Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan (TNDP) Consultation Responses
These comments below were submitted in response to the Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan consultation. This was a
consultation to comply with the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulation 2012 regulation 16 regarding the publicising of the
plan proposal prior to the commencement of the examination.
Response Respondent
ID
Name
985687

Greg Robinson

Agent
Name

Feedback on the Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan

Hi,

The report into our community is fantastically produced and well thought out.
I would however draw yourselves to a huge issue we now face which is our effective closure
of the High St. Whilst everyone understood the reasoning behind this before, now we should
be seeing a gradual re-opening, moving toward a complete opening.

One of the businesses that seems to have benefitted from the closure is the Swan Public
House. Whilst I find this great for our local economy, the Pub is large enough isn’t and out the
rear of the Pub to house the overspill back off the High St. All I seem to see are signs in shop
windows warning against the closure, and now empty stores. I also see elderly individuals,
struggling to carry shopping back from the High St. into the car parks available.
I plead with you, to please take up this very new plight within your report and fight for our
local High St. which in my opinion, holds the most identity to Thornbury. There was nothing
wrong with the High St. before, and there can be again with the removal of the temporary
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measures, not to mention an easing of traffic.
I’d be happy to discuss face to face should it be required.

Many Thanks.

986641

Martyn Hall

1. Traffic congestion is now higher than ever before following the closure of Thornbury High
Street. Therefore please can the land next to the dismantled railway line by Grovesend
roundabout be reserved for a future station so that we may get people onto trains to reduce
traffic assuming you really want to try and be more green.
Asking people to drive on choke to Charfield causing more congestion is just ridiculous.

So please can you make sure this triangle is reserved for the future station.
The line just needs 1/4 mile of track and station with car park and this will save all BT people
driving down to Bristol from Thornbury etc to the new office. So the question is are you
serious about reducing traffic? If so you need to reserve this area for a station (Please see
Appendix A).
991021

Deborah Dear
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Transportation. Whilst the Plan addresses many of the residents concerns, road safety
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considerations appear limited. For instance, the Plan notes that the new housing
developments and closure of the High Street will increase traffic through the town centre and
there is some mention of certain sections of road junctions which may need improving,
disappointingly the Plan has failed to address road safety concerns on Gloucester Road where
the new housing and closure of the High Street has resulted in an increase in traffic
approaching the town centre. Effective traffic calming measures are needed urgently to
reduce the speed of traffic approaching & leaving the town centre especially during peak
periods e.g. expanding the 20 mph speed limit currently implemented in other surrounding
roads (The Plain, Castle Street) to include Gloucester Rd, introduction of a speed camera and
widening the pedestrian pavement towards the town end of the road (so that people can pass
without having to step into the road) would be beneficial. Measures to actually reduce traffic
volume would be very welcome to improve the lives of Gloucester Road residents in terms of
noise and pollution reduction.

1013009

Steven Dimond

Overall this Plan looks comprehensive and authoritative and the policies look good. It seems
well researched and illustrated.

My first main comment is whether any aspects of the Plan need revisiting after the effect of
Covid-19? For example changes in work patterns and use of the town centre.

Secondly, the closure of the Armstrong Hall is also a key event that diminishes the town
culturally and economically (Ref Policy 10, 12 Town Centre, Policy 16 - retaining existing
facilities).
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The report clarifies matters outside the report and makes proposals for how they may be
followed up. This is very helpful as I'm sure a lot of inhabitants like myself make assumptions
about the areas of responsibilities, e.g. car parking is not a town matter.

Ref 4.2 Vision - "keep and expand its green spaces:" on page 42, Figure 8, there is a gaping
hole in the Plan of green spaces near the centre of the map; the Sixth Form Playing Fields. I
suspect this may be because the land is owned by the School, but it would be good to
acknowledge that this area is an important, well used, "lung" and recreation area and plan to
keep it and the adjacent large trees green (Ref Policy 17).

On Page 62, View 5, I think there is a typo "..Whitewall Lane and ..." rather than "Land."

Although I am very familiar with all the views in Appendix C, it is wonderful to see them in
this Plan and reinforces the wonderful environment we live in and should try to maintain.

Thanks and congratulations to the Team who worked on this Plan.

1017978

Andrew Rigler
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developments and the High Street changes sadly I see little point in wasting my time
understanding and responding to this consultation.

1018681

Ashley
Blackmore

I'm surprised to see that within the views which are to be retained and protected there's no
recognition for the view towards Oldbury from the Park Farm Estate to not be considered to
be relevant enough to warrant protecting. It's certainly important to at least 500 houses on
the Park Farm Estate in order to maintain the feeling you mention about open green spaces.

There's also a large number of Rights of Way in the area which are totally blocked off by the
landowners preventing people from appreciating and exploring the countryside we actually
have available.

There seems to be little in the way of improving the current aspect of Thornbury and more a
wish list for new buildings - which whilst to be expected there should be a focus on actual
listed improvements which are planned to be made. At the end of the period how is it possible
to judge the Plan's success if there's no actual specific Plan and merely an aspirational wish
list.

1019009

Geoffrey
Kitchen
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Fully support the objectives of this Plan and look forward to seeing its influence over future
development of our historic town and its vibrant and welcoming community.
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1019450

Heidi Leyshon

Is the Plan fully informed with the local community demographics? The 2011 consensus is
very old in relation to the recent and ongoing growth in the community with the housing
development in the last c4 years. Proportionally this is significant for the community.

1019468

Heidi Leyshon

How will developers be held account to Community Infrastructure Levy to support SGC in its
responsibilities to ensure the growth required for community services such as GPs and
Schools? And support the road infrastructure required to support congestion sited in the Plan
with the A38 and also the new addition to road pressure following the High Street closure.
The growth in the town and as we emerge from the pandemic will see added pressure on the
roads. Yesterday (20/7) took me an hour to reach my office location (Filton) which prepandemic is a 30 minute journey. Thornbury is a commuter town and requires support with
the A38. It also now experiences internal traffic jams which were not experienced before the
High Street closed. This needs to be considered in the Neighbourhood Plan to support the
existing community who have enjoyed no traffic issues in the rural setting and also the new
community as further development on the North continues with DWH and Miller Homes.

1020135

Shirley Whyte

I'm not sure if this is in the scope of the Plan but I would very much like to see appropriate
footpath/cycle track linking Thornbury with Alveston. The distance of less than 2 miles is
walkable but the existing routes are very poor. People either have to walk down the
Thornbury Hill road which is busy and noisy with traffic and not at all pleasant.

There is an option for part of the way through fields linking the Leisure Centre and top of the
hill but this is not suitable for night time and one field usually contains bulls so very offputting. Also barking dogs at the top.
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I'm sure more people would walk rather than drive into Thornbury if only there was a decent
and pleasant route.

1020431

Sarah Fordham
- Rapleys

Please refer to enclosed representations (Please see Appendix B).

1020801

Melinda Evans

Policy 5: sustainable buildings and construction (and Policy 6 - energy efficiency):

Additional point for inclusion: Major developments including large scale residential
developments designed and managed in line with the ISO 52000 family for standards are
preferred. ISO 52000 offers a comprehensive method for assessing energy performance as
the total primary energy used for heating, cooling, lighting, ventilation and domestic hot
water of buildings. It provides low-Carbon solutions for energy use in buildings and supports
new technologies and approaches to building design and management.

Policy 7 - renewable energy:

"Proposals for small scale renewable energy installations, particularly domestic solar
provision within new and existing residential and commercial development, will
be supported preferred in accordance with Core Strategy Policy CS3: Renewable and Low
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Carbon Energy Generation."

"Major developments should provide sufficient renewable energy generation to reduce
Carbon emissions from anticipated (regulated) energy use in new buildings by at least 10%
increasing to a minimum of 35% by 2030 and 60% by 2036 unless it can be clearly
demonstrated that this is not viable." Note: the baseline "regulated" energy use may require
more detailed explanation and/or definition.

Additional elements: Major developments should include capacity for a community energy
scheme.

Developments are not preferred on sites that are well suited to potential community energy
schemes.

1026637

Christopher
Telford - The
Coal Authority

Dear Strategic Planning Policy & Specialist Advice Team,

Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan - Regulation 16:
Thank you for consulting The Coal Authority on the above.
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Having reviewed your document, I confirm that we have no specific comments to make on it.
Should you have any future enquiries please contact a member of Planning and Local
Authority Liaison at The Coal Authority using the contact details above.

1026646

Di Aldrich

I have been reading this:

SustainabilityAppraisal.pdf (southglos.gov.uk)

2a High Quality Design. Since D. Cameron scrapped Zero Carbon Homes, we have gone
backwards. Mention of PassivHaus is good but will not promote action amongst developers.

I used to work for a builders’ merchant.

Suggest the following:

Page 9 of 23
9 Aug 2021 15:09:01

Response Respondent
ID
Name

Agent
Name

Feedback on the Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan

S. Glos to write to all their commercial and housing association housing developer's CEOs, to
ask them what they mean by High Quality Design for homes. As the Climate Change target is
for 2030 – we can assume that their homes will have to last longer than 10 years if built now.
They will have to conform to Sterling Prize Norwich PassivHaus standards? Good developers
will have a commercial advantage. Affordable Housing must, not should be, at this standard.
Green mortgages are a market mechanism that work, other Govt initiatives like Help to
whatever distort the market as do political contributions to developers?

2f Would question impact of Covid long and short, being a WASPI, inflation plus rises on
utilities etc on income differences – not as simple as usual Government measures on poverty
now. Again many reports re: long Covid and including Health and Parliamentary Ombudsman
for WASPI, coming out now that S. Glos Cabinet will be tracking.

3a. How many travel out of Thornbury for work as a measure for industrial land? Effect of
working from home – many employers, public and private, are only just assessing this now for
effect on capital and revenue budgets so how can this figure be accurate?

S. Glos has a Dept that keeps up to date with this – scoreboard like the Covid one?

4d & e. Environment and Agriculture Bills – no detail on ELMS and this may well push the
Plan into very negative territory?
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Grace Lewis Network Rail

Agent
Name

Feedback on the Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan

Dear Sir/Madam,

Ref: Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan

Thank you for consulting us on Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan. This email
forms the basis of our response.

Network Rail is a statutory undertaker responsible for maintaining and operating the
country’s railway infrastructure and associated estate. Network Rail owns, operates,
maintains and develops the main rail network. This includes the railway tracks, stations,
signalling systems, bridges, tunnels, level crossings and viaducts. The preparation of
development plan policy is important in relation to the protection and enhancement of
Network Rail’s infrastructure.

As Network Rail is a publicly funded organisation with a regulated remit it would not be
reasonable to require Network Rail to fund rail improvements necessitated by commercial
development. It is therefore appropriate to require developer contributions to fund such
improvements.
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We would appreciate the Council’s providing Network Rail with an opportunity to comment
on any future Planning Policy documents. We look forward to continuing to work with you to
maintain consistency between local and rail network planning strategy.

We trust these comments will be considered in your preparation of the forthcoming Plan
documents.

1026667

Philip Hackett The British
Horse Society

Dear Sirs,

I attach a copy of the BHS response to the Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan (Please see
Appendix C). Please could you confirm that the term cycleway/walkway will include
equestrians.
1026688

National Grid

Dear Sir/Madam,
Matt
Verlander
- Avison
Young
We write to you with regards to the current consultation as detailed above in respect of our
client, National Grid.

Please find attached our letter of representation (Please see Appendix D). Please do not
hesitate to contact nationalgrid.uk@avisonyoung.com if you require any further
information or clarification.
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1026692

Rebecca
Marwood NHS Property
Services

Agent
Name

Feedback on the Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan

Dear Sir/Madam,

Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan – NHS Property Services Consultation
Response:
Please find attached a submission by NHS Property Services in response to the consultation
on Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan (Please see Appendix E).

I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of the attached.

Please also accept this email as confirmation that I am happy for you to add me to your
consultation database, to keep me up to date on progress of the Neighbourhood Plan.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any queries on the attached or if there
is any further information you require.

1026700

Robert Niblett Gloucestershire
County Council
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Thank you for consulting Gloucestershire County Council on this. We have no Officer
comments to make.

1026704

Andrew Chubb

Hi,

Please see attached Response Form (Please see Appendix F).

1026714

Richard Bull Environment
Agency

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached the Environment Agency’s comment to the Thornbury Neighbourhood
Plan for your information (Please see Appendix G).

If you wish to discuss I can be contacted on the number below.

1026716

David Stuart Historic
England

Dear Strategic Planning Policy & Specialist Advice Team,

Thank you for your Regulation 16 consultation on the Submitted version of the Thornbury
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Neighbourhood Plan.

I can confirm that there are no issues associated with the Plan upon which we wish to
comment.

1026863

Roger Hall TRAPP'D

Thornbury Residents Against Poorly Planned Development (TRAPP’D) represents in
excess of 500 local residents who have been contacted in order to obtain their views
on this Consultation. We cannot be precise about numbers as we have an email
distribution list of 510 addresses and 545 Followers on our Facebook page, some of
whom are also included in the former figure, so we believe that a true representation
of c.750 - 800 peoples’ views are represented.

TRAPP’D offered extensive comments in the previous round of consultation that can be found
in Appendix 2 of the Evidence Base. We stand by those comments and are very much
disappointed to find that they appear to have had little or no influence on the outcome in
terms of the version presented here.

For brevity, our main comments had been:

• We are broadly supportive of the need for an NP for Thornbury, and of the main aims
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•

•

•
•

stated in the Plan, though some aspects do not go far enough to shape our future.
In particular, the emphasis needs to be strengthened in Policy 1 (Rural character and
Landscape setting) on maintaining the separate identity of the surrounding hamlets
and preventing the urban environment spreading to swallow up these areas. If
anything, the latest ‘Call for Sites’ which was published after the last NP consultation
underlines the extent of the threat and the need for a clear and robust policy on this
point.
Moreover, this version of the NP misses the opportunity in Policy 19 (Local Green
Space) to catalogue the real value to the local community of the few remaining green
spaces and well used footpaths around the North and East of the town which continue
to come under threat. Instead, the NP appears to concentrate almost exclusively on
the value of Vilner Wood, which already enjoys the protection of Green Belt.
Policy 3 (High Quality Design) The need for a greater emphasis on preventing new
developments from overpowering the existing houses through inappropriate design
and height.
Supporting the views widely expressed by residents at the lack of planning and
commitment for infrastructure to cope with the level of development already
permitted. In particular, widespread concerns have been expressed in relation to
Policy 23 (Town Centre Parking) with the lack of facilities becoming an even more
acute issue following the Council’s decision to close the High Street to through traffic.
Our suggestion is that this problem be addressed in association with an idea to put in
place some smaller community bus routes around the town, all converging on (or close
to) the High Street.

In addition, we would add that if the development of the former Sixth Form College goes
ahead, it will be vital that this development be focussed towards the local need in terms of
affordability and density, rather then given over to more ‘executive housing’ designed to
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maximise the land’s profit potential.

1026998

1027023

1027037

Barwood
Development
Securities and
North West
Thornbury
Landowners
Consortium
Tortworth
Estate and St.
Modwen
Developments
Amanda
Grundy Natural
England

Felicity
Tozer Savills

Please find attached representation (Please see Appendix H). This comments on policies: 1,
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 14, 16, 17, 20, and 21.

Peter
Stockall - Please see enclosed letter (Please see Appendix I).
Avison
Young
Dear Sir/Madam,
Planning consultation: Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan - Regulation 16 Publication
Draft consultation - South Gloucestershire Council.
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 11th June 2021 which was received by
Natural England on the same date.
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that
the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and
future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.
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We have considered the Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan - Pre-Submission Draft,
which appears to be well researched and reflect the priorities and aspirations of the local
community.
With respect to the natural environment, the draft Plan recognises the importance of the
Parish’s landscape and historic character, countryside and estuary views, green spaces, and
corridors like the “Streamside Walks” to local communities and wildlife. The need for new
development to understand and protect and enhance these highly valued assets is well
reflected through the draft Plan and policies and we would expect the Plan to result in
benefits for wildlife and for the local community and visitors to the area. We particularly
welcome Policy 17 – Planning for Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Food Production, and
Policy 18 – Creating connections through Streamside Walks.
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have
any relating to the specific advice in this letter please contact me on . For any
new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation please send
your correspondence to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.

1027111

Arthur Binns

Andrew
Ross Turley

Please find attached a formal response to this consultation (Please see Appendix J).

I would be grateful for confirmation of receipt.
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South
Gloucestershire
Council

Agent
Name

Feedback on the Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan

Hello all,

Please see attached final response for the NP reg 16 consultation (Please see Appendix K).

1027200

Roger Hall

I am in full agreement with the submission made by Thornbury Residents Against Poorly
Planned Development (TRAPP’D), but would expand on their comments made on Policy 23
(Town Centre Parking).

With the expansion of the Town to the North and North East of the High Street, there appears
to be a clear emphasis given to residents either walking or cycling to the Town Centre, as an
alternative to using their cars.

