
29 June 2012 Issue 21: Yate and Chipping Sodbury 

Yate Town Council  ID: 936417 

 

 Section 14 

1.1. We refer to our earlier comments on the spatial strategy in CS5 and the 
distribution in CS15. We do not object to most of policy CS30. Our objection 
is to the New Neighbourhood. 

  

1.2. We are concerned that para 14.2 misportrays our town eg 

o It suggests there is a problem with the changing age demographic. 
This is very far from being a problem, and is very welcome. For much 
of the last 30 years Yate has had the highest under 18 percentage 
population in the local authority area. This is an inevitable 
consequence of rapid growth in housing numbers, as young couples 
move in and start families. The ‘breathing space’ provided by the 1988 
Local Plan has enabled us to  mature a bit, so our age profile is 
becoming a little more normalised, with two and even in some cases 
three generations of family living in Yate. When we set up a pop in cafe 
for over 50s, the older people who helped set it up commented that 
they were the same generation who had to start the young wives, and 
then parent and toddler, then playgroup, then brownies, then youth 
groups... and so on – the first generation that built this community. We 
welcome the fact that we now have a more balanced population age 
range, although it is still disproportionately under 60 compared to the 
base population.  

 

o The areas of deprivation referred to are areas of priority social need, 
designated solely by reason of issues affecting under 18s. 

 

o The plan has been overtaken by events in terms of the rapid 
development of an evening economy in the Yate.Sodbury area (and for 
this purpose it is one area) with a range of restaurants (at least 10 in 
the town and all but two in central areas), a nightclub and community 
cinema. We do have aspirations for a not for profit arts centre to 
include a performance space, and more commercial leisure activity. 
However, there is no suggestion that an additional 3000 houses would 
make the critical difference to a commercial leisure provider such as a 
bowling alley or multiplex coming to Yate. And in retail terms, since the 
plan was produced in 2009, the largest Tesco in the region has 
opened, Waitrose and M&S food are coming, calling into question the 
need for additional retail. The world is not static. The plan has been. 



 

1.3. We fundamentally repudiate the para 14.3 assertion that the community 
accepts that ‘it is now an appropriate time to plan for the next phase of Yate 
and Chipping Sodbury’s growth.” We have held a series of public meetings 
with our MP and knocked on thousands of doors in the last three years and 
have met with complete hostility to large scale residential development. All 
the successful candidates in the most recent local elections (May 2011) 
expressly opposed the new neighbourhood and were elected by large 
margins. Our community has accepted the 558 dwellings but is fundamentally 
opposed  to a further 3000. We want there to be no mistake about that. The 
use of the world ‘next’ suggesting there are further phases to come in the 
future would be even less welcome to locals. 

 

1.4. We welcome much of the vision set out at 14.4, but we have not at any stage 
heard the public saying they want the new neighbourhood. We are at a loss 
to see how South Gloucestershire can have interpreted the consultation 
responses to say people WANT the new neighbourhood. What we hear them 
saying is they don’t want it, but after four years of fighting they are beaten 
down and feel it is inevitable it will come. That should not be misinterpreted 
as support. 

 

2. Objections to the new neighbourhood 

 

We object strongly to the 300 houses  because of its impact  upon: 

• Transport / traffic esp. re commuting and road networks 
• Environment  
• Infrastructure  
• Climate change 
• Flooding / drainage 
• community identity 

 
It  amounts to massive backland development. 

 

2.1. Engine Common. 

We strongly endorse the CS30.15 recognition of Engine Common as a 
specific community that merits protection.  We draw the Inspector’s attention 
to the planning inspector’s decision 20 years ago when Barretts sought to 
develop at Engine Common. Those reasons for refusal remain as strong 
today: the site contains fields that are of ecological significance, being 
unimproved grassland last ploughed for mangle worzels during the War, 
would destroy the rural community and destroy an important area of mining 
heritage with unique surviving 19th and 18th century remains above and below 



ground.  Engine Common is not part of urban Yate. Most people living there 
have chosen to live there because they want to live in a rural community, 
away from the urban area. Urban development on the scale being proposed 
by developers would fundamentally change that rural community and turn it 
into an urban extension of Yate. At present the railway line represents the 
barrier between Yate and the surrounding rural area. We consider that is 
important to retaining this bright line.  As a rural community it should be 
considered within CS5 rural community approaches, not as a new 
neighbourhood.. 

 

2.2. Brimsham Park 

The Brimsham Park Action Group has set out the concerns of resident - 
amenity, loss of access to the countryside , the impact on the properties at 
the edge of the development, and the massive highway impacts. We refer the 
Inspector to the evidence they have submitted to earlier stages of the 
process and ask you to take that into account. This established community 
will become the entrance to a massive building site for at least 10 – and at 
the end of which the main means of access to these 3000 dwellings, 9 ha of 
employment and all the other facilities will be along their quiet estate roads. 
Equally, the provision of a new road at Peg Hill will damage the Yate Rocks 
community. We can see no satisfactory means of providing access to what is  
BACKLAND development. 

 

2.3. Yate Rocks 

Yate Rocks is a unique local community. It is a rural community, where 
everyone knows everyone, where there has been no incursion of modern 
development and the pace of life is different from its urban neighbour. It is a 
true hamlet community.  The cottages cluster around a ford, with a stone 
pedestrian footbridge, unique in South Gloucestershire. We ask the Inspector 
to visit the community to assess its unique character.  In 1988 we secured 
agreement, to ensure development was kept two fields back from the hamlet 
to the west. We are very concerned that some of the proposals associated 
with the new neighbourhood come right up to the boundaries of the hamlet 
itself. That will destroy the hamlet, not just their view, but their community.  

 

We most strongly urge that the Core Strategy includes an express 
commitment to retaining the protective line agreed as a long term buffer in 
the 1988 plan and that it is afforded explicit protection in the way Engine 
Common is.  

 

Residents at Yate Rocks have put together a portfolio to explain the special 
nature of their community which we endorse and submit. 



 

 

2.4. Tanhouse Lane 

It is important for CS31 to state in the policy that the new neighbourhood must 
not be accessed by vehicles from Tanhouse Lane because of its unsuitability 
for such traffic.  

 

3. We object to the failure to include significant elements of the infrastructure 
needed, and with the exception of sewage, its failure to set provision of 
infrastructure (or even clarity about WHAT will be provided on HOW) as 
conditions precedent to development.  

 

4. Road  improvements  

4.1. We consider the lack of road improvement proposals on the Yate corridor to 
be a fundamental – and so far unanswered- objection. The Transport 
Package does not include any proposals for highways within the town or 
between the town and centres of employment. Earlier in the EIP we have 
explained the limited nature of public transport links  to centres of 
employment – and consequential reliance upon the car . 

 

4.2. We refer to our evidence on issue 8 (para 7.15)– that this problem cannot be 
ignored.  If there is no solution to the highway problem, then there should be 
no additional housing. The design and delivery of in town and commuting 
highway solutions must to be a condition precedent of development 

 

5. Public transport delivery and sustainability 

5.1. We refer to our comments on issue 8 and objections to the capacity of the 
Public Transport Package to address the large additional commuter 
movements (and the inconsistency of such movements with the ‘self 
containment’ vision). The Transport package needs to be both provided AND 
sustained long term at affordable prices so that they are genuine options, not 
just the physical infrastructure of a turn back without trains. There is nothing 
in the Core Strategy to suggest how this is to be sustained.  

