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Friends of the Forest is an organisation of individuals and local groups from the Forest of Dean (FOD) District. It was formed in response to:
	Changes proposed in local planning policy that would make the FOD District more vulnerable to unsustainable and inappropriate development arrangements that would undermine and degrade its landscapes, heritage, and culture.
A lack of progress by the Countryside Agency to recommend to Her Majesty’s Government that the District be provided with adequate planning law safeguards via the establishment of the Forest of Dean as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). 
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Executive Summary 

Friends of the Forest recognise the need for a rational approach to planning in the Forest of Dean (FOD) District. Using latest available data, this paper seeks to provide helpful and useful information about social and economic matters in the Forest of Dean District. It makes a start on focussing attention on problem domains (topics) and geographical areas in which action is needed. This in turn means that proposals for unfocussed large-scale industrial and housing developments are unnecessary. The more focussed approach implicit in this analysis would mean that we can gain benefits for the few deprived, and many non-deprived, local citizens, without the unnecessary expense of previously fashionable schemes, which were based on faulty data and a faulty characterisation of the problem.

This means that large scale unsustainable development schemes can be avoided that would have adversely affected the well-loved beauty of the Forest of Dean District, and would have discouraged potential high quality providing higher paid jobs from settling here.

For the well-being of its residents, all new planning decisions for the District need to be focused around providing a sustainable future for its residents that is not only tailored to their needs, but which also guarantees the maintenance and where achievable, the sympathetic enhancement of the District’s natural and man-made attributes

As outcomes to the report we recommend that work is needed to try to obtain a clear picture about the problems underlying the preservation and enhancement of the District’s natural and man-made environmental quality, that further work be carried out to ascertain the true dimensions and characteristics of those few portions of the District that are currently significantly under performing is some way, starting initially with education, training and skills.  The results of that work should then be linked to the development of a suitable strategy to resolve the matter using best practicable means. 

Our overall conclusion is that the perception of the majority of FOD District being an area of unusual socio-economic deprivation is ill founded. It is actually performing better than the majority of the rest of England. Any retention of the designation cannot be justified and is likely to be harmful to the sustainable long-term well-being of the District as a rural area and lead to irretrievable loss of the District’s natural and man made environmental quality.
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1.	INTRODUCTION

1.1	The major problem facing planners regarding the FOD District is the requirement to balance two potentially competing goals. 

A. To try to arrange matters so that the social and economic well-being of local people is maximised. In this case, the stakeholders, or clientele, are the 80,000 people who live in the FOD District

B. To try to protect a rare, perhaps unique, natural resource, so that its amenities are available to many people. In this case, the stakeholders are not only those who live in the FOD District, but also those from the rest of Gloucestershire, the rest of the UK, and beyond, including the 4 million per annum visitors to the FOD. 

1.2	The level of resources which should be devoted to tackling the two goals will depend largely upon how serious a problem is posed by each of them. If the social and economic well-being of the FOD population is assessed as being one of marked deprivation then both the decisions (and the planning structures used) should tip the balance in favour of Goal A, paying little regard to the long term implications on the consequences on the natural or man-made environment of the District. If, by contrast, the environmental and landscape quality of the FOD District is seen as a valuable asset, and there is not marked socio-economic deprivation, then the balance should tip in favour of Goal B. Clearly, at some point a value judgement has to be made. In general, though, the parameters which constrain any decision should be based on data. That applies whether the decision is about individual planning items, or about the overall arrangements for planning which are devised. We have therefore taken the data which are publicly available, and tried to determine which of the two problems is the more serious.

1.3	In an attempt to throw more light on these matters we have split the rest of the report into a number of largely freestanding sections.  Part A is an analysis of Area of Special Need considerations relating to the Forest of Dean District.  Part B is an analysis of environmental and planning considerations.  The fourth section of the report presents a number of overall conclusions and recommendations arising out of the analyses conducted in Parts A and B of the document.  Four appendices have also been included at the end of the report as a means to provide additional information and supporting evidence in connection with Parts A and B. 

PART A

AN ANALYSIS OF AREA OF SPECIAL NEED CONSIDERATIONS AFFECTING THE FOREST OF DEAN DISTRICT 


A1	Background

A1.1	In September 2001, the Regional Planning Guidance for the South West (RPG 10) was published. Paragraph 3.17 of the document states “The (northern) sub-region is relatively prosperous but contains areas of special need, such as parts of the Forest of Dean, and within some urban areas. It also has extensive areas of environmental importance including the Cotswolds and other Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the Severn Estuary.”

A1.2	Paragraph 5.6 of the same document goes on to state that “A number of areas have historically been recognised to have special social or economic needs largely on the basis of low levels of GDP per capita; high levels of unemployment; lack of access to opportunities, including training; structural economic problems such as an over reliance on Manufacturing/Agriculture/Fishing in different parts of the region; population decline or unbalanced demographic structure; health and other social issues.”; and paragraph 5.7 states “These criteria have been useful in identifying the current areas of special need and the issues addressed in Policy EC2. They will, however, need review following a more detailed analysis of recent announcements on Objective 2 and other EU designations and the latest review of the Index of Local Deprivation by Oxford University. The Secretary of State will look to the Regional Planning Body, SWRDA, GOSW, and other relevant partners to work closely on how best to take forward this work to identify additional or revised areas of special economic and social need.” 

A1.3	In a submission to the Examination in Public of Gloucestershire County Council Structure Third Alteration in the late Autumn of 2003 Professor Moseley analysed the 2000 IMDs. The main conclusion presented to the Inspecting Panel from that analysis was that the Forest of Dean could not reasonably be described as an Area of Special Need on the grounds of socio-economic deprivation. Prior to that analysis, there had been a common conception that the IMDs portrayed the Forest as being highly deprived. That conception was derived from the common mistake of cherry-picking a few isolated statistics. The full dataset for 2000 by contrast showed that the Forest was about as average an area as it was possible to find in England. It was at the 50th percentile on rank ordered indices of various kinds. The only index in which it performed markedly worse than the average local authority was Geographical Access to Services. That is purely because it is a rural area, and of course it shared that characteristic with nearly all other rural areas; we will return to the matter later.

A1.4	There were variations between wards, and one or two wards did appear to be deprived on individual indices. Given the view propounded by some local voices, one might have expected it to appear to be much more varied than other areas, with high peaks and low troughs. That was not the case. The coefficients of variability for the Forest were not higher than for other areas; indeed, they were markedly lower. On average the variability was about half of that found for other areas in England. The few small pockets of deprivation were neither widespread nor deep. In fact, it was an area with remarkably little variability. It was not only averagely affluent; that affluence was much more widely spread than elsewhere.

A1.5	Since then a second set of indices of multiple deprivation have been produced by the government. Published by the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, their full title and identifiers are:


The English Indices of Deprivation 2004
ISBN 85112 708 9
HMSO 2003 website: www.odpm.gov.uk

A1.6	The data are presented under a series of domain headings and in the form of a combined Index of Multiple Deprivation. An explanation of the source information that was used for each domain is presented in Appendix 1. Via the use of these domains, The English Indices of Deprivation 2004 document addresses most of the items considered in RPG 10 to be indicators of whether an area has special socio-economic needs. 

A2	How IMD 2004 Considers Deprivation

A2.1	There have been two major changes in the nature of indicators published in the 2004 data compared with those published in the 2000 version. It relates to the areas covered and the indicators used.

Areas Covered

A2.2	In the 2000 statistics, the areas for which data were reported were Wards. These are fairly large population areas, and it was possible that even though variations between them were slight, there might have been variations within them. For the 2004 statistics, the reporting areas have been changed, and are now SOAs (Super Output Area Lower Layer Level). These are much smaller, and have a population on average of only 1,500. Instead of the 8,414 wards reported in the 2000 data set, there are now 32,482 SOAs; i.e. on average each SOA is only a quarter of the size of the Ward unit that was adopted 4 years ago. One should therefore be able to examine area differences in finer detail, and, thus provide information on which one can make more focussed policy initiatives.

Indicators Used

A2.3	These, too, have changed. In 2000 there were 6 domains covered by the statistics, with 35 more detailed indicators, most of which reflected the receipt of State benefits. They were: Income, Employment, Health, Education, Housing, and Access to Services. In 2004 the data were reported in 7 domains: Income, Employment, Health deprivation and disability, Education Skills and Training, Barriers to housing and services, Crime and disorder, Living environment deprivation. They were as follows:

Summary of changes in the reporting basis 2000-2004
Domain 2004 Name
Domain 2000 Name
2004 Weighting
Income
Income
22.5
Employment
Employment
22.5
Health Deprivation and Disability
Health
13.5
Education, Skills and Training
Education
13.5
Barriers to Housing and Services
Housing or Access
9.3
Crime and Disorder
NA
9.3
Living Environment
NA
9.3

Thus, health has become Health Deprivation and Disability, Education has become Education Skills and Training, and Access to Services has become Barriers to Housing and Services. At the same time, Crime and Disorder and Living Environment have been added to the list. Overall, it has made little difference to the interpretation of the indices.

A2.4	It should be noted that these indices are not based upon any new research. The indicators used, voluminous and widespread though they are appear to be, are largely based on routinely recorded data. For example, many of the income measures are based on the number of households in receipt of a variety of State benefits. Note that this does not measure the need for benefit, but simply the receipt of it. Thus, an area which contained many poor people who were not receiving benefits to which they were entitled should, on any reasonable view, be regarded as more deprived than one in which those benefits were being claimed and received, In fact, the situation is the other way round. If the take-up of benefits is increased, the rank order of the index of deprivation automatically goes down, i.e. the area appears to be worse off. 

A2.5	Our attention was first drawn to this phenomenon when, during preparation of the Gloucestershire Structure Plan EIP submission we were surprised that the indicators suggested significant health and employment deprivation in a ward which on the surface looked fairly affluent in most other respects. On investigation, it turned out that that the ward contained two senior citizen residential homes, and two homes for disabled people. The fact that their residents were often in receipt of benefits of various kinds was the only reason why the area appeared to be deprived. Of course, it was not.

A2.6	Nevertheless, these are the indices, which government and planners use as the basis of their decisions, and we are forced to do the same. The general point to emerge is that the real level of deprivation is probably lower than that which emerges from a simple and simplistic reading of these statistics would suggest.

A3	Initial Results For The Forest Of Dean District

A3.1	Containing information from 32482 SOAs (super output areas, lower level), the complete data set for England presented in the 2004 Indices is so large that it is easy to become swamped by it. We have therefore tried to make it more comprehensible by some summarisation. We have chosen to use the median rank of various indices for various levels of government (local authority areas, wards, SOAs.

A3.2	Each SOA covers on average 1500 people. The measures for the different indices are incommensurate (i.e. they are not all on the same base). To compare them would be like counting oranges, eggs and fish as though they were all the same thing. Instead, one has to use rank orders (i.e. at what level in England a district fell). Of the 32,282 SOAs, an area which had a low rank (say 1 or 100 or 500) would be very deprived. Conversely, one which had a high rank (say over 20,000) would be privileged (comfortable). Ranks in the range 10000 to 20000 would be fairly average ones, not especially deprived nor especially privileged. Obviously, the average for all of England falls at 16,241 (the half-way point).

A3.3	SOA level data taken from the report for both the FOD District and all England are presented below in Table 1. To help with interpretation of the statistics we have added a line “Forest as % of England”. This shows how much above or below the national average the median SOA in the Forest is. A figure of 100 would mean that the Forest was exactly average. Lower figures would indicate a measure of deprivation. Higher ones would indicate relative comfort.