However, this is not a sensible, viable or reasonable option for young couples with children,
particularly as we are trying to encourage residents to come back to the High Street whether
for leisure or retail purposes.

The suggestion made to run frequent community bus services from Butt Lane, Morton Way
etc to replace the infrequent existing routes using single or double deckers, which run
virtually empty all day long, seems to be an obvious choice to reduce congestion and pollution
resulting from car use.
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Community buses running every 15 or 20 minutes could link with the 5 or so existing services
to Bristol, Cribbs Causeway, Chipping Sodbury, Gloucester and Avonmouth in the Rock Street
area for residents leaving Thornbury by replacing the random and confusing routes of these
services which have now become the major cause of pollution because of the congestion they
cause at peak times.

Either the Town Council or South Gloucestershire Council need to do something positive to
get residents back to the High Street before you start thinking about turning the Castle
School 6th Form into a building site, which will have a severe impact on this section of
Gloucester Road.

1027225

Progress Land
Ltd

Alan
Pearce Pearce
Planning
Ltd

We are instructed to act on behalf of Progress Land Ltd to submit representations to the
TNDP consultation. Please note that these representations comprise observations, as
opposed to a formal objection, and are in relation to Section 3.4 of the Plan specifically
(Please see Appendix L).

Our primary concern with the TNDP at this stage is that it has been prepared during the
current vacuum of strategic guidance - i.e. following withdrawal of the JSP, the SGC Local
Plan review has been delayed accordingly. The Plan, at Section 3.4, notes that there are
potential developments in and around Thornbury which would significantly impact on the
town. In this respect, potential growth areas, whether they be extensions to the existing
built-up area or a new settlement in the form of a Garden Village, will be determined by the
future emerging Spatial Development Strategy and South Gloucestershire Local Plan policies.
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Furthermore, it should be noted that the number of new homes required in South
Gloucestershire and, more specifically, in and around the Thornbury area has yet to be fully
determined. This will in due course require some further consideration from the
Neighbourhood Planning Team to determine whether there is potential to accommodate this
growth in the area, which could then necessitate significant amendments to the NDP.

Whilst we acknowledge that it should not be the purpose of the NDP to allocate strategic
growth, it will nonetheless need to take it into account in the Evidence Base and policy
formulation stage when this is established by the SDS and Local Plan.

To this end, our client remains willing and able to positively engage with the Thornbury NDP
Team, as well as South Gloucestershire Officers, regarding the NDP and the potential for our
client's site - 'Land at Sycamores' - to form part of any growth plan (see accompanying Plan).
This land could help to overcome concerns in respect of the Buckover GV area considered to
date (para 3.4.1), and deliver additional sustainable benefits without pressure on the service
of Thornbury.

The 'Land at Sycamores' site lies mainly outside the Neighbourhood Plan area to the North,
but it is well related to the sustainable connections proposed as part of any growth area (e.g.
A38 MetroBus) and would potentially help to provide a suitable separation between
Thornbury and a Garden Village, if this was considered to be an appropriate option for
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required development pursuant to the ongoing SDS and Local Plan review.

We wish the TNDP Team luck with its Neighbourhood Plan and would welcome any further
discussions at the appropriate time to ensure that sufficient facilities would be delivered to
support Thornbury in a scenario where growth in this area is required.

1027243

Pam Benson

So disappointed to read the news in Thornbury Voice today. I have always objected to closure
of The High St. I would have preferred to see it open, one way with bus stops restored at the
bottom end.

Last week 3 buses were lined up at the bus stop in Rock St., 1 single decker, 2 double
deckers. One of the double deckers had to stop on the Zebra crossing. People, young, old, and
disabled were crossing the road anywhere with no clear visibility.

Later the same day I was in my car at the mini roundabout at Midland Way. I had to reverse
to let a double decker bus around, luckily the cars behind me reversed too.

Is the plan to widen Rock St.? Perhaps Planning could arrange for Grace Lodge to be knocked
down, or the URC Church? Or the flats on the old market site. Or Planning could give us a
Ring Road along Midlland Way, in the form of a Dual Carriageway?
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Newland
Homes - Land
at Post Farm

Daniel
Millward Please see accompanying representations (Please see Appendix M).
- Pegasus
Group

Newland
Homes - Land
West of The
B4061 Bristol
Road

Please see accompanying representations (Please see Appendix N).
Daniel
Millward
- Pegasus
Group

Report run at 9 Aug 2021 15:09:01. Total records: 33
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Appendix B:
Sarah Fordham, Rapleys
Letter of Representation – 210722
Thornbury NDP Reg 16 reps –
signed.pdf

SMF/18-00161
23 July 2021
Strategic Planning Policy and Specialist Advice Team
Environment and Community Services
South Gloucestershire Council
PO Box 1954
Bristol
BS37 0DD
By email: neighbourhoodplanning@southglos.gov.uk

Dear Sir/ Madam,
Re: Draft Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan Consultation: Representations on behalf of Vistry
Homes
On behalf of Vistry Homes please find enclosed representations to the Draft Thornbury Neighbourhood
Development Plan (DTNDP) Regulation 16 Consultation. These comments are made in the context of the basic
conditions set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).
Vistry Homes submitted representations to the Regulation 14 consultation stage in April 2020. A number of the
comments contained within those representations remain pertinent as summarised below. These
representations should, therefore, be read together with the comments previously submitted.
Chapter 3: The Parish of Thornbury
The DTNDP continues to refer to potential development proposals on the north-eastern edge of Thornbury and
at Buckover. For example, reference is made at paragraph 3.4.1 to Buckover Garden Village and the West of
England Joint Spatial Plan (JSP). The JSP (and associated draft Strategic Development Locations) was
withdrawn from Examination in April 2020 following the significant soundness concerns identified by the
Examining Inspectors in September 2019. The West of England Combined Authority (WECA) has now embarked
on the preparation of the Spatial Development Strategy, which is at an early stage in preparation. Much of the
context described in Sections 3.3 (Green Belt) and Section 3.4 (Future Development Outside Thornbury) of the
DTNDP is now out of date. These sections should, therefore, be removed.
Figures 1 and 5, which illustrate the extent of the neighbourhood plan area, include sites that have now received
planning permission or are under construction. These figures should be updated to reflect the Council’s
resolution to approve development on land at Crossways (P19/8659/O).

1

Chapter 4: Vision and Objectives
As set out within earlier representations, the concerns expressed by the local community regarding the
availability and suitability of housing within the town (Section 4.1) are noted. The DTDNP recognises that there
is a need to deliver new high-quality homes that cater for younger and older generations, supported by
commensurate infrastructure. Affordability and access to new homes, including for those wishing to stay within
the community, is identified as a strategic objective and is a key issue that should directly inform the policies
contained within the TNDP. While the strategic objectives listed in Section 4.3 are clearly expressed, the
policies within the DTNDP do not respond positively to the challenges facing the community in terms of access
to suitable and affordable homes for all.
Chapter 6 of the DTNDP aims to provide high-quality, affordable, tenure-blind sustainable housing that meets
the needs of people of all ages. It should be recognised that new housing development will play a crucial role
in achieving this aim both in the short term and the long term; responding positively to specific local resident
concerns, including (but not limited to): the availability of a variety of homes to support local people; increased
housing variety; more affordable homes; accessible homes; and housing designed specifically to meet the
needs of older people and younger people trying to access the housing market. The DTNDP does not seek to
proactively address this key issue. Indeed, the policy approach to containment (see Policy 1 comments below)
will only compound the issues facing those members of the community unable to buy or rent a home within the
area.
Chapter 5: Identity and Coherent Development
Policy 1: Rural Character and Landscape Setting
Chapter 5 continues to place emphasis on the preservation of Thornbury’s ‘identity’. There is an expressed
concern that new developments around the edge of the town could threaten the individual setting and identity
of hamlets/villages close to the town’s-built development edge and could be detrimental to the rural character
of the settlement. Policy 1 states: “Development which effectively merges the town of Thornbury with

surrounding hamlets and villages will not be supported. This is essential to maintain the separate rural
character of these hamlets and villages and to preserve the landscape setting of Thornbury”.
Unlike the Regulation 14 version of the TNDP, Chapter 5 and Policy 1 do not specify which ‘hamlets and villages’
around Thornbury are important to the character and setting of the town. The previous version of the DTNDP
referred to locations such as Upper Morton, Lower Morton, The Hackett, Crossways, the Knapp, Upper
Buckover, Lower Buckover, Milbury Heath and the Slad. However, no evidence was (or has subsequently) been
provided to support the assertion that these unspecified locations display ‘unique character’.
The revisions to Chapter 5 and Policy 1 do not address earlier comments regarding the justification for a blanket
policy that seeks to preserve separation and landscape in absence of any evidence or reasoning for so doing.
Simply removing reference to the villages/hamlets does not render the policy justified in the absence of any
evidence to substantiate the claim. Furthermore, it is unclear how the decision maker should determine which
hamlets and villages are worthy of policy protection. If such a policy is to be included, evidence should be
provided to demonstrate clearly which hamlets and villages close to Thornbury are considered ‘unique’ in the
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context of the policy objectives and what characteristics justify the approach to allow a decision maker to reach
an informed judgement.
The wording of Policy 1 is such that the TNDP seeks to prevent development that ‘effectively merges’ Thornbury
with the hamlets and villages. In the first instance it states that development that causes coalescence (through
merging of the town and villages/ hamlets) should not be supported, yet it goes on to state, in the third bullet
point of the policy, that development proposals should ‘be sensitive to and reflect the separate characters and

identities of nearby and adjacent villages and hamlets’.
It is unclear how the decision maker should interpret the policy: is it a policy that is focused on the protection
of gaps (which is the effect of the opening paragraph) and therefore precludes development, or is it a permissive
policy subject to proposals preserving character? It is also not clear what ‘effectively merges’ means: whether
this applies to development that abuts, encircles, or is nearby. The term is ambiguous and therefore open to
different interpretations. In any event, in the absence of evidence (as set out above), Policy 1 is not justified.
With reference to views and vistas, previous comments are unchanged. The supporting text (para 5.4.2) refers
to the preservation of countryside and architectural views, which maintain the ‘essential character of its market
town ethos and history’. Such an approach (to preserve views) is not in general conformity with South
Gloucestershire Council’s strategic policies as set out within the adopted Core Strategy (2013). For example,
Policy CS1 of the Core Strategy states that development proposals should safeguard and enhance, through
incorporation into new development, existing landscape features; while Policy CS5 expects developments to
conserve and enhance the character, quality, distinctiveness, and amenity of the landscape. Appendix C to the
DTNDP outlines a number of ‘key views and vistas’ but, once again, these are not supported by an appropriate
or robust evidence base.
Policy 2: Neighbourhood Development Frameworks
Vistry Homes’ comments in relation to Policy 2 are unchanged. Clarity is required in relation to what is expected
under the ‘programme of community consultation’ for a Neighbourhood Development Framework. For the
policy to be effective it is vital that the community and community stakeholders commit to proactive
engagement with developers and landowners, particularly where new development would address the Aims
and Objectives listed under Chapter 6.
Chapter 6: Housing
Policy 4: Design Review
Vistry Homes’ previous comments on Policy 4 are unchanged. While Design Review can be a helpful tool in some
circumstances, a Policy that ‘requires’ all major development to be assessed through design review is not in
general conformity with the strategic Development Plan policies (Core Strategy 2013), none of which refer to a
requirement for Design Review. If this principle is to be retained, Policy 4 should ‘encourage’ rather than require
Design Review on major schemes.
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Policy 5: Sustainable Design and Construction
It is important that policies relating to sustainable design and construction are tested robustly having full
regard to associated costs and impacts on viability of development proposals. Such an approach will ensure
that the policy provisions are realistic.
Policy 6: Energy Efficiency
Policy 6 states that all new housing development is encouraged to exceed the minimum energy standards in
current Building Regulations. As set out within Vistry Homes’ previous representations, the NPPF makes clear
that any local requirements for the sustainability of buildings should reflect the Government’s policy for
national technical standards. The PPG clarifies that, when setting any local requirement for a building’s
sustainability, policies should be consistent with the Government’s zero carbon buildings policy and adopted
nationally described standards. Any locally set requirements will need to be based on robust and credible
evidence, paying careful attention to viability. The Government’s Future Homes Standard (FHS) is the direction
of travel for national set technical standards – it will set the benchmark for environmental standards for all new
housing, including a commitment to removing traditional fossil fuel heating systems, from 2025, with interim
measures taking place from 2021.
The Government published its response to the FHS 2019 consultation in January 2021. As set out within the
response, from 2025 the FHS will deliver homes that are ‘Zero Carbon ready’. The Government intends to
implement the FHS in 2025: a full technical specification for the FHS has been accelerated and will be consulted
on in 2023, followed by the introduction of the necessary legislation in 2024. The Government recognises that
the FHS will be challenging to deliver in practice, and it is for this reason that interim measures are proposed
to ensure that all parts of industry are ready to meet the Future Homes Standard from 2025.
Policy 8: Mixed Development
As set out within Vistry Homes’ previous representations, while the principle of encouraging a variety of new
homes, including for younger and older generations, is supported there is no robust evidence base informing
the policy provisions set out. Further evidence is necessary to justify a policy that prioritises a certain housing
mix.
Chapter 7 (Town Centre and Economy)
Vistry Homes’ previous comments on Chapter 7 are unchanged. The statement made under section 7.5 that new
housing around Thornbury is ‘mostly farther away from the centre than many people would walk, so there is a
real risk they will drive elsewhere’, should be removed because recent planning decisions (made by the LPA and
determined at appeal) confirm that new housing developments around the northern and eastern edges of
Thornbury are close enough to the town centre to encourage travel by foot, bike and/or public transport.
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Chapter 8: Services and Facilities
Policy 14: Phasing of Community Infrastructure with Housing Development
The first objective listed under section 8.3 should be amended to recognise that the phasing of new
development and infrastructure will vary on a case-by-case basis, having regard to factors including: the
circumstances prevailing at the time of any decision, available funding sources, and commercial viability. While
Vistry Homes supports the delivery of infrastructure alongside new homes, an objective that seeks to secure
infrastructure in advance of occupations will not necessarily be realistic or deliverable.
Chapter 9: Sustainable Development and Connectivity
Policy 17: Planning for Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Food Production
The wording of Policy 17 continues to seek the retention as well as enhancement of biodiversity and wildlife
habitats, wildlife corridors and other aspects of green infrastructure. While biodiversity enhancement is a
feature of national planning policy, it is not realistic to require retention of all biodiversity and wildlife habitats,
wildlife corridors and other aspects of green infrastructure. It is common practice for new developments to plan
to mitigate habitat and other green infrastructure losses, providing that enhancements and biodiversity net
gain can be achieved. Biodiversity net gain will become a legislative requirement once the Environment Bill is
enacted and therefore the policy should be redrafted to anticipate this position.
Chapter 10: Travel, Transport and Parking
The first objective listed in section 10.3 should be adjusted. Phasing of development and infrastructure should
be considered on a site-by-site basis, having regard to prevailing circumstances at the time of the decision and
taking into account site-specific development impacts. It is neither reasonable nor appropriate to require
improvements in road infrastructure to be implemented ahead of any new development, unless such an
approach is necessary to maintain highway safety and operational network capacity.
Policy 20: Highway Impact
Policy 20 requires development proposals to fully mitigate ‘individual or cumulative impacts’. However, national
planning policy (paragraph 110 of the NPPF 2021 1) states that, in assessing applications for development, it
should be ensured that ‘significant impacts’ from the development on the transport network (in terms of
capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree. The
wording of Policy 21 should be adjusted to reflect national policy.
Other Observations
In addition to the comments set out above, Vistry Homes makes the following additional comments relevant to
the plan as a whole:
A revised version of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published on 21 July 2021. The DTNDP
should therefore refer to the 2021 version of the NPPF and updated National Planning Practice Guidance.
1
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Previously paragraph 108 of the NPPF19

The DTNDP will be examined against the strategic policies contained within the South Gloucestershire Core
Strategy (2013), which is outdated.
The West of England Combined Authority has embarked on preparation of the Spatial Development Strategy
(SDS) for the combined authority area, which is expected to be published (adopted) in 2023. South
Gloucestershire Council is preparing its new Local Plan, which is expected to be adopted in 2024. The TNDP
will, therefore, require review in the short term to reflect strategic policies contained within the SDS and new
Local Plan.
Summary
For the reasons set out within these representations, the DTNDP does not meet the basic conditions set out in
paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. The DTNDP is not in general
conformity with the strategic policies of the Development Plan; does not contribute to the achievement of
sustainable development; and does not have full regard to national policy.
Vistry Homes is willing to engage with the Neighbourhood Plan Group to address these concerns and
comments.
Yours sincerely,

Tony Clements
Partner -Town Planning
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Appendix C:
Philip Hackett, The British Horse Society
Consultation Response – Thornbury
Neighbourhood Plan – BHS
response.pdf