 

5.2. Despite it being a key part of the Public Transport Package, no land is 
allocated in the plan for a Multi-Modal Interchange at Yate Station – even if 
allocated there are implementation problems as access to the station is via a 
private road not in the ownership of the council, as is all adjoining land. So it 
is difficult to see how this could be implemented – unless they simply mean, 



as at present, that buses run along the main road past the station. It is rather 
overstating things to call that a Multi Modal Interchange. 

 

5.3. We are concerned that the first 558 houses are already being built, but there 
is no time line for the delivery of any of the public transport elements. Our 
experience over the last two years working with South Gloucestershire’s 
Public Transport team leads us to express very strong doubts about the 
viability of the package. We as a Town Council have been keen to deliver a 
round town bus, now it is over 2 miles from one side of town the other. 
Developers and shopping centre owners were interested in supporting this, 
but South Gloucestershire were insistent even a basic route with small bus 
would require a subsidy of over £1million a year. The sums being set out by 
South Gloucestershire were beyond the pocket of the developers and the 
shopping centre owners, even given a considerable amount of goodwill. We 
would like the bus, but we strongly object to residential land allocations 
predicated on proposals to deliver services such as the round Yate bus with 
South Gloucestershire’s own public transport team have costed, and 
conclusively argue is not viable. It is not acceptable to the public to have two 
parts of the same authority speaking in different ways like this. 

 

5.4. We have long campaigned for the NIbley Park and Ride. However, the new 
council offices have since been built adjoining the proposed site, with 
inadequate car parking, giving rise to massive parking problems in the locality 
and a complex scheme of parking restrictions on all adjoining roads. The risk 
therefore is that a Park and Ride will become an extension car park for 
council staff and not reduce travel by car.  

 

5.5. Contributions to the Bristol Metro and A38 Showcare Bus Coridor to 
Thornbury cannot form part of Yate Sodbury Package. The A38 does not 
come anywhere near Yate, and the Bristol Metro will not assist the travel 
problems on the Yate corridor. Their inclusion in the Yate Sodbury package is 
evidence of the poor construction of this packagen, or a desire to try to use 
funding from development at Yate to subsidise transport works elsewhere. 

 

6. Housing type/density 

6.1. The proposed densities are too high. We value varied density and do not 
want in any way to create a high density ghetto. There is a case for a small 
amount of housing to meet local need – but the plan does not include any 
local need priority criteria. We believe there would be support for a limited 
allocated tied to a local connection criteria..  

 



6.2. I The overwhelming majority of affordable housing within the Strategy will be 
social rented housing, and only a small percentage shared equity. Many 
people in Yate were the first generation in their family to own their own home. 
They want their children to be able to do so. It is important that young people 
are not tied to renting - that will be seen by residents as socially regressive, 
so a higher percentage of the affordable housing should be provided through 
shared equity/staircasing schemes.  

 

7. Employment provision  CS30.11/CS31 

7.1. We are concerned that the whole basis of the CS5 vision  to make Yate more 
‘self-contained’ is fundamentally undermines by unrealistic employment 
proposal. Inadequate, unrealistic or undeliverable employment approaches 
dramatically reduce the sustainability of the scheme, undermine CS5 and 
undermine efforts to address the Climate Change Key Issue. 

 

7.2. Just 9 Ha of land is proposed for additional employment land (CS11), 
insufficient to support 3558 dwellings. The vision of making the town more 
self-contained in CS5 is dependent upon intensification and the vague 
comment about delivering ‘opportunities for modern working practices to 
enable people to work from home’. The employment gap it relies on 
homeworking to bridge is bigger than national evidence would support. Home 
working is highly sectoral – journalists and IT designers often do it, but for 
most people it is not an option. If we look at the possible demographics for 
the sort of development proposed, it is likely to generate a far lower level of 
home working than the Core Strategy anticipates.  There is no indication of 
how a planning process can deliver higher levels of homeworking. No 
practical steps have been suggested. Reliance on homeworking beyond 
normal levels needs realistic and deliverable before it can remotely be 
considered as a contribution to the provision of employment opportunities. 

 

7.3. Reliance upon the redevelopment of the employment area west of the railway 
as a contributor to additional employment is also unrealistic. There  is no 
evidence of deliverability, as it depends upon cooperation between all the 
landowners of the estates; could not be delivered without substantial 
disruption to current employment opportunities and many local firms; and fails 
to recognise the other demands being placed on that land. 

 

 

8. Flood  

We object to the designation because so much of the allocated land lies within 
the flood risk zone – the same designation that has been used elsewhere in 
South Gloucestershire to exclude the area from development.  Development on 



such land is utterly inappropriate for housing, social infrastructure or for open 
space. We know the land involved, and for much of the year it is too boggy even 
to be useable as open space, and would object most strongly to it being 
accepted as part of the minimum open space provision. We are deeply 
concerned about the impact of this site upon down stream flooding, which is 
already bad in peak conditions.  It is essential that no further development land is 
released until the sewage infrastructure is not merely funded by actually 
constructed and in operation. Fig 11 appears to exclude the flood plain, but we 
are concerned to ensure that this is explicitly set as a development parameter.  

 

 

9. Facilities 

9.1. There is no evidence  that more houses will bring in more services beyond 
the direct needs of the new people – it will put more pressure on what we 
have; so arguments that growth will be more likely to mean we get a cinema 
are still fundamentally flawed and not evidenced by the Council. 

 

9.2. Our nearest hospital will be at Southmead, which can take over an hour to 
reach between 7-10am and 4-6.30pm. The proposed level of development 
would not justify a new hospital here, and it is not sustainable to be putting 
massive new communities so far in time from hospitals. 

 

10. Open Spaces/landscape 

The Core Strategy needs to refer to strategic provision of open space, in 
particular: 

• new informal open space must form an extension to Brimsham Park, and 
not be disconnected, or only connected via a narrow corridor 

• there must be a seamless join from urban park to countryside, visually 
and via informal recreational routes.  

•  the green corridor from Brimsham to town centres along the Ridge. 

11. Roads into the development 

11.1. Whilst it is premature to talk about the layout of the development, the Core 
Strategy deals with the question of highway access to the proposed 
development. We consider that none of the proposed access routes are 
acceptable – that is part of the fundamental highway objection to the whole 
proposal of trying to build 3000 dwellings on a backland site. 

11.2. The roads within Brimsham Park  are wholly inappropriate to act as  
primary distributors for a development of 3000 houses, plus schools, shops 
and an employment zone. That will fundamentally change the character of 



Randolph Avenue, Leechpool Way, and create substantial problems for 
children needing to access Brimsham Green School. Leechpool Way is far 
too narrow, with house to close to it to have ever been contemplated as 
suitable for feeding a major development. We ask you to visit Leechpool Way 
to understand its utter unsuitability for use as a main access to a massive 
estate. 

11.3. Releasing land east of the current development to facilitate a new road  
onto Peg Hill is unacceptable. The topography of the land will make this a 
noisy, visible and intrusive major road, serving the entire development, with 
excessive lorry noise in particular as they come up the hill to the main road.  
It will have a massive impact on highway safety immediately opposite the 
Peg Hill skateboard park, a major recreational feature drawing 
unaccompanied teenage users from an area of 20 miles or more. Turning 
movements, additional heavy vehicle traffic and a resultant traffic 
lights/roundabout will taking additional land in a very visible position on the 
scarp slope and add further highway dangers. This route also fundamentally 
undermines the urban to rural transition, creating hard division rather than a 
transition, and the development of the Ridge corridor for pedestrian and 
bicycle access to town centres. 