Table 1. The Forest of Dean District
Median rank order of SOAs in the District compared to the situation in England overall
Area of England
IMD
Income
Employment
Health Deprivation & Disability
Education Skills & Training
Barriers to Housing & Services
Crime & Disorder

Living Environ.
All England
16241
16241
16241
16241
16241
16241
16241
16241
FOD District
17647
17059
15903
20623
14023
8887
23351
18194
FOD District as % of England
109
105
98
127
86
55
144
112

A3.4	On 4 individual indicators the Forest is better off than the national average (Income, Health, Crime, and Living Environment). On one, it is effectively average (employment). On two, it performs relatively poorly. One is important. That is Education. In the context of all age groups the Forest does have a rather lower level of skills than England as a whole, and that should be one of the focuses of planning policy for the area. The other one is dramatic, but less important. That is the Barriers to Housing and Services, which largely merely reflects the fact that the Forest is a rural area. In the 2000 Indicators a similar domain, called Geographical Access to Services, showed much the same picture, and it was noticeable that urban areas which showed significant deprivation in respect of most other domains virtually always displayed very markedly less deprivation in connection with geographical access to services. The fact that this index in effect merely shows that the Forest is a rural area means that it could be misleading (unless the District Council plans to stop it being a rural area!). For that reason, in most of our analyses, we shall not cite this figure, although it is included in the overall index of multiple deprivation (IMD).  Appendix 2 provides more information on the topic. 

A3.5	On the overall indicator of Multiple Deprivation (a weighted sum of the other indicators) the Forest came out at 9% better off than the national average. As with the 2000 data, these new indicators give no support to the idea that the Forest should be designated as an Areas of Special Need. Indeed, the situation has improved since 2000, and the ASN concept is now seen even more strongly to be myth. To base policies upon it would be perverse and counter-productive.

A4	A More Detailed Analysis Of The 2004 ReportED Indices

A4.1	The data presented so far summarises the experience of the 50 SOAs in the Forest. However, Appendix L of the 2004 Indices report contains a summary table for the 354 English local authority areas as a whole (not merely of the SOAs within them). The section covering the FOD District local authority is reproduced below as Table 2. 

Table 2. Rank Order of the FOD District in 2004 among local authorities in England
(1 = most deprived, 354 = least deprived)
Measurement
IMD
Employment
Deprivation Concentration
Deprivation Extent
Income
Average Rank
190
233
238
248
256
Percentile
54
66
67
70
72

A4.2	It was possible for this second way of looking at the data to produce different results compared with those presented in Table 1. Indeed, it was possible that it would have shown that the more detailed data which we have so far used in Table 1 had painted too glowing a picture. As it turns out, that did not happen; the very reverse is true. The already rather rosy picture of the Forest to emerge in Table 1 under-estimates its general prosperity.

A4.3	The easiest way to comprehend Table 2 is to look at the “Percentile” row. This shows how far up the scale of English local authorities the FOD is. The first number in that row (54) indicates that on the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) the Forest, at position 190 out of 354 authorities, lies at the 54th percentile, i.e. it is over halfway up the list – certainly not on average deprived on that indicator. It also means that in the four years that have elapsed since the 2000 published data it has moved up the list, from position 50 to position 54. For the individual indicators, the situation is even better with its position lying between 66 and 72. It is not merely somewhat less deprived than average – it is markedly less deprived than average. For employment, it is two-thirds of the way up the list, and the “concentration” and “extent” indicators suggest that what little deprivation there is neither narrowly concentrated nor widespread. For income, it is three-quarters of the way up the list, nearly among some of the least deprived areas in England.

A4.4	We have not had time to investigate these differences in detail (although the District and County Councils have the staff to do that), but it is clear once again that the myth that the Forest is an Areas of Special Need is just that – a myth. Policies which are based on such beliefs are bound to fail, and will not serve the needs of the citizens of the Forest. There is no overriding case to inject unsustainable short-term anti-deprivation measures; which would have made it essential for the District to have grandiose schemes for large-scale industrial and commercial building, and large-scale housing developments. There is, however, a case for more focussed interventions. The question then arises as to which geographical areas should form the target of such focussed interventions.

A5	Deprivation Variability Within The Forest Of Dean District

A5.1	In our report on the 2000 Indicators, it was shown clearly that the Forest, far from being a place of contrasts between deprived and affluent, had a level of prosperity which was more evenly spread than was the case in other areas. Does that spread still hold in 2004?

A5.2	One measure which takes account of both the level of deprivation and the spread of it is the coefficient of variability (standard deviation as a percentage of the mean). We have calculated this figure for all SOAs in England and for those in the Forest, and present the results in Table 3 below.

Table 3. Coefficients of variability
Area of England
IMD
Income
Employment
Health Deprivation & Disability
Education Skills & Training
Barriers to housing & services
Crime & Disorder
Living Environ.
All England
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
FOD District
25
33
34
25
48
74
28
36
FOD as % of England
43
58
59
43
83
128
49
52

A5.3 	On only one of the indicators is the Forest more variable than other areas in England. That is the Barriers to Housing and Access to Services domain (the very one which should be ignored), in which it is 28 percentage points more variable than England as a whole. For all the other indicators, the Forest’s variability is low, ranging from the Education domain (in which it is 17 percentage points less variable than other areas) to the Health domain (in which it is 57 percentage points less variable than other areas). On the overall summary Index of Multiple Deprivation, it is 57 percentage points less variable than the average for other areas in England.

A5.4	Thus, not only is the Forest not markedly deprived, it is also remarkably homogeneous when compared to other areas. Any policy which is intended to achieve a “balanced community” might well be counter-productive. Overall, the community in the Forest is remarkably balanced already, and that is something which perhaps the Councils and other Principal Authority bodies should try not to endanger.

A6	The Forest Of Dean District Situation in 2004

A6.1	To try to give as clear a picture as possible, in Table 4 we have computed the rank order positions that the most deprived area would have a rank of 1, and the least deprived a rank of 1000. This is an index which is 10 times higher than a percentage figure, and helps small differences to stand out better. We have already shown that the Forest is about 54% (just over halfway) up the list of local authorities in England: that forms the basis of our claim that it is an average area, not a significantly deprived one.
	


Table 4. More detailed position of median SOA in the FOD District
(1 = most deprived, 1000 = least deprived)
IMD
Income
Employment
Health Deprivation & Disability
Education Training & Skills
Barriers to Housing & Services
Crime & Disorder
Living Environ.
543
525
490
635
432
274
719
560

A6.2	Once again, the one indicator on which the Forest appears to do fairly badly is the Access to Services (Barriers to Housing and Services), on which it is 27% of the way up the list (position 274 our of 1000). Of course, it is the very one which is the least informative, merely showing that the Forest is a rural area, about which we believe little can be done, and about which nothing should be done. We do not wish the Forest to become an urban or suburban area.

A6.3	The only other indicator it does rather less well than average on is Education, Training and Skills. It is not within the scope of this paper to attempt a detailed analysis of the causes of this underperformance, but a brief glance at the data sub-sets that make up the Education Skills & Training domain may throw some light on the matter. As well as the 2002 average points score of pupils at Key Stage 2, 3, and 4, they also contain the 2001 proportion of young people not staying on at school or non-advanced further education at 16, secondary school average absence rate during 2001 and 2002, the proportion of those under 21 not entering higher education for the years 1999 to 2002, and the 2001 proportions of working age adults with aged 25-54 in the area with no or low qualifications. Several of these parameters therefore illustrate a historical picture of the educational attainments of the District’s residents. It could mean several things; that a number of well qualified persons educated in the FOD have left the area; that historically the quality of education in the FOD has been less than desirable; that a high portion of the District’s more mature residents are poorly qualified, or that there has been (and possibly continues to be) inadequate provision for post 16 education and skills training in the District. It is noteworthy that although the FOD District at position 432 is 43% of the way up the Education Training and Skills ranking, 30 of the District’s 50 SOAs are below the 50th percentile in relation to the indicator.

A6.4	For the present, the absolute causal factors are uncertain, but the above and other additional reasons (many from the District Council’s 2003 sponsored WM Enterprises Report – Forest of Dean Employment Study) suggest that Education could with profit become a major area for Council initiatives, to the benefit both of the locality and to actual and potential employers. It would do more for genuine regeneration than other grandiose building schemes which have been proposed. Clearly, Education and Training to improve skill levels should be a major element of policy for the Forest.

A6.5	On Employment, the Forest overall is very close to the average for England. At position 490 it is nearly halfway up the list. The previously referred to WM Enterprise report showed that there is already nearly full employment amongst FOD residents and job vacancies are high, with employers in the District reporting a 28% vacancy rate in November 2003. These views are borne out by current unemployment figures which throughout the last 12 months period have remained at less than 2%, on a par with the Gloucestershire average, and well below both regional and national levels. There is clearly no case for any substantial employment generating initiatives. 

A6.6	Hard evidence is not currently available on the types of employment on offer, or taken up. However, despite anecdotal reports that some of the new jobs are at relatively low skill and income levels, the income indices in the current data set do not support that conclusion, since on the 2004 indices, the Forest is 5% above the national average. Nevertheless, no harm would be done in trying to increase skill levels.

A6.7	With regards to quality of life, the FOD District is well in the top half of English local authorities. For income, the indicator shows it is at position 525, for living environment it is at position 560, for health at position 635, and for crime and disorder at position 719.

A6.8	Overall, the position of the Forest is well reflected in the Index of Multiple Deprivation, on which we lie at position 543. That is certainly not an indication of a deprived area, and we hope that this will encourage the District Council, the County Council, and the Regional Development Agency to remove the damaging designation of the Forest as an Area of Special Need. 

A7	Variability Within The Forest: Variability Between Wards

A7.1	It has long been recognised that the Forest, like other areas, contains variations in the level of deprivation. Although our report on the Indices of Deprivation for the year 2000 showed that such variations are lower in the Forest than elsewhere, some do exist, and it would be sensible to examine whether they have policy implications. For the 2000 data, the lowest level of analysis for which data were available was that of the Ward. We therefore, as a first step, have returned to analyse the data within the Forest at ward level to look for variations.
	