Patron Her Majesty The Queen

Bringing Horses and People Together

The British Horse Society

Email enquiry@bhs.org.uk

Abbey Park,

Website www.bhs.org.uk

Stareton,

Tel 02476 840500

Kenilworth,

Fax 02476 840501

Warwickshire CV8 2XZ

7th July 2021
Strategic Planning Policy & Specialist Advice Team,
Environment & Community Services,
South Gloucestershire Council,
Bristol
BS37 0DD
Dear Sirs,
THORNBURY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN CONSULTATION
I am writing on behalf of the British Horse Society (BHS) in response to the current consultation on the
Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan. The BHS is the largest and most influential equestrian charity in the
country, working to improve the lives of horses and their owners through its four core foundations of
education, welfare, safety and access.
1. BACKGROUND TO OUR COMMENTS
Nationally, it is estimated that there are 3.5 million people in the UK who ride or who drive a horsedrawn carriage. We estimate that there are currently more than 847,000 horses within the country
contributing at least £313 million each year to the local economy, mainly through goods and services
supplied by small businesses such as feed merchants, vets, farriers, trainers, saddlers, etc.
Road Safety is a particular concern to equestrians, who are among the most vulnerable road users.
Between November 2010 and March 2021, the BHS received reports of 5,784 road incidents, in which
441 horses and 44 people were killed. Research indicates however that only 1 in 10 incidents are being
reported to the BHS. 75% of the incidents were caused by vehicles passing too closely.
The BHS actively campaigns to improve road safety by making motorists aware of what to do when they
encounter horses on the road (see https://www.bhs.org.uk/our-work/safety/dead-slow – we
recommend taking a few minutes to watch the ‘Dead Slow’ virtual reality film for an impression of how
vulnerable equestrians are in proximity to cars and lorries).
Because of the difficulties that equestrians encounter on roads, they avoid using them wherever
possible. Road use is often unavoidable, however, sometimes simply because people have nowhere else
to exercise their horses. The main off-road access available to them is the network of Rights of Way
(RoW). South Gloucestershire has around 1,265 km (786 miles) of RoW, but only approximately 10 per
cent (123km.) of this network is available for horse riders (who may only use routes designated as
Bridleways and Byways) and a mere fraction is available to carriage drivers (who only have access to
Byways) – with 25km. of Restricted Byways and less than 1km. of BOATs according to the revised
ROWIP. An additional factor is that the network is fragmented, and roads are often the only available
links between one RoW and the next. Although some areas of South Gloucestershire are well provided
for, there are large areas without safe equestrian access to the countryside with either no available

The British Horse Society is an Appointed Representative of South Essex Insurance Brokers Limited
who are authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority.
Registered Charity Nos. 210504 and SC038516. A company limited by guarantee. Registered in England & Wales No. 444742

bridleways locally, or a cul-de-sac bridleway in 28 cases, which account for roughly 19.9km. - or a
quarter of the Public Bridleway network in South Gloucestershire.
a. Recognition of equestrians as vulnerable road users
Historically, pedestrians and cyclists have been considered as the main vulnerable road users.
Equestrians are however increasingly recognised as being part of this group: during the
Parliamentary Debate on Road Safety in November 2018 Jesse Norman, Under Secretary of State for
Transport, stated that
“We should be clear that the cycling and walking strategy may have that name but is absolutely
targeted at vulnerable road users, including horse-riders.”
We therefore ask that the Neighbourhood Plan includes South Gloucestershire’s equestrians as
vulnerable road users, to ensure that their needs are considered equally alongside those of
pedestrians and cyclists.
b. Inclusion of equestrians in the Active Travel Strategy
The term ‘Active Travel’ applies to journeys undertaken for a range of purposes, whether to reach a
place of work or local amenities, or for recreation. It is also the case that many of the routes that are
used to walk or cycle to work or school are the same routes which at other times provide for
recreational use.
It is now acknowledged that horse-riding is as much an ‘active travel’ mode as recreational walking
or cycling. At the recent Parliamentary Debate on Active Travel in Westminster Hall, Robert Courts
MP proposed that “horse riders…ought to be thought about in the context of active travel as well.”
This was endorsed by Michael Ellis, Minister of State for Transport, who confirmed that “Active
travel includes horse riders and bridle paths – this debate includes them.”
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Council has defined Active Travel as “Physically active modes such
as walking, or horse riding. It also includes walking or cycling as part of a longer journey.” (See
Cambridge and Peterborough report )
We therefore suggest that horse-riding should be included within the plan and would welcome the
opportunity to contribute the development of this document.
c. Equestrians to be included in any shared-use routes, wherever possible
In order to maximise opportunities within development to help provide more off-road links for
equestrians, where shared-use routes are created for active travel as a part of any development,
planning policy should support the automatic inclusion of horse riders on shared off-road routes,
unless there are specific reasons why this is not possible.
Conflict with cyclists is sometimes given as a reason for excluding horses from shared routes, but
this rarely has anything to do with either the horse or the bicycle, simply the inconsiderate person
who happens to be riding one or the other. Horse riders and cyclists as two vulnerable road user
groups have more in common with each other than differences. This is illustrated by the work that
the BHS is doing in partnership with Cycling UK in the current ‘Be Nice, Say Hi!’ campaign and with
Sustrans in their ‘Paths for Everyone’ initiative.
The key to a successful shared route is the design: for example, rather than positioning a cycle path
down the centre of a route with verges either side, the cycle path should be positioned to one side
and the two verges combined to provide a soft surface for walkers, runners and horses on the other.
(This also addresses the issue of horse droppings which, as research has confirmed, represent no
danger to health and disperse quickly, particularly on unsurfaced paths.)

d. Reference to the Hampshire Countryside Access Forum (HCAF) guidance Equestrians in Hampshire
The HCAF has developed this guidance for planners and developers in response to feedback from
local authorities, which indicated that they would welcome more information about how they can
include equestrians in their work, engagement and consultation.
Written by members of HCAF with support from Hampshire Countryside Service and the BHS, this
document has been widely circulated within and beyond Hampshire, sparking interest from other
authorities outside the county.
We would urge South Gloucestershire Council to incorporate the principles set out in this guidance
into their planning policy: most particularly, that equestrians should be considered and consulted
with at an early stage within the planning of any major housing or infrastructure development.
CONCLUSION
“Good growth also means providing open space and leisure opportunities to encourage healthy and
active lifestyles and encouraging more of us to use active forms of travel".
Horse riding is a year-round activity which (along with associated activities such as mucking out and
pasture maintenance) expends sufficient energy to be classed as moderate intensity exercise. The
majority of those who ride regularly are women, and a significant proportion of riders are over 45. For
some older or disabled people, being on horseback or in a horse-drawn carriage gives them access to
the countryside and a freedom of movement that they would not otherwise be able to achieve. There
are also considerable psychological and social benefits from equestrian activities, as the BHS is
demonstrating through the Changing Lives through Horses initiative.
Equestrianism is a popular activity in South Gloucestershire, and one which contributes significantly to
the local economy. The equestrian community in South Gloucestershire currently has many difficulties in
finding safe access within the unitary authority area. Many issues could be addressed and resolved
through good planning of future development. We hope therefore that the Thornbury Neighbourhood
Plan will include policies that will support this, and that Thornbury Policy 10.5 and the Neighbourhood
Walking and Cycling Routes Policy 21 will reflect this and provide equestrian access to these safe
recreational routes. As of March 2021 horse passport data identified 1,028 horse passports registered in
the BS35 postcode which includes Thornbury.
If you have any questions or would like to discuss any aspect of this response further, please do not
hesitate to contact me.
Yours faithfully

Philip Hackett
Access Field Officer – South West Region.
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National Grid – Matt Verlander, Avison
Young
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Details of the sites affecting National Grid assets are provided below.
Electricity Transmission
Asset Description
XL ROUTE: 275Kv Overhead Transmission Line route: IRON ACTON - WHITSON 1
YXA ROUTE: 132Kv Overhead Transmission Line route: IRON ACTON - OLDBURY ON SEVERN 1
YXB ROUTE: 132Kv Overhead Transmission Line route: IRON ACTON - OLDBURY ON SEVERN 3
4YX ROUTE TWR (159 - 172R): 400Kv Overhead Transmission Line route: CILFYNYDD SEABANK - WHITSON
Electrical Substation: OLDBURY ON SEVERN 132KV

A plan showing details of the site locations and details of National Grid’s assets is attached to
this letter. Please note that the plan is illustrative only.
National Grid also provides information in relation to its assets at the website below.
•

www2.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land-and-development/planning-authority/shapefiles/

Please see attached information outlining guidance on development close to National Grid
infrastructure.
Distribution Networks
Information regarding the electricity distribution network is available at the website below:
www.energynetworks.org.uk
Information regarding the gas distribution network is available by contacting:
plantprotection@cadentgas.com
Further Advice
Please remember to consult National Grid on any Neighbourhood Plan Documents or sitespecific proposals that could affect our assets. We would be grateful if you could add our details
shown below to your consultation database, if not already included:
Matt Verlander, Director

Spencer Jefferies, Town Planner

nationalgrid.uk@avisonyoung.com

box.landandacquisitions@nationalgrid.com

Avison Young
Central Square South
Orchard Street
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE1 3AZ

National Grid
National Grid House
Warwick Technology Park
Gallows Hill
Warwick, CV34 6DA

If you require any further information in respect of this letter, then please contact us.
Avison Young (UK) Limited registered in England and Wales number 6382509.
Registered office, 3 Brindleyplace, Birmingham B1 2JB. Regulated by RICS
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Yours faithfully,

Matt Verlander MRTPI
Director
nationalgrid.uk@avisonyoung.com
For and on behalf of Avison Young

Avison Young (UK) Limited registered in England and Wales number 6382509.
Registered office, 3 Brindleyplace, Birmingham B1 2JB. Regulated by RICS
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Guidance on development near National Grid assets
National Grid is able to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning their networks
and encourages high quality and well-planned development in the vicinity of its assets.
Electricity assets
Developers of sites crossed or in close proximity to National Grid assets should be aware that it
is National Grid policy to retain existing overhead lines in-situ, though it recognises that there
may be exceptional circumstances that would justify the request where, for example, the
proposal is of regional or national importance.
National Grid’s ‘Guidelines for Development near pylons and high voltage overhead power lines’
promote the successful development of sites crossed by existing overhead lines and the creation
of well-designed places. The guidelines demonstrate that a creative design approach can
minimise the impact of overhead lines whilst promoting a quality environment. The guidelines
can be downloaded here: https://www.nationalgridet.com/document/130626/download
The statutory safety clearances between overhead lines, the ground, and built structures must
not be infringed. Where changes are proposed to ground levels beneath an existing line then it is
important that changes in ground levels do not result in safety clearances being infringed.
National Grid can, on request, provide to developers detailed line profile drawings that detail the
height of conductors, above ordnance datum, at a specific site.
National Grid’s statutory safety clearances are detailed in their ‘Guidelines when working near
National Grid Electricity Transmission assets’, which can be downloaded
here:www.nationalgridet.com/network-and-assets/working-near-our-assets
Gas assets
High-Pressure Gas Pipelines form an essential part of the national gas transmission system and
National Grid’s approach is always to seek to leave their existing transmission pipelines in situ.
Contact should be made with the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) in respect of sites affected by
High-Pressure Gas Pipelines.
National Grid have land rights for each asset which prevents the erection of permanent/
temporary buildings, or structures, changes to existing ground levels, storage of materials etc.
Additionally, written permission will be required before any works commence within the
National Grid’s 12.2m building proximity distance, and a deed of consent is required for any
crossing of the easement.
National Grid’s ‘Guidelines when working near National Grid Gas assets’ can be downloaded here:
www.nationalgridgas.com/land-and-assets/working-near-our-assets
How to contact National Grid
If you require any further information in relation to the above and/or if you would like to check if
National Grid’s transmission networks may be affected by a proposed development, please
contact:
Avison Young (UK) Limited registered in England and Wales number 6382509.
Registered office, 3 Brindleyplace, Birmingham B1 2JB. Regulated by RICS
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National Grid’s Plant Protection team: plantprotection@nationalgrid.com
Cadent Plant Protection Team
Block 1
Brick Kiln Street
Hinckley
LE10 0NA
0800 688 588

or visit the website: https://www.beforeyoudig.cadentgas.com/login.aspx

Avison Young (UK) Limited registered in England and Wales number 6382509.
Registered office, 3 Brindleyplace, Birmingham B1 2JB. Regulated by RICS
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Appendix E:
Rebecca Marwood, NHS Property
Services
Consultation Response – NHSPS
Consultation Response_Thornbury NDP
_19072021.pdf

Thornbury Neighbourhood
Development Plan Response
Form
GUIDANCE ON COMPLETING THIS FORM
Please return this form if you have any comments on the Thornbury Neighbourhood
Development Plan submission or supporting evidence base.
Completed forms should be emailed to: neighbourhoodplanning@southglos.gov.uk.
Alternatively they can also be mailed to:
South Gloucestershire Council
Department for Environment and Community Services,
Planning Policy Team,
PO Box 1954,
Bristol,
BS37 0DD
Completed response forms must be received no later than 5pm on Monday 23
July 2021.
The information collected as part this consultation will also be used by the council in
accordance with the data protection principles in the Data Protection Act 1998. The
purposes for collecting this data is: to assist in plan making; and to contact you, if necessary,
regarding the planning consultation process. Some of the data may be made public as it will
form part of the evidence base used to inform the creation of planning policy documents.
The above purposes may require public disclosure of any data received on the response
form, in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act 2000.
The purpose for holding your personal information is to assist in preparing development plan
documents and supporting supplementary planning guidance and advice; and to contact
you, if necessary, regarding the planning consultation process relating to their preparation. In
order to provide the above service we may share your information with the following:
• Other South Gloucestershire Council departments
• External consultants working on behalf of South Gloucestershire Council
• Other Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
• Other groups preparing statutory development plans relevant to South
Gloucestershire
Please follow the link to our Privacy Policy and Data Protection Policy to find out more.

Part One: Your Details
In circumstances where there are individuals / groups / organisations who share a similar
view as to how the plan should evolve, it would be helpful if they make a single response. It
would also be useful to state how many people the submission is representing and how the
comment was authorised.
Your Details
Title: Miss

Your Agent’s Details (If applicable)
Title: Mr / Mrs / Miss / Ms / Dr / Other:

Surname: Marwood

Surname:

Forename: Rebecca

Forename:

Organisation / Company: NHS Property Organisation / Company:
Services
Address:

Address:

Postcode:
Contact No:

Postcode:
Contact No:

Email:

Email:

Part Two: Your Comments
Your comments
Feedback on Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan
Please provide your comments on the Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan
below.
(Please reference specific policies to which your comments relate).
Foreword
NHS Property Services (NHSPS) manages, maintains and improves NHS properties and facilities,
working in partnership with NHS organisations to create safe, efficient, sustainable and modern
healthcare and working environments. NHSPS has a clear mandate to provide a quality service to
its tenants and minimise the cost of the NHS estate to those organisations using it. Any savings
made are passed back to the NHS.