 

Yate Rocks – “one of the rare 

rural outposts of our town” 

Yate Town Council January 2010 

 
 

 

 

May 31st 2011 



 

Yate & Yate Rocks 

Wikipedia statement – 

The first mention of Yate concerns the existence of a religious house about AD 770; Yate is 

also mentioned in the Doomsday Book of 1086. The name is derived from the Old English 

word giete or gete, meaning ‘a gateway into a forest area’. 

This forest area needs protecting………….. all of it. 

In every document that relates to Yate Rocks in print or on the internet it states clearly 

that Yate Rocks is “one of the rare rural outposts of our town”.  

It should never read “Yate Rocks was once one of the rare rural outposts of Yate, now 

swallowed up completely by the new North Yate Community” 

The proposed housing coming too close to Yate Rocks will decimate this rare rural 
community.  
This community is unique and must be protected and by far more than the current 
proposals allow. There needs to be a clear two field distance between Yate Rocks and the 
development to give it the “Significant green corridor” that the Core Strategy itself states. 
To protect the sensitive community of Yate Rocks that South Gloucestershire Council has 
already clearly identified by the statements it has made within the Core Strategy 
documentation. 
 
 Yate Rocks has been in existence for century’s and has housed farmers and miners 
throughout its history. This picture is of farming at Yate Rocks in the early 1900’s. 
 

 
Farming in Yate Rocks in the early 1900’s 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Domesday_Book
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Old_English_language


 
This tiny group of houses is home to people who have lived in Yate Rocks the whole of 
their lives. Three families have been in the Rocks since they were born. You are new here 
if you have not lived in Yate Rocks for more than 20 years, as the majority of home 
owners indeed have. 

 

 
Yate Rocks Ford in the early 1900’s  

 
 

Excerpt from Ridge Wood web site :- 
 
It seems that throughout its history, this area has been valued as a source of limestone. Local 
residents will be familiar with the vast Barnhill Quarry but small-scale quarrying is a long-
standing feature of The Ridge and its surrounds. It is well worth visiting the settlement of Yate 
Rocks which lies just south of Bury Hill - the appearance of this quiet hamlet owes much to this 
activity. Many of its beautiful old cottages shelter in quarried hollows, their steep rock faces still 
evident. 
 
Yate Rocks is a small hamlet on a tributary to the Ladden Brook, which was once part of the 
Manor of Brimsham. The area was much quarried in the 1800’s – a Limekiln was shown near to 
the ford on the 1842 title map. 
The Baptist Chapel opened in 1881 and closed in 1971 when it became derelict before being 
purchased privately to be used to store antiques.  The chapel had seating for 30 people and was 
built of red brick and slate roof. This is now a private dwelling. 
The hamlet was favoured by photographers in the early 1900’s due to its tranquillity and the 
romantic image and this explains the number of photographs available from that time. Things 
have changed very little and still today there is no mains drainage or Gas supply to Yate Rocks. 

 



 
 
If you ask the people of Yate Rocks why they choose to live here and what 
were their first impressions of Yate Rocks they will say:- 
 

“It is a beautiful natural area of peace and calm, of tranquil countryside, a place to be 
able to live safely away from the noise of a large estate. We cycled there every week 
from the estate we used to live on and decided that this lovely countryside was where we 
wanted to live”  
Nick & Julie Reed, The Old Chapel 
 

“Because of the wonderful environment for our two boys surrounded by green fields, 
woodland and with friends nearby. Each house is individual and cared for so lovingly by 
the owners” 
Doug & Elaine Foote, Chertsey Cottage 

 

“Wonderful place to grow up in as a child and to bring my own children up in. My 
grandchildren and great grandchildren love visiting and playing in Yate Rocks” 
Stella Lane, lifelong resident 12 Yate Rocks 
 

“Unspoiled Hamlet, unspoiled countryside, remote but with easy access to Bristol. It is 
friendly, cooperative and self reliant but has a community that all pulls together when 
they need to” 
Bridget & Ian Dunnett, Fordbank Cottage 
 

“On early retirement from working in London for 34 years we wanted to live in a rural 
location within easy reach of a high street and shops we choose Yate Rocks. It is friendly, 
quiet and peaceful with minimum traffic noise, great views and a safe environment” 
David Pace, Madeline Cottage 
 

“Quiet rural area close to Yate with all the neighbours helping each other out and 
children able to play safely in the area with the woods and stream” 
Beryl & Mandy Osborne, Bruleigh Cottage 
 

“We wanted a large detached house in a rural location which was near to local amenities. 
We wanted a period property and we had to be away from main roads which were not 
cat friendly. Yate Rocks remains unchanged from Victorian times other than the general 
upkeep of the houses there. A pretty location with far reaching views over the Severn 
Bridge and onto the Welsh mountains” 
Dave & Alison Davis-Evans, 10 Yate Rocks 
 

Without exception every resident feels strongly that South Gloucestershire Council and 
the developers should not be able to take away the reason everyone came to Yate 
Rocks to live – to be away from a housing estate. 
 

 



 
 

A Walk through Yate Rocks  
for those who do not know it …….. 

 

 
 
 

Yate Rocks and the road into the hamlet 
 
 

 
 
 
 

This photograph was taken from the gate at the top of Yate Rocks and overlooks one of the proposed Barratt 
Homes fields in the planned development. 



 

 
 

The top of the hill coming into Yate Rocks from the Rockwood House end. The first house is Chertsey Cottage. 
This view will change beyond recognition with all of the fields being built on. 

 
 

  
 

Chertsey Cottage. The owners have lived here 33 years. 
The two fields in the distance are both part of the proposed building area. 

 
 



 

 
 

The Hive - Number 8 Yate Rocks. The Owners have been here 17 years. 
 

 

 
Number 10 Yate Rocks. The owners have lived here for 11 years. 

 



 
 
 

 
 

Number 3 Yate Rocks  
Mr Albert Andrews was born in this house before he died last December aged 83. Mrs Andrews still lives here 
and has been here over 60 years since she married Albert. Her back garden will overlook all of the proposed 

new housing. 
 

 
 

The Old Chapel – Number 5 Yate Rocks.  
The owners have been here 16 years. 

The Jubilee Way runs through the owners back garden and is planned to adjoin the new development. 
 



 
 
 

 
 

On down past The Old Chapel to the Ford. 
 
 
 

 
 

Number 12 
The owner has lived here all of her life and is now in her 80’s. She is the sister of Mr Andrews who lived at 3 

Yate Rocks. 
 
 
 



 
 

 
Madeline Cottage – Number 9 Yate Rocks. The owners have lived here 19 years. 

 
Ford Farm - Number - 7 Yate Rocks. The owners have lived here 5 Years. 

 
Bruleigh Cottage – Number 14 Yate Rocks. The owners have lived here for 51 years. 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

The Ford at the heart of Yate Rocks 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Ford Bank Cottage – Number 18 Yate Rocks, owners have been here for 31 years. 
 

 
 
 

Number 22 Yate Rocks. The owners have lived here for 11 years. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Number 24 Yate Rocks and the road off to the last house in Yate Rocks, Badgers Holt 
 
 
 

 
 

The view over the fields outside Number 24 and the view back into Yate Rocks. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

Just how close is too close? 
 
 

 
 

Heron’s land will come right up to the gate at the far end of this photograph where the plan to put housing! 
Taken in the back garden of The Old Chapel which forms part of The Jubilee Way footpath.  

 
 

 
 

The proposed housing will be at the end of this field. This photo is taken from The Old Chapel garden.  