Table 5. Rank order of wards within the FOD District 2004
Median all-England rank order of SOAs in each ward
(1 = most deprived in England)
(1000 = least deprived in England)
IMD
Income
Employment
Health Deprivation & Disability
Education Training & Skills
Crime & Disorder
Living Environ.
FOD overall median
543
525
490
635
432
719
560
Hartpury
782
945
907
875
878
781
703
Lydney North
733
792
622
710
419
917
428
Oxenhall & Newent North East
727
733
760
779
771
539
594
Churcham & Huntley
708
723
666
709
677
884
484
Tibberton
690
728
844
882
880
941
620
Bromsberrow & Dymock
675
784
889
804
729
907
779
Hewelsfield & Woolaston
673
735
666
864
845
976
497
Alvington, Aylburton & West Lydney
624
566
521
697
506
779
823
Redmarley
622
772
682
705
764
828
467
Blaisdon & Longhope
606
639
602
692
737
725
468
Newent Central
563
500
588
648
441
595
414
Pillowell
555
557
469
621
376
720
670
Tidenham
547
776
684
730
580
848
633
Christchurch & English Bicknor
544
662
572
652
575
673
434
Mitcheldean & Drybrook
542
420
530
533
288
916
497
Lydbrook & Ruardean
530
516
438
633
433
761
313
Newland & St Briavels
515
537
457
615
525
773
718
Littledean & Ruspidge
497
507
433
594
431
615
532
Berry Hill
482
385
452
671
300
813
706
Newnham & Westbury
476
441
384
486
643
872
767
Coleford East
469
411
415
541
262
807
649
Awre & Blakeney
455
418
435
420
493
712
761
Coleford Central
440
417
371
524
279
360
835
Bream
439
480
434
547
339
580
280
Cinderford West
429
561
326
497
243
387
517
Cinderford East
422
369
391
476
219
473
543
Lydney East
290
281
265
377
189
349
632

A7.2	To do the analysis, in Table 5 we have combined the SOA data into their various Wards. It shows Hartpury to have the highest IMD ranking value and Lydney East the lowest. However, there is considerable variation among the individual domain indicators, which complicates interpretation. One individual entry which is striking is that for income in Cinderford West. Its all-England income rank of 561 (not at all deprived) would place it 13th in the Forest, which contrasts markedly with its IMD ranking value of 429, which places it 25th in the Forest. This cannot be because of employment, as on that indicator the ward comes out only at rank 326. Thus, the situation is complex, and detailed examination of the data will be required to draw policy lessons from them.

A7.3	A second striking feature of Table 5 is the number of wards in which the all-England ranks for the Education Training and Skills domain are low. Nevertheless, although there are 9 wards in the Forest which have an all-England Education rank of less than 400, only Lydney East is in the bottom 20% of all wards in England. In no other ward for any of the 7 domains does this occur. It means that of all the other 188 values presented in Table 5, there is not one ward in the FOD District Ward in the bottom 20% in England for any of the domain indicators. This is very encouraging, but the below par performance with respect to Education Training and skills does reinforce the case that this feature of Forest life appears to need attention in some areas.

A8	Extent And Depth Of Deprivation At FOD District Ward Level

A8.1	It is possible that on individual indicators a ward appears to be fairly non-deprived. However, it could be the case that either the relative rank of a ward on an indicator is so low that one would have to use the label “deprived” for it. Equally, a ward might be fairly badly off on several indicators, and in that case the label “deprived” might also be appropriate. The IMD (Index of Multiple Deprivation) is supposed to take care of such variations. On that Index, the Forest is, overall, a prosperous place, as are most wards within it. However, it is a rather abstract mathematical concept, and it might be easier to understand what is happening by the use of a simpler form of analysis. We have therefore taken the view that if a ward is below a given level on several indicators, it might merit special attention.

Table 6. Forest of Dean District Wards - Number of Domains with an All-England Rank below 300 and above 400
(Using 1 – 1000 scale)
(<300 = Fairly deprived. >400 = Comfortable)
Domain Values
<300
>400
Alvington, Aylburton & West Lydney
0
7
Awre & Blakeney
0
7
Blaisdon & Longhope
0
7
Bromsberrow & Dymock
0
7
Christchurch & English Bicknor
0
7
Churcham & Huntley
0
7
Hartpury
0
7
Hewelsfield & Woolaston
0
7
Littledean & Ruspidge
0
7
Lydney North
0
7
Newent Central
0
7
Oxenhall & Newent North East
0
7
Redmarley
0
7
Tibberton
0
7
Tidenham
0
7
Lydbrook & Ruardean
0
6
Newland & St Briavels
0
6
Newnham & Westbury
0
6
Pillowell
0
6
Mitcheldean & Drybrook
1
6
Berry Hill
0
5
Bream
1
5
Cinderford East
1
4
Cinderford West
1
4
Coleford Central
1
4
Coleford East
1
3
Lydney East
4
1
A8.2	We report in Table 6 on two indicator levels derived from an analysis of all 7 domains in the 2004 Indices. The first quantity we have called “Fairly deprived”. That number shows, for each ward, on how many out of the 7 domains it dropped below an all-England rank of 300 on our 1 – 1000 scale. We could have set the level at 200 or even lower. However, had we done so, there would have been no wards in the Forest which could have been called deprived. Even the most deprived ward in the Forest still stands at position 290 on the IMD. However, a few wards do drop below the 300 level on some individual domains, even if they do not do so overall.

A8.3	At the other end of the scale, the second quantity we have called “ Comfortable”. We think that it is reasonable to use the word to describe an area which is less deprived than 40% of wards in England. This number therefore measures on how many out of the 7 domains a ward rose above an all-England rank of 400. That quantity is given in column 2 of Table 6. The values have been sorted in descending order for “comfortable”, then in descending order of IMD, and finally in ascending order of “fairly deprived”. The wards at the top of the list can reasonably be called “comfortable”, those at the bottom of the list “relatively deprived”.

A8.4	Our particular concern, of course, is trying to identify and quantify levels of deprivation (rather than of comfort). The level which we have set ourselves for this report is that an area could be called “fairly deprived” on any one domain if its all-England rank on that domain was below 300. That is an approach considerably more stringent than that adopted in the Indices 2004 as very deprived and in need of special attention. For each ward, we counted on how many domains it could be said to be fairly deprived using our criteria. If there had been a widespread culture of deprivation, one would expect that the number of domains below that level would be high (say 6 or 7 of them). As it turned out 20 of the Forest’s 27 wards had no domains which fell below the “fairly deprived” level (300). A further 6 of the wards fell below that level on only 1 domain (out of the 7 measured). There remained one ward (Lydney East) which was below that level on four domains. We think that is the only ward in the whole FOD District which as an entity could even approximately be characterised as deprived.

A8.5	Looking next at the column (headed Comfortable), the results show that 15 of the Forest wards were above position 400 on every single one of the seven domains. A further 5 were above that level on 6 domains, 2 on 5 domains, 3 on 4 domains, 1 on 3 domains, and 1 on 1 domain. There was no single ward that failed to reach the “comfortable” level on all the domains. At the positive end, this table therefore does not paint a picture of deprivation. Not only are nearly all wards scoring comfortably overall, but they are in general scoring comfortably on individual domains as well. 

A8.6	From the above, we conclude that although there is some variation in deprivation between wards, it is neither extensive nor deep. Where Forest wards are not in the top half of prosperity in England, they are well up in the second half. Analysing the data at the ward level does nothing to destroy our conclusion drawn from the analysis of the data on the District overall. Clearly, a focussed policy that addresses the deprivation where it occurs, not a shot-gun one, is called for.

A9	Variability within the Forest: variability within wards

A9.1	In the 2000 Indices, as has previously been noted, the lowest population level for which the data were published was the ward. That permitted some analysis in detail, although it did leave the impression that wards were homogeneous entities. That was the best that could be done at that time, but the impression was dangerous. In the same way that a district-wide policy which ignores variations between wards is open to criticism and a request for more focussed policies, similarly a ward-wide policy may also be open to adverse comment. Whether such criticism is valid or not is an empirical matter – it depends on whether there are variations within, rather than simply between, wards, and whether any such variations are sufficiently substantial to be taken into account when making policy.
A9.2	With the most recent (2004) indicators, the situation has changed. The data are now presented not merely at local authority or ward level, but also at lower SOA (Super Output Area) level. Such areas vary in size, but it is claimed in the ODPM report that their average size is about 1,500 population. The data for the Forest are given in Appendix 3, Table A.

A9.3	These data mean that we can go further than simply observing ward levels. In particular, just as we analysed wards in terms of being “fairly deprived” or “comfortable” in terms of on how many of the 7 domains they scored low or high, so we can do the same for the much smaller SOAs, and we can thus start to understand in finer detail where the pockets of deprivation really are. Using our 1 to 1000 scale we have again calculated for each SOA the number of domains on which it was “fairly deprived (<300)” or “comfortable (>400)”, and have included in addition the numerical IMD; i.e. the formal multiple indicator. 

A9.4	The relevant tables are large and rather indigestible. They are presented, in various orders in Appendix 3. For the purposes of the current section of our report, Table C is probably the most informative. 

A9.5	In that table, the vast majority even of the smaller areas (the SOAs) have a positive balance between the domains which show some deprivation, and those which show the areas to be comfortable; i.e. they have very few low scores (deprived), and a large number of high scores (comfortable) to offset them. We have taken the view that any SOA which has more than 2 domains with an All-England rank below 300 can reasonably be said to show some deprivation. Those which are thus deprived are included in Table 7 below. For those reading this report who are suspicious of statistics, it should be noted that if we had moved the cutting point up so that the criterion was having not more than 2 domains at a level less than 300, but having 1 domain that low, we would have included only one more SOA (out of the 50 in the Forest).

Table 7. A fair picture of the most deprived SOAs in the FOD District 2004
(<300 = Fairly deprived. >400 = Comfortable)
SOA
Ward
<300
>400
IMD
155
Lydney East
4
1
283
139
Cinderford West
4
1
205
157
Lydney East
5
1
290
138
Cinderford East
5
1
285
Details can be found in Appendix 3, Tables A to C

A9.6	Clearly, these four small areas (map numbers 138, 139, 155 and 157) could be described as suffering from deprivation. However, the fact that we can undertake this analysis in such fine details means that one can warn against simplistic explanations and policy responses. As a ward, Cinderford East appears to be fairly deprived. However, that ward is made up of two SOAs, numbers 137 and 138. Table 8 shows that they are clearly very different, and the ward level figures would be a classic lesson in over simplification.
	
Table 8. A first example of an apparently “deprived” ward
(<300 = Fairly deprived. >400 = Comfortable)
SOA
Ward
<300
>400
IMD
137
Cinderford East
0
5
560
138
Cinderford East
5
1
285
Details can be found in Appendix 3, Tables A to C

A9.7	On our 1 – 1000 scale, SOA 138 clearly merits the designation of “deprived”. It has 5 domains with scores below 300, and only one domain with a score above 400. Although its IMD ranking value of 285 would still mean that over a quarter of the 32,482 SOAs in England would have been worse off than FOD District area 138, it does make it probably the most deprived one in the Forest of Dean, and at least marginally deprived by national standards. 

A9.8	However, SOA 137, right next door, in the same ward, and literally just the other side of the road, is quite different. It has no domains with an all-England score below 300, on 5 of the 7 domains it has a score of over 400, and its 1 to 1000 scale IMD value of 560 (twice that of its neighbouring area) places it very comfortably in the top half of all SOAs in England. 

Table 9. A second example of an apparently “deprived” ward
(<300 = Fairly deprived. >400 = Comfortable)
SOA
Ward
<300
>400
IMD
139
Cinderford West
4
1
205
140
Cinderford West
0
6
628
141
Cinderford West
1
4
429
Details can be found in Appendix 3, Tables A to C

A9.9	If one moves a little further down the road, one moves to a different ward (Cinderford West). In this ward there are 3 SOAs; numbers 139, 140, and 141.  Table 9 gives the more detailed picture for that ward. Table 9, above, shows what happens in that ward. SOA 139 is towards the deprived end of the spectrum. It is below the 300 level on 4 domains, has only 1 comfortable domain to compensate, and the lowest IMD of any SOA in the Forest. From the map, it appears to reach out to a rather unpopulated area. SOA 141 is much more average – only one domain below 300, and four of them above the 400 level. Its IMD puts it rather below the average for England, but still over 40% of the way up the all-England list. Right next door, in the same ward, is SOA 140. This has no domains below the 300 level, 6 putting it firmly into the comfortable bracket, and an IMD of 628 on the 1 to 1000 scale confirms it. So this apparently deprived ward has within it an area which is 14th out of 50 SOAs in the Forest, and is nearly in the top third of SOAs in England.