Policy 14 - Phasing of Community Infrastructure with Housing Development
When planning for new residential development, policy makers should continue to work with NHS
commissioners and providers to ensure that adequate healthcare infrastructure is provided to
support new residential development.
Healthcare facilities are essential infrastructure and where new facilities are required; they should
be delivered alongside additional housing units to mitigate the impact of population growth on
existing infrastructure. Policy makers should therefore work with NHS commissioners and providers
to consider the quantum and location of healthcare facilities that will be required to ensure that new
settlements are sustainable.
Where extended or relocated health facilities are required to mitigate the impact of new
development, health commissioners would require Section 106 / CIL funding towards the capital
cost of delivering this infrastructure. An assessment of the appropriate mechanisms for delivering
the required funding will need to be undertaken at an early stage in collaboration with the
Council/policy makers.
Policy 14 aims to set out the parameters under which new infrastructure will be provided through
the neighbourhood plan.
The NPPF states that Plans should make sufficient provision for health infrastructure. Additionally,
health is included within the NPPF as infrastructure expected to be funded by development
contributions.
NHSPS supports the inclusion of health as a form of community infrastructure to be provided for by
developer contributions and encourages continued discussions with clinical providers to ensure
appropriate funding mechanisms are in place to support the delivery of health within Thornbury.
Policy 16: Community Facilities
Draft Policy 16 states that:
“Valued existing community facilities will be retained, unless it can be demonstrated that demand
within the locality for the facility no longer exists or that suitable alternative provision of at least
equivalent community value is made elsewhere.”
NHSPS supports the principle of maintaining and improving community facilities within the
borough.
Whilst Paragraph 92c of the National Planning Policy Framework states that planning policies and
decisions should ‘guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services’, the
overarching objective of this same paragraph is to ensure the delivery of facilities and services of

the community. Paragraph 93b also states ‘planning policies and decision should…take into
account and support the delivery of local strategies to improve health, social and cultural well-being
for all sections of the community’
Where health centres and other medical facilities are included in this definition of community
facilities, we believe the wording of any future policies should allow for the loss within the context of
estate regeneration.
NHSPS works with local commissioners to establish the needs within the local area and how this
can be maximised and efficiently used within the estate. This can include the redevelopment of
surplus properties for other uses (often residential) to release capital to be recycled back into the
system.
Policies that prevent the loss or change of use of ‘community facilities’ and include healthcare
facilities within this definition can prevent or delay required investment in alternative facilities and
work against the aim of providing essential healthcare services for the community. It is important to
note that there are separate, rigorous testing and approval processes employed by the NHS to
ensure the right facilities are in the right place at the right time.
The policy as drafted is overly restrictive and would not provide a sufficiently flexible and positive
policy basis for the delivery of NHS facilities. The policy and supporting text do not recognise estate
rationalisation programs carried out by public service providers. NHS estate reviews are aimed at
improving the provision of healthcare services by increasing efficiencies, including through the
disposal or development of unneeded and underutilised properties.
NHSPS recognises the need to guard against the loss of important community facilities. However, it
is considered that the policy as worded risks having a negative effective on the NHS and Council to
deliver services locally. Community infrastructure policies where NHS facilities are included in the
definition, often prevent or delay required investment in new/improved services and facilities,
especially those which require substantial periods of marketing. In some cases, other funding
streams that are needed to pay for new facilities (in addition to the receipt from the land) can be
lost over time or simply because development opportunities fall through as a result of delay.
Where NHS commissioners can demonstrate that healthcare facilities are no longer required for the
provision of services, there should be an acceptance that such sites are suitable for housing, or
other viable uses.
It is felt our concerns with this proposed policy can be very easily be addressed to ensure Policy 16
does not inadvertently impose further evidential requirements on the NHS beyond its own internal
processes.
Proposed Amendments
Suggested amendments have been set out in blue:
Valued existing community facilities will be retained, unless it can be demonstrated that:
• demand within the locality for the facility no longer exists or
• that suitable alternative provision of at least equivalent community value is made
elsewhere; or
• the loss is part of a wider public service transformation plan which requires investment in
modern, fit for purpose infrastructure and facilities to meet future population needs or to
sustain and improve services.
In the case of proposals where the loss of the use would form part of a wider public estate
rationalisation program, evidence of such a program would be sufficient as a form of evidence that
the site is surplus to requirements and as such would not be required to submit marketing
information.

NHSPS’s proposed amendments to Thornbury’s Neighbourhood Plan would ensure that Policy

16 is justified, effective and consistent with national policy.
These changes would directly address the issues outlined above ensuring the NHS is able to
effectively manage its estate and rationalise unsuitable properties for reinvestment in new facilities
and services where necessary.

Appendix F:
Andrew Chubb
Response Form – Thornbury
Neighbourhood
plan_Response_Form.pdf

Thornbury Neighbourhood
Development Plan Response
Form
GUIDANCE ON COMPLETING THIS FORM
Please return this form if you have any comments on the Thornbury Neighbourhood
Development Plan submission or supporting evidence base.
Completed forms should be emailed to: neighbourhoodplanning@southglos.gov.uk.
Alternatively they can also be mailed to:
South Gloucestershire Council
Department for Environment and Community Services,
Planning Policy Team,
PO Box 1954,
Bristol,
BS37 0DD
Completed response forms must be received no later than 5pm on Monday 23
July 2021.
The information collected as part this consultation will also be used by the council in
accordance with the data protection principles in the Data Protection Act 1998. The
purposes for collecting this data is: to assist in plan making; and to contact you, if necessary,
regarding the planning consultation process. Some of the data may be made public as it will
form part of the evidence base used to inform the creation of planning policy documents.
The above purposes may require public disclosure of any data received on the response
form, in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act 2000.
The purpose for holding your personal information is to assist in preparing development plan
documents and supporting supplementary planning guidance and advice; and to contact
you, if necessary, regarding the planning consultation process relating to their preparation. In
order to provide the above service we may share your information with the following:
• Other South Gloucestershire Council departments
• External consultants working on behalf of South Gloucestershire Council
• Other Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
• Other groups preparing statutory development plans relevant to South
Gloucestershire
Please follow the link to our Privacy Policy and Data Protection Policy to find out more.

Part One: Your Details
In circumstances where there are individuals / groups / organisations who share a similar
view as to how the plan should evolve, it would be helpful if they make a single response. It
would also be useful to state how many people the submission is representing and how the
comment was authorised.
Your Details
Title: Mr / Mrs / Miss / Ms / Dr / Other:

Your Agent’s Details (If applicable)
Title: Mr / Mrs / Miss / Ms / Dr / Other:

Surname:
Chubb
Forename:
Andrew
Organisation / Company:
N/A

Surname:
Forename:
Organisation / Company:
Address:

Postcode:

Contact No:

Contact No:

Email:

Email:

Part Two: Your Comments
Your comments
Feedback on Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan
Please provide your comments on the Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan
below.
(Please reference specific policies to which your comments relate).

2.2 Community Engagement and Consultation
I had no sight of this until I received an e-mail as I had taken part in a local cef meeting.
This probably goes some way in understanding the total respondents to the original
survey was 530, which I think is incredibly low. Having only 60 response’s form under 30’s
should have had the alarm bells ringing that the survey was not widely known about. I
would have expected the local schools to done something with the survey and seen a
peak at secondary school ages.
With a plan such as this a mail shot is a pre requisite to get the message out. The
methods used to advertise the survey was in my opinion reliant on some level of prior
interest in local matters.
A mail shot should be the method for all surveys to ensure maximum engagement; that is
why all the political parties do for local elections.
3.4.1 Buckover Garden Village
Nice idea but would need to keep a distance away from Thornbury. The character of the
town has already been changed by the “just housing” growth of the town
4.1 What Matters Most to our Community
As with any market town, Thornbury supports many people from the surrounding villages. In turn, these people
make a significant contribution to the town’s economy. Our residents have told us that
we need to ensure that Thornbury continues to provide an appropriate range of employment, shopping, and
community facilities, including healthcare, education and leisure. We also need to ensure that people can
access the town easily. This means sufficient parking, good public transport
and safer streets, as well as easy walking and cycling options.

The recent closure to the High Street has been a backward step and not supported
access to the Town and Parking. The High Street area is now space that is going to lose
more shops as the footfall has gone with the traffic.
Weekdays during working hours Thornbury is now a very quiet place, lacking any
vibrancy. The High street is no longer convenient to visit and does not have enough shops
and businesses to make it a place to visit. This needs to be reversed before it’s too late.
Please remember Thornbury residents made it very clear in the High Street consultation
the closure was rejected and should be re-opened.
“The need for Thornbury to retain its own identity and to avoid becoming part of an urban sprawl on the outer fringes of
the large city of Bristol.”

The High Street was a big part of Thornbury’s identity, it is no longer so. It’s neither open nor
closed, worst of both and benefits of neither.

4.2 Our Vision
Thornbury will retain its market town and historic character and its

sense of community. It will keep and expand its green spaces,
streamside walks, connections with nature and access to the
countryside. It will be resilient to climate change and will provide well ate change and will provide well
planned, high quality, sustainable and affordable homes. It will
support the prosperity and wellbeing of its residents by providing a
vibrant town centre, quality local jobs, a good choice of retail and
employment facilities and appropriate services.s and appropriate services.

Think a lot of the development in Thornbury has not met “our Vision”. I’ve not seen what I would
call affordable housing, ie ones that are purchased by first time buyers.
The character of the Town is being diluted and turning into a mass of housing with no additional
infrastructure. South Glos place a significant CIL on developers for little visible gain.
The sense of community is also been eaten away.
The development are also putting a strain on the storm water systems, Oldbury on Severn is at
risk of flooding due to poor mitigation by the developers. The storm water collection at Oldbury
on Severn was built over 50 years ago, the amount of water coming down from Thornbury is
putting Oldbury at risk of flooding.
Thornbury has not developed any tangible additional employment opportunities in recent times.
Could do with something in the North part of Thornbury, ie a business park.

4.3 Our Strategic Objectives
I think all these objectives are not being met and this will continue.
Support a vibrant, unique and historic town centre with mixed retail, business and
residential facilities and a thriving economy that provides jobs for local people to enable
them to work where they live

The High Street has been changed dramatically by the closure already, footfall is down
and the High Street relied heavily on the passing trade and the pop in nature.
I see the High Street ending up as a place to eat and drink, I think retail business will be
driven away for good. I’ll be amazed if Boots, Horders and Heritage are still going in 18
months’ time.
I think the push to encourage walking and cycling is overdone here, the occupancy of the
cycling/walking initiatives is low, those who do always will and the rest may occasionally
partake. A lot of these improvements will turn out to be a folly/fad. There is a general
decline in people’s activity and the council will be hard pushed to arrest this decline, let
alone increase take up. It’s a bit like the gym uptake after Christmas, nice to start with, but
falls away to the few who have committed to the change. Take a look at centreparcs over
the last 20 years, was a place for active people 20 years ago. Now, coffee shops, sports
bars, wall to wall screens.
If convenience is lost then cycling/walking or do it online? I think the answer is not hard to
see.
I think the above comments also apply to

Section 5

6 Housing
Unless there is legislation then all objectives aspirational, developers will not do more than
the law requires. All the big developers will not change until this point and will delay
legislation for as long as possible. South Glos will be unable to resist the so called need
for Housing and the developers will only meet the minimum, else every new house would
have a heat pump, solar panels, car charge point, etc.

Low cost housing seems to be brought up for buy to let; this is not easy to combat and is
ruining home ownership potential. Home ownership helps the community in the long run in
my opinion.
7 Town Centre and economy
“Thornbury residents clearly identified shopping as an important priority for the town. The
consultation identified three main issues: the high proportion of empty shops, the recent loss of
‘comparison’ shopping (such as shoe, clothes and toy shops) and the growing number of coffee
shops and restaurants. The local independent shops were highly valued”

From the High Street consultation, Yet it was still closed!
Jobs are leaking away from the High Street, it will become an evening and weekend
based economy, retail will fade away. Already happening.
Town centre design has a list of objectives which includes one to “improve layout to
mitigate against impact of traffic”
I’m not sure traffic has ever been an issue for Thornbury High Street, it was more of a
benefit, helping to make it feel busy, occupied, lively.
The closure was not wanted by the residents of Thornbury, yet here we are, ruined High
street and Rock Street a more dangerous place.
I think the council has made a massive mistake in not engaging with the residents on the
High Street. Could have had a much better outcome and achieved so much more. Toby
Savage made a decision that has made any discussion on the High Street toxic and
divisive, a rod for South Glos’s back of its own making.
Presently there is insufficient employment local to the High Street, will not be easy to
solve.
Thornbury has no venue at the present time, this should concern South Glos.
I feel Thornbury is turning into mid-eighties Yate, housing with no identity.
Thornbury was a great place to live, but now it is losing its way.
• Too much housing with no change in infrastructure
• Transport links overwhelmed
• Employment falling
• Not big enough to attract visitors (in numbers)
• Yate has so much now
• Traffic issues on Rock street
• Too much being spent on cycling and walking initiatives, will not improve employment
opportunities
Thornbury needs a new approach.
This consultation has such a low penetration it is a failure.
Do the right thing and send a mail shot to all of Thornbury Residents, go for the bigger
view, not of a small group of individuals.

Appendix G:
Richard Bull, Environment Agency
Comments – dps1.pdf

Strategic Planning Policy & Specialist
Advice Team,
Environment & Community Services,
South Gloucestershire Council,
PO Box 1954,
Bristol,
BS37 0DD

Our ref:
WX/2006/000331/OR18/PO1-L01
Your ref:
Date:

20 July 2021

Dear Sir/Madam
THORNBURY NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Thank you for consulting the Environment Agency on the above Neighbourhood Plan (NP),
which was received 11 June 2021.

The Environment Agency can support this Neighbourhood Plan, but wishes to make the
following comments for your information:
We made comments on the draft NP, and these comments remain relevant.
We’re pleased to see that climate change measures to ensure greater resilience are being
included as part of the NP.
We support sustainable development, in particular the encouragement of resource
efficiency, waste minimisation and recycling with energy levels and water efficiency
requirements for new housing, as included in your NP.
The concept of Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUD) is encouraged, and the following
CIRIA guidance document provides useful information on the concept and how to apply it in
urban planning - wsud_ideas_book.pdf (susdrain.org)
We support Blue/Green Infrastructure as they provide a real opportunity to link with and
deliver against Carbon Net Zero targets. The opportunity for carbon sequestration through
wetlands, improved floodplain connection, wet woodlands, etc. should be considered within
the approach for carbon net zero development. Our soils are one of the biggest carbon
sinks available to reduce climate change therefore we suggest the concept of building soil
depth and quality could be encouraged. The prevention of further soil depletion through
runoff, at the very least, should be included. Sustainable land management practices will
play a large role in this.

Environment Agency
Rivers House, East Quay, Bridgwater, Somerset, TA6 4YS.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
www.gov.uk/environment-agency

Cont/d..

It is important that blue green infrastructure is considered as a connected network across
the NP to allow a significant and meaningful impact from this work. This will allow
floodplains to be better connected and increase green spaces for people and wildlife.
We support and encourage the principles of Net Gain, (as well Community Infrastructure
Levy and Section 106), to make contributions for environmental gains either on or off-site.
This Net Gain aspiration is detailed in the National Planning Policy Framework and is further
supported by the 25 Year Environment Plan. This sets an expectation for development,
including housing and infrastructure, by all organisations and individuals, that will help
deliver net gain.
If you would like to discuss any of the above I can be contacted on the number below.
Please quote the Agency's reference on any future correspondence regarding this matter.

Yours faithfully

Richard Bull
Sustainable Places - Planning Advisor

Direct e-mail nwx.sp@environment-agency.gov.uk

End
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Appendix H:
Barwood Development Securities and
North West Thornbury Landowners
Consortium – Felicity Tozer, Savills
Letter of Representation – NDP (Reg 16)
- Representation (July 2021).pdf

22 July 2021

Strategic Planning Policy and Specialist Advice Team
Environment & Community Services
South Gloucestershire Council
PO Box 1954
Bristol
BS37 0DD

Via email only: neighbourhoodplanning@southglos.go.uk

Nick Matthews MRTPI

F: +44 (0) 117 910 0399
Embassy House
Queens Avenue
Bristol BS8 1SB
T: +44 (0) 1179 100 300
savills.com

Dear Sir / Madam,
Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan 2019-2036
Representation: Pre-Submission Consultation
These representations have been prepared by Savills on behalf of Barwood Development Securities Ltd and
the North West Thornbury Landowners Consortium who have an interest in Land to the West of Park Farm,
Thornbury. This letter is submitted in response to the Regulation 16 consultation on the Thornbury
Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) 2019-2036.
We previously made Regulation 14 representations in respect of the pre-submission draft of the Thornbury
NDP in April 2020. This Regulation 16 response should be read alongside those representations, especially
in respect of those elements of the pre-submission draft which remain unchanged between the two versions.
At present, we have a number of serious objections as to the content of the NDP and the procedure that has
been followed to date, which we set out in detail below.
Legislative and Guidance Requirements
We have carefully considered the present Draft Neighbourhood Plan against the basic conditions under
paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (“TCPA”), and also in light of the
regulatory requirements under the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 and the
Neighbourhood Planning Independent Examiner Referral Service (“NPIERS”) Guidance to Service Users and
Examiners.
Our representation is drafted in light of the requirements set out in the Localism Act 1, and summarised in the
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). This requires the appointed Examiner to consider whether the submitted
Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) meets the 'basic conditions' test:
"(a) Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of
State it is appropriate to make the order (or neighbourhood plan).
(d) The making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) contributes to the achievement of sustainable
development.
(e) The making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) is in general conformity with the strategic
policies contained in the development plan for the area of the authority (or any part of that area).