 
Wildlife 

There is a great number of different species of wildlife that live in the fields surrounding Yate Rocks. Although 
there are only a few photographs to show below there are indeed Badgers, Foxes, Squirrels, Deer, Ferrets, 
Grass snakes, many species of Mice, Tawny & Barn owls, Nightingales, Sparrow Hawks, Buzzards, Herons, 

Woodpeckers, Kingfishers, Hedgehogs, Pheasants, Slow worms, Newts, Frogs and many, many more that class 
these fields as their home where they have lived undisturbed for years. Many of these visit the gardens of Yate 

Rocks regularly making it a very special area that needs to have the right amount of green space around it to 
protect the very important wildlife that live in our area. 

 

 
 

Muntjac Deer feeding in the front garden of The Old Chapel 
 

 
Wild Deer families in Yate Rocks.  

There are at least a dozen adult and young deer living in the fields surrounding Yate Rocks.  
This picture was taken in the back garden of Number 10 Yate Rocks. 



 
 
 

Flooding in Yate Rocks 
 

 
 

 
 

The Ford – flooded due to the Hanson Quarry’s overflow of water, a regular event in Yate Rocks. 



 

 
 

The Plans 
 

The resident’s of Yate Rocks have been promised a SIGNIFICANT GREEN 
CORRIDORE between the fragile community here and the proposed development.  

The ONLY way South Gloucestershire Council can honour their commitment and 

pledge to provide this is to scale back the housing further away from Yate Rocks giving 
it the two clear field’s space from the development it has been promised in the past.  

 
This rare and rural outpost of Yate MUST be protected and kept completely separate 

from any new building.  
 

In fig 1 collectively we request that the housing is pushed back to the two field distance 
that we as a community have always believed we would be given. 

In Fig 2 you can see just how close the current proposals come to the properties of Yate 
Rocks 

 
 

Fig 1 

 
 



 
 

 
Fig 2 

 
 

On behalf of the Yate Rocks Residents.  
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From: YateTownCouncil <YateTownCouncil@southglos.gov.uk>
To: Chris Willmore <chris.willmore@bristol.ac.uk>
cc: Hayley Townsend <Hayley.Townsend@southglos.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: Enquiry from the Council website
Date-Sent: 07 June 2011 08:35 +0100

Chris, please see below. 

  

You may have already received this directly through the YTC website. 

  

Regards. 

Julie 

  

Julie Clay 

Senior Administrative Officer 

Yate Town Council 

  

      01454 866509 

       01454 866514 

      julie.clay@southglos.gov.uk 

  

Email is susceptible to data corruption, interception and unauthorised amendment.  We 
accept no 

liability for corruption etc, any loss or damage sustained as a result, or as a result of 
software viruses. 

  

__________________________________________________

From: Lorna McGrath [mailto:lorna.macmillan@o2.co.uk] 
Sent: 06 June 2011 19:33
To: info@yatetowncouncil.gov.uk
Subject: Enquiry from the Council website 

  

This is an enquiry from the Town Council website

bmg
Stamp



Page 2.  From: YateTownCouncil <YateTownCouncil@southglos.gov.uk>  on 07/06/2011 08:35 +0100

Printed for: Chris Willmore  on  Thu, 24 May 2012 12:35:10 +0100

Message
Message:Heron Land Developments – North Yate I would just like to air my grievance about the proposed development 
near Brimsham Park by Heron Land Developments. These plans have been blocked in the past, and I am sure for very good 
reasons. I would hope that people involved in the decision process stay focused and stick with their principals of what is 
right for the area. Councillors represent the people. The residents don’t want it, the area doesn’t need it. To go ahead with 
these plans is going to be met with a lot of bad feeling from local residents. I hope those concerned in the planning process 
are not just finding an easy option to fulfil government targets. Here is just a few of my concerns: 1.Green Belt This area of 
land is Green belt. It is currently being farmed and is the home to an array of wildlife. It is frequently used by residents of 
Brimsham Park and people from other surrounding neighbourhoods to walk their dogs and get a way form it all. The people 
of Yate deserve an area of green. The area is slowly being turned into a concrete Jungle. The time is to take stock and think 
what the area may look like in 20-30 years time. 2. Flooding The changes in land use associated with urban development, is 
well documented as having an affect on flooding. Removing vegetation and soil, grading the land surface, and constructing 
drainage networks increase runoff to streams from rainfall. As a result, the peak discharge, volume, and frequency of floods 
increase in nearby streams. This can not be ignored. The weather patterns are becoming quite unpredictable, of late, and this 
should be taken in account. 3. Detrimental to other areas of Yate I strongly feel this will have a negative affect on other 
areas of Yate, not just Brimsham Park. The council should consider not only what affect this will have to Brimsham Park 
but areas such as South Yate, for example. Professional people, who can, will move out and move on from the area. The 
area will deteriorate. A number of people I have talked to are not willing to live next to a “Bradley Stoke” and a concrete 
Jungle. They moved to the area for the quiet and green land. With the development set to take over ten years there go both 
of that. Residents are already considering moving on and leaving the area. 4. Crime As an area deteriorates crime increases. 
As I have mentioned I feel that it will cause other areas of Yate to continue to deteriorate. I am sure the current Brimsham 
Park area had a negative affect on other areas of Yate. 5. Traffic Accidents You can’t add an estimated 4000 extra cars to a 
road infrastructure and not expect more traffic accidents. The councillors should liaise with the Highways agency and Police 
to see what their thoughts are. Yate will become a place people will want to avoid. 6. Extra burden on local resources and 
services More people will mean more resources and services will have to be provided to maintain the current standard. 7. 
Roads in state of repair The Council is currently struggling to maintain roads to an acceptable standard. There are large 
numbers of roads that need desperately re-surfacing and there are lots of pot holes. With an estimated 4000 extra cars on the 
road these roads are set to get worse. 8. Conjestion Goose Green and Peg Hill, to name but a few, are already heavily 
congested during the rush hour. With the introduction of the new Tesco Store this is set to get worse. I think it is sensible to 
see what affect this new store has on traffic in the area before other plans are approved. Then add 4000 cars to the equation. 
The current road infrastructure just can not handle the flow of traffic. It will not only cause local congestion but problems to 
the surrounding areas. There is already a problem with commuting to Aztec West, The Mall, Bristol City Centre and other 
commuter areas. I am sure a large percentage of these 4000 cars will also be heading through Chipping Sodbury and Old 
Sodbury towards the M4 and up the Wickwar Road, through Wickwar to the M5. To conclude, I hope the councillors/MPs, 
who make the final decision have the courage and morality not to be influenced by wealthy land owners. Just because you 
own land shouldn’t mean that “lets build some houses on it”. Let’s live in the real world for a minute; these land owners 
aren’t bothered about the locals and the community. They may say they have the community’s best interest at heart, but the 
bottom line is that they are in it for profit. There is not one single person I have met that wants these houses – not one. If 
any one is in favour I would hazard a guess that they would benefit financially in some way if they where. There are enough 
houses being built in this area. Filton Airport is set to close down – these are the sort of places that should be built on not 
existing green land which is being farmed and is the habitat to lots of wild life, green land which is used frequently by the 
public. If the councillors/MPs do approve an unwanted, unnecessary development: It is not acceptable for Randolph Avenue 
to be used as access to the site. The children’s play area is situated of this road and it would be an accident waiting to 
happen for all these construction vehicles passing daily for ten years. As another aside will the residents of Brimsham Park 
be compensated for the disruption to their standard of living whilst construction is in progress? Regards Mrs Lorna 
McGrath 

Full name:
Lorna McGrath 

Email
lorna.macmillan@o2.co.uk 

Telephone 

Full address
10 Long Croft Yate BS37 7YW 

Email Updates 
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From: Mike Drew <Mike.Drew@southglos.gov.uk>
To: chris.willmore@bristol.ac.uk
Subject: Fwd: Brimsham Park Propose Heron Development
Date-Sent: 13 May 2011 21:08 +0100

