: the river valleys (Holbrook, Dodnash and Samford Brooks), open farmland, ancient woodland, hazel coppice, and remnant heathland. It is submitted that the appeal proposals can only harm these special qualities and that CR04 is breached, along with CS15.  [31:  XinC] 


SEQUENTIAL TEST
40. There is no evidence that the Appellant has done any testing of Babergh, Ipswich, Felixstowe or other urban areas to discern what opportunities are available there.  Stage (i) of the test is not passed. Mr Burrell confirmed[footnoteRef:32] that the reference in his evidence to the site being “carefully chosen”[footnoteRef:33]  related simply to its location within the farm unit and not to any broader area of search.                                    [32:  XX’d JP]  [33:  PB Proof 8.6] 


41. Likewise, in respect of stage (ii), Mr Kernon’s evidence correctly proceeds on the basis that it is sensible to start by looking around  Ipswich, identifies that there are extensive areas of “poorer quality” land East of Ipswich and then stops dead (after observing that there may be some vegetable growing east of Woodbridge). There is no examination of the potential of the land between Ipswich and Felixstowe, although the ALC Map[footnoteRef:34] shows much Grade 4 land here and we know that the Stratton Hall site – in this area of lower landscape quality - was confirmed as 100% Grade 3b[footnoteRef:35]. [34:  Kernon p.20]  [35:  ID23 and ID27] 


42. Mr Kernon accepted[footnoteRef:36] that the effect of the PPG test is that BMV has become the “place of last resort” for large scale ground-mounted solar development. It is submitted that the Appellant has not come close to establishing that it is necessary, on the facts of this case, to use the resource of last resort. [36:  XX’d TH] 


43. In respect of opportunities to find poorer quality land within Babergh District,   the Rule 6 parties do not accept that the search need be so confined (and neither did Mr Kernon), but it adopts the evidence of the Council as to the opportunities, noting that there is no evidence that solar development requires a connection to 33KV lines alone[footnoteRef:37].                 [37:  See ID 21: 66KV, 33KV or 11KV.] 


44. In summary, the appeal proposal is contrary to both the Framework and newly established tests within the PPG. 

NOISE
45. The Appellant was originally content to accept a “no noise at the boundary” condition. This offer has now been withdrawn.

46. It is submitted that it is likely that this change of heart has been brought about by the realisation that background noise levels on the bridleway are exceptionally low. The only discernible noise on the Day 2 site inspection was the skylarks.

47. It is now accepted that there will be noise at the site boundary (as explained to the inquiry by Mr Hardy). It is said that this will be low, but it will inevitably be industrial in character and contribute further to the adverse, urbanising impacts of this appeal proposals on this wonderfully tranquil area and the much-loved rights of way which run through it.

HERITAGE
48. Individual listed properties have been drawn to your attention in terms of individual impacts (especially Road House Farm and St. Mary’s Hospital). However, the main case of the Rule 6 parties rests on the contribution which the assemblage of listed properties documented and photographed in Mr Hackett’s Proof makes to the broader landscape setting of the site and the greatly valued matrix described above and in evidence. 

49. It is submitted that the appeal proposals will be completely incongruous when viewed as part of the continuum of valued landscapes and listed buildings which are to be found in the immediate vicinity of the appeal site.

50. Archaeology is a separate concern. This has been the subject of a limited, hurried and untested piece of site investigation. This work is not accepted to be adequate for the reasons set out in ID28. Moreover, the implications of even this limited amount of work have not been adequately explored. In opening, Mr Hardy told us for the first time that this work was about to be produced and that the area which even the Appellant’s experts accept to be of high interest could be addressed by “floating concrete foundations” for the panels in the BMV land. When ID5 appeared, it was silent on this issue, which would constitute an engineering operation requiring planning permission. The mystery deepens and it is not accepted that ID5 either removes the need for a condition as originally proposed by the Council or resolves attendant archaeological concerns about the development – in a designated Area of High Archaeological Potential, where these matters should have been properly addressed.    

RESIDENTIAL AMENITY
51. The Appellant’s own evidence finds that there will be “major” and “significant effects” on the residential amenity of  1 Coxhall Cottages, Oak Cottage, Elm Cottage, Clearways and Shearwater: see Mr Cook’s Proof, paras.9.80, 9.102, 9.147,and 9.149. 

52. These adverse impacts must all be weighed in the balance against the development. 

BENEFITS
53. Solar capture is supported by the Rule 6 parties and no doubt the standard efficiencies can be achieved on this site (with 15-18% of capacity being suggested). However there is no evidence that this development has to take place on this site. Plainly, it does not and similar performance can no doubt be achieved at sites which do satisfy the PPG tests and do not offend other key policies.
CONCLUSION
54. For all the above reasons and having regard to the evidence adduced, the appeal proposals offend the development plan polices cited by the Council, the Framework and PPG and the harm associated with them far outweighs the benefits. Accordingly, it is respectfully requested on behalf of all three Rule 6 parties that this appeal be dismissed.                                         

THOMAS HILL QC						6th May, 2014
39 ESSEX STREET
LONDON WC2R 3AT			     