1

and associated amendment to Paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990

Offices and associates throughout the Americas, Europe, Asia Pacific, Africa and the Middle East.
Savills (UK) Limited. Chartered Surveyors. A subsidiary of Savills plc. Registered in England No. 2605138.
Registered office: 33 Margaret Street, London, W1G 0JD
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(f) The making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) does not breach, and is otherwise compatible
with, EU obligations.
(g) Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the Order (or plan) and prescribed matters have
been complied with in connection with the proposal for the order (or neighbourhood plan)."
We do not consider that the Draft Neighbourhood Plan presently meet the basic conditions, notably Basic
Conditions 8(2)(a). There are also issues in respect of lack of a published evidence base (notably the
required Consultation Statement).
Consultation Statement
Regulation 15(2) requires that the Consultation Statement:
(a) contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed neighbourhood
development plan;
(b) explains how they were consulted;
(c) summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and
(d) describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, addressed in
the proposed neighbourhood development plan.
We note that this is not provided within the Consultation Statement in respect to the Regulation 14
consultation, but rather considered in Appendix 4 of the Evidence Base Report (October 2020). However,
this Appendix only summarises the main issues and concerns issues raised (requirement (c)). It does not set
out how they have been considered or where these have been addressed in the Regulation 16 version. The
requirement set out in Regulation 15(2)(d) has therefore not been met.
In order to understand the amendments undertaken to the NDP following the Regulation 14 consultation, we
sought to review the minutes of the NDP Group. However, no minutes have been published since January
2020 – prior to the Regulation 14 consultation - Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan (thornburyplan.co.uk).
According to the last minutes (dated 14 January 2020), there were meetings scheduled monthly across 2020.
Whilst we appreciate the form of these meetings may have changed due to the pandemic, it is still necessary
for the virtual discussions to be appropriately documented and minuted (as per PPG: 41-015-20160211).
Remit of the Local Authority
The role of the local authority is to provide “advice or assistance… for the purposes of, or in connection with,
facilitating the making of” a Neighbourhood Plan (Regulation 4B(3)). It is not the role of the local authority to
make detailed comments or request inclusions into policies where these have not been identified by the local
community through appropriate consultation, nor where the amendments are not required to ensure that the
NDP passes the basic conditions test.
We note below that SGC made a number of requests for additional wording to be added to the draft NDP on
matters which were not necessary to facilitate the making of the plan, required to ensure that the NDP met
the basic conditions nor indeed raised by any parties in their consultation responses.
The NDP process does not provide an opportunity for the local authority to insert policy requirements or
wording which seeks to elevate matters of importance to them in the absence of up to date strategic policies,
or the timely review of local plans. In making the requests for amendments to the draft policies in May 2020
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(Appendix 3, Appendix 4 of the Evidence Base Report), the Authority have sought to explicitly insert their own
views on development in Thornbury. We discuss this further below.
Strategic Plans, Plan Period and Compatibility
We recognise local strategic policies have been in a state of flux during the drafting of the NDP – with various
iterations of the draft Joint Spatial Plan (JSP) published and associated consultation on the new South
Gloucestershire Local Plan; with this then falling away with the formal withdrawal of the JSP in April 2020.
Subsequently, the Authority have commenced work on the new Spatial Development Strategy (SDS) and
new Local Plan 2023-2038. However, these are at an early stage, and at present do not provide updated
strategic policies for the NDP to consider.
We therefore agree with the position taken by the NDP that the relevant development plan for consideration
of Basic Condition (e) is the Core Strategy and Policies, Sites and Places Plan.
The plan period of the NDP (2019-2036) does not align with the Core Strategy (2006-2027); however, the
NDP does not contain policies for the supply of housing, or seek to influence future strategic growth and thus
the misalignment in itself does not create any significant conflicts. The new South Gloucestershire Local Plan
will make the new strategic policies, and potentially the development management policies contained in the
NDP, out of date. We support the NDP Group’s intention to review the NDP in accordance with the
mechanism set out in Section 11.
It is necessary to remove Section 3.4 (Future Development at Thornbury) in its entirety from the NDP. It
considers strategic matters, notwithstanding that in itself it is out of date – with the JSP (and associated
identified of Buckover) withdrawn, and with the other three planning applications referenced in the text all
subsequently determined. There should be no remaining references to the JSP – it was withdrawn over a
year ago, and it is not informing or influencing the new SDS and associated Local Plan.
Draft Policy 1 – Rural Character and Landscape Setting
We note the amendments made to this policy and supporting text. The inclusion of bullet points in the draft
policy are helpful in highlighting the key elements for consideration. We have the following comments to
make:
-

Hamlet and Village

The Regulation 14 version of the NDP contained a list of the relevant hamlets and villages to which the policy
was seeking to apply, and this has subsequently been removed. This raises a significant issue in terms of
effectiveness of the policy – whilst a village is generally easy to identify, it not at all clear what constitutes a
‘hamlet’ for the purposes of applying this policy.
We note that both the NDP Group’s consultant, Lemon Gazelle, and SGC have both separately suggested
that the relevant villages and hamlets were referenced in the policy – see p72, Appendix 1 Statement of
Consultation, undated, and p1, SGC August 2020 Comments (Appendix 5, Evidence Base). It is therefore
unclear why these references were removed from the draft Policy.
-

Bullet 4 – Protect the Rural Environs

The generic reference within the policy wording to protecting the rural character of Thornbury’s environs is
ineffective in practice. The bullet point goes on to reference the bowl of the Severn Vale, and the explanatory
text references SGC’s evidence base which concluded that development should be steered away from the
hillsides of the Severn Ridges. We therefore assume that the combination of reading these two elements is
that the policy is seeking to direct development away from the rural hillsides along the Severn Ridge in
accordance with the published 2014 Landscape Assessment. This should be made clearer in the policy so it
can be effectively implemented in practice.
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-

Explanatory Text: Thornbury Castle and Church of St Marys Views

We highlighted above the explicit concern about the addition of text requested by SGC. We note that the
additional text has been added by the NDP Group in response to the suggestion by SGC, but with no
additional evidence which would justify this change. This clearly indicates that the change reflects SGC’s
position, and not a view which the NDP Group has identified as important.
Indeed, in reviewing the full consultation responses received to the Regulation 14 consultation (‘Long
Answers’ Appendix 4, Regulation 14 consultation report) not a single comment raised the Castle or Church,
or suggested any revisions to the policy in regard to additional Important Views – notwithstanding that other
elements of Policy 1 were subject to comments by numerous parties.
It is inappropriate and ultra vires of the Authority to insert their own future policy aspirations into the NDP and
undermines the NDP which is intended to give the power to local communities to develop a shared vision for
their area (paragraph 29, NPPF).
Draft Policy 2 – Neighbourhood Development Frameworks
Our previous representation highlighted that Neighbourhood Development Frameworks are not appropriate in
all instances, and indeed, the majority of the items identification for consideration within the Policy are already
set out in a Design and Access Statement when submitted in support of a major planning application.
Local communities frequently raise the scale of planning application documentation as being a barrier to
engagement, and thus adding an additional document which duplicates information may not be conducive to
assisting with community engagement and understanding. We note that there is no formal ability to require
pre-application engagement/consultation prior to the submission of a planning application, and indeed in our
experience it is rare that communities chose to engage proactively with design considerations at the preapplication stage.
We comment below in regard to infrastructure, and this equally pertains to the reference for phasing and
delivery plans. Whilst it is important that developments, and associated infrastructure, are phased
appropriately, this information is not available at the planning application submission stage. The
requirements for infrastructure and discussions on phasing take place during the determination of the
planning application following input from the local authority and statutory consultees.
We continue to suggest that the policy is amended to set out that this information is encouraged as part of the
planning application as a whole, rather than being prescriptive about the form that this should take.
Draft Policy 3 – High Quality Design
This policy and the commitment to deliver high quality design both architecturally and through placemaking is
supported.
We previously raised concerns in regard to the final bullet point within the draft Policy, and these remain. The
provision of on-street parking is not always conducive to placemaking, and not all streets are required to be
designed to support bus movements. This bullet should be amended to take account of the requirement to
deliver sufficient parking provision within a development proposal, with consideration given to streetscape
and high quality placemaking. In terms of the requirement for bus, refuse and emergency vehicular access,
this requirement falls within remit of the Highway Authority and should be determined on a case-by-case
basis.
Draft Policy 4 – Design Review
The NPPF recognises that there are a number of tools and processes available to improve the design of
developments, and Design Review is one of these. We support the principle but Design Review Panels will
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not be appropriate in all instances, and we therefore suggest that it is made more clear in the policy that a
design review panel is one example that should be actively considered by those bringing forward
development proposals. , Further, requiring more than one design review for any planning application is
unnecessary, and the post-submission design review role falls to the local authority and their technical
experts.
Draft Policy 5 – Sustainable Design and Construction
We support the aspirations of this draft Policy, and consider that it provides additional detail to the adopted
Policy PSP6 (On-Site Renewable and Low Carbon Energy).
However, as set out in the NPPF and PPG the inclusion of policies which result in an additional development
cost are required to be supported by appropriate viability evidence. Thus the additional policy requirement for
the optional buildings regulations requirement for water efficiency and the inclusion of rainwater harvesting
can only be set where this evidence has been produced. For this and reasons of consistency across the
authority area, we recommend that this requirement be dropped from the NDP and consideration be given to
these standards through the replacement Local Plan.
Draft Policy 6 – Energy Efficiency
We support the amendments to this policy, and recognise that it sets out the communities aspiration to
encourage higher energy efficiency standards, but doesn’t set any higher requirements than those already
expressed in local planning policy.
Draft Policy 7 – Renewable Energy
This draft Policy is not compatible with Policy PSP6, and results in a reduction in the opportunities available
for developments to reduce carbon emissions. The appropriate methods for securing reductions in CO2
emissions will vary considerably across different developments, both in terms of what is practical and viable,
but also in terms of implications on architectural design and placemaking. As a result, carbon reduction
policies provide a degree of flexibility to enable this to be discussed on a case by case basis.
Adopted Policy PSP6 already establishes a policy requirement to secure a reduction in carbon emissions at a
higher level (at 20%) than that set out in the draft NDP. This enables the reduction to be delivered through
renewables and/or low carbon energy generation sources. This accords with the NPPF, which at paragraph
151, uses these interchangeably when encouraging local plans to set a positive strategy for energy
generation.
The draft Policy 7 essentially discounts the benefits associated with low carbon energy generation, and
removes the scope of opportunities available to developers to reduce carbon emissions. Given the aim of
any policy is the reduction in emissions to the appropriate level, it is rather arbitrary to seek to restrict the
mechanisms available to do this.
Draft Policy 8 – Mixed Development
We support this policy and the recognition that there is a need for a mix of dwelling types and tenures within
Thornbury.
Draft Policy 11 – Preserving Historic Identity
We note the additional bullet point (no. 4) was added from the Regulation 14 stage. It is not immediately
evident what this additional text pertains to – it sits within the Town Centre policies section, which does not
extend to cover the northern part of the Conservation Area, and within its text appears to then references
areas even further from the Town Centre – seeking to influence land within the wider setting of the
Conservation Area.
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This policy addition was requested by SGC Officers (p53, Appendix 4 Evidence Base), again seeking to
extend the scope of the drafted policies to influence development sites to the north and west of the town. In
this instance, the requested amendment bears no relation to the draft policy or its objectives at Section 7.3 of
the NDP.
Further, the suggested text is not clear. Is it seeking to maintain views from within the old town walls only, and
in particular the three key views identified in the referenced 2004 Conservation Area Advice Note? If that is
the case, then this should be explicitly referenced.
In regard to the additional text in respect to the ‘views over the lowland levels and Severn Estuary and open
aspects to the west and the north’ – this is within the Conservation Advice Note as an extract summarising
the then draft Landscape Character Assessment (p8). It is identified as a landscape not heritage
consideration, and taking this this text out of the context of its assessment, and inserting within a heritage
policy is not appropriate or justified.
Draft Policy 14 – Phasing of Community Infrastructure with Housing Development
We recognise the intention of this policy, and the local concerns around ensuring development proposals are
delivered in parallel with necessary infrastructure improvements.
The phasing of infrastructure is based upon detailed assessments drafted as part of the planning application
process, and is subject to detailed discussions during its determination as further information is provided by
the local authority and statutory consultees. The ‘tests’ associated with the provision of these obligations are
set out within the NPPF, see paragraph 56.
The appropriate trigger for the obligations forms part of the detailed discussions, and must be supported by
evidence; whilst also taking into account the timing of other obligation requirements. The requirement for
infrastructure ‘at the earliest possible opportunity’ isn’t therefore based upon the process in practice; and this
reference should be deleted.
Indeed, the NDP Group’s consultant, Lemon Gazelle, highlighted this to the group in their review of the
Options Workshop in 2018, and indicated that the policy approach should be that community infrastructure is
delivered in accordance with appropriate phasing (p61 Appendix 1, Statement of Community Involvement).
Draft Policy 16 – Community Facilities
We support this policy and its recognition of a variety of community facilities which could be delivered through
development.
The requirement for the planning application to be supported at submission by a statement establishing the
phasing and delivery of community facilities is not achievable in practice. The phasing and delivery
mechanisms for community facilities is established during the planning application process; with the preapplication process not sufficiently detailed and local authority evidence not published, to enable this to be
established prior to submission.
The need for, and delivery of, community infrastructure is set out in the s106 and planning conditions, or
forms part of infrastructure delivered through CIL: the timing of which is outside of the control of a planning
applicant. We would therefore suggest that the drafted policy is amended to explain that the phasing and
delivery of community facilities is agreed through the planning application process, and effectively secured
through the appropriate delivery mechanism.
Draft Policy 17 – Planning for Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Flood Production
We note the amendment to the Policy in addition to the wording clarification that the NDP is seeking to
protect mature trees and hedgerows. However, we continue to raise a concern in regard to how this would
work in practice, notwithstanding whether it is a justifiable aim. A mature feature relates to its age, not its
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value – with mature features potentially being identified as Classification C or U. This policy remains
ineffective, and contrary to national policy (paragraph 175, NPPF) which seeks to protect ancient or veteran
trees only.
Draft Policy 20 – Highway Impact
We raised an objection to the draft Policy, specifically that it doesn’t have regard to national policy, and
therefore fails the Basic Conditions 8(2)(a). The policy continues to fail this Basic Condition.
The policy as drafted indicates that any impact on the highway network would need to be fully mitigated. The
impact of a development proposal on the local highway network is assessed in accordance with paragraph
109 (NPPF): this is a test of ‘severe’ impact. This element of the policy should be amended to ensure it has
proper regard to national planning policy and guidance.
We comment on draft Policy 14 above.
The second element of the draft policy regarding air quality is unclear. Thornbury is not subject to an AQMA.
Further, the test of ‘adversely affect’, would indicate that all development proposals could be required to
identify measures for mitigation: this is clearly unnecessary and inappropriate. Adopted Policy PSP11
appropriately sets out a policy for the consideration of air quality impacts in accordance with national policy
and guidance, and reflecting best practice. It is not considered that this part of the policy is effective,
consistent with national policy or necessary given the existence of Policy PSP11.
Draft Policy 21 – Walking and Cycling
The design of cycle and pedestrian infrastructure is dictated by SGC as the adopting Highway Authority, and
they will stipulate the standards required. In this regard, we previously raised a concern that the policy
included a single design standard, and suggest that the more appropriate policy reference should be ‘relevant
best practice’, and that the explanatory text could make reference to the Sustrans Handbook should this be
the preference of the NDP. This amendment is still necessary.
We note that SGC’s response explicitly notes that the reference guidance is no longer the standard which
they, or indeed Sustrans, use when considering development proposals – we note that the Government have
published their own guidance in the intervening period – Cycle Infrastructure Design LTN1/20 (July 2020).
Conclusion
As set out in the NDP, it is drafted to be compliant with the adopted Core Strategy 2006-2026, and as such, is
limited in its scope. We support this approach at this time, and recognise the role of the review mechanisms
set out in the NDP in ensuring it is updated in the shorter term following the pending update of strategic
policies.
Our previous comments had sought to be constructive, and to support the draft NDP through the Examination
process. Without the requisite Consultation Statement however, it is not possible to ascertain why the NDP
Group did not respond to all of our comments, and/or the response to those comments made.
At present, the NDP’s evidence base fails to meet the requirements of Regulation 15(2)(d).
Further, we note that the Basic Conditions are not met, in particular 8(2)(a), in regard to policies 1, 7, 11, 14,
16, 17 and 20. In addition, we also continue to identify suggested modifications which will assist in ensuring
that the NDP is effective, and implementable in practice.
Finally we note that the requested amendments from the Authority in May 2020 in regard to additional text
which seeks to insert their views on future development within Thornbury. We note that both the additions
(being views from the Castle and Church, and the impact on the wider setting of the Conservation Area)
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A
were, in May 2020, the primary objections from the Authority in regard to our currently pending planning
application in Thornbury. The insertion of text by the Authority seeking to indirectly influence policy
applicable to our client’s site (which is strategic in nature) is of significant concern. Most notably, given these
two amendments have not come from any community consultation, and indeed, the NDP Group explicitly and
actively identified the views important to them (as set out in Appendix 3) which did not include those identified
by the Authority. Further, we note that including text from a landscape assessment and conflating this with a
heritage policy is inappropriate, and misleading.
We raise a significant objection in regard to the validity of the NDP should these amendments remain, and
would request a NDP Hearing to examine these inclusions further. We suggest that the most appropriate
course of action, given this is not wording suggested by or responding to community consultation, that this
additional text is removed from the NDP at present. The Authority are able to consider the inclusion of
polices to address these elements through their local plan process.
Yours faithfully,

Nick Matthews MTCP MRTPI
Director
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Appendix I:
Tortworth Estate and St. Modwen
Developments – Peter Stockall, Avison
Young
Letter – BGV TNP Response July 2021
ISSUED.pdf

Thornbury Neighbourhood
Development Plan
Response Form
GUIDANCE ON COMPLETING THIS FORM
Please return this form if you have any comments on the Thornbury Neighbourhood
Development Plan submission or supporting evidence base.
Completed forms should be emailed to: neighbourhoodplanning@southglos.gov.uk.
Alternatively they can also be mailed to:
South Gloucestershire Council
Department for Environment and Community Services,
Planning Policy Team,
PO Box 1954,
Bristol,
BS37 0DD
Completed response forms must be received no later than 5pm on Monday 23
July 2021.
The information collected as part this consultation will also be used by the council in
accordance with the data protection principles in the Data Protection Act 1998. The
purposes for collecting this data is: to assist in plan making; and to contact you, if
necessary, regarding the planning consultation process. Some of the data may be made
public as it will form part of the evidence base used to inform the creation of planning
policy documents. The above purposes may require public disclosure of any data received
on the response form, in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act 2000.
The purpose for holding your personal information is to assist in preparing development
plan documents and supporting supplementary planning guidance and advice; and to
contact you, if necessary, regarding the planning consultation process relating to their
preparation. In order to provide the above service we may share your information with the
following:
• Other South Gloucestershire Council departments
• External consultants working on behalf of South Gloucestershire Council
• Other Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
• Other groups preparing statutory development plans relevant to South
Gloucestershire
Please follow the link to our Privacy Policy and Data Protection Policy to find out more.