Mike Drew
Mike.drew@bris.ac.ukSent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Robert Prickett" <RPrickett@red-eng.com>
Date: 13 May 2011 14:25:46 GMT+01:00
To: <steve@stevewebb.org.uk>
Cc: <ian.blair@southglos.gov.uk>, <mike.drew@southglos.gov.uk>, <mike.robbins@southglos.gov.uk>, 
<ruth.davis@southglos.gov.uk>, <sue.walker@southglos.gov.uk>
Subject: Brimsham Park Propose Heron Development

Dear Steve and local councillors’

 

Regarding the outline plans I have see from Heron on proposed development at Brimsham Park. I am concerned with the 
impact the proposed development will have on the existing facilities in Yate, such as the increased use on the sports centre, 
library, heath facilities and shopping precinct. I wonder what plans if any are in place to upgrade these facilities and provide 
adequate rail, bus and road links to deal with the massive influx of people and vehicles the implementation of the proposal 
would bring to Yate.

 

I have reviewed the information on the Heron web site which is very sketchy and typical of a developer keeping all his 
options open with phrasing such as ‘as far as possible’, ‘assist with’ all phrases that are meaningless  without detailed back 
to enable a full understand of the situation.

 

I question if Yate has the capacity to cater for a development of this size , I am sure the developer will demonstrate that this 
is achievable but at what expense to the quality of life of the existing residence.

 

Bench marked against previous development in Yate the provision of facilities and transport links always fall way behind 
the housing development, will this be another example of what has gone on in the past or can common sense prevail and the 
development be scaled down to a level that is in keeping with an infrastructure that can be built to support it.

 

At this stage I am very sceptical if the proposals are in the best interest of Yate and its residence and therefore lodge my 
objections to the scheme with you. 

 

Trust you will take a balanced view on the feedback you receive from the residents of Yate and put a case forward to object 
to Heron’s proposals.
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Regards

  

Bob and Claire Prickett

 

12 Long Croft

Yate

BS37 7YW

 

Red Engineering Design Limited is a private limited company registered in England and Wales with 
registered number 05299489. 
Registered office: 2 Church Street, Burnham, Bucks, SL1 7HZ
 
This email, its contents and any attachments are confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are 
not an intended recipient please destroy this email immediately and notify the sender by return.  We 
take reasonable precautions to ensure our emails are virus free however, we cannot accept 
responsibility for any virus transmitted by us and recommend that you employ your own virus checking 
procedures. 

_______________________________________________________________
 
South Gloucestershire Council - rated April 2009 under the 
Comprehensive Performance Assessment a maximum '4 star' council by 
the Audit Commission
_______________________________________________________________ 

This email and any files transmitted with it from South 
Gloucestershire 
Council are confidential and intended solely for the use of the 
individual
or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received this 
email in 
error please notify the South Gloucestershire Council Postmaster at 
the address below. 

postmaster@southglos.gov.uk
______________________________________________________________ 

bmg
Stamp



 From: Graham Colenso  
 Sent: 19 March 2011 09:38 
 To: Ruth Davis 
 Subject: North Yate Development 
 
 
 
 
 
 Dear Ruth, 
 
 
 
 I am writing to bring to your attention and  lodge my objections to the 
 massive proposed development in North Yate by both Heron Developments and 
 Barrett Homes. 
 
 
 
 The proposed 3000 extra homes and 9 hectares of light industry  is 
 totally inappropriate for the area and  the development cannot be 
 sustained by the current infrastructure with  poor public transport, 
 buses and trains, lack of parking, heavy traffic let alone schooling, 
 shopping and employment opportunities. 
 
 
 
 This will have a significant impact not only on Brimsham Park but also 
 the town of Yate and the countryside as a whole. With 6000 extra cars on 
 the roads and 10000 extra people. Services and amenities will not cope 
 with the huge influx of vehicles and people into the area. 
 
 The development is completely against current Government Policy  whereby 
 South Gloucestershire Council has been released from its  obligation 
 to build more homes, imposed on it by the previous Government 
 . 
 
 I am expecting your support to stop this madness and ensure that the 
 development does not go ahead 
 
 
 
 Yours respectfully 
 
 
 
 Graham V Colenso 
 



6 The Brake
Yate

Bristol BS377QW

24th May 2011
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
Re – Proposed Development in Brimsham Park, Yate 
 
We would like to lodge the following comments. 
 
- we have seen no evidence that Yate needs this level of new housing, it seems ludicrous. 
- Yate as a whole is not set up to increase in size to this extent, the roads are not adequate to cope with such an
increase in traffice, the medical surgeries/dentists would not be adequate to cater for the increase, Yate grinds to a halt
now at peak times. 
- Lots of people use the lovely open countryside immediately adjacent to Brimsham Park (at the end of
Leechpool/Randolph). They, including us, use it for walks with children, pets, etc. Just in the last few months we have
seen 2owls and deer in these fields. We use it most days. 
- Leechpool Way in particular is totally not suited as an access to the new development, to make this a through road
would be totally ridiculous. Lots of local children play around here, they would be unable to do so as the traffic 
increase would make the area too dangerous. It would also ruin our quiet cul-de-sac as we would hear and see and
smell the significant increase in traffic volumes. 
- Brimsham Park is a lovely place to live and is just the right size. We all chose to live here on that basis, we did not
chose to live in Bradley Stoke which is what developers will turn it into. We chose to live somewhere with open
countryside next door, this will be ruined. We chose to live somewhere safe for our children to play outside without 
adult supervision, the new development would make it too dangerous to do this safely. 
 
The list could go on and on. 
 
If planners allow this awful development to go ahead then please consider the following: 
 
- Leechpool Way cannot be a through road for the reasons given above. It does not need to be a through road, there
are other more suitable options to be used as through roads. 
- Why does the development have to be attached to Brimsham Park? What about having an open green/common space
of 2fields next to Brimsham Park (behind Dryleaze), so we can still live next to open space and use it, plus it would
mean we still live in Brimsham Park as we know it, the new development would be separate. This would involve no
through access from Brimsham to the new development. 
- Plans suggest social housing would be situated next to Brimsham’s existing housing. Why do this to us?! Everyone
knows that problems always follow social housing, it’s kept hushed but it’s well known. Why put this right next to our
houses. Why not put the social housing at the far edge of the development, that way people buying new houses can
chose whether  to live next to social housing or not. Putting it next to us removes any choice for us. 
 