A10	Other Matters Relevant To RPG 10 And Special Needs 

A10.1	So far our report has concentrated on information that can be directly derived from the Indices of Deprivation 2004 data. How then, using the RPG 10 specific criteria for those areas that have historically been recognised to have special social or economic needs does the Forest of Dean District fair in 2004? The following attempts to answer this question.

A10.2	GDP per capita. While this is not specifically considered in the 2004 deprivation indices, Table 2 showed the FOD District as a whole to be comfortably above the national average for the key ingredient: income. At finer detail level, using our 1 to 1000 scale, Appendix 3 Table A shows that only in 5 out of the District’s 50 SOAs is income below 300, contrasting with 27 SOAs in which it is above 600, and 3 where it is over 800.

A10.3	Unemployment. Table 2 showed the Forest of Dean District as a whole to be better off than the national average with respect to employment, and hence, by interpretation, slightly better than the national average for those persons unemployed. Only in 6 SOAs in employment at the less than 300 level, contrasting with 24 where it is above 500, and 3 above 800. As previously noted, these data for the 2004 deprivation report were collected in 2002 when unemployment in the District was in a band varying between 2.2% and 2.7%. However, by April 2004, unemployment amongst the District’s residents was down to 1.7%, the same as the County average, and well below both SW Region or All-England levels.
 
A10.4	Lack of access to opportunities, including training. It is difficult to make any direct finding relating to this item because what it covers is somewhat nebulous. What has been derived from the 2004 deprivation data is that in terms of education, skills and training the FOD District is currently slightly below the national median value. However, there is some evidence that this may be illustrative of a historical effect reflecting lack of formal education and training qualifications in the more elderly population rather than inadequate education provision for current pupils and students. This trend may be the reason why 6 of the District’s SOAs which are all below the 200 level on our 1 to 1000 scale, whereas 20 SOAs score greater than 500. It is also notable that 4 SOAs are above the 800 mark, which means they contain a predominance of some of the most skilled and educationally privileged persons in England.

A10.5	Structural economic problems such as an over reliance on Manufacturing/Agriculture/ Fishing. There is nothing contained in the 2004 deprivation indices data that directly relates to these matters. However, WM Enterprise Consultants in their 2003 report for the FODDC remarked that while manufacturing was still very important to the FOD District’s economic well-being, the national trend of moving away from manufacturing industry is also occurring in the District. This trend has been voiced in several other recent reports on the FOD District’s economy; e.g. in the Gloucestershire First report – A Rural Economic Strategy for Gloucestershire 2003-2010. The WM Enterprise report also noted that 87.2% of business stock in Gloucestershire’s rural economy is made up of micro-businesses employing between 1 and 10 persons, and there seems to be no evidence that the FOD District is significantly different in this respect. It means the FOD economy is no longer reliant on the presence of a few large manufacturing plants; e.g. Rank Xerox, SCA, etc., as it formerly was. With regard to agriculture, in May 2000 the Royal Agricultural Society for England (RASE) reported in their paper Routes to Rural Prosperity – Farmland Management Strategies for the UK that, over the 1990s, persons employed in agriculture had reduced from 130,000 to 95,000 (by 27%), and that the trend was continuing. Out of a total UK workforce of 30 million (National Office of Statistics 2004), agriculture now employs only 3.3% of it. Although it has not been possible to produce specific data, it would not be unreasonable to assume a similar state of affairs in the FOD District. Even allowing a conservative factor of 2 for its rurality, it is clear that within the FOD District, agriculture is not the mainstay of the FOD District workforce, even though it does encompass a significant portion of the District’s landmass. The situation with regard to fishing is irrelevant since there are now virtually no commercial fishing activities engaged in apart from some eel rearing and the operation of a few commercial fishing lakes.

A10.6	Population decline or unbalanced demographic structure. Again, the 2004 deprivation indices data contain nothing that is directly relatable to these matters. However, National Office of Statistics data reveal that the population of FOD District increased from 75,800 in 1991 to 80,000 in 2001 (2001 Census value). Population decline cannot therefore be causal factor for special need. As far a demographic structure goes, each of the four “market towns” are centres of population, albeit the majority of the population lives outside them in and around the Districts rural villages. The FODDC’s Four Towns Economic Vitality, Viability and Vulnerability study (May 2003) indicated that each market town was used by 19 to 28% of the District’s population. It is also noteworthy that it is claimed in the WM Enterprise Consultant’s report that of FOD’s 48000 employed residents around 12000 people commute to work out of the District. However, the number is in no way exceptional. The University of Leeds in a report that they produced following the 1991 Census in which they studied the who UK population showed that on average, even then, a total of 59% of workers in the mixed rural or predominantly rural parts of England were out-commuting to work outside of their districts each day; i.e. nearly twice the percentage that commute out the FOD District. None of these data are therefore indicative of the District suffering from demographic imbalance. 

A10.7	Health and other social issues. Contrasting with the last two items, it is possible to make a direct link with respect to these matters via the 2004 deprivation indices data. For both health (and disability) and living environment the FOD District is significantly less deprived than the English average and as a living environment it is less deprived than the average for the County. Only 1 SOA scored less than 300 for health, whereas 38 scored more the 500. Similarly on living environment 5 SOAs were below the 300 mark but 31 were above the 500 value in our 1 to 1000 scale. Only in the domain of barriers to housing and services did the FOD District perform significantly less than the English average. However, as has already been explained, that situation is typical of a rural district and does not reflect an abnormal trend compared with other parts of rural England, even those which in all other respects are generally rated as suffering from very low levels of deprivation. To illustrate this, in the 2004 indices, all those FOD District SOAs with the lowest values for this domain have IMD values >500. 

A11	Conclusions on The 2004 Socio-economic STATUS of THE FOD

A11.1		The District Level

	The more recently published indices of deprivation 2004, do nothing to reduce our confidence in saying that, on their basis, the long-standing characterisation of the Forest of Dean as an area of special need is a myth, with no foundation in fact. Indeed, during the past four years the Forest has moved up the league tables by about 4 percentage points. From being at the 50th percentile in 2000, it is now at the 54th. In 2000, we were able to say that the Forest is an average district. We can now say that it is rather above average.


A11.2		The Ward Level

	Once again, as was revealed using the 2000 data, the 2004 data picture shows that there are still variations, but that they are neither wide nor deep. Of the 7 domains included in our analysis, on only one of them does 1 ward fall below an all-England 200 rank using the 1 to 1000 scale. All of the wards in the Forest have at least one indicator above our defined “comfortable” level of >400, and the majority of wards have all 7 domain indicators above that level.


A11.3	The SOA Level

	When, as was possible with the new data set, to drill down below the ward level to SOAs, with average populations of only 1,500 people, the picture became both fascinating and complex. There were substantial variations within wards. We took two wards as examples: Cinderford East and Cinderford West. Both have long been regarded as highly deprived and have been used, in part at least, as grounds for proposed large-scale industrial and housing developments within the FOD District. It turned out that the situation was not that simple.


	Of those wards, one contained 2 SOAs, whose IMD values were so different that, using a 1 to 1000 scale, one of them scored twice as highly as the other (285 to 560) and the other ward contained 3 SOAs, whose IMD values ranged from 205 to 628. Clearly, this demonstrated that the ward is not a meaningful unit for policy purposes, and it means that any policy initiatives need to be focussed at some lower level. That is particularly true for the domain of education.


	It may well be the case that in the future, the local authorities in the area will need to commission research that goes beyond the misleading simplifications cited as evidence to date, and what sometimes would appear to have bordered on an apocryphal approach upon which decisions have been based. For the Future, studies need to be based on small area analysis, going down to at least the street and block level, and it may well be the case that some planning will occasionally need to go the level of the individual dwelling.


	The main message from this study is that picture of the Forest of Dean district as one of special socio-economic need has yet again been shown, and shown convincingly, to be false. There are concrete things that can be done to help the few deprived, and very localised, areas in the Forest. Large-scale building of factories, lorry parks, and housing estates are not among them. They damage our economic prospects, and, as this study has shown, they are unlikely to do much to reduce the very limited deprivation which exists.



A11.4		Key Conclusions

	From the work to that we have engaged in for this study a substantial case has been developed which demonstrates there are no characteristics of the FOD District that are of anything approaching the magnitude necessary to warrant its continuing to have in it a an area of socio-economic special need, as defined by the RPG 10 criteria.

 	
	In Summary, the general conclusion from all the above is that rather than maintaining the myth of the Forest of Dean District containing a large area of special need, if special geographical attention to need is warranted, it should be focussed on and restricted to the few SOA that are identified in the OPDM published English Indices of Deprivation 2004 as the most deprived. Thus, overall, for Goal A there is now no need for any large special need status area for socio-economic purposes within the FOD District. Instead, any special treatment could and should be focussed on a micro approach, targeting those SOAs were it has been demonstrated that assistance would yield the greatest return and/or be of the most benefit.


PART B

an analysis of environmental and planning
considerations AFFECTING THE FOREST OF DEAN DISTRICT


B.1	Background

B1.1	It is clear that most major investigations into the need for the protection of its environment, landscape, and amenity value, have concluded that with regard to this goal, the FOD District is a special area, even if the Countryside Agency (CA) has not yet seen fit to recommend it be given special protection. Examples of recognition evidence in support of its being special are in the following:
	The post Hobhouse Report 1949 placement of the Forest of Dean on the list of candidates for AONB designation and similar candidate status on all subsequent lists.
	The 1970 report into the establishment of an AONB in Wye Valley, which stated that the Forest of Dean was of similar special and high quality to the Wye Valley. 

The notes of the CA Board Meeting, 18th November 1999, where it was concluded that “The Board had recognised the special qualities of the FOD as a cultural landscape, which are certainly equal to the qualities of other areas that had been designated as AONB”.
The CA Paper (AP99/37) which recommended “work should start on the designation of the FOD as an AONB” and “authorise officers to develop a pilot project to test the delivery of integrated rural development in the FOD”.
The extensive 1999 CA report Forest of Dean – Review of Special Status, produced for them by Land Use Consultants experts was in no doubt over the most of the District being of a quality warranting AONB designation and statutory protection.
The FODDC minutes of June 1999 (22/06/99) where the FODDC said it “welcomes the principles of the Consultants’ report specifically including the reference to an area of the FOD being designated an enhanced Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.”
A letter from the CA Chairman to the Minster of the Environment (Ref: E Cameron to M Meacher, 23rd February 2000) confirmed the AONB quality of the FOD’s landscapes.
CA written evidence, July 2000, to the GCC Minerals Local Plan Inquiry calling upon the Forest of Dean District for the purposes of the Inquiry to be assumed to be an AONB, and provided protection as such.
SWRDA, in their recent published report - A Prospectus for Protected Landscapes in the South West - have noted that the Forest of Dean District is one three ‘non-protected’ areas in the south West that stand out as special places. It noted that it is an exceptional culture landscape and its community is justly proud of its heritage.

B1.2	On the face of it, since the above examples are both what planners and politicians have felt for over half a century, and most significantly within the last five years, that the case for it to be statutorily protected by AONB designation has been demonstrated, and appropriate arrangements to that end should be in place. It is mystery then, why the CA to date, despite its previous support, has not recommended AONB designation. A volte-face on the matter by the CA at their September 2000 Board Meeting was in direct contravention of written evidence to the GCC Mineral Local Plan Inquiry in July 2000. Usually, a change of direction of this kind is based on politics rather than evidence and reason.