Part One: Your Details
In circumstances where there are individuals / groups / organisations who share a similar
view as to how the plan should evolve, it would be helpful if they make a single response. It
would also be useful to state how many people the submission is representing and how the
comment was authorised.
Your Details
Title: Mr / Mrs / Miss / Ms / Dr / Other:

Your Agent’s Details (If applicable)
Title: Mr

Surname:

Surname: Stockall

Forename:

Forename: Pete

Organisation / Company: Tortworth Estate Organisation / Company: Avison Young
and St Modwen Developments
Address:

Address:
St Catherine’s Court,
Bristol

Postcode:

Contact No:

Postcode: BS8 1BQ
Contact No:

Email:

Email:

Part Two: Your Comments
Your comments
Feedback on Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan
Please provide your comments on the Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan
below.
(Please reference specific policies to which your comments relate).

Please see enclosed letter.

provide a sustainable connection between Thornbury and its surroundings, including the
proposed Buckover Garden Village site, helping to resolve the issues and deliver the actions set
out in section 12.1.4 Strategic Walking, cycling and accessibility.
We hope that you find these comments useful, and TE and SMD would welcome the opportunity
to work collaboratively with the TNP Steering Group to discuss a mutually agreeable reference to
Buckover Garden Village in the next iteration of the TNP.
Yours faithfully

Pete Stockall MRTPI
Director - Planning, Development & Regeneration

For and on behalf of Avison Young (UK) Limited
Enc:
- Representations to the Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan dated 17 April 2020
- Buckover Garden Village Indicative Site Location Plan

Avison Young (UK) Limited registered in England and Wales number 6382509.
Registered office, 3 Brindleyplace, Birmingham B1 2JB. Regulated by RICS
2

St Catherine's Court
Berkeley Place
Bristol
BS8 1BQ

Our Ref: 07C000115
Your Ref:
17 April 2020

T: +44 (0)117 984 2400

avisonyoung.co.uk

Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group
Town Hall
High Street
Thornbury
Bristol
BS35 2AR
by email
info@thornburytowncouncil.gov.uk

Dear Sir/Madam,
Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan – Tortworth Estate land ownership and
Buckover Garden Village
We write on behalf of the Tortworth Estate (TE) and St Modwen
Developments Ltd (SMD) in respect of the draft Thornbury Neighbourhood
Plan (TNP), which we understand is currently undergoing public
consultation until 25 April 2020.
TE owns land that falls within the proposed neighbourhood plan area;
please see the enclosed plan for details. TE is a well-established landowner in the locality who strongly advocates community engagement
and participation in planning and development processes. TE therefore
supports the efforts being made by the Thornbury community to prepare
a Neighbourhood Plan and the broad thrust of its policies. The purpose of
this letter is to set out some comments specifically relating to references
to Buckover Garden Village (BGV). In addition, we wish to confirm and
highlight once again, the unique opportunities presented by having a
true Garden Village in this location under the ownership of one local land
owner.
As noted, TE and SMD believe that the views of the community are hugely
important when it comes to new development proposals, and they
acknowledge that neighbourhood plans play an important role in
shaping the growth of towns such as Thornbury. In this context, and given
that TE has presented three times to Thornbury Town Council’s Town
Development Committee, most recently in November 2019, TE would
have welcomed a direct approach from the Steering Group as it
formulated the TNP. Of particular note was the feedback from the
November meeting, in respect of health, retail and secondary education
provision, which continues to inform our strategy.
As you know, part of the garden village site that TE and SMD are working
together to deliver lies within the TNP area. As well as delivering
approximately 3,000 new homes (including affordable housing), it is
envisaged that BGV could provide the following uses and amenities to

Avison Young (UK) Limited registered in
England and Wales number 6382509.
Registered office,
3 Brindleyplace, Birmingham B1 2JB
Regulated by RICS

Tortworth Estate & St Modwen Developments Ltd
17 April 2020
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meet identified local needs, benefitting both new residents and the existing community:
-

Flexible employment spaces;
A variety of community uses and spaces;
Primary healthcare provision (noting the current shortage in local provision);
Education facilities;
Community food production facilities;
Commercial uses;
Informal outdoor recreation spaces; and
Improved sustainable travel connections to Thornbury (eg cycle paths and extended bus
services) as recognised in the latest Local Transport Plan.

There is also the intention to establish a green buffer between Thornbury and BGV to maintain the
separation of the two settlements.
It is important to highlight how the above provisions are significantly embellished by the freedoms
given to the Buckover Garden Village by being under the ownership of one body, Tortworth Estate,
and the partnership between TE and SMD. This allows for the adoption of true Garden Village
principles of Community Governance, Land Value Capture and the role of the “Master Developer”.
These have been explored with your Council previously but does allow for the early
“commencement of the village heart”, including a start on the A38 works, the provision of a Market
Square and Farm Shop, start-up employment units and a community mobiliser/worker on site from
day one.
TE is also prepared to go further and is committing to exploring the Estate becoming a Registered
Social Housing Provider, or working with an existing provider, for the new homes that the Estate would
retain in perpetuity. This would offer genuine affordable rented housing, part of which would be for
those living in the local community, and to provide Estate and Key Worker accommodation.
It is precisely because of these types of commitments and provision that TE and SMD would welcome
a closer dialogue with the Steering Group.
It has always been stated that Buckover Garden Village aims to be an exemplar in all it does. This
includes adopting “Building with Nature” standards and reflecting South Gloucestershire Council’s
2019 Climate Emergency Declaration in the master planning of the Garden Village. There is also the
need to give credence to the work of, for instance, Sustainable Thornbury, and its subgroup, Climate
Action Thornbury and Surroundings (CATS). Our proposals for net biodiversity gain, in an all-electric
village that gives strong promotion of walkability and cyclability, can only assist all parties in their
challenging sustainability targets.
The wish of TE and SMD to be an exemplar also extends to the engagement we have had, and
continue to have, with Health Service providers in the locality. This includes, for instance. South
Gloucestershire Public Health department, Clinical Commissioning Groups and Sirona Health. It is
envisaged that any health provision at Buckover is only provided where it “complements and not
competes” with any new, or existing, provision in Thornbury. Recognition of the South
Gloucestershire’s Health and Wellbeing Board’s Vision (2017-2021) has also been reflected in our
master planning exercises.
Providing further economic justification for an extended Metrobus and improvements to the M5 J14,
and adopting principals to reduce car usage and emissions, are all further benefits that TE and SMD
are committed to delivering.
It is important to remember that the Buckover Garden Village proposals emerged to help address the
lack of inward investment in infrastructure and employment that Thornbury, and the local area, now
known as the “northern arc”, has historically suffered from. The provision of a new sustainable
settlement, instead of continued urban fringe development around Thornbury, can help deliver the

avisonyoung.co.uk

Tortworth Estate & St Modwen Developments Ltd
17 April 2020
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requirement for new homes, employment, education, leisure and services, and that much needed
inward investment, that still remains.
TE and SMD welcome the acknowledgement of potential new development at Buckover in the TNP,
but have concerns regarding the emphasis on perceived impacts. TE is concerned that, as written,
Section 3.4.1 would contribute to creating a negative perception of BGV. References largely focus
on perceived potential negative impacts, with no mention of any potential benefits to Thornbury
residents or the proposed green buffer. TE would have preferred the opportunity to discuss the BGV
proposals with the TNP Steering Group to agree on more balanced references, prior to the
publication of the draft TNP.
The structure of the section is also confusing, as the three developments referenced could be
misconstrued as being part of the BGV development, when in fact they are not related to BGV at all.
It is suggested that these are presented in a separate section entitled “Thornbury Fringe
Development Proposals.”
It is noted that the TNP is currently in draft, and that feedback received during the current
consultation period will be considered in the production of the final version. TE and SMD would
therefore like to use this as an opportunity to meet with the Steering Group to clarify any current
perceptions about the potential impacts (both positive and negative) that BGV might have on
Thornbury, as well as regarding how BGV is referenced in subsequent versions of the Plan.
We trust that you are open to having discussions, without prejudice, so that we can demonstrate and
explore further, how the worthy principles and strategies in your draft TNP are already being reflected
in the master planning of BGV.
We look forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely

Pete Stockall MRTPI
Director
For and on behalf of Avison Young (UK) Limited

avisonyoung.co.uk

Appendix J:
Arthur Binns – Andrew Ross, Turley
Consultation Response – HARA3004
Thornbury NP response AB 23rd July
2021.pdf

Thornbury Neighbourhood
Development Plan
Response Form
GUIDANCE ON COMPLETING THIS FORM
Please return this form if you have any comments on the Thornbury Neighbourhood
Development Plan submission or supporting evidence base.
Completed forms should be emailed to: neighbourhoodplanning@southglos.gov.uk.
Alternatively they can also be mailed to:
South Gloucestershire Council
Department for Environment and Community Services,
Planning Policy Team,
PO Box 1954,
Bristol,
BS37 0DD
Completed response forms must be received no later than 5pm on Monday 23
July 2021.
The information collected as part this consultation will also be used by the council in
accordance with the data protection principles in the Data Protection Act 1998. The
purposes for collecting this data is: to assist in plan making; and to contact you, if
necessary, regarding the planning consultation process. Some of the data may be made
public as it will form part of the evidence base used to inform the creation of planning
policy documents. The above purposes may require public disclosure of any data received
on the response form, in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act 2000.
The purpose for holding your personal information is to assist in preparing development
plan documents and supporting supplementary planning guidance and advice; and to
contact you, if necessary, regarding the planning consultation process relating to their
preparation. In order to provide the above service we may share your information with the
following:
 Other South Gloucestershire Council departments
 External consultants working on behalf of South Gloucestershire Council
 Other Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
 Other groups preparing statutory development plans relevant to South
Gloucestershire
Please follow the link to our Privacy Policy and Data Protection Policy to find out more.

Part One: Your Details
In circumstances where there are individuals / groups / organisations who share a similar
view as to how the plan should evolve, it would be helpful if they make a single response. It
would also be useful to state how many people the submission is representing and how the
comment was authorised.
Your Details
Title: Mr

Your Agent’s Details (If applicable)
Title: Mr

Surname: Binns

Surname: Ross

Forename: Arthur

Forename: Andrew

Organisation / Company: NA

Organisation / Company: Turley

Address: c/o Agent

Address: 40 Queen Square, Bristol

Postcode:
Contact No: c/o Agent

Postcode: BS1 4QP
Contact No: 0117 9897000

Email: c/o Agent

Email:

Part Two: Your Comments
Your comments
Feedback on Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan
Please provide your comments on the Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan
below.
(Please reference specific policies to which your comments relate).
Background/Context
Turley act for the owner of land which has potential for residential development to the North of Thornbury
at Post Farm. The Post Farm site was previously subject to an application for planning permission proposing
39 new homes (PT18/0913/O). The site lies directly north of land that had permission for the development
of 125 homes (originally ref. PT15/2917/O) that has now been delivered by Linden Homes (now part of the
Vistry Group). Land immediately east of the site also has permission for 130 homes. Although originally
recommended for approval by Council Officers in November 2018, the application for 39 homes was
ultimately refused in September 2019 (based on a change in the prevailing housing land supply position at
that time). This site remains a logical further extension to the north of the Town when taking into account
the existing and approved development on surrounding land.
It is essential that the policies of the plan are consistent with national policy which seeks to otherwise
facilitate sustainable development. Where the plan is not consistent with national policy or otherwise not
positively prepared, it may fail to meet the Basic Conditions, or be at risk of becoming out of date quickly
when the new South Gloucestershire is progressed to adoption. It is essential that the plan is able to
demonstrate compliance with the relevant Basic Conditions, and as drafted we are concerned that this is
not the case. For clarity the relevant Basic Conditions are (in summary) that:
a)
b)
c)
d)

Have regard to national policies and advice, such as the National Planning Policy Framework;
Contribute to the achievement of sustainable development;
Be in general conformity with the strategic policies in the development plan for the area; and
Be compatible with European obligations and human rights requirements.

References to the West of England Joint Spatial Plan (JSP)
The Plan was prepared at a time before the formal withdrawal of the JSP. It includes references to the now
redundant plan and evidence base documents (such as re Green Belt in section 3.3 and re former Strategic
Development Locations at 3.4). Given the change in status of these documents it is not appropriate for the
Plan to continue to refer to them in the manner it presently does. Changes are required in order for the
plan to be effective.

Section 4 - Vision and Objectives
We are supportive of the intention to prepare a plan and broadly agree with the Vision and Objectives as
set out. The Plan explains that residents are aware of the need for new homes particularly in order to cater
for younger and older people, and including affordable housing and a mix of tenures. We support the
aspiration to deliver such new homes at the town and would seek to ensure that the Neighbourhood Plan
does not curtail the ability of sites to come forward where sustainable development can be achieved.

Section 5 – Identity and Coherent Development
We do not support the wording of Policy 1. The terminology set out is not precise or clear and will lead to
confusion and inconsistent application of the Policy.

Firstly the statement ‘development which effectively merges the town of Thornbury with surrounding
hamlets and villages’ is not suitable wording for a development plan policy. ‘Effectively’ is a vague term
open to interpretation, and not creating clear policy. Secondly, reference is made to the character and
identity of a range of settlements but no evidence base is provided to set out or define what this
character/identity is (or indeed which specific settlements may be relevant). It is not possible to restrict
development in order to protect character/identity if it is not defined, or where the relevant settlements (or
gaps) are not defined – such restrictive policy would not meet the basic conditions. The accompanying text
includes the statement ‘Each of these areas has its own identify and character which is, in part, defined by
its rural landscape setting and separation from the main built up areas of the town’. We do not consider this
a suitable definition as any dwellings in the open countryside anywhere would have a similar character, this
does not provide sufficient justification as to why development should be resisted in these locations.
Thirdly, reference is made to ‘landscape setting’ but this is also not defined.
Finally, the policy seeks to protect important views, these are shown in Appendix C. These views cross the
town in nearly all directions, some are short range and some are long distance. There is no apparent logic to
how and why these viewpoints have been selected, or any explanation as to what is important about the
views shown, for example, one of the pictures is of a car park, another is of allotments, it is unclear why
views from these locations are of importance.
We have significant concerns regarding the imprecise language and restrictive wording in this section of the
plan, in our view this section is not in accordance with national policy, will not encourage sustainable
development and there has been insufficient evidence presented to justify the approach set out. This
blanket policy that seeks to protect or preserve a separation between settlements with little definition and
no evidence base is unjustified and should be removed from the Plan.
Policy 2 seeks to require any application for major development to be accompanied by a Neighbourhood
Development Framework, yet no allocations for major development are being made by the plan to which
this requirement could apply. Significant detail is requested (by the draft policy) in terms of the scope and
format of this potential document, and we consider that the level of detail requested may be at odds with
the information typically (and reasonably) available in support of an outline planning application with
matters reserved. If such a document were to be required by policy, flexibility is required to allow this to
come forward later in the process should the application format be in outline first, i.e. not required until the
reserved matters submission stage. In addition we would note that policy asks developers to undertake ‘a
programme of community consultation’ – it is not clear what the scope and requirements of this request is
intended to be, this needs to be explained further (if to be part of a Development Plan policy, rather than
guidance or good practice which is typically undertaken in respect of development proposals). We would
question the relevance of this policy within the plan as no allocations for major development are being
made to which it would apply (any requirement associated with such development proposals would be best
placed in the plan making such allocations); if it is to be retained then the wording of the policy should be
made more precise (for effectiveness) and to allow flexibility to account for the range of application types
which could be brought forward.

Section 6 – Housing
We support the aim to provide high-quality, affordable, tenure-blind sustainable housing that meets the
needs of people of all ages.
We have the following comments on Policy 4 (Design Review) we do not think it is consistent with local
policy to require all major developments to be taken to Design Review Panel. A change in the terminology
of this policy to ‘encourage’ rather than require schemes to be reviewed should be made.