I hope these points are taken into account. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Marcus and Lisa Gregor 
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Objections to the South Glos. Core Strategy 
Policy CS31 North Yate new neighbourhood 
 
First of all we question why South Gloucestershire Council is going ahead with, what 
looks like, a continuation of the original Labour government’s Regional Spatial  
Strategy for the area. In October 2008 South Gloucestershire Council objected to 
many of the proposals contained within the RSS stating that “ It would result in 
unacceptable levels of congestion and negate any potential benefits from the current 
planned investment in transport infrastructure” 
Concern was raised at the time about the level of economic growth contained in the 
RSS document. “ The job growth proposals  < contained in the RSS > assume that 
regional growth will proceed at 3.2% per annum with, by implication, the national 
economy expanding at a similar rate, yet recent forecasts show national growth at 
1.7% in 2008, 1.5% in 2009 then rising to 2.5% for 2010 - 2011” 
It just shows, in the light of today’s economic forecasts, how wrong that was to be ! 
The document goes on to say “ The Council considers that basing housing provision 
figures on such optimistic forecasts of economic growth is neither realistic nor 
credible. It would mean that there would be insufficient local jobs for the people 
moving in to the additional housing, leading to an increase in net out commuting on 
the already congested transport network, or that there would be insufficient demand 
to build the new houses planned. 
The Council, therefore, considers that delivering the scale of growth proposed does 
not reflect current or likely future market conditions, would be damaging to local 
communities and would place unacceptable demands on local infrastructures and 
also cause a permanent loss of Green Belt” 
It is “The Councils view that there are major infrastructure, environmental, flooding 
and employment constraints to further large scale development of Yate” 
 
The comments above are extracted from the minutes of an SGC meeting dated the 
6th October 2008, they are their own objections, not just ours. As it is, the perceived 
growth in the economy at the time the reply to the RSS was written in 2008 was 
woefully inadequate. So, if SGC had objections back in 2008 what has changed their 
mind in the year 2011 ? 
In fact the economic outlook is not much better now than it was in 2008. 
 
The new Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government has sent a letter 
to all local authorities in England recommending that they review the Strategy which 
was imposed on them under the previous government. The letter goes on to say that 
local authorities should now have more flexibility to reduce the imposed housing 
proposals <dramatically>. 
Some other local authorities have immediately scrapped the original RSS proposals 
for mass housing in their areas, Why hasn’t South Gloucestershire Council ? 
 
We object to the proposals found in the SGC Core Strategy for North Yate in its 
entirety, it is based on impracticable and untenable housing targets. Instead of going 
ahead with the plan why not quantify what extra housing in this area is actually 
needed and make it sustainable. 
In Yate there is already commitment to build houses on the old Sea Transport Stores 
and at Coopers on the Westerleigh Road not to leave out the proposed development 
in Chipping Sodbury near to Barnhill Quarry. 
Yate could possibly just about cope with the already committed amount of extra 
houses but another 3000 houses is a step too far. 
There is also a great need to preserve whatever Green Belt we have around Yate, 

 



 

we have lost quite a bit already to development. The area to the North of Yate at 
Brinsham Park is needed to preserve what little open space is left to us. 
 
TRANSPORT 
Within the SGC Core Strategy for North Yate there are no plans to build any new 
major roads in and out of Yate to the two motorways, or in to Bristol. The only new 
roads proposed are within the new development. What happens when the new 
inhabitants get out on to the existing, already congested, main roads? 3000 houses 
equals at least 4000 extra cars on the road. A Highways engineer for SGC has 
already emailed us with the comment “ Station Road is already saturated with traffic”. 
Working from home will not be an option for many and there will not be enough new 
and existing workplaces  for everyone in this area. We cannot see everyone who 
might be lucky enough to be employed locally walking or cycling to there workplace, 
it is human nature to just get in the car. 
Most workplaces will still be in Bristol, Filton and possibly the Gloucester / Swindon 
areas. The roads around Yate between 7.00am - 10.00am and again at 4.00pm - 
6.00pm are saturated with cars and lorries as it is let alone another potential 4000 
cars. It will be virtually impossible to improve any of the roads around the Town 
Centre. Two main routes through Yate, Rodford Way and Goose Green Way have 
been downgraded to single carriageway roads and there is no chance now of a 
bridge being completed to finish off the “road to nowhere”. 
 
There would also have to be a vast improvement in cheap public transport in and 
around Yate  and beyond to the major employment areas. At the moment, as far as 
we can see, there are hardly any bus services serving the area of North Yate which 
would contain the proposed new development. The main bus operators will only run 
a service which is profitable to them, if services are withdrawn through loss of 
revenue SGC would be asked to subsidise them. This is not cost effective and would 
be unfair to many Council Tax payers. 
 
The proposed Park and Ride at Nibley will not be sufficiently large enough to park the 
amount of cars expected to use it, we believe it to be for just 175 cars, a drop in the 
ocean of the requirement if drivers are going to be expected to use the service. 
Unless the car park is supervised properly it could also get cars in there belonging to 
staff at the nearby Council offices. 
 
Train services are abysmal from Yate in to Bristol and up to Gloucester and it would 
seem that they are not going to get better in the future. 
 
“ Plans to ease crowded carriages dropped - which includes the Yate - Bristol 
line” 
South Glos. Observer. Thursday 17th June 2010 
 
“ COUNCILS ACROSS THE WEST  TO LOSE MILLIONS OF POUNDS IN 
TRANSPORT FUNDS”. 
“West  councils will lose more than £14 million in total from their transport 
capital funds covering small road projects and safety schemes, bus priority 
lanes and walking, cycling and information proposals. Under the cuts South 
Gloucestershire Council will lose £1.55 million”
Western Daily Press. Tuesday 15th June 2010. 
 
 
DENSITY OF PROPOSED HOUSING 
The density is far too high set at an average of 45 dwellings per hectare, the area 
concerned would simply be an urban jungle. 

 



 

Much of the housing proposed would not be in the “affordable” housing bracket and 
would not help local young families  to buy their own home. 
If the proposed development does go ahead then the developers must be forced to 
provide at least 40% of the houses as “affordable”. 
A much lower density of houses would put far less strain on resources. 
 
WATER AND SEWAGE 
The area under proposal is located in a known flood risk area as notified by the 
Environment Agency. Allocating this land for development which is in the 1 in 75 year 
flood risk zone should not go ahead for housing. Householders within this flood risk 
area may not even be able to get full house/contents insurance. 
If, as we suspect, the proposed developers allocate some land for open space it is 
most likely to be the bits that flood the most ! 
Developers will promise that they will put in new sewers and flood drains, and maybe 
they will actually do some of it, but this only passes the problem downstream to some 
other area. If this plan is to go ahead despite protests, then the developers must be 
held accountable for providing full and adequate sewage management over a much 
wider area - at their cost not local taxpayers. Remember that there is already a 
problem with a build of sewage waste in the Brinsham Park area which has not 
properly been attended to since the original development in that part of Yate. 
 
INFRASTRUCTURE AND FACILITIES 
More houses, larger population but less facilities ! 
South Glos Council are already letting developers off of their legal requirements to 
provide money for extra facilities. 
With a growth in population there is more likely to be an even greater call on the 
“emergency services”. There is most likely to be a reduction in the local police force, 
this makes it more likely that we are going to be dependent on police officers from 
out of the area [ if available ] who are not conversant with local streets. 
At the moment we are lucky enough to have quite a few locally based police officers 
and PCSOs, that future looks fairly bleak with a possible reduction in police 
manpower of 25%. 
More houses means that the local fire crews are going to have to deal with more 
incidents. There is also the prospect of the Fire Service being also hot by the 
economic difficulties we are currently experiencing, and which looks like continuing 
for many years to come. 
The Ambulance Service is also going to have more calls made on it, we cannot see 
that it is going to be expanded locally. 
These emergency services combined are going to have more strain put upon them 
due to an increased population. The cracks are already showing locally without any 
extra housing. 
 
Frenchay hospital, within a couple of years, is to be closed so there will be no A&E 
facility reasonably close by. The Minor Injury Unit at the new West Gate Centre has 
opening and closing times therefore the nearest A&E service will be at Southmead 
hospital which is bad enough to reach at the best of times . With no new roads 
expected, accessing Southmead hospital is going to be an extra strain anyway 
without adding in the population increase if 3000 new house are built in the district. 
This is going to become a nightmare scenario. 
     
    -------------------------- 
 
One thing that has so far not been put forward against the development of this land is 
that in the not too distant future this country is going to become more dependent on 
home grown produce, this piece of land may well be useful as good land to grow the 

 



 

food we so depend on, we need to keep it free for possible use as emergency 
agricultural land. 
 