B2	The District’s Environmental, Landscape, and Amenity Value

B2.1	When problems of socio-economic deprivation were examined in Part A of this report, it was possible to show unequivocally that there is no case for classing a major portion of the FOD an area of special socio-economic need. It should be possible to undertake a similar analysis of available data for the landscape, amenity and environmental side of the equation, but it is not. This raises the question why not? The answer lies in what seems to be a sparseness of quantitatively or even qualitatively assessed information on the merits of England’s natural or man made landscapes, biodiversity, culture or heritage. Because of this lack of relevant data it has proved difficult to provide a similar analysis for these types of environmental domains. 

B2.2	The South West Regional Prospectus 1999 estimated that the region’s high quality environment as a principal driver contributed 100,000 jobs, and £1.6 billion to the economy of the South West. Region. Over 55,000 of these jobs were estimated to be directly linked to environmental services that generated £744M in output. Tourism and recreation were also shown to be heavily dependent upon the high quality environment of the region, and as mainstays of the economy it was estimated that they had earned the region £3.7 billion and supporting 97,000 jobs in 1998. In the latest modified version of FOD Local Plan it is claimed that the value of tourism to the District’s economy in 2002 was £92M, despite the continuing effects of the previous year’s Foot and Mouth Disease (FMD) outbreak and remaining restrictions.
 
B2.3	The quantitative economic worth of the nation’s landscapes, biodiversity, etc., was also starkly illustrated via the impact of the 2000/2001 foot and mouth disease outbreak. For instance, in July 2003 Advantage West Midlands, reported in their publication The Environmental Economy of Protected Landscapes in the West Midlands that the estimated effect of the outbreak on the their protected landscapes was a loss of 471 jobs and £769M in turnover. Another estimate of the economic value of protected landscapes and other areas of open countryside, this time to the South West Region, was highlighted in early 2004 in the South West Protected Landscapes Forum report A Prospectus for Protected Landscapes in the South West. It was estimated in it that the impact of the foot and mouth disease outbreak on the protected landscapes of the region (e.g. closed footpaths and car parks and the avoidance of travel to enjoy the region) had effectively shut down the rural economy. As a result, losses of 20-30% in annual revenues were commonplace across a wide range of businesses, and it has been estimated that the effect on the economy of Exmoor alone was such that it suffered a £15M loss during the outbreak, even though there were no confirmed cases of FMD.

B2.4	Although, over recent years, it is understood that work has been conducted by a variety of bodies attempting to address the economic worth of the Forest of Dean District’s environment (e.g. by Land Use Consultants), little of it has yet been made available to the public for independent analysis. There are however a few pieces of qualitative information regarding the economic worth of landscapes, biodiversity, culture and heritage that are worth noting.

B2.5	There have been several CA initiated FOD District environmental studies over the last few years investigating topics such as the District’s biodiversity and archaeology, probably the best known are the Dean by Definition project and the Forest of Dean Landscape Character Assessment (November 2002 final draft). None of them, however, have provided adequate evaluative data. For instance, the landscape study has simply provided a somewhat limited descriptive narrative concerning the District, backed up with more detailed categorisation and observations on the types of landscape that the author’s had identified within the District. No attempt was made to rank it or compare it with other English landscapes. The approach adopted was generally based upon the methodology set out in their 2002 publication Landscape Character Assessment Guidance for England and Scotland. 

B2.6	However, as a tool to assess environmental quality, the CA have recognised the shortfall of landscape character assessment in the form set out in the 2002 guidance, and in their recently published Topic Paper 1 Recent Practice and the Evolution of Landscape Character Assessment, have suggested that a more over-arching approach is required. Called Integrated Characterisation, it involves giving equal weighting to landscape character, ecological character (biodiversity), historical character, the resources of air and water, recreational character and accessibility, and possibly a consideration of the economic characteristics of farming. As can be seen, landscape character becomes one of the strands of Integrated Characterisation. So far other than a study in Oxfordshire, there has been little use of the technique to date, but it would appear to have significant potential in relation to the Forest of Dean District’s diverse and complex range of attributes; the things that make it special, rare, and in some instances, unique.

B2.7	In the Consultant’s report (University of Gloucestershire, Selman, 2003) conducted for the CA into Phase 1 of their FOD IRD project no mention was made to a failure to engage in either quantitative or qualitative environmental assessment in relation to gaining an understanding of the effectiveness of IRD or, indeed, of anything else. The report simply concluded that only 2 out of 13 objectives of the IRD have achieved a ‘substantial’ degree of success. Even setting that aside, in terms of achievement after expending £1.1m this is a pathetic return by the CA, particularly after the relevant agency made a sudden turn-round in policy away from AONB to FOD IRD as a “flag ship” initiative for the CA. The Agency’s having produced no data which would enable a reasoned scientific judgement to be made about environmental matters constitutes a major “black-hole”. Having used the FOD District as a pilot to gain an understanding for IRD applicable to the rest of the country, the public and in particular the District’s residents would appear to have every right to be suspicious about either the competence or the bona fides of those leading the initiative.

B3	An Attempt At A Quantitative/Qualitative Assessment 

B3.1		The following subsections are an attempt to see whether anything else can be salvaged from what is available regarding FOD District from published environmental and related data.

B3.2		The only attempt at a quantitative assessment document that we are aware of on this topic is the document that the FODDC produced in support of the January 2002 draft version of FOD Local Plan. Claiming to be an “environmental appraisal” for the Local Structure Plan, we have studied the document and feel that it fails on a number of serious counts adequately to address the claim of its title.

B3.3		As has already been said, other than background work by Land Use Consultants for the report which they produced and the which the CA published in 1999, the latest landscape character assessment of the FOD District is the CA’s November 2002 (Final Draft) report and its accompanying appendices. Although no attempt was made to either rank the District’s landscapes or place them in any hierarchical order against those of other parts of England, a number of observations were made about them, and they do illustrate the wide range of landscapes within the FOD District. The 14 main categories of landscape identified are listed below, and a full breakdown including the rather finer detailed make-up of each landscape type is contained in Appendix 4.

	Wooded Valleys

Limestone Hills
 Limestone Plateaus
Wooded Scarp and Lower Scarp Slopes
Wooded Syncline and Settled Forest Margin
Unwooded Vale
Drained Riverine Farmland and Grazed Salt Marsh
Littoral Sands and Rock Outcrops
Undulating Farmland
Wooded Hills
Flooded Farmland
Vale Hillocks
Low Hills and Orchards
Undulating Hill Farmland
B3.4	As stated above, working in isolation it is impossible to put a quantitative value on any of the above landscape types or the multi-faceted elements, described in Appendix 4, that make up their more detailed characteristics. However, a number of qualitative features can be highlighted. The first, already mentioned, is the very wide range of landscape types that are present in the District. With the exception of high mountains and large lake areas, it has in it many of the rural landscape types that are available in England as a whole. It is a delicate miniature in its own right. It also demonstrates that while many people still look upon the District as the statutory afforested area this is far from the case. Many of the landscape features that make up the richness of the District are on its periphery or to the north and east of the statutory forest. While there are centres of population in the District that some persons may see as features that reduce the credit due to its more rural landscapes, at present they are still of a size and proportion that the District seems able to absorb them. However, the authors of both the CA’s 2002 Landscape Character Assessment and their earlier 1999 report noted that several District’s categorised landscapes are fragile and could easily be damaged or lost forever due to unsuitable development. Examples of such pressures include, “factory” farming, commercial forestry activities, urban sprawl, unsustainable short termist industrial commercial and tourist development. Without suitable protection couched in adequate statutory legislative and planning control, this means it is only a question of time before the activities of developers/profiteers whose only interest is the economics of short term gain, mixed with political expediency, will result in the present remaining environmental attributes of the Forest of Dean District suffering irreparable damage.

B3.5	For the present, looked at qualitatively, the landscape attributes of the District as a whole would appear from the CA Land Use Consultant work published in 1999 to considerably out weigh the deleterious impact of modern development and they were in no doubt that the landscapes of the District were well within range normally considered requisite for AONB designation. 

B3.6	What then of the District’s biodiversity? The results of an assessment study that has been conducted under the CA’s FODIRD project has still to be formally published, but from informal discussions with the team responsible it would appear that the District has a very rich biodiversity. It is also interesting that some of the District’s important species of fauna and flora occur in areas of the District (e.g. old colliery sites) were there is currently pressure for regeneration/redevelopment/development or where destruction by such pressure seems very probable in the very near future unless current local policies are altered or intentions change. Setting aside unidentified species and sites not recognised to date for their biodiversity, proportionate to land area, the FOD District has a significantly large number of nature conservation sites than the Cotswolds and a greater range of identified flora and fauna. To date, there are three internationally designated RAMSAR Special Protected Area conservation sites in the District and four sites are current Special Areas of Conservation candidates. All are on the European Natura 2000 Register, and the UK Government is responsible under EU Regulations for their well-being. The District also has 47 nationally designated Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and 208 sites have been identified and classified of regional or local importance and come under the control of the Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust identified as Key Wildlife Sites. In addition there are 2 not statutorily registered sites under the control of the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds. All the above sites are designated for their special-ness; be it the range, the rarity and/or the number of the fauna or flora they support. This richness of biodiversity possessed by the District is at least on a par with that of most AONB designated areas of the country and in several instances exceeds the biodiversity attributes possessed by them.
	
B3.7	The archaeological and historic attributes of the District are in many ways interlinked. For instance is an old mine working part of the archaeology or history of the District? It was for a long time considered that the Forest of Dean District was relatively unimportant in relation to historic and archaeological attributes. However, post World War II studies, and particularly those conducted over the last decade, have revealed just how wrong that view has been. Under the control of the Gloucestershire Archaeological Department and with assistance from a number of voluntary groups, a very different picture is starting to emerge. Rather than how little archaeology there is in the District what is becoming increasing apparent is how little is known of the District’s exceedingly rich archaeological record. Much more work needs to be done, but is becoming increasingly important that the richness and wide range of the archaeological record still to be unearthed means development in the District will need to be rigorously controlled to prevent valuable information from being lost forever.

B3.8	In addition to its archaeological heritage, the District is also fortunate in have numerous historic buildings and monuments. These latter range from a section of Offa’s Dyke via table tombs, ancient standing stones, through to more modern relics such as equipment and buildings from the District’s coal mining age. Many of the buildings are listed and there are currently 65 officially recognised ancient monuments dispersed throughout the District. For a District covering an area of just over 200 sq km the numbers and the range of buildings and monuments involved is not dissimilar to those of most other AONBs.

B3.9	The CA’s Topic Paper 1 Recent Practice and the Evolution of Landscape Character Assessment does not make it clear what is intended when it talks about resources of air and water, or recreational character and accessibility. It is therefore difficult to judge these items in comparison with those provided within other AONBs. However, despite it not currently being designated an AONB, within the Forest of Dean District the Forestry Commission and other bodies have for many years been engaged in a policy of making the afforested areas of the District accessible for recreation and community pursuits. There is increasing keenness to ensure that public rights of way are honoured by landowners, and via the Countryside and Rights of Way Act enactment, several other areas of land are soon to be made accessible. Air quality throughout the district is generally good and there is definitely good access to water via the district’s lakes ponds and streams. A key asset of the District is that the whole of it eastern edge is bounded by the River Severn, the largest river in England, and world famous for the phenomenon of the Severn Bore. In its magnitude, the latter is unique in Europe attracting visitors from all over the world. This is a natural attribute not possessed by any currently designated English AONB.