With regards to Policy 5 – this duplicates requirements for sustainable design and construction which are
already covered by adopted local policy and by building regulations. Furthermore as the Local Plan Review
progresses the local standards and requirements will be updated to reflect the latest guidance and
requirements. At that point the Neighbourhood Plan may be at odds with local policy. We do not consider
it appropriate that this is repeated in the neighbourhood plan and suggest that this policy should be
deleted.
Policy 7 requires all major development to have on site renewable energy generation. Whilst we support
the sentiment (addressing the climate crisis) we cannot support this policy as it fails to understand that the
context and proposed form of specific development sites do not always lend themselves to being able to
accommodate on site generation of renewable energies, in some instances it could be less sustainable to
install equipment to generate energy that fails to generate proportionate outputs (for example solar panels
on units with poor orientation for solar hours). The policy should be amended to caveat on site generation
‘where possible’.
Policy 8 sets out that 35% affordable housing should be delivered on site, in line with adopted local policy.
We agree with this approach although consider it unnecessary to duplicate policies from the local plan.
However, it then goes on to set out a mix of house types that should be delivered on sites. There is nothing
in the evidence base to justify these house types and no evidence that they are needed or what level of
provision would be appropriate. This element of the policy should be deleted unless evidence can be
presented that robustly justifies the mix proposed.

Section 7 – Town Centre and Economy
We support the overall aim of this policy. However the comment that ‘the new housing is mostly farther
away from the centre than many people would walk, so there is a real risk they will drive elsewhere’ is
speculative, lacking in evidence and unjustified. Thornbury’s northern and eastern edges are accessible to
the town centre (and other available local facilities) via foot, bike and/or public transport. This statement
should be deleted.

Section 8 – Services and Facilities
The Policy in this section implies that new development is creating pressure on existing services but fails to
acknowledge that it is the delivery of new development that enables new services, infrastructure, and
community infrastructure levy payments to come to the local area. The text around phased delivery of
infrastructure in line with the development needs to recognise that each site will have its own constraints
and opportunities and that the most appropriate phasing for delivery of infrastructure should not be
imposed by a blanket timetable but be specific to each development. The wording of Draft Policies 14 and
16 should therefore be amended to reflect this approach. The Objective to have infrastructure in place
before new homes and businesses are occupied should also be amended to ensure that it is realistic,
reflecting commercial drivers and expectations.

Section 9 - Sustainable Development and Connectivity
Policy 17 seeks to protect biodiversity but the wording needs to be amended. Currently it states that
biodiversity should be identified and ‘retained’, however this is not always possible in all circumstances. To
allow development that on balance will bring more benefits than harm (i.e. sustainable development)
sometimes existing biodiversity will need to be lost. In such circumstances it is certain the Local Planning
Authority would require the development to mitigate habitat loss and re provide, in most cases enhancing
the provision from the base line. The policy as currently worded needs to be amended as when read strictly
it would prevent all biodiversity loss even if this loss is mitigated.

Section 10 – Travel, Transport and Parking
The statement at 10.4 is unsound and inaccurate. It criticises Transport Assessments associated with new
developments at the town with no evidence and should be deleted.
We do not agree with the wording of Policy 20. It states that development over 50 units must fully mitigate
individual or cumulative impacts on the highway network. The wording is imprecise and unclear. Each
planning application needs to be determined on its own merits and should be assessed in accordance with
national planning policy and guidance, and the relevant adopted policies of the Development Plan. At
present this policy is not in accordance with local policy.
We trust these points assist the positive progression of the plan and welcome the opportunity to engage
further with the neighbourhood plan process.
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South Gloucestershire Council
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Department for Environment and Community Services
Date:
Our Ref:
Enquiries to:
Section:
E-mail:

23 July 2021
TNDP Response
Planning Policy and specialist Advice Team
neighbourhoodplanning@southlgos.gov.uk

Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan (TNDP)
Regulation 16 consultation
South Gloucestershire Council formal comments
These comments relate to the Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan (TNDP)
submission and are made by South Gloucestershire Council as the Local Planning
Authority and district in which the Neighbourhood Plan Area is located. These
comments are in response to the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulation
2012, in particular, Regulation 16 regarding the publicising of a plan proposal.
The council is pleased to see the Plan progress to this stage, being one of the first
Neighbourhood Plans in South Gloucestershire to reach this milestone. This
response highlights the council’s support for the Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan
Group (referred to from now on as “the Group”) as the Qualifying Body, and the
ambitions of the community of Thornbury reflected in the TNDP. The plan covers a
wide range of local issues that are important to the community including housing,
town centre and economy, services and facilities, sustainable development and
connectivity and travel, transport and parking. The plan proposal consists of 23
policies under the headings above. The plan as a whole will set the community on an
exciting trajectory to promote town centre vitality and design, preserving Thornbury’s
historic identity, promoting economic activity and provisions for community facilities.
The plan also seeks to protect and enhance open space including the designation of
a Local Green Space.
The plan also includes proposals for monitoring the plan post adoption as well as
chapter 12, Matters outside the scope of the Neighbourhood Plan, which highlights
other concerns and ambitions for the local community. The points included are not
intended to have the status of planning policy, as many of these fall outside the remit
of neighbourhood plans. However, as an important local community document the
Group was encouraged to highlight these in the plan so that they may be given
regard to, should opportunities arise which would allow the community to progress

these ambitions. South Gloucestershire Council is supportive of this approach and
the distinction made between.

Response to the Basic Conditions
One of the duties of the Local Planning Authority is to support the Qualifying Body
(through the Neighbourhood Planning Group) to meet the Basic Conditions. The
neighbourhood plan can only be put to referendum and be made if the Basic
Conditions are met. The Basic Conditions are set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule
4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. This response will also outline the
approach to meeting those Basic Conditions relevant to the plan proposal.
Basic condition (a) requires the plan’s proposals to have regard to national policies
including local plans. The proposals outlined in the Basic Conditions Statement
confirm that the plan has had due regard for national policy and that policies do not
conflict with national policy. Through close working between the Qualifying Body and
the Local Planning Authority, we are satisfied that the plan is not inconsistent with
the objectives of national policy.
Basic Conditions (b) and (c) relate only to Development Orders and are therefore
not relevant to this plan proposal as the Thornbury NP does not contain these.
Basic Condition (d) requires the plan’s proposals to set out how it will contribute to
sustainable development. The plan’s proposals outline how the plan will contribute to
achieving sustainable development against the three National Planning Policy
primary objectives (economic, social and environmental). Although the plan does not
allocate sites, several policies do seek to influence development where it takes place
within the Neighbourhood Plan Area. These policies support the objective of
achieving sustainable development in a wide range of ways. The supporting
evidence base also outlines how the individual policy proposals seek to achieve
sustainable development including the Basic Conditions Statement. A Strategic
Environment Assessment was considered unnecessary in the Screening Opinion
however the group has been proactive in producing a Sustainability Appraisal.
Although this is not a requirement the group was keen to demonstrate the plan’s
commitment to sustainable development and therefore produced a sustainability
Appraisal. Both the Basic Conditions Statement and Sustainability Appraisal have
been available to view during this consultation.
Basic Condition (e) requires the plan’s proposals to be in general conformity with
the strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area of the authority.
Through close working between the council and the Qualifying Body we are satisfied
that the policies within the plan’s proposal are in general conformity with the
Council’s adopted Local Plan policies and in many cases add further local detail to
existing policy. The Basic Conditions Statement also provides further details on the
groups’ consideration of strategic policy during the production of the plan.
Basic Condition (f) requires the plan’s proposal does not breach, and is otherwise
compatible with, EU obligations. The council has no concerns with regard to the plan
proposal and basic condition (f). The Statement of Determination and Screening

Opinion to assess the requirement for an SEA has been undertaken and has been
published with this consultation.
Basic Condition (g) requires the plan’s proposal to meet prescribed conditions as
set out in regulations 32 and 33 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General)
regulations 2012 (as amended) to have regard to schedules 2 and 3 of the
regulations. The council has no concerns with regard to the plan proposal and basic
condition (g).

Consultation Statement
The plan proposal includes the Statement of Community Involvement prepared to
fulfil the legal obligations required by the Neighbourhood Planning (General)
Regulation 2012 in particular regulation 15 (1)a and (2). The statement outlines the
different ways in which the Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan Group has engaged the
community to ensure the plan meets the vision, objectives and aspirations of the
local community. The statement outlines, who has been consultation, how they were
consulted and when. The statement outlines both informal and formal stages of
consultation. This outlines that a formal consultation was undertaken in February
2020 which met the requirements of the Neighbourhood Planning (General)
Regulation 2012 regulation 14. The council can also confirm that this consultation
met the requirements under regulation 14 (a), (b) and (c) allowing the plan to
continue to regulation 15.

Working with the local planning authority
The council recognises that neighbourhood planning is for and led by the local
community. The plan has been driven by the community’s vision and aspirations.
The Qualifying Body and the council have worked closely together to review earlier
drafts of the plan’s proposals to ensure that the aspirations of the local community
and the council are aligned.

Legal compliance check
Upon submission of the plan’s proposals and the supporting documents to the
council under regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations
2012, a legal compliance check was undertaken. This was to ensure the Qualifying
Body had followed the correct legal procedure as outlined in paragraph 8 of
Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). The council
can therefore confirm that the plan’s proposals has met these requirements and can
proceed to examination once this consultation has concluded.

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) – Screening Opinion
Statement of Determination
To assist production of the Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan, South
Gloucestershire Council undertook a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)
screening opinion. The screening opinion must consider the likely environmental
effects of the neighbourhood development plan against the criteria set out in
Schedule 1 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations
2004. Once this opinion has been consulted on with statutory consultees, it is used
to determine whether or not the Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) requires a
full Strategic Environmental Assessment.
Following analysis of likely significant effects, South Gloucestershire Council
considered that the Thornbury Neighbourhood Development Plan was unlikely to
have any significant effects on the environment. The initial opinion was that a
Strategic Environmental Assessment of the Thornbury Neighbourhood Development
Plan was not required.
Through consultation with the statutory consultees (Historic England, Environment
Agency and Natural England) also agreed with the conclusion that a full SEA was
not required. A Statement of Determination was therefore published. Both the SEA
Screening Opinion and the Statement of Determination have been published as part
of this consultation.

Conclusion
To conclude this response the council agrees that the legal compliance has been
undertaken on the plan and that the plan’s proposal can proceed to examination.
The plan outlines how it has met the Basic Conditions through the Basic Conditions
Statement, the Statement of Community Involvement and Sustainability Appraisal.
The Statement of Determination outlines that the plan does not require a full
Strategic Environmental Assessment which has been agreed with the statutory
bodies. The Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan Group has worked with the council and
taken on board many suggestions to help improve the plan. The council will continue
to support the group where possible at the future stages of the plan process.

Additional comments on the plan
The Council would like to suggest the following additional comments for the
Qualifying Body. Officers would encourage the Qualifying Body to take the
opportunity to respond in the two week window after the close of the consultation for
the benefit of the Examiner.

Department

Section of the
plan proposal

Housing
Enabling
Housing
Enabling

Policy 8

Housing
Enabling

Policy 8

Housing
Enabling

Policy 8

Strategic
Nuclear
Projects

Comment
Clarification is sought on the term ‘affordable
housing’, is this meant to be affordable
housing as defined by the NPPF?
Factual update: reference to the Affordable
Housing and Extra Care Housing
Supplementary Planning Document May
2014 can be replaced with Affordable
Housing and ExtraCare Housing
Supplementary Planning Document Adopted
April 2021 as this has now replaced the
previous version.
Under Policy 8 reference is made to
“accessible and adapted housing
development for the needs of the elderly and
those with disabilities” and under 6.6 it refers
to “Flexibility and adaptability, allowing for
future modification of use and layout,
facilitating future refurbishment and
retrofitting” Please note all affordable homes
currently secured via Policy CS18 must be
built to meet an adaptable standard i.e.
Building Regulations M4(2) & M4(3)
standard. It is suggested that in addition to
reference to policy PSP37 in the glossary,
that reference is made somewhere within the
main body of text, also recognising that any
AH (as defined by NPPF) will have to comply
‘broadly’ with Core Strategy policies,
including PSP37.
Policy 8 of the latest plan version refers to “A
minimum of 35% affordable housing is
expected for developed of 10 dwellings or
more….” As previously advised, whilst Policy
CS18 of the Core Strategy is still material the
Affordable Housing threshold element is
superseded by the NPPF definition of “major”
housing development i.e. 10 dwellings or
0.5 hectares. The threshold in the plan
should be amended to include 0.5 hectares.
While the site at Oldbury remains nominated
in national policy (EN-6) for nuclear new
build, and while it is possible that a large

Environment and Community Services, South Gloucestershire Council, PO Box 1954,
Bristol BS37 0DD
www.southglos.gov.uk

scale nuclear power station could be
proposed on this site, there has been a
change in context as other power generation
technologies are emerging. As both Oldbury
Parish and Thornbury Town Council are
aware, the Oldbury site has been nominated
to host a world first prototype fusion power
plant. This is part of a joint nomination
known as Severn Edge and promoted by
Western Gateway, that also includes the
proposal for Berkeley to host associated
business and related development. Even if
the fusion nomination is not successful, there
is the possibility that other emerging
technologies such as the Small Modular
Reactors being promoted by Rolls Royce
could in future be proposed for Oldbury.

Self-Build
Officer

Housing

Self-Build
Officer

Housing

Self-Build
Officer

Housing

It may therefore be appropriate for the
Neighbourhood Plan to consider whether
relevant wording is flexible enough to
respond to different eventualities in terms of
the scale and nature of proposals that may
come forward on the Oldbury nuclear new
build site, and or on part of the Magnox site
that are not required for decommissioning.
This revised context will also be addressed
through the Council’s new Local Plan.
The plan is supportive of providing self-build,
as included in their housing needs (section
6.7) and policy 8 – Mixed Development. Selfbuild can help deliver dwellings of mixed of
dwelling types and house sizes, such as
starter homes and smaller homes for
downsizers, which are two specific housing
needs mentioned in the plan.
It is also noted that the NP is very supportive
of Sustainable Design and Construction
(Policy 5). This is also encouraged and is
included in our SPD. Our recently adopted
Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding SPD
(April 2021) supports the delivery of high
quality design that responds to climate
change. The self-build SPD details ways to
adopt sustainable design standards in new
self-build homes, such as PassivHaus , and
lists factors that can assist in the energy
efficient of a home, such as, renewable
energy technologies, ventilation, lighting etc.
Overall, the NP housing and design policies
are very positive and are aligned with the

Environment and Community Services, South Gloucestershire Council, PO Box 1954,
Bristol BS37 0DD
www.southglos.gov.uk

principle of the delivery of self-build, energy
efficient homes.

Environment and Community Services, South Gloucestershire Council, PO Box 1954,
Bristol BS37 0DD
www.southglos.gov.uk
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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Pegasus Group is instructed to submit representations to the Thornbury
Neighbourhood Plan (NHP), Regulation 16 consultation on behalf of Newland
Homes. Newland Homes are acting on behalf of the landowner in relation to 2.44ha
of land at Post Farm on the northern edge of Thornbury and are promoting for
residential development for up to 39no. dwellings. The location of the site is
provided below.

FIGURE 1: SITE LOCATION EXTRACT
1.2

Development on the site would also respond to the ambitions for the NHP to deliver
better quality, energy efficient and sustainably located homes. Newland Homes are
committed to delivering all homes as zero carbon (energy) and have an excellent
ability & track record to evolve high quality bespoke designs. This would very much
align with the NHP's vision for new housing development.

1.3

These representations are, therefore, broadly supportive of the policies within the
NHP and the aspiration to deliver high quality, sustainable housing which integrates
effectively with the town. That said, we do have concerns that Policy 4 would place
an overly onerous burden on developers of smaller schemes and is contrary to
national policy/guidance. This means it fails to meet the basic conditions for NHPs.

JULY 2021 | DM | P21-1516
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1.4

However, the principal criticism is that the NHP has potentially missed a trick in not
allocating additional sites for development to meet the identified housing
requirement in order to benefit from the protections afforded it under paragraph
14 of the NPPF.

1.5

At present, the NHP does not allocate sites and so Thornbury will continue to be
open to speculative planning applications in the event that the 'tilted balance' is
engaged. There is, therefore, an incentive for the plan to formally allocates sites
for development within the plan.

1.6

Land at Post Farm could be allocated for development to provide a modest boost
to housing delivery in the short-term and ensure that Thornbury is better protected
from speculative development.
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2.

HOUSING
Absence of Housing Allocations

2.1

The Housing section of the NHP is focussed on improving the sustainability, design
quality and integration of new housing within the town. There is no commentary
on the housing requirement allocated to Thornbury under the Core Strategy which
is surprising. Neighbourhood Plans will typically provide an overview of the role of
the settlement in delivering the strategic growth targets in the Development Plan,
however, this is absent here.