This development of 3000 extra house in Yate is not in the best interests of the area 
and we urge you to reconsider the proposals contained in the Core Strategy it will be 
so costly for the environment and social cohesion. 
There is already enough building being carried out, or proposed, in the area at 
Elswick Park, Coopers, and possibly Peg Hill and Barnhill Quarry. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mike and Cindy Garett 
 
 
27th April 2011 

 



 
 
 From: "Kath & Derek" Date: 25 March 2011 21:37:59 GMT 
 To: <mike.drew@southglos.gov.uk 
 Subject: Fw: Brimsham Park Campaign - Heron & Barratt homes developments 
 
 
 
 As residents of Pear Tree Hey and after visiting the public exhibition of 
 these proposed developments, we were horrified at the extent of the 
 existing green countryside that could be swallowed to make another TOWN 
 and wish to register our objections for the following reasons :- 
 
 Heron Home Development 
 1) The increase in traffic will have an enormous effect on noise, 
 pollution, health and safety 
 2) An extra 10000 people will put an enormous strain on the existing 
 facilities 
 3) South Gloucestershire Council has been released from its obligation to 
 build more homes and the development is completely against current 
 government policy 
 
 The Peg Hill Development 
 1) There is lack of foul water sewage and no plans for drainage (apart 
 from a pond to hold it in???) 
 2) They cannot connect into existing drains 
 3) There will be no contribution to local facilities, eg. schools 
 
 Mr.and Mrs. Derek Atkinson 
 
 



 
 
 From: Dave and Pam Franklin 
 Date: 27 March 2011 15:48:07 GMT+01:00 
 To: <ian.blair@southglos.gov.uk, <mike.drew@southglos.gov.uk, 
 <mike.robbins@southglos.gov.uk, <ruth.davis@southglos.gov.uk, 
 <sue.walker@southglos.gov.uk 
 Subject: Proposed Heron Homes development in North Yate 
 
 
 The people of Yate already endure traffic congestion, particularly at  peak times.  Three thousand new homes at 
Brimsham Park will mean at least  four thousand extra cars. As a large percentage of workers travel out of  Yate for 
employment, predominately to Bristol or the Filton area, there  are already long delays on the two access roads the 
B4059 and A432. I  cannot see how these roads can be improved, so the extra traffic will have a considerable 
detrimental impact. Also, the roads around Yate shopping centre are already at capacity on weekends.  On speaking 
to the  Heron Homes 'traffic expert' at the recent exhibition it was obvious that he had little knowledge of the current 
traffic situation, and only seemed concerned with moving traffic from the proposed site onto Goose Green  Way. 
There seemed little or no concern as to what happens further down the road. 
 
 The proposed development at Brimsham Park can only be accessed through  the middle of the current residential 
area - Randolph Avenue and  Leechpool Way.. This means that all the residents will have to contend  with 20 years 
of heavy construction traffic together with the increase of  car traffic from the new homes, with the resulting 
nuisance, noise,  pollution and congestion. 
 
 The current density of houses at Brimsham Park is circa 15 per hectare  and the proposals are for a minimum of 40 
per hectare. This housing  density will totally change the character and environment of Brimsham  Park. Yate is a 
country town, and to maintain that we need direct and  easy access to open countryside. This is hindered to the south 
and west  by the railway lines, so north and east are the only ways we can get out  into the country. 
 Following direction from Eric Pickles, Secretary of State for Communities  and Local Government, South Glos 
Council can and should reduce their  housing proposals for Yate. I have asked South Glos Council to advise how  
they quantified the actual housing need in Yate, and urged them to  reassess, but have not had an answer. We are 
already getting new houses  at Coopers Yard, Sea Transport Stores and the Waitrose site, is this not  enough to meet 
local needs? 
 
 These proposals will have a profound effect on the whole of Yate, not just the Brimsham Park area. In light of the 
imminent Council elections I  would be grateful if you would  advise me of your stance on the proposed  
development. 
 Thank you. 
 
 
 
 



 
--On 28 April 2011 17:54 +0100 Peter Thompson wrote: 
 
 
 
 
 Hi Chris 
 
 Whilst being totally against the planned increases I must take note of 
 your credibility when asked to believe that 3000 houses equates to 250 
 houses for the next 13 years. 
 This member of the silver haired generation does not agree your standard 
 of maths. 
 
 However, assuming that it is for 13 years in the making, we believe this 
 will now create a long term environmental hazard. 13 years of lorry 
 movements over roads not fitted for that loading is not acceptable. The 
 current dust problem arising from the local quarry is a nuisance in 
 itself. Goodness knows what the atmosphere will be if this planning is 
 accepted. 
 
 Water table - covering the green belt with concrete surely must affect 
 this problem. 
 
 Local housing - what would be the effects on "local" prices. Would the 
 present incumbents be able to sell. ? 
 
 The article states 4000 cars. We believe that it will be well above this 
 figure. As an example the current number of cars distributed between Nos 
 74 to 82 Clayfield is 15. Yes, let me repeat that FIFTEEN cars. Only one 
 house has one car. You may guess whose house this is. 
 
 Sorry we cannot attend the meetings. We will be on holiday getting away 
 from the current problem ! ! 
 
 Peter & Jean Thonpson 
 
 
 



 Page 1.  From: Mike Drew <Mike.Drew@southglos.gov.uk>  on 03/06/2011 23:09 +0100

 Printed for: Chris Willmore  on  Thu, 24 May 2012 12:35:43 +0100

From: Mike Drew <Mike.Drew@southglos.gov.uk>
To: Chris.Willmore@bristol.ac.uk
Subject: FW: Housing Development in North Yate
Date-Sent: 03 June 2011 23:09 +0100

-------------------

Cllr Mike Drew

Tel: 07966228864

-----Original Message-----
From: Claire BT [mailto:aspencer.cyoung@btinternet.com]
Sent: Mon 30/05/2011 1:40 PM
To: steve@stevewebb.org.uk
Cc: Ian Blair; Mike Drew; Ruth Davis; Mike Robbins; Sue Walker
Subject: Housing Development in North Yate

Steve,

I do not believe the proposals for new housing are in the best interests of Yate and surrounding 
Districts. I am concerned about the scale of the development proposals particularly with regards 
those made by Heron Homes and Barratt Homes in North Yate. I think there needs to be an 
independent review to assess the actual housing need and the wider implications for the 
environmental and in particular, road transport systems. Where are the plans for a better balanced 
and integrated transport system? The absence of which are placing extra strain on minor roads that 
cannot cope. Public transport has consistently failed to meet the challenge; there is still no evidence 
of integrated and affordable alternatives to the car, linked to the various housing developments, 
particularly in the North Bristol area.

Regards

Andrew Spencer

Sent from my iPad
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From: Gareth Leadbetter <gareth@leadbetter0.orangehome.co.uk>
To: Planning LDF <PlanningLDF@southglos.gov.uk>
cc: Steve Webb MP <webb@stevewebb.org.uk>,
 Pat Hockey <Pat.Hockey@southglos.gov.uk>, Chris Willmore <chris.willmore@bristol.ac.uk>
Subject: Revised CS
Date-Sent: 20 March 2012 17:17 +0000

FAO Patrick Conroy

Dear Mr Conroy

You will be aware from previous emails that I am opposed to the NYNN - a development which I think is both 
unsustainable and unnecessary.