B3.10	It is beyond the scope of our study to engage in a proper Integrated Characterisation of the FOD District. It would involve a dataset comparison of the identified domain attributes of the Forest of Dean District with those of the rest of the country, giving equal weighting to landscape character, ecological character (biodiversity), historical character, the resources of air and water, recreational character and accessibility. Nevertheless, it has been possible to engage in a relative qualitative comparison of the merits of the District’s attributes. With respect to each of the identified environmental domains, there appears to be nothing which, on balance, makes the FOD District unacceptably inferior to most other areas of England that have been statutorily protected under AONB designation.

B4	CONCLUSIONS ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL, 	LANDSCAPE,
	AND AMENITY WORTH OF THE FOREST OF DEAN DISTRICT

B4.1	To date, none of the public agencies (FODDC. Gloucestershire CC, GOSW/SWRDA) which have an interest in planning have undertaken even the most basic data collection of sufficient proportions to enable a meaningful quantitative assessment of the Forest of Dean District’s environmental, landscape and amenity attributes. Indeed it would appear in some cases, that the various parties have by default, if not deliberately, failed to take advice and opportunities available to gather such data. 

B4.2	While the FOD District may have some built environment features (mainly in the market towns) that are not ideal, this is also true of most other AONB designated areas. On balance, the District is at least possessed of a total wealth of environmental attributes of a quality required for AONB designation, and in a number of instances, the quality of some of these attributes is well in excess of several other areas of the country that are already AONB designated.

B4.3	On the basis of the quantitative estimates that have been reported concerning the economic value of the environment of the South West Region as a whole, the District’s landscapes, biodiversity, culture and heritage must have a significant worth to the community.

B4.4 	It would appear that many of the natural and man made environmental attributes of the District have been able, in the main, to withstand the ravages of time. Now, though, at the beginning of the 21st Century many of its landscapes and the other features for which it is known worldwide, are under stress. They are fragile and could easily be irreparably damaged or lost forever due to unsuitable development. 

B4.5	Set against the RPG 10 criteria upon which to judge designating an Area of Special Need, there is no evidence that any of the District’s environmental, landscape or amenity properties would warrant the designation. What it has is a need for special protection. 



OVERALL REPORT CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

	OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

	The situation that has emerged from the studies we have reported on in Parts A and B of this document can be summarised in the following conclusions:

	On the socio-economic front, using the criteria as set out in the current version of Regional Planning Guidance 10, there is no case for a large designated Area of Special Need within the FOD District, and in particular there is no case for permitting environmentally damaging and probably unsustainable economic developments in support of such a concept.


	In the face of all the objective evidence that as a District its levels of socio-economic deprivation are in most instances less than the All England median values, it is amazing that the myth of the FOD District containing a large area of socio-economic deprivation continues to be regularly voiced, and apparently accepted, by both officials and politicians. 


	In terms of its man made and natural features, the FOD District is still an environmentally rich area of England that is in urgent need of protection if that richness is not to be lost to present and future generations. This is obvious even from a relatively simple qualitative standpoint, although it would have been much more satisfying if a quantitative scientific assessment of the environmental domains had been possible.


	There is clear evidence that it is no longer necessary for Goal A, attempts to maximise the social and economic well-being of local people, to be the driving force at the expense of the sustainable future of the District. There are still some very small limited pockets of socio-economic deprivation within the District, as there are within every community in England. However, until scientific based work is conducted to ascertain their causal factors it will remain impossible to know the full facts in any serious epistemological sense. Until that is done, the future of the District will continue as at present, left to weak and inaccurate sociology, amateurish hunches, and biased statistics.


	Unless serious attention is given to Goal B, and an earnest attempt is made statutorily to protect a rare, perhaps unique, natural and man-made resource, as part of a sustainable Forest of Dean District, one thing probably above all others is certain; its rural environment as a multi-facetted, rare, perhaps unique, natural resource, will not survive the development pressures of the 21st Century.


	The overarching conclusion of the study is that the necessity for Goal A to dominate irrespective of future consequences has passed, and that the balance should now be tipped more in favour of Goal B, trying to protect a rare, perhaps unique, natural resource, so that its amenities are available to many people, both now and into the foreseeable future.


	OVERALL RECOMMENDATIONS

	Based upon the results of the analysis reported in Parts A and B of the report, and summarised in the report’s overall conclusions, the following recommendations are offered: 

	As an immediate step, the most fruitful course of action would be to commission research of a very focussed kind to try to obtain a clear picture about the problems underlying the achievement of Goal B, and the solutions to overcome them.


	Further work needs to be conducted in a scientific way to ascertain the true dimensions and characteristics of those SOAs that are currently significantly under-performing against one of more deprivation domain.


	As a priority response to the Indices of Deprivation 2004 data, work should be directed in a scientific manner to throwing light on the causal factors of education training and skills underperformance within some of the District’s SOAs. The results of that work should then be linked to the development of a suitable strategy to resolve the matter using best practicable means. 


	For the future well-being of its residents, all future planning decisions for the District need to be focussed around providing a sustainable future for its residents that is not only tailored to their needs, but which also guarantees the maintenance and where achievable, the sympathetic enhancement of the District’s natural and man-made attributes.
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Appendix 1

The English Indices Of Deprivation 2004 - The Domains Elements
 
As is common with government statistics, these indicators cannot be directly compared with those from previous years, although the general picture which they paint can be compared. Unlike the ward level breakdown used in the Indices of Deprivation 2000, the data available in the Indices of Deprivation 2004 provide a variety of indices at Super Output Area (SOA) level for England. Taken from the 2001 Census Super Output Areas Lower Layer, each contains data on average 1500 people. The approach provides information on a finer scale than that achieved in the Indices of Deprivation 2000. The data consist of Domain Indices of Deprivation and the Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004 ('IMD 2004'). The seven Domain Indices are: 
	Income

Employment
Health Deprivation and Disability
Education, Skills and Training
Barriers to Housing and Services
Crime and Disorder
Living Environment

Two supplementary Indices - the Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index and the Income Deprivation Affecting Older People Index - which are subsets of the Income Domain - are presented separately. District, Primary Care Trust and County level summaries are also presented separately.

Each domain value has been derived from a number of more specific measures as follows:

(a) Income
	Adults and children in Income Support Households for 2001 
	Adults and children in Income Based Job Seekers Allowance Households for 2001
	Adults and children in Family Credit Households whose equivalised income (excluding housing benefits) for 2001 is below 60% of median before housing costs
	Adults and children in Disability Persons Tax Credit households whose equivalised income (excluding housing benefits) for 2001 is below 60% of median before housing costs
	National Asylum Support Service (NASS) supported asylum seekers in England who in 2002 were in receipt of subsistence only and accommodation support

(b) Employment
	Unemployment claimant count (18-59 age group for women and 18-64 age group for men), average of the four quarters of 2001 
	Incapacity Benefit claimants (18-59 age group for women and 18-64 age group for men) 2001 
	Severe Disablement Allowance claimants (18-59 age group for women and 18-64 age group for men) 2001
	Participants in New Deal for 18-24 year olds who are not in the claimant count, 2001
	Participants in New Deal for persons aged 25+ who are not in the claimant count, 2001
	Participants in New Deal for Lone Parents 18 and over, 2001

(c) Health, Deprivation and Disability
	Year of potential life lost (1997-200, Source: Mortality data for Office of National Statistics) 
	Comparative Illness and Disability ratio, 2001 
	Measures of emergency admission to hospital, 1999/2000 and 2000/2001 
	Measures of persons under 60 suffering from mood or anxiety disorders, collated data from 1997 – 2001 inclusive

(d) Education, Skills and Training
	Average points score of pupils at Key Stage 2, 2002 
	Average points score of pupils at Key Stage 3, 2002
	Average points score of pupils at Key Stage 4, 2002
 	Proportion of young people not staying on at school or non-advanced further education at 16, 2001 
	Secondary school absence rate, average of 2001 and 2002 
	Proportion of those under 21 not entering higher education, 1999-2002
	Proportions of working age adults with aged 25-54 in the area with no or low qualifications, 2001 

(e) Barriers to Housing and Services
	Household overcrowding. 
	Local Authority level percentage of households for whom a decision on their application for assistance under the homeless provisions of housing legislation has been made, assigned for the constituent SOAs, 2002
	Difficulty of access to owner occupation, 2002
	Road distance to GP premises, May 2003
	Road distance to a supermarket or convenience store, December 2002
	Road distance to a primary school, 2001/2002
	Road distance to a post office, end of March 2003	 

(f) Crime and Disorder
	Burglary, 4 recorded crime offence types constrained to CDRP level, April 2002 – March 2003. 
	Theft, 5 recorded crime offence types constrained to CDRP level, April 2002 – March 2003. 
	Criminal damage, 10 recorded crime offence types constrained to CDRP level, April 2002 – March 2003 
	Violence, 14 recorded crime offence types, April 2002 – March 2003

(g) Living Environment
	Social and private housing in poor condition, 2001
	Housing without central heating, 2001
	Air quality, 2001
	Road traffic accidents involving injury to pedestrians and cyclists, 2000-2002

The Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD 2004) is a weighted index combining transformed domain scores with the following weights.

Income
Employment
Health, Deprivation & Disability
Education, Training & Skills
Barriers to Housing & Services
Crime & Disorder 
Living Environment
22.3%
22.5%
13.5%
13.5%
9.3%
9.3%
9.3%

The approach used is similar to that taken in Indices of Deprivation 2000. In all, the data set from which the IMD for each SOA has been developed consists of 7 domains, containing a total of 37 separate indicators. It has been impossible to determine how good the quality the data is, but there are certainly plenty of them, and definitely enough to make a decision on whether a District, Ward, or SOA is socio-economically deprived, or not.

APPENDIX 2

More Information On The Barriers to Housing and Services Domain

In the HMG published 2000 Indices of Deprivation report there was a category domain called Geographical Access to Services (GAS).  The information datasets that were used to produce it were:
	Access to a post office for April 1998.

Access to a food shop.
Access to a GP for October 1997.
Access to a primary school for 1999.

In the HMG published English Indices of Deprivation 2004 document the GAS domain has been dropped and a new category domain has been introduced called Barriers to Housing and Services (BHS).  The information datasets from which it has been developed are:
	Household overcrowding.
	Local Authority level percentage of households for whom a decision on their application for assistance under the homeless provisions of housing legislation has been made, assigned for the constituent SOAs, 2002.
	Difficulty of access to owner occupation, 2002.

Road distance to GP premises, May 2003.
Road distance to a supermarket or convenience store, December 2002.
Road distance to a primary school, 2001/2002.
Road distance to a post office, end of March 2003	 

From the new BHS domain’s datasets it can be seen that while they are somewhat of an enlargement on those used for the GAS domain in the 2000 report, they are virtually measuring the same things with the exception that housing overcrowding and applications for assistance with homeless provisions have been included.  The inclusion of these last two datasets confuses the issue in many ways, and to our mind they would have been much better included as subsets in another domain, e.g. Living Environment. 

It was noticed with the 2000 values that generally there was a negative correlation between GAS and all other domains.  In particular, poor performing urban areas always fared well on GAS despite having very low Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) rankings.  The question is where the trend is also occurring in the latest 2004 reported indices, and in particular in Gloucestershire, despite the inclusion of the housing related subsets.