2.2

The NHP also misses an opportunity to formally allocate sites or include policies to
meet an identified housing requirement which would allow it to benefit from the
protections afforded it under paragraph 14 of the NPPF. The Core Strategy
effectively identifies allocations for 800 dwellings at Thornbury over the plan period
and allocates land at the Castle School and Morton Way. Furthermore, the town
also benefits from existing commitments which have come forward in recent years
as a result of the Council's deficient housing land supply position. There is,
therefore, an opportunity to identify additional sites for development to help meet
both Thornbury and South Gloucestershire's housing needs as a whole, whilst
potentially protecting the town from further speculative development in the event
that the Council's housing land supply position deteriorates further.

2.3

We would note that the Council acknowledge that the Core Strategy is out of date
and that their Housing Land Supply position is currently marginal (c. 5.52 years).
The need to boost housing supply within South Gloucestershire would form the
justification for identifying additional site allocations within the town.

2.4

In accordance with national policy, preference should be given to non-green belt
sites in sustainable locations. Land at Post-Farm lies adjacent to the approved Post
Farm developments on the northern edge of Thornbury. It has previously been
subject to an application for 39 dwellings which was refused at committee in 2019,
despite having an officer recommendation for approval.

2.5

The site is well related to existing and approved development and is free from any
substantive constraints. The application was refused for heritage and spurious
landscape reasons with only less than substantial (i.e. very minor) harm being
identified to the nearby heritage assets and no objection to the scheme from the
landscape officer. The site remains suitable for a development of around 39
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dwellings and its allocation in the Neighbourhood Plan would help to meet an
identified need for housing and secure the protections afforded under paragraph
14 of the NPPF.
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3.

POLICY 2

3.1

Newland Homes a support the Neighbourhood Plan's commitment to securing high
standards of design in new development which integrates with, and respects the
character and appearance of, Thornbury. Policy 2's requirement for Neighbourhood
Development Frameworks in support of all major applications is, therefore,
supported.
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4.

POLICY 4

4.1

Whilst we support the NHP's ambition to secure a high standard of design in all
proposals, expecting all major proposals and some small-scale proposals to go
through a design review process is unnecessarily onerous. Compliance with Policies
2 and 3 should be sufficient for most schemes to ensure that a high standard of
design is secured for minor developments and small major applications.

4.2

Design Review Panels (DRP) are generally only utilised where development
proposals are of a sufficient scale and would likely have a significant impact on the
character and appearance of the area. In Guildford, for example, DRPs are only
utilised on schemes for 100+ dwellings, 10,000sqm of floorspace or those which
are particularly complicated or in sensitive locations. The distinction is not the
minor/major development threshold.

4.3

Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 26-017-20191001 of the PPG states that, "Effective
design review is proportionate and can be used for both large and small-scale
development, so long as the projects are significant enough to warrant the
investment needed for a review. The number and expertise of panel members
required can be guided by the complexity of the scheme and the sensitivity of the
site and its surroundings." (Pegasus' emphasis).

4.4

Paragraph 133 of the NPPF does not explicitly state when DRPs should be used;
however, its wording indicates that these (alongside other tools) are, "particularly
important for significant projects such as large scale housing and mixed use
developments."

4.5

The policy needs to be amended to set higher thresholds for when a DRP should be
utilised. We would suggest thresholds in line with the Guildford example above. We
would also request that guidance on what constitutes a 'sensitive' or 'important'
location.
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5.

POLICIES 5 AND 6

5.1

Whilst we do not necessarily object to Policies 5 and 6, the efficacy in achieving
higher standards of energy efficiency and sustainable design are likely to be limited
due to the use of the word 'encouraged' rather than 'should' or 'required'. These
policies will, therefore, lack any real teeth and will be read as being desirable rather
than essential for new development.

5.2

The exception to this is the requirement for new development to meet the 110l
standard. Whilst we support this criterion, it is not clear what evidence forms the
basis for this requirement and so this needs to be justified.
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6.

POLICY 8

6.1

Policy 8 is essentially a duplication of existing policies within the Core Strategy and
Policies, Sites and Places Plan. It should, therefore, be deleted from the plan
accordingly.
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7.

LAND AT POST FARM, THORNBURY

7.1

Land at Post Farm, Thornbury covers an area of 2.44ha on the northern edge of
Thornbury. Newland Homes are promoting the site for the development of up to
39no. dwellings.

FIGURE 2: SITE LOCATION
7.2

The site was subject to an outline planning application for 39no. dwellings in Feb
2018 (PT18/0913/O). The proposal was essentially an extension to planning
permission to the Post Farm scheme, which was granted consent for 125no.
dwellings

in

2016

(PT15/2917/O).

Despite

having

a

committee

report

recommending approval, members resolved to refuse permission for the scheme.
This was primarily on heritage grounds, where less than substantial harm had been
identified to the GII listed Yew Tree Farm House and non-designated heritage asset
of the Lower Morton Hamlet. Less than substantial harm was identified to these
assets by the Conservation Officer, albeit the applicant argued that there was no
harm to these assets at all. Regardless, it was felt that the benefits of the scheme
and other material considerations provided the necessary public benefits to
outweigh what was, at worst, a very minor degree of harm.
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Newland Homes
Land at Post Farm, Thornbury
Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan, Regulation 16 Consultation

7.3

A landscape reason for refusal was also given, although it should be noted that the
Council's landscape officer did not object to the proposals. Indeed, development
will be contained by development to the south and east once the extant permissions
at Post Farm are built out (PT16/4774/O and PT15/2917/O). There is also a small
cluster of development to the west which ensures the site is visually well-contained.
The landscape reason for refusal is simply unsubstantiated by any technical
assessment.

7.4

In any event, the site is considered to be technically suitable for development and
the Council have already confirmed that it is a sustainable location for new housing
to come forward. It is, therefore, an excellent candidate for allocation in the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Pegasus Group is instructed to submit representations to the Thornbury
Neighbourhood Plan (NHP), Regulation 16 consultation on behalf of Newland
Homes. Newland Homes control around 6.4ha of land to the west of the B4061,
Thornbury and are pursuing proposals for around 43 dwellings.

1.2

The site provides a great opportunity to deliver housing close to the High Street
and Town Centre, surrounded by facilities and employment.

1.3

Development on the site would also respond to the ambitions for the NHP to deliver
better quality, energy efficient and sustainably located homes. Newland Homes are
committed to delivering all homes as zero carbon (energy) and have an excellent
ability & track record to evolve high quality bespoke designs. This would very much
align with the NHP's vision for new housing development.

FIGURE 1: SITE LOCATION
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Newland Homes
Land west of the B4061 Bristol Road, Thornbury
Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan, Regulation 16 Consultation

1.4

These representations are, therefore, broadly supportive of the policies within the
NHP and the aspiration to deliver high quality, sustainable housing which integrates
effectively with the town. That said, we do have concerns that Policy 4 would place
an overly onerous burden on developers of smaller schemes and is contrary to
national policy/guidance. This means it fails to meet the basic conditions for NHPs.

1.5

However, the principal criticism is that the NHP has potentially missed a trick in not
allocating additional sites for development to meet an identified housing
requirement in order to benefit from the protections afforded it under paragraph
14 of the NPPF.

1.6

At present, the NHP does not allocate sites and so Thornbury will continue to be
open to speculative planning applications in the event that the 'tilted balance' is
engaged. There is, therefore, an incentive for the plan to formally allocates sites
for development within the plan.

1.7

Whilst land to the west of the B4061 lies within the green belt, we consider that
there are material considerations and support within the Core Strategy which would
justify the site's allocation. Development would be of an extremely high quality and
would provide a modest boost to housing delivery in the short-term, thus ensuring
that Thornbury is better protected from speculative development.
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Newland Homes
Land west of the B4061 Bristol Road, Thornbury
Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan, Regulation 16 Consultation

2.

HOUSING
Absence of Housing Allocations

2.1

The Housing section of the NHP is focussed on improving the sustainability, design
quality and integration of new housing within the town. There is no commentary
on the housing requirement allocated to Thornbury under the Core Strategy or
provides a more up to date assessment on local housing needs. This is surprising
as Neighbourhood Plans will typically provide an overview of the role of the
settlement in delivering the strategic growth targets in the Development Plan and
explain how it will be delivered.

2.2

The NHP also misses an opportunity to formally allocate sites or include policies to
meet an identified housing requirement which would allow it to benefit from the
protections afforded it under paragraph 14 of the NPPF. The Core Strategy
effectively identifies allocations for 800 dwellings at Thornbury over the plan period
and allocates land at the Castle School and Morton Way. Furthermore, the town
also benefits from existing commitments which have come forward in recent years
as a result of the Council's deficient housing land supply position. There is,
therefore, an opportunity to identify additional sites for development to help meet
both Thornbury and South Gloucestershire's housing needs as a whole, whilst
potentially protecting the town from further speculative development in the event
that the Council's housing land supply position deteriorates further.

2.3

We would note that the Council acknowledge that the Core Strategy is out of date
and that their Housing Land Supply position is currently marginal (c. 5.52 years).
The need to boost housing supply within South Gloucestershire would form the
justification for identifying additional site allocations within the town.

2.4

In accordance with national policy, preference should be given to non-green belt
sites in sustainable locations. However, the Core Strategy clearly identified the
need for Green Belt releases to meet the Council's housing requirement with the
allocations at Harry Stoke and Cribbs Causeway.

2.5

Depending on the scale of growth identified, it may not be possible to accommodate
this on non-green belt sites with significant commitments around the northern and
eastern edges of the town and heritage constraints to the west.
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2.6

Furthermore, growth around the northern and eastern parts of the town has led to
a 'lop-sided' settlement pattern and new development continues to be further and
further removed from the high street and employment area around the south.
Whether significant levels of further development to the north/east of the
settlement will support sustainable travel patterns within the town is, therefore,
questionable. This may, in turn, justify the identification of some green belt sites
around the southern edge of the town. This could include Newland Homes' site to
the west of the B4061.
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Land west of the B4061 Bristol Road, Thornbury
Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan, Regulation 16 Consultation

3.

POLICY 2

3.1

Newland Homes a support the Neighbourhood Plan's commitment to securing high
standards of design in new development which integrates with, and respects the
character and appearance of, Thornbury. Policy 2's requirement for Neighbourhood
Development Frameworks in support of all major applications is, therefore,
supported.
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Land west of the B4061 Bristol Road, Thornbury
Thornbury Neighbourhood Plan, Regulation 16 Consultation

4.

POLICY 4

4.1

Whilst we support the NHP's ambition to secure a high standard of design in all
proposals, expecting all major proposals and some small-scale proposals to go
through a design review process is unnecessarily onerous. Compliance with Policies
2 and 3 should be sufficient for most schemes to ensure that a high standard of
design is secured for minor developments and small major applications.

4.2

Design Review Panels (DRP) are generally only utilised where development
proposals are of a sufficient scale and would likely have a significant impact on the
character and appearance of the area. In Guildford, for example, DRPs are only
utilised on schemes for 100+ dwellings, 10,000sqm of floorspace or those which
are particularly complicated or in sensitive locations. The distinction is not the
minor/major development threshold.

4.3

Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 26-017-20191001 of the PPG states that, "Effective
design review is proportionate and can be used for both large and small-scale
development, so long as the projects are significant enough to warrant the
investment needed for a review. The number and expertise of panel members
required can be guided by the complexity of the scheme and the sensitivity of the
site and its surroundings." (Pegasus' emphasis).

4.4

Paragraph 133 of the NPPF does not explicitly state when DRPs should be used;
however, its wording indicates that these (alongside other tools) are, "particularly
important for significant projects such as large scale housing and mixed use
developments."

4.5

The policy needs to be amended to set higher thresholds for when a DRP should be
utilised. We would suggest thresholds in line with the Guildford example above. We
would also request that guidance on what constitutes a 'sensitive' or 'important'
location.

JULY 2021 | DM | P20-2269 Rev A

Page | 6

Newland Homes
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5.

POLICIES 5 AND 6

5.1

Whilst we do not necessarily object to Policies 5 and 6, the efficacy in achieving
higher standards of energy efficiency and sustainable design are likely to be limited
due to the use of the word 'encouraged' rather than 'should' or 'required'. These
policies will, therefore, lack any real teeth and will be read as being desirable rather
than essential for new development.

5.2

The exception to this is the requirement for new development to meet the 110l
standard. Whilst we support this criterion, it is not clear what evidence forms the
basis for this requirement and so this needs to be justified.
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6.

POLICY 8

6.1

Policy 8 is essentially a duplication of existing policies within the Core Strategy and
Policies, Sites and Places Plan. It should, therefore, be deleted from the plan
accordingly.
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7.

LAND WEST OF THE B4061 BRISTOL ROAD, THORNBURY

7.1

Newland Homes control around 6.4ha on land to the west of the B4061 on the
south-western edge of Thornbury. The land was previously included with that which
was used to form Thornbury Golf Course,1 however it has no functional relationship
with that use and has remained as agricultural/vacant land since this time.

7.2

An indicative testing layout has been prepared for the site and this has been
informed by landscape advice. It is considered that the site would be capable of
accommodating around 43 units.

FIGURE 2: INDICATIVE LAYOUT EXTRACT
7.3

The site has not been subject to any planning applications, but has been promoted
through the emerging Local Plan. A Call for Sites form was submitted in October
2020, alongside the above concept plan and a landscape visual appraisal.

1

Applications P90/1074 and P88/2950
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7.4

As noted within the NHP, Thornbury is one of the most sustainable locations for
new development within South Gloucestershire. It benefits from a good level of
self-containment with a reasonable employment base and range of services and
facilities to meet the needs of its residents and the wider surrounding area.

7.5

The metrobus extension to Thornbury will also dramatically improve its connectivity
with the Bristol Urban Fringe and central Bristol, enhancing its sustainability
credentials even further.

7.6

This has made the town the target of speculative planning applications from
developers over the past few years, with significant commitments in place around
the town's eastern edge in particular forming the bulk of this unplanned growth.

7.7

The NHP could protect itself against such growth with one or more smaller site
allocations to ensure that it benefits from the protections afforded under paragraph
14 of the NPPF.

7.8

This approach would provide an opportunity to deliver high quality bespoke
development which specifically responds to the character of the Town rather than
standard housing that has been developed on the northern fringes of the Town in
recent years.

7.9

Whilst land to the west of the B4061 lies within the Green Belt, the Core Strategy
clearly demonstrates that exceptional circumstances exist to justify the release of
Green Belt land for development and there is limited scope for small scale
development around the northern, eastern and western edges of the settlement
due to existing commitments and heritage constraints.

7.10

Furthermore, growth around the northern and eastern parts of the town has led to
a 'lop-sided' settlement pattern and new development continues to be further and
further removed from the high street and employment area around the south.
Whether further development to the north/east of the settlement will support
sustainable travel patterns within the town is, therefore, questionable.

7.11

This would provide a suitable context in which the release of some green belt land
would, therefore, be justified.
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7.12

Our own specific assessment of landscape and greenbelt considerations relevant to
the site find that the site can be developed without material harm to the function
of the wider greenbelt (see Chris Enderby Landscape and Visual Appraisal 2018).

7.13

The site has an opportunity to provide self/custom build homes alongside market
and affordable homes in a location where there is significant unmet demand.

7.14

As indicated on the illustrative plan only around 35% of the site would be developed
with the remainder of the site set aside for strategic open space, wildlife habitat
and rewilding.

7.15

It is envisaged that footpath links that pass through the site (Jubilee Way) will be
improved, with opportunity to create ecological pockets along this valued and well
used facility.

7.16

Affordable Housing completions in Thornbury during the most recently available
monitoring (2019) was just 37 affordable units, just 6% of the overall housing
delivery for the Town. Allocation of this site is an opportunity to secure a policy
compliant level of affordable homes.

7.17

Finally, the site would respond to the ambitions for the NHP to deliver better quality,
energy efficient and sustainably located homes. Newland Homes are committed to
delivering all homes as zero carbon (energy) and have an excellent ability & track
record to evolve high quality bespoke designs.

7.18

The site would, therefore, be an excellent option for allocation in the NHP to meet
an identified housing need and align with the ambition of the plan to deliver high
quality, energy efficient and sustainably located homes.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Enderby Associates (Landscape Architects and Environmental Consultants) have been
appointed by Newland Homes, to undertake an assessment of the suitability of the site,
land west of Bristol Road, Thornbury, for residential development. The following have been
considered:

1.2



the environmental planning context of the area;



the landscape and visual context of the site;



the constraints and opportunities for development of the site;



the function of the site in Green Belt terms.

This assessment is supported by plans and photographs which are contained in Annex A.
The location of the site is shown on Plan 1.

HO/431/01 Draft

1

April 2016

Land at Bristol Road, Thornbury

Summary Landscape and Visual Appraisal

ANNEX A
Drawings and photographs

HO/431/01 Draft

April 2016

Tall hedgerow / tree line
on site western boundary

Hedgerow on
northern site bondary

Glimpse of site
(north eastern field)

Mature vegetation within site

Photograph 9. From Jubilee Way footpath within site (north western field)

Site largely concealed by vegetation
Playing fields

Houses at the end of
Thornbury High Street

Elevated house on Bristol
Road opposite site

Photograph 10. From Jubilee Way footpath west of Thornbury

Plan 3.5