My understanding of the situation is this:

 The windfall of provision for 2500 houses at Filton airfield (a relatively sustainable site) could have meant, under the 
review of the CS that the NYNN (a less sustainable site) was no longer needed. However, the same CS review increased the 
projected housing need by 4900 - thereby still justifying the NYNN. This increase in housing need of 4900 houses by SGC 
in the revised CS has arisen because the government appointed Inspector (Paul Crysell) felt that the original housing 
provision was too low. 

I would be grateful if you could confirm my above understanding of the situation.

Additionally, I wonder if you could help me: I have looked unsuccessfully within the CS for any calculations which support 
the figure of 4900. With that in mind, I would be grateful if you could guide me towards, either: any relevant calculations in 
the revised CS or to any material from the Inspector. Presumably, you would not have increased the housing figure before 
Paul Crysell had first provided you with soundly based, transparent and auditable evidence justifying the increase?

Many thanks in anticipation.

Kind regards

Gareth Leadbetter
1 Clock Cottages
Westend
Wickwar
Wotton Under Edge
GL12 8LD
Sent by iPhone
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From: YateTownCouncil <YateTownCouncil@southglos.gov.uk>
To: Hayley Townsend <Hayley.Townsend@southglos.gov.uk>,
 Chris Willmore <chris.willmore@bristol.ac.uk>
Subject: FW: Enquiry from the Council website
Date-Sent: 12 March 2012 11:57 +0000

Hi both 

 

For your information. 

 

Thanks 

 

Lucy

 

From: Gareth Leadbetter [mailto:gareth@leadbetter0.orangehome.co.uk] 
Sent: 09 March 2012 11:34
To: YateTownCouncil
Subject: Re: Enquiry from the Council website

 

Lucy

 

Many thanks for this - I very much agree with the comments in there about the NYNN. Here's a copy of my objection:

 

 

My objection is to Core Strategy (CS) 30 Chapter 14 - the New North Yate Neighbourhood (NYNN).

 

My understanding of sustainable development is that greenfield land should only be developed once brownfield options 
have been exhausted and a definite need for more housing remains.

 

Housing Need

The CS fails to make an unequivocal case for the amount of houses actually needed, as evidenced by the Supplementary 
Housing Paper (SHP). Which, in seeking to make predictions on the unpredictable (economic and population growth) not 
surprisingly finds apparent conflicts and contradictions; eg:

Introduction, Para 3.2 - ‘in practice each of the various strands of evidence point to a different level of housing provision’...
‘all relevant factors have to be taken in to account and a judgement made’.

This to me is far from a clear imperative justifying the loss of a large area of countryside. And, since the original Regional 
Strategy, the economic drivers have if anything indicated a downward trend in housing need. Also, with the brownfield-
windfall of provision for 2500 new houses at Filton recently, I was expecting that there could not be a case for the NYNN. 
But no, the CS then claimed that a further 4900 new houses were needed, to 'provide sufficient flexibility' (see: Post 
Submission CS Housing Provision Para 11.7). So regardless of economic downturn and greater availability of Brownfield, 
we still find that the NYNN is to be recommended. 
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Sustainable Transport

The NYNN is geographically the furthest CS recommended development from central Bristol - thereby incurring the largest 
commuting distance. This commuting distance is a key sustainability issue, for which the CS Sustainability Assessment's 
(SA) only solution is a hope that residents will use Yate railway station. However, the SA goes on to acknowledge that Yate 
station is in fact too far to walk to from N Brimsham (NYNN) and there will be no direct bus service (see SA page 226).

 

Summary

SGC are recommending a greenfield, unsustainable development for which no overriding housing need exists. The NYNN 
has been a long time in the making - planned before the economic downturn. Post downturn, projected housing need has 
dropped off, coupled with newly available brownfield at Filton - leaving me at a loss as to why the CS still doggedly 
recommends the NYNN. The answer may be due to an underlying wish by SGC to support business, and specifically its 
business partner Heron Land Developments, who invested significantly some time ago in a major North Yate development 
by acquiring virtually all the land earmarked for the NYNN. For me this statement on Heron's website (posted last year), 
shows that the NYNN became a certainty some time ago: 

 

'Heron Land is a substantial landowner within the North Yate New Neighbourhood area and following a first round of 
public consultation earlier this year, has now begun developing a masterplan for the site, which will be submitted to the 
Council later this year.'

 

 

Regards

 

Gareth Leadbetter

 

 

On 8 Mar 2012, at 16:36, YateTownCouncil wrote:

Dear Mr Leadbetter

 

Councillor Willmore has suggested I forward you a copy of Yate Town Council’s response to the revised Core Strategy and 
mention that the views contained within this response mirror her own personal views.

 

In addition, we would be pleased to see a copy of your objections.

 

Kind regards
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Lucy

Lucy Holtum
Senior Admin Officer
Yate Town Council

( 01454 866509
2     01454 866514
* lucy.holtum@southglos.gov.uk
[   www.yatetowncouncil.gov.uk

  Email is susceptible to data corruption, interception and unauthorised amendment.   We accept no liability for 
corruption etc, any loss or damage sustained as a result or as a result of software viruses.

 

From: yatetowncouncil.gov.uk [mailto:yatetowncouncil.gov.uk@web176.extendcp.co.uk] On Behalf Of Gareth 
Leadbetter
Sent: 04 March 2012 07:41
To: info@yatetowncouncil.gov.uk
Subject: Enquiry from the Council website

 

This enquiry has been sent to:
info@yatetowncouncil.gov.uk,chris.willmore@bristol.ac.uk,

Dear Cllr Willmore I'm strongly opposed to the NYNN recommendations within the SGC CS and have been in 
correspondence over the issue with Steve Webb MP and Cllr Pat Hockey. Having looked at the CS, I can not actually see a 
definitive need for the NYNN - particularly bearing in mind Filton Airfield and the economic downturn. I now suspect that 
SGC's main reason for still recommending the NYNN is to support its business partner Heron Land Developments. With 
that in mind, I am considering approaching Private Eye Magazine for a feature on SGC under 'Rotten Boroughs'. I have 
suggested this to Cllr Hockey and am awaiting her comments. I realise you have actively campaigned against the NYNN 
and would be interested to hear your comments. I am more than happy to forward copies of my objections to you. Kind 
regards Gareth Leadbetter

FROM: Gareth Leadbetter (g@leadbetter0.orangehome.co.uk)
Tel: 07812 340408

1 Clock Cottages Westend Wickwar Wotton Under Edge GL12 8LD

I would like to receive email updates from Yate Town Council about news that affects residents of Yate and the surrounding 
area

_______________________________________________________________
 
South Gloucestershire Council - rated April 2009 under the Comprehensive Performance Assessment a maximum '4 star' 
council by the Audit Commission
_______________________________________________________________

This email and any files transmitted with it from South Gloucestershire Council are confidential and intended solely for the 
use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. You should not forward it by any method to anyone else who 
does not have a justified 'need to know'.

 

If you have received this email in error please notify the South Gloucestershire Council postmaster at the address below

postmaster@southglos.gov.uk
______________________________________________________________

<Response to revised Core Strategy YTC (2).docx>
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_______________________________________________________________
 
South Gloucestershire Council - rated April 2009 under the 
Comprehensive Performance Assessment a maximum '4 star' council by 
the Audit Commission
_______________________________________________________________ 

This email and any files transmitted with it from South 
Gloucestershire Council are confidential and intended solely for 
the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. You 
should not forward it by any method to anyone else who does not 
have a justified 'need to know'. 

  

If you have received this email in error please notify the South 
Gloucestershire Council postmaster at the address below 

postmaster@southglos.gov.uk
______________________________________________________________ 
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