To this end, the following table has been constructed from the 2004 data. It shows the number of SOAs in the respective Gloucestershire Districts that have ranking scores <300 for each of the reported domains (i.e. fairly deprived, using our 1 – 1000 scale). Gloucestershire contains 367 SOAs and the Forest of Dean District 50.  This means there are 7.34 times more SOAS in the County than in the FOD District, so for each domain, a ratio of > 7.34:1 means that the FOD district has a reported performance rating better than Gloucestershire as a whole.   

SOAs with a 1-1000 Ranking Score <300
IMD
Income
Employment
Health
Education
& Training
BHS
Crime
Living Environment
Gloucestershire
40
47
45
30
67
69
62
93
FOD District
4
4
6
1
14
25
2
5
Ratio (County: FOD)
10
11.8
7.5
30
4.8
3.6
31
18.6
FOD to County rating
better
Better
better
better
Worse
worse
better
better

From the table, compared with the rest of the County, the FOD District is clearly out performing it with the exceptions of BHS (Barriers to Housing and Services) and Education and Training Skills.  The possible causes of Education, Training and Skills underperformance are dealt with in the parent report, in this appendix we will concentrate on BHS.  Is the cause the same as that observed in the context of the 2000 report on deprivation?

In an attempt to resolve the question we have looked at both the BHS and IMD performance of all the Gloucestershire SOAs.  For each of the two domains we have looked at the number of SOAs in each District that have a ranking of <200 using our 1 to 1000 scale, and the number that have a ranking of <300. Also shown are County summation scores, the total numbers of SOAs within each of the County’s Districts, and a correlation of BHS versus IMD.    The information gleaned is presented below in tabular form.

District
Ranking Score <200
Ranking Score <300
Total SOAs
In District

BHS
IMD
BHS
IMD

Cheltenham
1
7
4
12
75
Cotswolds
20
0
23
0
51
FOD
17
0
25
4
50
Gloucester
2
17
5
22
74
Stroud
4
0
16
0
69
Tewkesbury
9
0
16
2
48
County total
54
24
90
40
367
Correlation BHS v IMD
-0.61
-0.79

     
The results show very clearly that the urban and less rural parts of the county have very significantly fewer SOAs in the <200 and <300 bands compared with those in the more rural and very rural parts of Gloucestershire. It is also apparent that the more deprived urban areas of Gloucestershire (i.e. those in Gloucester and Cheltenham) that rank low in terms of their IMD ranking, score much better in relation to BHS.  For both ranking score conditions, the very negative correlation values obtained for BHS versus IMD confirm this.  So, despite the inclusion of the two housing related subsets, the 2004 report supports the trend observed with the data presented in the 2000 deprivation report.  Of particular interest is that for BHS the Cotswolds District has more SOAs in the <200 band than the FOD District, despite the Cotswolds having the highest IMD ranking of any of the District’s in the County, and being amongst the highest ranking Districts in England.   

In summary, a low rank score for BHS is an effect that is observed nationally, synonymous with living in a rural environment early in the 21st Century.  The low performance of the Forest of Dean District in the context of BHS, is definitely not a reflection on any requirement for area of special need designation, otherwise there would be a case for immediately declaring the Cotswolds to be one.  Instead, there appear to be perfectly justifiable grounds for ignoring the BHS domain in any other consideration or interpretation of the English Indices of Deprivation 2004 in the context of this current report.     
        
      

Appendix 3

The English Indices Of Deprivation 2004 – Forest of dean district data


The English Indices of Deprivation 2004 published data are provided at a level lower than that of the ward values that were used in the 2000 publication. The lowest level data unit which has been adopted in the 2004 indices is the Super Output Area, Lower Layer, or SOA. The populations of such areas are not publicly known, but according to the relevant report, they contain on average 1,500 people. Such areas do not apparently have names. Rather, in the data set published, they are referred to by code numbers.

However, we can glean an idea of which area is covered by a particular SOA because a map has been published with the SOAs shown upon it, and each SOA has its number printed on the map. The areas in the Forest District are numbered from 127 to 176, and these map (with a transform) to the appropriate codes in the data set. It is possible to allocate each such SOA to a ward. This means that it is possible to analyse the deprivation indices at a level much lower than the ward.

This has been done in Table A below. Entries for a ward as an entity are presented in bold face. Where a ward consists of only one SOA, the map number of that SOA is listed in the column headed SOA, followed by the indicators for that ward all in bold face. In those wards containing two or more SOAs, the ward indicators are prefixed by the word “Ward”, all in bold face. Indicators for the individual SOAs are then presented in normal typeface below the ward values. It should be noted that were a ward contains two of more SOAs the ward values for each domain have been calculated as the median of the SOA data. They are not quoted as mean values, which in most instances would be somewhat higher than the medians. 

Also taken from the 2004 published data, Table B is a list of the fairly deprived and fairly affluent wards and SOAs within the Forest of Dean. The data are in SOA order as supplied in the original data set, for ease of reference. That is the same as the increasing order of map number. The same approach to ward and SOA identification has been adopted as in Table A, as has the quoting of median rather than average values.

The third table, Table C, is also a list of the fairly deprived and fairly affluent wards and SOAs 2004 that has been transformed into ascending order of deprivation. The items towards the top of the list are the most comfortable, while the ones lower down are more nearly characterised as deprived.






		
Table A: Raw data for wards - 
Median Ranks for all Forest Wards and SOAs within them
	SOA	IMD	Income	Employ	Health	Education	Living	Crime 
	Code			 -ment	Depriv.	Training	Environ	and 
					& Disab.	& Skills	-ment	Disorder

Alvington, Aylburton	Ward	624	566	521	697	506	823	779
and West Lydney	127	649	526	542	757	454	774	703
	128	599	606	501	637	558	872	856
Awre	129	455	418	435	420	493	761	712
Berry Hill	130	482	385	452	671	300	706	813
Blaisdon and Longhope	131	606	639	602	692	737	468	725
Bream	Ward	439	480	434	547	339	280	580
	132	429	351	439	528	263	435	593
	133	450	609	428	566	414	124	568
Bromesberrow and Dymock	134	675	784	889	804	729	779	907
Christchurch and English Bicknor	135	544	662	572	652	575	434	673
Churcham and Huntley	136	708	723	666	709	677	484	884 
Cinderford East	Ward	422	369	391	476	219	543	473
	137	560	498	518	689	313	376	552
	138	285	240	264	262	125	710	393
Cinderford West	Ward	429	561	326	497	243	517	387
	139	205	209	201	309	82	513	387
	140	628	641	456	659	302	813	552
	141	429	561	326	497	243	517	367
Coleford Central	Ward	440	417	371	524	279	835	360
	142	481	497	348	601	349	956	267
	143	399	337	394	447	209	714	453
Coleford East	Ward	399	337	394	447	209	714	453
	144	367	311	282	372	199	716	613
	145	489	446	392	568	292	707	759
	146	449	376	438	515	231	590	855
	147	675	744	634	716	523	179	923
Hartpury	148	782	945	907	875	878	703	781
Hewelsfield and Woolaston	149	673	735	666	864	845	497	976
Littledean	Ward	497	507	433	594	431	532	615
and Ruspidge	150	556	600	444	663	631	528	632
	151	439	414	422	524	230	536	599
Lydbrook	Ward	530	516	438	633	433	313	761
and Ruardean	152	371	412	353	478	132	313	678
	153	609	688	661	730	574	164	871
	154	530	516	438	633	433	435	761
Lydney East	Ward	290	281	265	377	189	632	349
	155	283	245	232	377	130	632	349
	156	785	853	758	858	488	339	689
	157	290	281	265	341	189	663	146
Lydney North	158	733	792	622	710	419	428	917
Mitcheldean	Ward	542	420	530	533	288	497	916
and Drybrook	159	542	381	530	485	288	683	941
	160	658	766	761	642	571	171	916
	161	481	420	444	533	274	497	557
Newent Central	Ward	563	500	588	648	441	414	595
	162	620	475	645	755	353	520	601
	163	506	525	530	541	529	307	589
Newland	Ward	506	525	530	541	529	307	589
and St Briavels	164	553	579	496	754	664	882	740
	165	476	494	418	477	386	553	807
Newnham	Ward	476	441	384	486	643	767	872
and Westbury	166	424	394	236	363	679	822	833
	167	527	487	533	608	608	713	911
Oxenhall and Newent NE	168	727	733	760	779	771	594	539
Pillowell	Ward	555	557	469	621	376	670	720
	169	558	455	454	618	317	873	830
	170	552	659	483	624	435	467	610
Redmarley	171	622	772	682	705	764	467	828
Tibberton	172	690	728	844	882	880	620	941
Tidenham	Ward	547	776	684	730	580	633	848
	173	499	352	327	524	399	803	713
	174	518	848	736	748	431	290	960
	175	575	797	690	713	844	567	760
	176	773	756	679	746	730	699	936

Table B: Number of Fairly deprived and Comfortable Wards and SOAs 2004
In SOA order as supplied in the original data set
		Fairly deprived	Comfortable 
Ward	SOA	<300	> 400
			
Alvington, Aylburton and West Lydney	Ward	0	7
	127	0	7
	128	0	7
Awre	129	0	7
Berry Hill	130	0	5
Blaisdon and Longhope	131	0	7
Bream	Ward	1	5
	132	1	5
	133	1	6
Bromesberrow and Dymock	134	0	7
Christchurch and English Bicknor	135	0	7
Churcham and Huntley	136	0	7
Cinderford East	Ward	1	4
	137	0	5
	138	5	1
Cinderford West	Ward	1	4
	139	4	1
	140	0	6
	141	1	4
Coleford Central	Ward	1	4
	142	1	4
	143	1	3
Coleford East	Ward	1	3
	144	2	2
	145	1	5
	146	1	5
	147	1	6
Hartpury	148	0	7
Hewelsfield and Woolaston	149	0	7
Littledean and Ruspidge	Ward	0	7
	150	0	7
	151	1	6
Lydbrook and Ruardean	Ward	0	6
	152	1	3
	153	1	6
	154	0	7
Lydney East	Ward	4	1
	155	4	1
	156	0	6
	157	5	1
Lydney North	158	0	7
Mitcheldean and Drybrook	Ward	1	6
	159	1	5
	160	1	6
	161	1	6
Newent Central	Ward	0	7
	162	0	6
	163	0	6
Newland and St Briavels	Ward	0	6
	164	0	7
	165	0	6
Newnham and Westbury	Ward	0	6
	166	1	4
	167	0	7
Oxenhall and Newent North East	168	0	7
Pillowell	Ward	0	6
	169	0	6
	170	0	7
Redmarley	171	0	7
Tibberton	172	0	7
Tidenham	Ward	0	7
	173	0	4
	174	1	6
	175	0	7
	176	0	7







Table C: Fairly deprived and comfortable wards and SOAs 2004
All in ascending order of deprivation
				
		Fairly deprived           Comfortable                       IMD
SOA	Ward	<300	   > 400
					
148	Hartpury	0	7	782
176	Tidenham	0	7	773
158	Lydney North	0	7	733
168	Oxenhall and Newent North East	0	7	727
136	Churcham and Huntley	0	7	708
172	Tibberton	0	7	690
134	Bromesberrow and Dymock	0	7	675
149	Hewelsfield and Woolaston	0	7	673
127	Alvington, Aylburton and West Lydney	0	7	649
171	Redmarley	0	7	622
131	Blaisdon and Longhope	0	7	606
128	Alvington, Aylburton and West Lydney	0	7	599
175	Tidenham	0	7	575
150	Littledean and Ruspidge	0	7	556
164	Newland and St Briavels	0	7	553
170	Pillowell	0	7	552
135	Christchurch and English Bicknor	0	7	544
154	Lydbrook and Ruardean	0	7	530
167	Newnham and Westbury	0	7	527
129	Awre	0	7	455
156	Lydney East	0	6	785
140	Cinderford West	0	6	628
162	Newent Central	0	6	620
169	Pillowell	0	6	558
163	Newent Central	0	6	506
165	Newland and St Briavels	0	6	476
147	Coleford East	1	6	675
160	Mitcheldean and Drybrook	1	6	658
153	Lydbrook and Ruardean	1	6	609
174	Tidenham	1	6	518
161	Mitcheldean and Drybrook	1	6	481
133	Bream	1	6	450
151	Littledean and Ruspidge	1	6	439
137	Cinderford East	0	5	560
130	Berry Hill	0	5	482
159	Mitcheldean and Drybrook	1	5	542
145	Coleford East	1	5	489
146	Coleford East	1	5	449
132	Bream	1	5	429
173	Tidenham	0	4	499
142	Coleford Central	1	4	481
141	Cinderford West	1	4	429
166	Newnham and Westbury	1	4	424
143	Coleford Central	1	3	399
152	Lydbrook and Ruardean	1	3	371
144	Coleford East	2	2	367
155	Lydney East	4	1	283
139	Cinderford West	4	1	205
157	Lydney East	5	1	290
138	Cinderford East	5	1	285
137	Cinderford East	0	5	560
138	Cinderford East	5	1	285



APPENDIX 4

Forest of Dean District Landscape Types

Reproduced from the Countryside Agency’s report Forest of Dean District Landscape Character Assessment report (November 2002), what follows is the list of landscape types and their characteristics found within the Forest of Dean District. In their report the Countryside Agency were keen to get over that the information in no way attempts to rank the landscapes in any order of merit, or the like. However, it is a recognition of the rurality of the District and the wide ranging, multi-facetted, nature of the types of landscape that are present within it. 

Wooded Valleys
Steep sided river valleys and dramatic bare rock faces.
Densely wooded valley sides along main river channel and its tributaries.
Narrow floodplain pastures on the valley floor.
Linear settlements bordering valley floor pastures, often at ancient bridging points and small clusters of historic squatter settlement on valley sides surrounded by intricate pattern of small fields, narrow lanes and small deciduous woodlands
Variations in building materials and hard rock outcrops.
Long history as an important route way and boundary feature.
Ancient meanders preserved as the course of tributary streams.
Woodlands, including many ancient semi-natural woodlands, and riverine landscapes of high ecological and scenic value.
Long panoramic views from high vantage points.

Limestone Hills
Rolling landscape of interlocking convex hills and dry valleys formed from Carboniferous Limestone and Coal Measures.
Generally poor soils and hilly landform well suited to pasture.
Fields defined by well maintained hedgerows.
Hedgerow trees, copses on steeper slopes and large areas of mixed and coniferous woodland.
Small villages are well integrated with their surroundings.
Large towns.
Scowles and other remnants of mining activity.
Large areas of woodland on the Carboniferous Coal Measures.

Limestone Plateaus
Gently undulating plateau with expansive views.
Strong field pattern of large or moderately sized arable and pasture fields with distinctive stone walls and ancient hedgerows.
Dispersed isolated farms which are located at the end of lanes, and often associated with modern barn complexes, and villages sited at the edges of the plateau.
Active and redundant Limestone quarries located across the landscape.
Tree belts and copses are widespread.
A potentially rich archaeological record.
Colourful arable fields.
Small enclosures, winding lanes, small woodlands and “squatter” cottages on St Briavels Common.
Heathland landscapes at Poor’s Allotment and semi-natural, unimproved grasslands associated with settlements on former commons.


Wooded Scarp and Lower Scarp Slopes
Steep, exposed and elevated scarp slope cloaked in semi-natural broadleaved woodland and coniferous plantations.
Generally poor soils and steep sloping relief of the scarp slopes well suited to pasture.
Distinct sense of elevation and dramatic panoramic views over the Severn Vale to the Cotswold Escarpment.
Gentler landform on lower slopes below the spring line.
Distinctive settlement patterns.
Road and tracks, surrounded by dense vegetation, run parallel to streams and link the plateau and the lowlands across the scarp slope.
Historic designed parkland at Lydney Park is a significant landscape feature.

Wooded Syncline and Settled Forest Margin
Distinctive syncline structure occupied by extensive areas of coniferous plantation and deciduous woodland.
Dense vegetation cover.
Type, age and management regime of different woodlands varies.
Linear ponds and lakes along streams bordered by verdant lawns and riparian habitats.
Long history of mining, industrial activity and forest management.
Almost continuous belt of redevelopment encircling the central forest.

Unwooded Vale
Soft rolling landscape formed from the districts youngest rocks and thick deposits of drift geology.
Extensive areas of wet meadow and floodplain.
Well maintained, and often ancient hedgerows, forming an extensive network throughout the vale.
Numerous mature field and hedgerow oaks and small copses and shelter belts.
Quiet winding lanes linking numerous isolated farms and hamlets.
Remnants of medieval moated sites, ridge and furrow and water meadows.
Distinctive timber clad and half timbered barns associated with many farmsteads.
Timber and brick are the prevalent building materials used throughout the vale.

Drained Riverine Farmland and Grazed Salt Marsh
Low lying, windswept and generally treeless flat landscape of productive improved cattle pastures.
Distinctive pattern of hedgerows dividing the landscape up into large geometric fields.
Inundation grasslands and drainage ditches sometimes lined with pollarded willows.
Remote and largely inaccessible landscape.
Generally unsettled landscape.
Potentially rich archaeological resource.
Numerous “Pills” and wharves at the outer edge of the drained farmland.
Modern encroachment by industrial development is evident close to Lydney.
Riverside extent of the grazing land often marked by a sea wall.


Littoral Sands and Rock Outcrops
Broad landscape of open water, sandbanks, mudflats and rock outcrops.
Temporal landscape.
Open landscape.
Industrial sites bordering the river are often prominent in views to the east.
Cliffs, beaches bordering the river along many stretches.
Riverine and estuarine habitats are rich in wildlife.
The river is a potentially rich archaeological resource.
The remains of numerous rusting river craft, wharves and quays line the banks of the river.
Severn Bore is a well known feature of the river.

Undulating Farmland
Convex hills with broad rounded tops and often steep sides.
Hills are generally orientated south west – north east.
Strong pattern created by neat, often ancient, hawthorn hedges.
Deciduous woodlands and copses restricted to narrow steep sided streams.
Relatively inaccessible landscape.
Place names are strongly related to landforms.
Mixed arable and pasture farming are the prominent land uses.
Sorbus hybrids on river cliffs at Gatcombe.

Wooded Hills
Varied, often steeply sloping, hilly landform rising above the neighbouring vale landscapes.
Individual hills form distinctive and recognisable silhouettes when viewed from the neighbouring lowlands.
Wide views over surrounding farmland.
Wooded valleys contain quick flowing streams.
Large, often interconnecting areas of deciduous woodland and coniferous plantations.
Asserted hedged fields form interlocking pattern with broadleaf woodlands.
Areas of rough unimproved and semi-improved grassland and scrub evident, particularly on steeper slopes.
Dispersed pattern of buildings with occasional clusters associated with asserting or squatter settlements.

Flooded Farmland
Flat floodplains subject to annual winter flooding.
Steep landform defines the outer edge of the floodplain.
Range of habitats including unimproved grassland, improved neutral grassland and inundation grassland.
Floodplain features such as drainage ditches and areas of standing water.
Mature spreading trees are a distinctive element of the floodplain.
Pastures overlie the most significant area of peat in the county.
Roads and settlement occupies higher ground surrounding the floodplain.

Vale Hillocks
Distinct limestone hills and ridges rising above the surrounding landscapes.
Mosaic of pasture and scrub covers the hillocks.
Extensive area of former common or waste land enclosed to form patchwork of regular geometric fields.
Historic association with sheep farming, cider production and pear orchards.
Main roads border the lower slopes of the hills.
Long distance views over the surrounding lowlands are possible from footpaths and roads crossing the hills.

Low Hills and Orchards
Underlying soft sandstone geology has been eroded to form a discrete domed unit of low, convex, interlocking hills.
Wide views over farmland possible from the hills on the periphery of the landscape.
Fertile sandy soils are prevalent and used primarily for market gardening and orchards.
Unimproved and semi-improved neutral grasslands.
Regular pattern of large hedged fields.
Extensive areas covered by glasshouses, vineyards and poly-tunnels.
Distinctive architectural features (Dutch Style houses).
Commercial coniferous plantations and large woodlands are evident. Elsewhere woodlands tend to be small coverts and shelter belts around farms.
Dispersed pattern of isolated farmsteads and scattered wayside dwellings.
The winding and deeply incised course of the River Leadon is a distinctive landscape feature.

Undulating Hill Farmland
Transitional landscape between the Woodland Hills and Unwooded Vale landscape types.
Varied landform, extensive views and sense of exposure on some hillsides.
Landform and landscape features have a consistent south west – north east orientation.
Small semi natural woodlands along valley sides and lager deciduous woodlands integrated by a strong hedgerow network.
Large areas of deciduous woodland.
Productive arable and pasture farmland.
Wild daffodils in Dymock Wood.
Isolated brick farmhouses, cottages and short lines of buildings are on hilltop locations. 

Also included in the Countryside Agency’s report are the main areas of the District that come within the various identified categories of landscape. What follows is a synopsis of them

Wooded Valleys
The Wye Valley – Common Grove to The Slaughter
The Wye Valley – Redbrook to Brockweir
The Wye Valley – Brockweir to Tutshill
Limestone Hills
Bicknor Hills
High Meadow Woods and Staunton
Coleford and Christchurch
Newland Hills
Ruardean Hills
Limestone Plateau
Tidenham Chase
St Briavels Common
Wooded Scarp and Lower Scarp Slopes
Lydney Park
Netherend Farmed Slopes
Woolaston Scarp

Wooded Syncline and Settled Forest Margin
Forest Core
Lydbrook and Ruardean Woodside
Cinderford and Ruspidge
Soudley Brook
Littledean Ridges and Valleys
Ellwood
Bream and Yorkley
Unwooded Vale
	The Severn Vale – Stroat and Sedbury

The Severn Vale
The Leadon Vale
Drained Riverine Farmland and Grazed Salt Marsh
Pillhouse Drained Farmland
Aylburton Newgrounds
Awre Drained Farmland
Westbury-on-Severn Drained Farmland
Upper and Lower Dumball
Littoral Sands and Rock Outcrops
The Severn Sands
Undulating Farmland
Bledisloe Hundred
Ridges and Valleys
Allaston Ridge
Littledean Ridge
Edge Hill
Breakheart Hill
Wooded Hills
	May Hill

The South Malvern Foothills
Floodplain Farmland
	Walmore Common

Vale Hillocks
	Corse Wood Hill

Woolridge
Low Hills and Orchards
	Bromsberrow Heath

Botloe’s Green
Undulating Hill Farmland
	Kilcot and Gorsley Farmland
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